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2 Abstract 
 
This study investigated attitudes towards an adult with dyslexia and how these 

attitudes changed with the presence or absence of a label, the severity of the problems 

and the type of job described. Vignettes in the style of job reference letters were used, 

followed by 25 statements each with a 7-point attitude scale on which the participants 

responded.  A between-groups design was used, so each participant received one of 

the eight versions of the vignette.  All participants were students at The University of 

Nottingham.  The general finding was that participants viewed the character in the 

vignette better when his problems were labelled as opposed to unlabelled and when 

they were mild as opposed to severe.  This lends some support to the idea that the 

label dyslexia is a useful one and does not carry a large stigma.      

 

3 Introduction 
 
Interpersonal perception is the study of how lay people understand each other and 

plays a large part in peoples’ everyday lives and interactions.  Attributions that people 

make about others may greatly affect how they behave towards and treat an individual 

(Hewstone and Stroebe, 2001).  Often attributions are based on preconceived 

stereotypes either due to gender, race, a visible disability or a label that has been 

attached to that person, for example schizophrenia or dyslexia (Riddick, 2000).  This 

has drawn attention in recent years to the importance of labelling, particularly of those 

with learning difficulties and whether specific labels are indeed helpful or not to those 

affected.  Unsurprisingly much of this research and literature refers to school age 

children and adolescents, since labelling issues not only affect how they are perceived 

by their peers and teachers but also the type of provision they receive.   

 
The Warnock Report published in 1978 was against the categorisation of children, 

saying that once labels are attached they can stay with a child throughout their school 

career leading to unnecessary stigmatisation.  The report stated that “ categorisation 

perpetuates the sharp distinction between two groups of children – the handicapped 

and the non-handicapped- and it is this distinction which we are determined, as far as 

possible, to eliminate.”  The report also noted that often a child’s difficulties are not 

due to a particular disability but rather may be the result of emotional or social 

problems which could be resolved.  Therefore, it would be detrimental to attach a 
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label to such a child which effectively gives a within child explanation and may lead 

both child and adults to think that the problem is irreversible.   

 
The Warnock Report, however, has been challenged on numerous occasions regarding 

its stance on labelling and categorisation.  In their book “Children with Special 

Needs” Chasty and Friel (1993) point out that although labelling can be stigmatising 

in certain cases, it is essential to define a child’s problems in precise terms.  The 

suggestion being that to avoid labelling a child may actually impede the essential 

process of definition.  Monaghan (2005) reiterates this point, saying that not labelling 

a child does not make their problems disappear.   The label simply serves to alert 

others of the child’s specific problems and the kind of special education they may 

require.  The negative effects of labelling in special education were brought to light 

by Dunn (1968) who criticised labels such as “mentally retarded” for creating a 

destructive self-fulfilling prophecy.  On the other hand, as Chasty and Friel (1993) 

point out, refraining from using a specific label may prevent teachers from seeking 

appropriate methods to aid the child’s progress in learning.  They believe that a label 

can motivate the labelled person and also inspire the teacher who uses the label.    

 
In their study on teachers’ attributional responses to learning disabled and non-

learning disabled boys, Clark and Artiles (2000) noted that teachers in the United 

States showed less anger and more pity towards boys labelled as learning disabled as 

opposed to those with similar but unlabelled difficulties.  Therefore, having a specific 

label can significantly affect a teacher’s response to a pupil, perhaps because the label 

provides an explanation for the child’s difficulties and the teacher is less likely to 

think the child is just lazy.  However, both US and Guatemalan teachers thought that 

the boys labelled as learning disabled were more likely to fail in the future.  It could 

be speculated that this would result in them putting less effort into teaching these boys 

since they believe there is not much chance of future improvement.   

 
Harris, Milich, Corbitt, Hoover and Brady (1992) looked at the stigmatising effects of 

negative expectancies on peer interactions between boys with and without behaviour 

problems.  The boys who had been told their partner had attention deficit 

hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) were less friendly towards their partners and talked 

less often.  When asked to explain why they did not like their partner, boys tended to 

use global explanations associated with hyperactivity.  This indicates that once others 
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find out about a single stigmatising feature associated with an individual it can cloud 

their global perceptions of that person, even extending to characteristics that have 

nothing to do with the stigma itself.  The study examined how being labelled 

hyperactive compared with the effects of the stigma itself and concluded that a label 

can contribute to a child’s stigmatisation and peer rejection.  They note that with other 

less visible stigmas such learning difficulties, the label may become attached due to 

teachers’ behaviour towards the child or the child leaving lessons for special classes.  

As Landau and Milich (1990) point out, peer rejection is one of the most powerful 

predictors of failure in later life.  Therefore, the issue of interpersonal expectancy 

effects and stigma is crucial both for peer interactions in childhood and throughout 

life.  

 
Dyslexia or specific learning difficulties have been involved in the debate surrounding 

the usefulness of labelling.  Although officially recognised as a disability in the  

Disability Discrimination Act (1995) there are many teachers and education 

authorities that deny its existence.  This may be partly due to the 1972 Tizard Report, 

which condemned the term dyslexia and criticised the practice of taking children out 

of school for special lessons.  The Tizard Report (1972) along with the Warnock 

Report (1978) has perhaps contributed to the unwillingness of many teachers to 

acknowledge the existence of dyslexia.  As Riddick (1995) points out, teachers and 

schools do not dispute that these children have a problem but rather why the problem 

exists and how best to define and deal with it.  Cline and Reason (1993) said that 

special education for children with dyslexia is unique in that it gives appropriate 

provision without having a significant social stigma attached to it.  Riddick (1995) did 

conclude that many teachers thought parents, especially middle class parents, 

preferred to use the label dyslexia for their child’s difficulties because of its non-

stigmatising status.  However, in 50% of cases, mothers were openly blamed by the 

school for their child’s difficulties and were referred to as over anxious with 

unrealistic ambitions for their children.  Over half of the children in Riddick’s (1995) 

study did not like to use the term dyslexia in public because of its stigmatising effect 

and just as many mothers reported feeling that other parents and teachers thought they 

were trying to make excuses for their child.  Therefore, Cline and Reason’s (1993) 

statement that dyslexia does not carry stigmatising connotations may not hold true in 

all cases.    
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Riddick (2000) points out that stigmatisation can take place even in the absence of an 

official label.  For example, children in her studies were often labelled as slow, ‘thick’ 

or lazy before any mention of dyslexia.  This concept was supported by Monaghan, 

(2005) who stated that stigmatisation usually occurs because someone is disabled or 

different and not because of a label.  As Gallagher (1976) points out, labelling is a 

process with many levels.  On the positive side a correct label may help someone 

receive the appropriate help and lead to better understanding and treatment.  On the 

other hand labelling does give the problem a within-child focus and does not 

necessarily address environmental factors.  Jordan and Powell (1992) say that the 

recent move of not labelling children has led to problems in defining and 

understanding their special educational needs.  They make the point that often a 

child’s difficulty is not easily identifiable just by observation.  So, a child displaying 

disruptive behaviour may be doing so because of emotional difficulties at home, to 

cover a specific learning difficulty such as dyslexia or because they have attentional 

problems.  Jordan and Powell (1992) strongly believe that it is very difficult to meet a 

child’s individual needs without the framework set out by specific labels.   

 
As mentioned above there are many levels of labelling.  Riddick (1996) highlights the 

important distinction between the public and private aspects of a label.  Most children 

(21 out of 22) in her study reported a positive attitude toward the label dyslexia since 

it helped them understand their difficulties and they knew they were not stupid.  The 

majority of mothers said they were relieved when they received the diagnosis as it 

provided an explanation and gave access to practical help.  However, many children 

did not want their classmates to know that they were receiving extra help for fear of 

being teased or ridiculed.  The stance the school took on dyslexia greatly affected the 

child’s willingness to use the label openly.  In the schools that held a positive view of 

dyslexia and were open about what it meant, children were much more likely to use 

the label amongst their peers than in the schools where dyslexia was thought not to 

exist or was kept quiet.        

 
As previously noted, the vast majority of the literature on the effects of labelling 

regarding dyslexia focuses on school children and adolescents.  Dyslexia is however a 

life long condition and although specific teaching can ameliorate its effects, many 

people are left with severe problems that span their adult life.  Although most higher 
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education institutions now have comprehensive measures for dealing with dyslexia, 

including extra time in examinations and sometimes the opportunity to dictate rather 

than write exam answers, not all the population is so well informed about dyslexia 

and its effects.  A study by Minskoff and Sautter (1987) revealed that many 

employers had more reservations about employing a ‘cognitively disabled’ individual 

than they did employing someone with physical disabilities.  The researchers 

attributed this to a lack of understanding and experience with conditions such as 

dyslexia and concluded intensive educational programmes for employers were 

needed.   

 
In their book ‘Dyslexia in Adults’ Reid and Kirk (2001) address the topic of labelling.  

They acknowledge the importance of a label both on a personal level, to help the 

individual understand their difficulties, and also in terms of gaining access to help and 

funding.  Their study, consisting of group discussions with 200 professionals involved 

in adult dyslexia, (Kirk and Reid, 1999) also stresses the importance of labelling 

issues.  Many professionals felt the label could be very helpful to the individual, while 

others thought it could be counter-productive in terms of discrimination.  The 

question of employer awareness was also high on the agenda for discussion.  The 

importance of self-advocacy was highlighted, since many employers are not well 

informed on dyslexia and its associated strengths and weaknesses.  The Reid and Kirk 

(2001) book talks about the wide misunderstanding of the term dyslexia.  They point 

out how the media portrayal as ‘word blindness’ is particularly unhelpful and gives a 

totally false picture of dyslexia.  It is beneficial that there are successful famous 

people known to be dyslexic, for example, Richard Branson and Anthea Turner.  

However, it still needs to be emphasised that there are many successful dyslexic 

people who are not famous, using their skills and innovation to contribute in many 

ways to differing professions.           

 
The British Dyslexia Association includes in the possible difficulties associated with 

dyslexia: reading hesitantly, difficulty with sequences, poor organisation and time 

management and erratic spelling.  Among the possible strengths are innovative 

thinking, excellent trouble shooting, creativity in many areas and lateral thinking.  

The adults with dyslexia involved in Dale and Taylor’s (2001) study felt that the 

wider stereotype of dyslexia was that solely of a spelling problem.  This was thought 
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to be exacerbated by the media portrayal, especially that of comedians.  Many of the 

adults in the study first suspected they had dyslexia because of their relative success 

in the workplace despite the failures experienced at school.  Many of these adults 

were in the 40 plus age group and so their problems were certainly not recognised as 

dyslexia at school.  A history of academic failure was common throughout the group, 

which in turn led to an internalisation of personal failure and participants growing up 

feeling ‘thick’ and stupid.  This common story of unrecognised dyslexia usually leads 

to very low self-esteem, particularly academic self-esteem.  Riddick (1995) mentioned 

that mothers in her study reported a significant rise in the self-esteem of their children 

after the diagnosis of dyslexia.  Over 80% of mothers cited an improvement in 

confidence in their children, mainly due to the help received at the Dyslexia Institute.   

 
Hughes and Dawson (1995) interviewed 47 adults attending the Winchester Dyslexia 

Institute.  Most of the sample had experienced the pain and humiliation of having 

undiagnosed dyslexia at school and constantly feeling like a failure.  Most of the 

adults reported that teachers had shown them up in front of the class, they were 

labelled as lazy, awkward and ‘no good’ and were subjected to humiliation and 

bullying.  Three quarters of the sample said that their situation would probably have 

been better if someone had recognised and understood their difficulties.  

 
One of the main aims of the Dale and Taylor (2001) study was to reveal the enormous 

lack of recognition of adult dyslexia.  There has been very little research into the 

attitudes of the general public towards dyslexia, in particular towards adult dyslexia.  

If the results from Minskoff and Sautter (1987) still hold true, job applicants may be 

very reluctant to declare their dyslexia on a form for fear of being discriminated 

against.  The present study looked at attitudes towards an individual with dyslexic 

difficulties to see whether the presence or absence of a label affected participants’ 

responses.  Other variables were the severity of difficulties experienced and the type 

of job performed by a hypothetical character.  Eight different vignettes (all variables 

crossed with each other) in the style of job reference letters depicted a character, John.  

Participants were required to read the letter and then respond to statements about John 

to gauge their opinion of the character depicted.      
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4 Method 
 
4.1 Design 
 
A three-way (2x2x2) between groups design was employed in this experiment.  Each 

participant was randomly allocated one of the eight versions of the vignette.  A 

between groups design was chosen as it rules out confound effects and limits each 

participants knowledge of the topic being investigated.  The three independent 

variables were: labelled/ unlabelled as dyslexic, severe/ mild symptoms and hotel/ 

engineer job.  The dependent variables (DVs) consisted of twenty-four statements 

about the character, John, depicted in the vignette.  The final (twenty-fifth) statement 

referred to the participants’ knowledge of dyslexia.  Each statement was followed by a 

scale from one to seven where participants were asked to circle 1 if they strongly 

disagreed with the statement, 7 if they strongly agreed, or another number on the scale 

if they were somewhere in between.  It was decided to make the character in the 

vignette male since the literature shows a 3:1 ratio of boys to girls with learning 

difficulties and dyslexia.      

 
Although there were no set hypotheses for this study, the experimenter was hoping to 

find out what effects labelling and severity had on participants’ attitudes towards a 

hypothetical individual with dyslexia.  For this reason 24 dependent variables were 

used, each relating to an ability or character trait that could be affected by dyslexia.  

The variable ‘job-type’ was included to ensure that participants’ responses were not 

simply due to the preconceptions they had about a certain profession.  For this reason 

two very different jobs were chosen, hotel receptionist and engineer.   

 

4.2 Participants 
 
The 189 participants were nearly all undergraduates (some post graduates) from the 

University of Nottingham.  A power analysis carried out using the software, G*Power 

indicated that 240 would be a suitable number of participants for the design.  

However, due to time and practicality factors only 189 participants took part (see 

appendix 1 for power analysis values).  The participants studied a variety of degree 

courses (arts, sciences, law, business and engineering) although one sample of 69 

were all third year psychologists.  The mean age was 20.9  and there were 64 males 



Rachel Irwin  

   - 11 -   

and 125 females.  The sample was a sample of convenience using available students 

around campus.   

 
4.3 Apparatus and Materials 
 
The materials used were questionnaires that each included a cover sheet, a vignette in 

the style of a job reference letter and five pages containing the statements and 

response scales of the dependent variables which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 

7 (strongly agree).  The vignettes were first pilot tested on a small sample and some 

minor changes made.  There were eight different versions of the vignette (see 

appendix 3) due to there being three independent variables, labelled/ unlabelled as 

dyslexic, severe/ mild symptoms and hotel/ engineer job type.  Each dependent 

variable was a statement about John, the character depicted in the vignette.  

Statements were either direct, for example ‘John has good organisational skills’ or 

indirect, for example, ‘People would think that John is lazy’ (for all 24 statements see 

appendix 4).  An equal number of direct and indirect statements were included, half of 

which were positive and the other half negative.  Statement twenty-five asked 

participants to refer to an overhead to be presented at the end, although when 

participants were alone or in small groups the statement was read out to them instead.  

This statement was “I know a lot about dyslexia.” And participants had to respond in 

the usual fashion on the seven-point scale.  This statement was not written on the 

questionnaire since it discloses the nature of the study and may have affected 

participants’ responses if they had read it prior to responding to the other statements.       

 
4.4 Procedure      
 
Available students were asked if they would answer a questionnaire for a final year 

project.  The sampling was therefore on an opportunity basis made up of a lecture 

group and individual students around campus.  The questionnaire contained all the 

necessary instructions which participants followed without problem (see appendices 

2-4 for example questionnaire).  As noted above, statement 25 tells participants to 

refer to an overhead, however for those participants in small groups or alone the 

statement, “I know a lot about dyslexia” was read to them rather than being presented 

on an overhead projector.  The eight different versions of the vignette were randomly 

distributed and participants were not informed that any different version existed, since 
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this may have affected how they answered. Once completed the experimenter 

answered any simple questions about the nature of the study and the cover sheet 

informed interested participants that there would be a feedback sheet (see appendix 5) 

available at a later date giving a summary of the results obtained.        

 

5 Results 
 
All data was tested for normality and homogeneity of variance.  All values of skew 

and kurtosis fell well within the acceptable limits of no more than (plus or minus) 3.6 

for skew and no more than (plus or minus) 14.9 for kurtosis.  The Bartlett’s tests of 

homogeneity of variance was carried out on all data (for descriptive statistics see 

appendix 6).  Dependent variables 1, 3, 14, 21 and 23 did not pass the Bartlett’s test 

for homogeneity of variance.  However, when a slightly less conservative test, 

Hartley’s Fmax, was applied to these data all except DV 14 passed and showed 

homogeneity of variance (see appendix 7).  It was decided to include results from 

DV14 but the reader is advised to interpret these with caution since data were not 

homogenous.   

 
Two-way analysis of variance was performed on each dependent variable using the 

independent variables of ‘labelling’ and ‘severity’.  This was followed by three-way 

analysis of variance which also included the independent variable ‘job-type’.  Only 

significant results have been included.  For example, if a three-way analysis of 

variance showed no significant effect of the third variable (job-type) but the first or 

second variable was significant (labelling and/or severity), only the two-way results 

are reported.  Dependent variables, 4, 5, 15 and 18 yielded no significant results and 

so have not been written about in this section or discussed further.  

 
The means and standard deviations of the treatment conditions for each dependent 

variable can be found in appendix 6.  It was decided not to include these in the main 

body of the report due to the large number of dependent variables.  All analysis of 

variance tables and simple main effects tables can be found in appendix 8. 

 
DV1 ‘John is a person who has difficulties with writing.’  

Participants rated John as having significantly more difficulties with writing in the 

labelled conditions than in the unlabelled conditions (F1,185=10.12, p<0.01) and as 
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having significantly more difficulties with writing in the severe conditions than the 

mild conditions (F1,185=10.12, p<0.000).  

 
DV2 ‘John’s colleagues believe him to be reliable.’ 

Participants thought John’s colleagues would see him as significantly more reliable in 

the mild conditions as opposed to the severe conditions (F1,185=59.72, p<0.000).  

 
DV3 ‘John’s employers would expect him to take lots of sick leave.’ 

Participants thought John’s employers would expect him to take significantly more 

sick leave in the unlabelled conditions rather than the labelled conditions (F1,181=5.33, 

p<0.05), in the severe rather than the mild conditions (F1,181=15.19, p<0.000) and also 

in the engineer job rather than the hotel job (F1,181=5.29, p<0.05).  

 
DV6 ‘Employers would see John as a good candidate’ 

Participants thought employers would see John as a significantly better candidate in 

the mild as opposed to the severe conditions (F1,185=36.31, p<0.000).  

 
DV7 ‘John has low self-confidence.’ 

Participants rated John as having a significantly lower self-confidence in the severe 

conditions than in the mild conditions (F1,181=4.07, p<0.05) and also in the engineer 

job than in the hotel job (F1,181=4.86, p<0.05). 

 
DV8 ‘John’s boss would expect him to cope well in a stressful situation.’ 

Participants thought John’s boss would see him as significantly better able to cope in 

a stressful situation in the mild conditions as opposed to the severe conditions 

(F1,185=18.38, p<0.000).  

 
DV9 ‘John seems like a loner.’ 

Participants thought John seemed like more of a loner in the unlabelled rather than the 

labelled conditions (F1,181=13.94, p<0.000), in the severe as opposed to the mild 

conditions (F1,181=8.75, p<0.01) and also in the engineer rather than the hotel job 

(F1,181=20.02, p<0.000).  

 
DV10 ‘John’s colleagues would trust him with personal information.’ 

Participants thought John’s colleagues would see him as more trustworthy in the 

labelled rather than the unlabelled conditions (F1,185=9.46, p<0.01) and in the mild 
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rather than the severe conditions (F1,185=11.65, p<0.001).  A significant interaction 

between labelling and severity was also found (F1,185=5.10, p<0.05), as can be seen in 

the graph below.  

 
Graph to show interaction between labelling and severity for DV10 ‘John’s 

colleagues would trust him with personal information.’ 

 
A simple main effect of labelling at severe (F1,185=14.15, p<0.000) was found, 

meaning that participants thought John’s colleagues would see him as significantly 

more trustworthy in the severe condition when his difficulties were labelled as 

dyslexia.  Simple main effects were also found for severity at unlabelled 

(F1,185=15.84, p<0.000) meaning that participants thought John’s colleagues would 

see him significantly less trustworthy in the unlabelled conditions when his problems 

were also severe.   

 
DV11 ‘ John was probably bullied at school.’ 

Participants thought John was more likely to have been bullied at school in the 

labelled conditions rather than the unlabelled conditions (F1,185=5.19, p<0.05) and in 

the severe conditions rather than the mild conditions (F1,185=6.41, p<0.05).   

 
DV12 ‘John would compete well with his peers in the job market.’ 

Participants thought John would compete better in the job market in the mild rather 

than the severe conditions (F1,181=29.26, p<0.000) and in the engineer rather than the 

hotel job (F1,181=4.55, p<0.05). 
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DV13 ‘John’s colleagues would say he becomes easily frustrated.’ 

Participants thought John would become more easily frustrated in the severe rather 

than the mild conditions (F1,181=4.58, p<0.05) and in the engineer rather than the hotel 

job (F1,181=6.58, p<0.05).   

 
DV14 ‘John has good organisational skills.’ (NB data not homogenous) 

Participants thought John had better organisational skills in the labelled rather than the 

unlabelled conditions (F1,181=5.58, p<0.05), in the mild rather than the severe 

conditions (F1,181=17.77, p<0.000) and in the hotel rather than the engineering job 

(F1,181=18.44, p<0.000).  A significant interaction between labelling and severity was 

also found (F1,185=5.10, p<0.05).   

 
Graph to show interaction between labelling and severity for DV14 ‘John has good 

organisational skills.’ 

 
A simple main effect of labelling at severe (F1,181=14.79, p<0.000) was found, 

meaning that at the severe level participants thought John had significantly better 

organisational skills in the labelled as opposed to the unlabelled condition.  A simple 

main effect was also found of severity at unlabelled (F1,181=25.68, p<0.000), which 

means that at the unlabelled level participants judged John as better organised in the 

mild condition as opposed to the severe condition.    
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DV16 ‘John would turn up to an important meeting on time.’ 

Participants thought John was more likely to turn up at an important meeting on time 

in the labelled rather than the unlabelled conditions (F1,185=5.53, p<0.05) and in the 

mild rather than the severe conditions (F1,185=65.63, p<0.000).  

 
DV17 ‘A personality test would show that John has the tendency for depression.’ 

Participants thought John would have more of a tendency for depression in the severe 

as opposed to the mild conditions (F1,185=5.05, p<0.05). 

 
DV19 ‘John would not take his equal share of the workload.’ 

Participants thought John would take less of his share of the workload in the 

unlabelled rather than the labelled conditions (F1,181=5.78, p<0.05), in the severe 

rather than the mild conditions (F1,181=4.91, p<0.05) and also in the engineer rather 

than the hotel job (F1,181=4.98, p<0.05). 

 
DV20 ‘Potential employers would expect John to require additional training 

over and above the norm.’ 

Participants thought potential employers would be more likely to expect John to 

require extra training in the severe as opposed to the mild conditions (F1,181=7.23, 

p<0.01).  A significant three-way interaction between labelling, severity and job-type 

was also found (F1,181=6.57, p<0.01). 

Graph to show interaction between severity and job-type at level labelled of labelling 

for DV20 ‘Potential employers would expect John to require additional training over 

and above the norm.’ 
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A simple main effect of severity at ‘labelled engineer’ (F1,181=5.50, p<0.05) was 

found, meaning that at the labelled level of the engineer conditions participants 

thought John would require more additional training in the severe as opposed to the 

mild conditions. 

 
Graph to show interaction between severity and job type at level unlabelled of 

labelling for DV20 ‘Potential employers would expect John to require additional 

training over and above the norm.’ 

 
A simple main effect of severity at ‘unlabelled hotel’ (F1,181=7.98, p<0.01) was also 

found, meaning at the unlabelled level of the hotel conditions participants expected 

John to require more training in the severe as opposed to the mild conditions. 

 
DV21 ‘John is likely to have a wife/ partner.’ 

Participants thought John was more likely to have a wife in the labelled as opposed to 

the unlabelled conditions (F1,185=5.86, p<0.05). 

 
DV22 ‘People would think that John is lazy.’ 

Participants thought John would be seen as more lazy in the severe as opposed to the 

mild conditions (F1,181=22.88, p<0.000) and in the engineer as opposed to the hotel 

job (F1,181=8.92, p<0.01).   
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DV23 ‘Colleagues and clients often laugh at John’s jokes.’ 

Participants thought others would laugh more at John’s jokes in the hotel rather than 

the engineer job (F1,181=4.69, p<0.05). A significant interaction between labelling and 

severity was also found (F1,181=4.06, p<0.05).  

 
Graph to show interaction between labelling and severity for DV23 ‘Colleagues and 

clients often laugh at John’s jokes.’ 

 
A simple main effect of labelling at severe (F1,181=7.42, p<0.01) was found, meaning 

that at the severe level participants thought people more likely to laugh at John’s jokes 

in the labelled conditions as opposed to the unlabelled.  

 
DV24 ‘John would find it easy to get promoted.’ 

Participants thought John would get more easily promoted in the mild as opposed to 

the severe conditions (F1,185=24.33, p<0.000).  

 
DV25 ‘I know a lot about dyslexia.’  

A test was performed to see whether the amount of knowledge participants had of 

dyslexia correlated with any of their answers to the other questions.  However, no 

significant correlation was found, indicating that participants’ knowledge of dyslexia 

did not affect their responses to the other twenty-four statements.  The correlation also 

looked at whether any of the questions correlated with each other and were therefore 

measuring similar things, but again no significant correlations were found, indicating 

that the twenty-four statements were not measuring the same aspects.  
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6 Discussion 
 
This study looked at how people with dyslexia are perceived and whether this 

perception changed according to the presence or absence of a label, as well as the 

severity of the difficulties experienced and the type of job depicted.  After reading one 

of eight job reference letters depicting John, a hypothetical character, participants 

responded to 24 statements about John.  It was found that labelling had a significant 

effect on participants’ responses to 9 out of the 24 dependent variables (statements).  

Severity of difficulties seemed to play an important role, significantly affecting 

participants’ perceptions in 18 of the 24 dependent variables.  Job type (hotel or 

engineer) significantly affected responses in 7 out of the 24 dependent variables. 

 
Labelling affected participants’ responses in different ways, depending on the 

characteristic in question.  Participants tended to give a more positive response in the 

labelled as opposed to the unlabelled conditions, with two exceptions.  John was 

thought to have more difficulties with writing (DV1) and to be more likely to have 

been bullied at school (DV11) in the labelled as opposed to the unlabelled conditions. 

This is interesting because participants obviously associated dyslexia with writing 

difficulties and being bullied while at school.  Participants seemed to assume that a 

certain stigma is attached to the label dyslexia that would have made John more likely 

to be a victim of bullying.  This judgement cannot be attributed simply to the 

problems described in the vignettes, since the same problems were described in both 

the labelled and unlabelled conditions, and it was the presence of the specific label 

which made the difference to participants’ responses.  This finding supports the ideas 

of Harris, Milich, Corbitt, Hoover and Brady (1992) who found that a label alone 

could carry a stigmatising effect that clouded peers’ reactions to the labelled 

individual regardless of behaviour.  The fact that participants associated writing 

difficulties with the label dyslexia is unsurprising since this is one of the more widely 

known aspects of dyslexia.  As discussed by Dale and Taylor (2001) dyslexia is often 

portrayed by the media as a solely a spelling problem, which is fairly synonymous 

with a writing problem.  However, participants again perceived the writing difficulties 

as worse simply because of the presence of a label and not because of any other fact.  

This relates to the study by Minskoff and Sautter (1987) where it was suggested that 

employers would be reluctant to employ someone with cognitive difficulties such as 
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dyslexia.  If the general perception were that dyslexics have poor literacy skills then 

many employers would see this as a hindrance and therefore rather employ someone 

without such difficulties.  

 
Negative attributes were more strongly associated by participants with the unlabelled 

conditions.  For example, John was thought to be more likely to take sick leave (DV3) 

in the unlabelled conditions as opposed to the labelled conditions.  Participants also 

rated John as less likely to take his equal share of the workload (DV19) in the 

unlabelled as opposed to the labelled conditions.  This illustrates how unofficial labels 

such as ‘lazy’ can be attached to someone who displays problems with no apparent 

reason.  This elaborates on the point made by Riddick (2000) that many children felt 

stigmatised prior to their diagnosis of dyslexia and thought teachers and pupils saw 

them as lazy and stupid.  

 
It appears that giving John’s difficulties the label ‘dyslexia’ improved participants’ 

views of him in many areas.  For example, participants rated John as being 

significantly more trustworthy (DV10) in the labelled as opposed to the unlabelled 

conditions.  In the same vain, John was seen as having better organisational skills 

(DV14), more likely to be on time (DV16) and more likely to have a wife or partner 

(DV21) in the labelled as opposed to the unlabelled conditions.  This further 

illustrates how people like to have an explanation for an individual’s difficulties.  

Despite all the movements against categorisation and labelling, as in the Warnock 

Report (1978), it seems that in this study at least, the presence of a specific label 

improved peoples’ perceptions of the individual displaying difficulties.  This could be 

relevant to many situations, for example a teacher having a label to explain a child’s 

difficulties rather than just thinking of them as lazy or slow.  This lends support to the 

ideas of Chasty and Friel (1993) about the importance of labelling to ensure correct 

provision and teaching be given to the child.  These results also relate to the idea 

proposed by Harris et al (1992) that a label, once attached, can affect peoples’ 

perceptions of the labelled individual, even extending to aspects of their life not 

directly associated with the stigma, for example trustworthiness and the likelihood of 

being married.  In this case however, participants saw John in a better light because of 

the label, not a more negative one as suggested by Harris et al (1992). 
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The severity of the difficulties experienced by John in the vignettes had a large impact 

on participants’ responses.  In half the vignettes mild problems were described and in 

the other half the difficulties were more severe.  John was considered by participants 

to be significantly more reliable (DV2), a better job candidate (DV6), to cope better 

with stress (DV8) and to be more trustworthy (DV10) in the mild as opposed to the 

severe conditions.  Participants also thought John would compete better in the job 

market (DV12), have better organisational skills (DV14), be more likely to turn up to 

meetings on time (DV16) and be more likely to get promoted (DV24) in the mild 

conditions as opposed to the severe conditions.  Most of these attributes, with the 

possible exception of trustworthines, are directly related to success at work.  This 

finding is not surprising, since the kinds of difficulties described in the severe 

conditions did negatively affect John’s performance at work.  It is interesting to note 

that there was an interaction between labelling and severity on the variable to do with 

organisational skills (DV14) where in the severe conditions John was seen as better 

organised in the labelled as opposed to the unlabelled conditions.  A significant 

interaction was also found between labelling and severity for trustworthiness, with 

John being seen as more trustworthy in the severe conditions when his difficulties 

were labelled and least trustworthy in the unlabelled severe conditions.  This again 

reinforces the point that when participants were given an explanation for John’s 

difficulties they saw him in a better light.  

 
 In the severe conditions on the other hand, participants rated John as having 

significantly more difficulties with writing (DV1), more likely to take sick leave 

(DV3), less likely to take his equal share of the workload (DV19) and more likely to 

need extra training (DV20).  An interesting three-way interaction occurred regarding 

John needing extra training.  Participants thought John would be more likely to need 

extra training in the severe, labelled, engineer condition and also in the severe, 

unlabelled, hotel condition.  This finding may be due to particular skills participants 

associated with the two types of job.  On a more personal level, participants thought 

John would have lower self-confidence (DV7), be more of a loner (DV9), be more 

likely to have been bullied at school (DV11), be more easily frustrated (DV13), be 

more likely to have tendencies for depression (DV17), and be more lazy (DV22) in 

the severe as opposed to the mild conditions.  These findings are regardless of label, 

which reiterates Riddick’s (2000) point that certain unofficial labels or stigmas are 
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often attached to an individual not because of the label ‘dyslexia’ but because of their 

difficulties.  Children in Riddick’s (1996) study, when asked if they had ever been 

bullied for being dyslexic, answered that they had not been bullied for being dyslexic, 

but they had been ridiculed for poor spelling and handwriting or because they always 

finished last.   

 
The variable of job type was included in the study to ensure participants’ responses 

were not simply because of the ideas they had about a certain type of profession, 

therefore two very different jobs were used: a hotel receptionist and an engineer. The 

type of job only affected participants’ responses in 7 out of the 24 dependent 

variables.  Interestingly in the engineer job, John was seen to be more likely to take 

sick leave (DV3), to have lower self-confidence (DV7), be more of a loner (DV9), to 

get more easily frustrated (DV13) and more likely to be lazy (DV22).  This was 

perhaps because the participants saw John’s difficulties as being more of a hindrance 

for an engineer than for a hotel receptionist, therefore affecting aspects like his self-

confidence and enjoyment of work.  On the other hand, participants thought John 

would compete better in the job market in the engineer job as opposed to the hotel 

job.  John was also seen as better organised in the hotel job rather than the engineer 

job.  

 
The last statement on the questionnaire (DV25) was to determine how much 

knowledge participants had of dyslexia.  It was thought that the amount of knowledge 

participants had about dyslexia might have affected their responses.  However, no 

correlation was found between amount of knowledge and participants’ responses on 

any of the other dependent variables.  Since dyslexia is a widely used term that most 

people have heard of, it may be that some students rated themselves as having a lot of 

knowledge when in fact they simply thought it was a spelling problem.  Therefore, in 

a future study it would be better to include some more specific questions about 

dyslexia and its associated strengths and problems in order to better ascertain the 

participants’ knowledge.   

 
A few limitations of the study must be noted.  The use of vignettes as a method of 

gauging peoples’ attitudes has been criticised for not being realistic.  However, due to 

the nature of the study it would have been extremely difficult to find out similar 

information in a real life setting.  The data was subject to multiple statistical tests 
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which weakens the power of the study.  This, coupled with the fact that the power 

analysis stipulated 240 participants and only 189 took part, means that the results 

should be viewed with some caution.         

 
In conclusion it seems that participants had a more positive reaction towards the 

character John when his difficulties were labelled as dyslexic.  This finding goes 

against the ideas of the Warnock Report (1978) which asserted that labels could lead 

to unnecessary stigmatisation and created a sharp distinction between those with 

difficulties and those without.  It also goes against the findings of Harris et al (1992) 

who found that a child’s perception of a peer could be negatively affected simply by 

the label ‘hyperactive’.  The present study does however differ from Harris et al 

(1992) in that it is studying dyslexia, which perhaps carries less negative connotations 

than hyperactivity.  Furthermore, the participants in the present study were students 

and perhaps more open minded and forgiving than the children in the Harris et al 

(1992) study.  The severity of John’s problems seemed to affect participants’ 

responses more than the presence or absence of a label.  John was typically viewed in 

a more negative light in the severe as opposed to the mild conditions.  This serves to 

reinforce the ideas of Riddick (2000) that negative stigma can develop simply through 

behaviour, and not because of the presence or absence of a label.   

 
Due to the relatively small size of the study and the fact that all participants were 

students, no sweeping conclusions can be made about the effects of labelling on 

peoples’ attitudes to dyslexia.  However, some very interesting results have been 

produced and seem to point towards the benefits of labelling where dyslexia is 

concerned.  As mentioned in the introduction, the majority of literature in this area 

(Riddick, 2000; Clark and Artiles, 2000; Chasty and Friel, 1993) deals with school 

age children and the education system.  This study looked at students’ attitudes 

towards a hypothetical adult character searching for employment.  Dale and Taylor 

(2001) and Kirk and Reid (1999) both emphasised the need for more research into 

adult dyslexia and its implications.  Both groups wanted to raise public awareness, 

particularly that of employers, of dyslexia and its associated strengths and 

weaknesses, so adults with dyslexia no longer felt it was something they had to hide.  

Further research is certainly needed into the general public’s attitudes towards 

dyslexia and the associated stereotypes.  It is important for those with dyslexia, 
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educationalists and employers that this learning difficulty is properly understood so 

that any stigma or misunderstanding attached to the label can be reduced.      
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8 Appendices 
 

Appendix 1 A Priori Power Analysis Results 
 
G*Power Results of F-Test for ANOVA – Sample Size 
 
Effect Size: 0.25 

Alpha: 0.05 

Power: 0.8 

Groups: 8 

Total Sample Size: 240 

Lambda 15.00 

Critical F(7.232) = 2.049 

Actual Power 0.807 
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Appendix 2 Cover Sheet 
 
I would be very grateful if you could read the passage on the next page and then 
answer the short questionnaire attached.  Please note that the characters depicted are 
entirely fictitious, as is the workplace mentioned.  This is for my final year project 
and makes up a significant part of my final degree mark.  If you have any questions 
about the study or would like to find out the results there will be a follow up sheet 
available from the School Office in Psychology as of 19th April 2005.  Or for 
information before then please email lpywrci@nottingham.ac.uk.   
 
Thank you for your participation. 
 
Rachel Irwin   
 
 
 
 
Please fill in the section below 

 
 
Age ……… 
 
 
Gender  Male Female  (please circle) 
 
 
Occupation ……………………………… 
 
If student please state what you are studying ………………………………… 
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Appendix 3 Eight versions of vignette 
 

Regency Hotel 
Nottingham 
NG1 3LH 

 
1st December 2004  
 
Re: Reference for Mr John Stevenson 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam, 
 
I am writing as manager of the Regency Hotel in Nottingham regarding one of our 
employees, Mr John Stevenson.  I have known John for just over two years since he 
started working here in August 2002.  I have daily contact with John and have to carry 
out six-monthly work appraisals on each of the staff, therefore I know John and am 
well informed about his job performance.  
 
John works on the front desk and is good at dealing with difficult customers.  He also 
has an excellent phone manner. We always receive glowing reports from our clients 
with whom John has a very good rapport. His lateral thinking often helps with 
problems of overbooking and guests wanting to extend their stay.  He is an integral 
part of our team and works well with both guests and staff, often displaying superb 
problem solving skills.  
 
However, John can be a little disorganised and on occasion forgets to write down 
messages.  His writing sometimes contains mistakes and a few of our staff have 
problems reading it.  John was diagnosed with mild Dyslexia five years ago and I 
understand this to be the root of these minor difficulties as he is an obviously 
intelligent young man. 
 
John is keen to move onto a more demanding position.  He has always been a pleasure 
to work with and would certainly be an asset to any workplace. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael Lewis 
 
 
 

         MLH 
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Regency Hotel 

Nottingham 
NG1 3LH 

 
1st December 2004  
 
Re: Reference for Mr John Stevenson 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam, 
 
I am writing as manager of the Regency Hotel in Nottingham regarding one of our 
employees, Mr John Stevenson.  I have known John for just over two years since he 
started working here in August 2002.  I have daily contact with John and have to carry 
out sixth-monthly work appraisals on each of the staff, therefore I know John and am 
well informed about his job performance.  
 
John works on the front desk and is good at dealing with difficult customers.  He also 
has a competent phone manner.  We always receive glowing reports from our clients 
with whom John has a very good rapport.  His lateral thinking often helps with 
problems of overbooking and guests wanting to extend their stay.  He is an important 
part of our team and works well with both guests and staff, often displaying good 
problem solving skills.  
 
However, John can be disorganised and is often late, he also forgets to write down 
messages when distracted by other things.  His writing is erratic and full of spelling 
mistakes so the other staff often have problems deciphering it. John is inherently 
messy and sometimes misplaces things.  John was diagnosed with severe Dyslexia 
five years ago and I understand this to be the root of these difficulties as he is an 
obviously intelligent young man. 
 
John is keen to move onto a more demanding position.  He has always been a pleasure 
to work with and would certainly be an asset to any workplace. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael Lewis 
 
 
 
 

SLH 
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Regency Hotel 

Nottingham 
NG1 3LH 

 
1st December 2004  
 
Re: Reference for Mr John Stevenson 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam, 
 
I am writing as manager of the Regency Hotel in Nottingham regarding one of our 
employees, Mr John Stevenson.  I have known John for just over two years since he 
started working here in August 2002.  I have daily contact with John and have to carry 
out sixth-monthly work appraisals on each of the staff, therefore I know John and am 
well informed about his job performance.  
 
John works on the front desk and is good at dealing with difficult customers.  He also 
has an excellent phone manner.  We always receive glowing reports from our clients 
with whom John has a very good rapport. His lateral thinking often helps with 
problems of overbooking and guests wanting to extend their stay.  He is an integral 
part of our team and works well with both guests and staff, often displaying superb 
problem solving skills.  
 
However, John can be a little disorganised and on occasion forgets to write down 
messages.  His writing sometimes contains mistakes and a few of our staff have 
problems reading it. I find these minor difficulties hard to equate with his obvious 
intelligence. 
 
John is keen to move onto a more demanding position.  He has always been a pleasure 
to work with and would certainly be an asset to any workplace. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael Lewis 
 
 
 
 

MUH 
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Regency Hotel 

Nottingham 
NG1 3LH 

 
1st December 2004  
 
Re: Reference for Mr John Stevenson 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam, 
 
I am writing as manager of the Regency Hotel in Nottingham regarding one of our 
employees, Mr John Stevenson.  I have known John for just over two years since he 
started working here in August 2002.  I have daily contact with John and have to carry 
out sixth-monthly work appraisals on each of the staff, therefore I know John and am 
well informed about his job performance.  
 
John works on the front desk and is good at dealing with difficult customers.  He also 
has a competent phone manner.  We always receive glowing reports from our clients 
with whom John has a very good rapport. His lateral thinking often helps with 
problems of overbooking and guests wanting to extend their stay.  He is an important 
part of our team and works well with both guests and staff, often displaying good 
problem solving skills.  
 
However, John can be disorganised and is often late, he also forgets to write down 
messages when distracted by other things. His writing is erratic and full of spelling 
mistakes so the other staff have problems deciphering it.  John is inherently messy 
and sometimes misplaces things.  I find these considerable difficulties hard to equate 
with John’s obvious intelligence. 
 
John is keen to move onto a more demanding position.  He has always been a pleasure 
to work with and would certainly be an asset to any workplace. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael Lewis 
 
 
 
 

SUH 
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North Road 
Nottingham 
NG5 7ZR 

 
1st December 2004  
 
Re: Reference for Mr John Stevenson 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam, 
 
I am writing as area manager of Automatic, the automobile manufacturers, regarding 
one of our mechanical engineers John Stevenson.  I have known John for just over 
two years since he started working with us in August 2002.  I have daily contact with 
John in the office and have to carry out sixth-monthly work appraisals on each of the 
staff, therefore I know John and am well informed about his work performance. 
 
John’s responsibilities include designing new vehicles, improving our existing models 
as regards their efficiency and safety and developing new test procedures.  John is an 
extremely innovative thinker and has come up with novel ideas that have greatly 
reduced our manufacturing costs in certain areas.  He is accomplished at finding flaws 
in the computer simulations that other engineers sometimes miss.  John is also a great 
lateral thinker and often comes up with solutions to manufacturing problems with 
relative ease.   
 
However, John can be a little disorganised and seems to take a bit longer than most to 
read the relevant reports.  John’s own reports sometimes contain spelling mistakes 
and his ideas are not always well ordered.  John was diagnosed with mild Dyslexia 
five years ago and I believe this to be the root of his difficulties as he is an obviously 
intelligent young man. 
 
John is keen to move onto a more demanding position.  He has always been a pleasure 
to work with and would certainly be an asset to any workplace. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael Lewis 
 
 
 
 

MLE 
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North Road 
Nottingham 
NG5 7ZR 

 
1st December 2004  
 
Re: Reference for Mr John Stevenson 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam, 
 
I am writing as area manager of Automatic, the automobile manufacturers, regarding 
one of our mechanical engineers John Stevenson.  I have known John for just over 
two years since he started working with us in August 2002.  I have daily contact with 
John in the office and have to carry out six-monthly work appraisals on each of the 
staff, therefore I know John and am well informed about his work performance. 
 
John’s responsibilities include designing new vehicles, improving our existing models 
as regards their efficiency and safety and developing new test procedures.  John is an 
extremely innovative thinker and has come up with novel ideas that have greatly 
reduced our manufacturing costs in certain areas.  He is accomplished at finding flaws 
in the computer simulations that other engineers sometimes miss.  John is also a great 
lateral thinker and often comes up with solutions to manufacturing problems with 
relative ease.   
 
However, John can be disorganised and is often late into work.  He seems to take a lot 
longer than most to read the relevant reports, which can cause problems when others 
are waiting for them.  John’s own reports are fairly incomprehensible at times, they 
contain many spelling mistakes and his ideas are not well sequenced.  He is inherently 
messy and sometimes can not find the relevant papers when asked to produce them.  
John was diagnosed with severe Dyslexia five years ago and I believe this to be the 
root of his difficulties as he is an obviously intelligent young man. 
 
John is keen to move onto a more demanding position.  He has always been a pleasure 
to work with and would certainly be an asset to any workplace. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael Lewis 

 
SLE 
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North Road 
Nottingham 
NG5 7ZR 

 
1st December 2004  
 
Re: Reference for Mr John Stevenson 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam, 
 
I am writing as area manager of Automatic, the automobile manufacturers, regarding 
one of our mechanical engineers John Stevenson.  I have known John for just over 
two years since he started working with us in August 2002.  I have daily contact with 
John in the office and have to carry out sixth-monthly work appraisals on each of the 
staff, therefore I know John and am well informed about his work performance. 
 
John’s responsibilities include designing new vehicles, improving our existing models 
as regards their efficiency and safety and developing new test procedures.  John is an 
extremely innovative thinker and has come up with novel ideas that have greatly 
reduced our manufacturing costs in certain areas.  He is accomplished at finding flaws 
in the computer simulations that other engineers sometimes miss.  John is also a great 
lateral thinker and often comes up with solutions to manufacturing problems with 
relative ease.   
 
However, John can be a little disorganised and seems to take a bit longer than most to 
read the relevant reports.  John’s own reports sometimes contain spelling mistakes 
and his ideas are not always well ordered.  I find these minor difficulties hard to 
equate with his obvious intelligence. 
 
John is keen to move onto a more demanding position.  He has always been a pleasure 
to work with and would certainly be an asset to any workplace. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael Lewis 

 
MUE 
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North Road 
Nottingham 
NG5 7ZR 

 
1st December 2004  
 
Re: Reference for Mr John Stevenson 
 
Dear Sir/ Madam, 
 
I am writing as area manager of Automatic, the automobile manufacturers, regarding 
one of our mechanical engineers John Stevenson.  I have known John for just over 
two years since he started working with us in August 2002.  I have daily contact with 
John in the office and have to carry out sixth-monthly work appraisals on each of the 
staff, therefore I know John and am well informed about his work performance. 
 
John’s responsibilities include designing new vehicles, improving our existing models 
as regards their efficiency and safety and developing new test procedures.  John is an 
extremely innovative thinker and has come up with novel ideas that have greatly 
reduced our manufacturing costs in certain areas.  He is accomplished at finding flaws 
in the computer simulations that other engineers sometimes miss.  John is also a great 
lateral thinker and often comes up with solutions to manufacturing problems with 
relative ease.   
 
John can be disorganised and is often late into work.  He seems to take a lot longer 
than most to read the relevant reports, which can cause problems when others are 
waiting for them.  John’s own reports are fairly incomprehensible at times, they 
contain many spelling mistakes and his ideas are not well sequenced.  He is inherently 
messy and sometimes can not find the relevant papers when asked to produce them.  I 
find these considerable difficulties hard to equate with John’s obvious intelligence.   
 
John is keen to move onto a more demanding position.  He has always been a pleasure 
to work with and would certainly be an asset to any workplace. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael Lewis 

 
SUE 
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Appendix 4  Dependent Variables 
 
Please read the following set of statements and circle the appropriate number, e.g. 1 if 
you strongly disagree with the statement, 7 if you strongly agree or one of the other 
numbers on the scale if you are somewhere in between. 
 
1) John is a person who has difficulties with writing. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
2) John’s colleagues believe him to be reliable. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
3) John employers would expect him to take lots of sick leave 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
4) John has good artistic abilities. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
5) People John meets at work would think that he is stupid.   
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
6) Employers would see John as a good candidate. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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7) John has low self-confidence. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
8) John’s boss would expect him to cope well in a stressful situation. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
9) John seems like a loner. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
10) John’s colleagues would trust him with personal information. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
11) John was probably bullied at school. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
12) John would compete well with his peers in the job market. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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13) John’s colleagues would say he becomes easily frustrated. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
14) John has good organisational skills.   
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
15) John would buckle under pressure. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
16) John would turn up at an important meeting on time. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
17) A personality test would show that John has a tendency for depression. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
18) John’s teachers would have given him good academic reports at school. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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19) John would not take his equal share of the workload. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
20) Potential employers would expect John to require additional training over and 
above the norm. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
21) John is likely to have a wife/ partner. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
22) People would think that John is lazy. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
23) Colleagues and clients often laugh at John’s jokes. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
24) John would find it easy to get promoted. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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25) Refer to the statement on the overhead to be presented at the end of the study. 
 
Strongly Disagree            Strongly Agree 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix 5  Feedback Sheet 
 

Feedback Sheet for Third Year Psychology Project on 
Attitudes towards Dyslexia 

Rachel Irwin 
 

Thank you for taking part in my project.  The data has now all been collected and 
analysed.  Below is the abstract from the project, briefly describing the findings.   
 

Abstract 
This study investigated attitudes towards an adult with dyslexia and how these 
attitudes changed with the presence or absence of a label, the severity of the problems 
and the type of job described. Vignettes in the style of job reference letters were used, 
followed by 25 statements each with a 7-point attitude scale on which the participants 
responded.  A between-groups design was used, so each participant received one of 
the eight versions of the vignette.  All participants were students at The University of 
Nottingham.  The general finding was that participants viewed the character in the 
vignette better when his problems were labelled as opposed to unlabelled and when 
they were mild as opposed to severe.  This lends some support to the idea that the 
label dyslexia is a useful one and does not carry a large stigma.      
 
 
I have included below some useful web links, book titles and addresses, in case you 
identified with any of the character’s difficulties in the vignette, think you may be 
dyslexic, or if you are simply interested to find out more. 
 
 
Augur, J. (1988) ‘This book doesn’t make sens cens sns scens sense’ (Living and 
Learning with Dyslexia). Bath Educational Publishers Ltd: Bath. 
 
Chasty, H. and Friel, J. (1993) Children with Special Needs: Assessment, Law and 
Practice- Caught in the Act. Jessica Kingsley Publishers: London and Philadelphia. 
 
Hornsby, B. (1984) Overcoming Dyslexia: A straightforward guide for families and 
teachers. Martin Dunitz Limited: London.  
 
Reid, G. and Kirk, J. (2001) Dyslexia in Adults: Education and Employment. 
Chichester: Wiley & Sons Ltd 
 
www.bda.org.uk (British Dyslexia Associations website)  
 
British Dyslexia Association, 98 London Road, Reading, Berks RG1 5AY 
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Appendix 6  Descriptive Statistics 
 

DV1 ‘John is a person who has difficulties with writing.’ 
Vignette Mean Std. Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild 5.21 1.41 1.99 -1.11 0.79 
Labelled Severe 6.27 0.79 0.63 -0.78 -0.17 

Unlabelled Mild 4.92 1.28 1.65 -0.47 -0.36 
Unlabelled Severe 5.41 1.39 1.94 -1.42 2.44 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 17.352  p ≤ 0.0006 
 
 

DV2 ‘John’s colleagues believe him to be reliable.’ 
Vignette Mean Std.Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild 5.38 1.21 1.47 -0.53 -0.61 
Labelled Severe 3.73 1.47 2.16 0.48 -0.35 

Unlabelled Mild 5.06 1.29 1.67 -0.43 -0.31 
Unlabelled Severe 3.65 1.45 2.10 0.76 -0.44 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 2.311  p ≤ 0.5104 
   
 

DV3 ‘John’s employers would expect him to take lots of sickleave.’ 
Vignette Mean Std. Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild Engineer 2.08 1.02 1.04 0.84 -0.28 
Labelled Mild Hotel 1.92 1.06 1.12 1.29 1.33 
Labelled Severe Engineer 2.67 1.37 1.88 0.62 -0.33 
Labelled Severe Hotel 2.25 1.03 1.07 0.94 0.58 

Unlabelled Mild Engineer 2.25 1.03 1.07 0.94 0.58 
Unlabelled Mild Hotel 2.08 0.99 0.99 1.24 1.63 
Unlabelled Severe Engineer 3.60 1.80 3.25 -0.21 -0.94 
Unlabelled Severe Hotel 2.67 1.46 2.13 0.99 0.33 

 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 2.311  p ≤ 0.5104 
 
 

DV6 ‘Employers would see John as a good candidate’ 
Vignette Mean Std.Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild 5.15 1.07 1.15 -0.61 -0.49 
Labelled Severe 4.31 1.15 1.33 -0.38 -0.58 

Unlabelled Mild 5.13 0.90 0.81 -0.43 0.44 
Unlabelled Severe 3.98 1.36 1.84 -0.07 -0.53 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 7.807  p ≤ 0.0502 
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DV7 ‘John has low self-confidence.’ 
Vignette Mean Std. Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild Engineer 3.04 1.33 1.78 0.26 -0.56 
Labelled Mild Hotel 2.92 1.18 1.38 0.49 0.14 
Labelled Severe Engineer 3.71 1.08 1.17 -0.24 -0.39 
Labelled Severe Hotel 2.96 1.00 1.00 0.08 -0.86 

Unlabelled Mild Engineer 3.13 0.99 0.98 -0.25 -0.78 
Unlabelled Mild Hotel 2.87 1.39 1.94 1.17 1.43 
Unlabelled Severe Engineer 3.56 1.53 2.34 0.42 0.21 
Unlabelled Severe Hotel 3.14 0.97 0.93 0.06 -0.29 

 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 9.814  p ≤ 0.1994 
 
 

DV8 ‘John’s boss would expect him to cope well in a stressful situation.’ 
Vignette Mean Std.Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild 5.08 1.18 1.40 -1.18 1.38 
Labelled Severe 4.52 1.37 1.87 -0.55 0.16 

Unlabelled Mild 5.23 1.17 1.36 -0.55 0.15 
Unlabelled Severe 4.11 1.65 2.72 0.01 -1.25 

 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 7.451  p ≤ 0.0588 
 
 

DV9 ‘John seems like a loner.’ 
Vignette Mean Std. Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild Engineer 2.83 1.27 1.62 0.06 -1.18 
Labelled Mild Hotel 2.21 1.10 1.22 0.97 0.23 
Labelled Severe Engineer 3.50 1.53 2.35 0.22 -0.82 
Labelled Severe Hotel 2.58 1.25 1.56 1.11 0.79 

Unlabelled Mild Engineer 3.50 1.25 1.57 0.48 -0.69 
Unlabelled Mild Hotel 2.87 1.06 1.12 -0.21 -1.34 
Unlabelled Severe Engineer 4.32 1.46 2.14 -0.33 -0.34 
Unlabelled Severe Hotel 3.19 1.08 1.16 -0.63 -0.41 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 5.960  p ≤ 0.5444 
 
 

DV10 ‘John’s colleagues would trust him with personal information.’ 
Vignette Mean Std.Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild 4.77 0.97 0.95 0.61 -0.17 
Labelled Severe 4.58 1.24 1.53 -0.06 -1.13 

Unlabelled Mild 4.64 1.03 1.06 -0.08 0.28 
Unlabelled Severe 3.72 1.21 1.45 -0.21 -0.73 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 3.735  p ≤ 0.2916 
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DV11 ‘ John was probably bullied at school.’ 
Vignette Mean Std.Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild 3.50 1.19 1.40 -0.74 -0.42 
Labelled Severe 4.19 1.10 1.22 0.01 0.14 

Unlabelled Mild 3.36 1.22 1.50 0.00 0.29 
Unlabelled Severe 3.54 1.21 1.45 -0.14 -0.22 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 0.559  p ≤ 0.9058 
 
 

DV12 ‘John would compete well with his peers in the job market.’ 
Vignette Mean Std. Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild Engineer 5.08 1.10 1.21 -0.57 -0.51 
Labelled Mild Hotel 4.92 1.21 1.47 -0.44 -0.93 
Labelled Severe Engineer 4.33 1.27 1.62 -0.65 0.02 
Labelled Severe Hotel 3.63 1.10 1.20 0.38 -0.73 

Unlabelled Mild Engineer 5.00 1.18 1.39 -1.14 0.28 
Unlabelled Mild Hotel 4.61 1.08 1.16 -0.29 -1.12 
Unlabelled Severe Engineer 4.00 1.66 2.75 0.17 -0.90 
Unlabelled Severe Hotel 3.71 1.27 1.61 -0.20 -0.64 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 7.099  p ≤ 0.4187 
 

DV13 ‘John’s colleagues would say he becomes easily frustrated.’ 
Vignette Mean Std. Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild Engineer 3.88 1.15 1.33 -0.97 1.28 
Labelled Mild Hotel 3.42 1.41 1.99 0.65 0.21 
Labelled Severe Engineer 4.08 0.93 0.86 0.17 0.31 
Labelled Severe Hotel 3.42 1.14 1.30 -0.15 -0.77 

Unlabelled Mild Engineer 3.54 0.93 0.87 0.04 -0.82 
Unlabelled Mild Hotel 3.00 1.04 1.09 0.00 -1.08 
Unlabelled Severe Engineer 3.92 1.44 2.07 0.14 -0.31 
Unlabelled Severe Hotel 3.86 1.06 1.13 -0.23 -0.31 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 9.171  p ≤ 0.2406 
 

DV14 ‘John has good organisational skills.’ (NB data not homogenous) 
Vignette Mean Std. Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild Engineer 2.63 1.21 1.46 0.91 1.12 
Labelled Mild Hotel 3.33 1.37 1.88 0.51 -0.69 
Labelled Severe Engineer 2.42 1.21 1.47 1.24 1.84 
Labelled Severe Hotel 3.08 2.00 3.99 0.55 -1.20 

Unlabelled Mild Engineer 2.33 0.92 0.84 0.68 1.18 
Unlabelled Mild Hotel 3.87 1.55 2.39 -0.23 -1.29 
Unlabelled Severe Engineer 1.56 0.71 0.51 0.85 -0.54 
Unlabelled Severe Hotel 1.91 1.00 0.99 1.44 2.43 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 32.169  p ≤ 0.0000 
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DV16 ‘John would turn up to an important meeting on time.’ 
Vignette Mean Std.Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild 4.73 1.23 1.52 -0.71 0.38 
Labelled Severe 3.13 1.50 2.24 0.67 -0.05 

Unlabelled Mild 4.26 1.33 1.76 0.26 -1.02 
Unlabelled Severe 2.67 1.33 1.78 1.01 0.56 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 1.821  p ≤ 0.6104 
 
 

DV17‘A personality test would show that John has the tendency for depression.’ 
Vignette Mean Std.Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild 3.02 1.31 1.72 0.13 0.13 
Labelled Severe 3.25 1.08 1.71 -0.31 -0.22 

Unlabelled Mild 3.15 1.16 1.35 0.47 0.81 
Unlabelled Severe 3.72 1.31 1.72 0.00 0.75 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 2.477  p ≤ 0.4795 
 
 

DV19 ‘John would not take his equal share of the workload.’ 
Vignette Mean Std. Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild Engineer 2.42 1.18 1.38 1.10 1.71 
Labelled Mild Hotel 2.33 1.37 1.88 1.13 0.54 
Labelled Severe Engineer 2.96 1.33 1.78 0.30 -0.32 
Labelled Severe Hotel 2.33 1.01 1.01 0.34 -0.89 

Unlabelled Mild Engineer 2.46 0.98 0.96 0.69 0.37 
Unlabelled Mild Hotel 2.91 1.28 1.63 0.70 -0.04 
Unlabelled Severe Engineer 3.40 1.32 1.75 0.33 -0.62 
Unlabelled Severe Hotel 3.05 1.50 2.25 0.47 -0.60 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 2.477  p ≤ 0.4795 
 
DV20 ‘Potential employers would expect John to require additional training over and 

above the norm.’ 

Vignette Mean Std. Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 
Labelled Mild Engineer 3.54 1.50 2.26 -0.51 -0.84 
Labelled Mild Hotel 3.88 1.54 2.38 0.36 -0.36 
Labelled Severe Engineer 4.50 1.29 1.65 -0.75 1.15 
Labelled Severe Hotel 4.00 1.53 2.35 0.22 -1.07 

Unlabelled Mild Engineer 3.83 1.37 1.88 0.10 -1.25 
Unlabelled Mild Hotel 3.17 1.27 1.61 0.63 -0.81 
Unlabelled Severe Engineer 3.76 1.51 2.27 0.19 -0.65 
Unlabelled Severe Hotel 4.38 1.24 1.55 -1.08 1.13 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 2.552  p ≤ 0.9231 
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DV21 ‘John is likely to have a wife/ partner.’ 
Vignette Mean Std.Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild 4.40 0.71 0.50 1.47 2.71 
Labelled Severe 4.46 1.07 1.15 0.48 0.83 

Unlabelled Mild 4.21 1.08 1.17 0.30 0.35 
Unlabelled Severe 3.94 1.10 1.22 0.53 1.26 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 11.018  p ≤ 0.0116 
 
 

DV22 ‘People would think that John is lazy.’ 
Vignette Mean Std. Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild Engineer 3.04 1.37 1.87 -0.18 -1.33 
Labelled Mild Hotel 2.63 1.41 1.98 1.36 2.06 
Labelled Severe Engineer 4.46 1.44 2.09 -0.76 0.02 
Labelled Severe Hotel 3.29 1.30 1.69 0.05 -1.00 

Unlabelled Mild Engineer 3.04 1.27 1.61 0.71 -0.34 
Unlabelled Mild Hotel 2.83 1.37 1.88 0.53 -0.96 
Unlabelled Severe Engineer 4.16 1.70 2.89 -0.15 -1.01 
Unlabelled Severe Hotel 3.52 1.25 1.56 0.65 -0.59 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 3.249  p ≤ 0.8610 
 
 

DV23 ‘Colleagues and clients often laugh at John’s jokes.’ 
Vignette Mean Std. Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild Engineer 4.42 0.58 0.34 1.00 0.00 
Labelled Mild Hotel 4.58 0.88 0.78 1.30 0.63 
Labelled Severe Engineer 4.54 0.88 0.78 1.03 0.92 
Labelled Severe Hotel 4.88 0.78 0.64 0.22 -1.33 

Unlabelled Mild Engineer 4.33 0.92 0.84 -0.36 0.41 
Unlabelled Mild Hotel 4.74 1.14 1.29 0.15 0.39 
Unlabelled Severe Engineer 4.04 1.24 1.54 -0.48 0.15 
Unlabelled Severe Hotel 4.33 1.02 1.03 -0.71 0.75 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 15.580  p ≤ 0.0292 
 
 

DV24 ‘John would find it easy to get promoted.’ 
Vignette Mean Std.Dev. Variance Skew Kurtosis 

Labelled Mild 4.78 1.26 1.57 -0.25 -0.58 
Labelled Severe 3.44 1.13 1.27 0.52 -0.61 

Unlabelled Mild 4.19 1.28 1.64 -0.05 -0.18 
Unlabelled Severe 3.44 1.34 1.81 0.22 -0.90 
 
Bartlett’s Test for Homogeneity of variance  Chi Square = 1.462  p ≤ 0.6910 
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Appendix 7 Hartley’s Fmax Results 
 
Test for homogeneity of variance. 
 
If the observed Fmax is greater than the tabled value (critical value) associated with 
an x-level test, then the hypothesis of homogeneity of variance is rejected (Winer, 
1962).  
 
Hartley’s Fmax is usually used for equal-sized treatment groups, however, when the 

nj’s are relatively close to being equal (as in the present study), the largest of the 

sample sizes is used instead of n in obtaining the degrees of freedom required for the 

Hartley tables (Winer, 1962).  

 
Fmax = largest of within-class variances 
 smallest of within-class variances 
 
DV1  Fmax4,30 = 1.998 ÷ 0.627 = 3.187  Homogenous 

Critical value = 3.3, p<0.01 
 
DV3  Fmax8,20 = 3.250 ÷ 0.992 = 3.276  Homogenous  
 Critical value = 5.3, p<0.01 
 
DV14  Fmax8,20 = 3.993 ÷ 0.507 = 7.876  Not Homogenous 
 Critical value = 5.3, p<0.01 
 
DV21  Fmax4,30 = 1.218 ÷ 0.500 = 2.436  Homogenous 
 Critical value = 3.3, p<0.01 
 
DV23 Fmax8,20 = 1.540 ÷ 0.341 = 4.516  Homogenous 
 Critical value = 5.3, p<0.01 
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Appendix 8 Analysis of variance tables 
 

DV1 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table  
Data from DV1 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)        15.651      1         15.651       10.116    0.0017  ** 
B (Severity)         28.762      1         28.762       18.591    0.0000  
**** 
 
AB                    3.761      1          3.761        2.431    0.1207 
 
Error               286.208    185          1.547 
 
 
DV2 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table  
Data from DV2 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         1.779      1          1.779        0.963    0.3278 
B (Severity)        110.392      1        110.392       59.720    0.0000  
**** 
 
AB                    0.648      1          0.648        0.350    0.5546 
 
Error               341.972    185          1.848 
 
 
DV3 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table  
Data from JDV3 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         8.384      1          8.384        5.334    0.0220  * 
B (Severity)         23.869      1         23.869       15.186    0.0001  
*** 
C (Job)               8.312      1          8.312        5.288    0.0226  * 
 
AB                    3.023      1          3.023        1.924    0.1672 
AC                    0.775      1          0.775        0.493    0.4833 
BC                    3.067      1          3.067        1.951    0.1642 
 
ABC                   0.798      1          0.798        0.507    0.4772 
 
Error               284.493    181          1.572 
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DV6 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table  
Data from DV6 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         1.467      1          1.467        1.147    0.2855 
B (Severity)         46.423      1         46.423       36.314    0.0000  
**** 
 
AB                    1.180      1          1.180        0.923    0.3380 
 
Error               236.504    185          1.278 
 
 
DV7 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table  
Data from JCV7 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         0.015      1          0.015        0.011    0.9179 
B (Severity)          5.912      1          5.912        4.074    0.0450  * 
C (Job)               7.056      1          7.056        4.862    0.0287  * 
 
AB                    0.000      1          0.000        0.000    1.0000 
AC                    0.121      1          0.121        0.083    0.7734 
BC                    1.823      1          1.823        1.256    0.2638 
 
ABC                   0.632      1          0.632        0.436    0.5100 
 
Error               262.673    181          1.451 
 
 
DV8 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table  
Data from DV8 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         0.807      1          0.807        0.441    0.5074 
B (Severity)         33.641      1         33.641       18.384    0.0000  
**** 
 
AB                    3.741      1          3.741        2.044    0.1545 
 
Error               338.528    185          1.830 
 
 
DV9 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table  
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Data from JDV9 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)        22.362      1         22.362       13.937    0.0003  
*** 
B (Severity)         14.034      1         14.034        8.747    0.0035  ** 
C (Job)              32.115      1         32.115       20.016    0.0000  
**** 
 
AB                    0.029      1          0.029        0.018    0.8932 
AC                    0.140      1          0.140        0.087    0.7677 
BC                    1.842      1          1.842        1.148    0.2854 
 
ABC                   0.127      1          0.127        0.079    0.7790 
 
Error               290.412    181          1.604 
 
 
DV10  
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from DV10 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)        11.773      1         11.773        9.456    0.0024  ** 
B (Severity)         14.508      1         14.508       11.653    0.0008  
*** 
 
AB                    6.352      1          6.352        5.102    0.0251  * 
 
Error               230.323    185          1.245 
 
 
Simple Main Effects for Selected Factors DV10 
 
         Source of   Sum of       df   Mean           F     p 
         Variation   Squares           Squares 
 
Labelling at 
           Mild             0.417        1       0.417        0.335  0.5634 
           Severe          17.614        1      17.614       14.148  0.0002 
 
Error Term                230.323      185       1.245 
 
Severity at 
           Labelled         0.844        1       0.844        0.678  0.4114 
           Unlabelled      19.715        1      19.715       15.836  0.0001 
 
Error Term                230.323      185       1.245 
 
 
DV11 
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from DV11 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         7.227      1          7.227        5.191    0.0238  * 
B (Sverity)           8.923      1          8.923        6.409    0.0122  * 
 
AB                    3.020      1          3.020        2.169    0.1425 
 
 
Error               257.577    185          1.392 
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DV12 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from JDV12 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         1.189      1          1.189        0.762    0.3838 
B (Severity)         45.643      1         45.643       29.255    0.0000  
**** 
C (Job)               7.096      1          7.096        4.549    0.0343  * 
 
AB                    0.064      1          0.064        0.041    0.8399 
AC                    0.115      1          0.115        0.074    0.7859 
BC                    0.560      1          0.560        0.359    0.5498 
 
ABC                   1.234      1          1.234        0.791    0.3749 
 
Error               282.389    181          1.560 
 
 
DV13 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from JDV13 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         0.659      1          0.659        0.492    0.4841 
B (Severity)          6.141      1          6.141        4.584    0.0336  * 
C (Job)               8.813      1          8.813        6.578    0.0111  * 
 
AB                    3.108      1          3.108        2.320    0.1295 
AC                    0.798      1          0.798        0.596    0.4412 
BC                    0.216      1          0.216        0.161    0.6888 
 
ABC                   1.391      1          1.391        1.038    0.3096 
 
Error               242.495    181          1.34 
 
DV14 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from JDV14 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         9.447      1          9.447        5.578    0.0193  * 
B (Severity)         30.102      1         30.102       17.774    0.0000  
**** 
C (Job)              31.233      1         31.233       18.442    0.0000  
**** 
 
AB                   15.312      1         15.312        9.041    0.0030  ** 
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AC                    0.754      1          0.754        0.445    0.5054 
BC                    4.480      1          4.480        2.645    0.1056 
 
ABC                   3.895      1          3.895        2.300    0.1311 
 
Error               306.537    181          1.694 
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Simple Main Effects for Selected Factors DV14 
 
         Source of   Sum of       df   Mean           F     p 
         Variation   Squares           Squares 
 
Labelling at 
           Mild             0.267        1       0.267        0.157  0.6921 
           Severe          25.046        1      25.046       14.789  0.0002 
 
Error Term                306.537      181       1.694 
 
Severity at 
           Labelled         1.260        1       1.260        0.744  0.3894 
           Unlabelled      43.487        1      43.487       25.678  0.0000 
 
Error Term                306.537      181       1.694 
 
 
DV16 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from DV16 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)        10.102      1         10.102        5.533    0.0197  * 
B (Severity)        119.835      1        119.835       65.634    0.0000  
**** 
 
AB                    0.006      1          0.006        0.003    0.9539 
 
Error               337.774    185          1.826 
 
 
DV17 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
 
Data from DV17 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         4.188      1          4.188        2.814    0.0951 
B (Severity)          7.513      1          7.513        5.049    0.0258  * 
 
AB                    1.359      1          1.359        0.914    0.3404 
 
Error               275.263    185          1.488 
 
 
DV19 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from JDV19 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
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Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         9.035      1          9.035        5.782    0.0172  * 
B (Severity)          7.670      1          7.670        4.909    0.0280  * 
C (Job)               7.784      1          7.784        4.981    0.0268  * 
 
AB                    0.828      1          0.828        0.530    0.4675 
AC                    0.618      1          0.618        0.395    0.5303 
BC                    1.361      1          1.361        0.871    0.3518 
 
ABC                   0.204      1          0.204        0.131    0.7183 
 
Error               282.826    181          1.563 
 
 
DV20 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from JDV20 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         1.740      1          1.740        0.868    0.3527 
B (Severity)         14.481      1         14.481        7.226    0.0079  ** 
C (Job)               0.124      1          0.124        0.062    0.8039 
 
AB                    0.007      1          0.007        0.004    0.9514 
AC                    0.048      1          0.048        0.024    0.8767 
BC                    0.589      1          0.589        0.294    0.5885 
 
ABC                  13.162      1         13.162        6.568    0.0112  * 
 
Error               362.733    181          2.004 
 
 
 
Simple Simple Main Effects for Selected Factors DV 20 
 
         Source of   Sum of       df   Mean           F     p 
         Variation   Squares           Squares 
 
Labelling at 
Mild       Engineer         1.021        1       1.021        0.509  0.4763 
Mild       Hotel            5.773        1       5.773        2.881  0.0914 
Severe     Engineer         6.705        1       6.705        3.346  0.0690 
Severe     Hotel            1.625        1       1.625        0.811  0.3690 
 
Error Term                362.733      181       2.004 
 
Severity at 
Labelled   Engineer        11.021        1      11.021        5.499  0.0201 
* 
Labelled   Hotel            0.188        1       0.188        0.094  0.7601 
Unlabelled Engineer         0.066        1       0.066        0.033  0.8564 
Unlabelled Hotel           15.993        1      15.993        7.980  0.0053 
* 
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Error Term                362.733      181       2.004 
 
Job  at 
Labelled   Mild             1.333        1       1.333        0.665  0.4158 
Labelled   Severe           3.000        1       3.000        1.497  0.2227 
Unlabelled Mild             5.107        1       5.107        2.548  0.1122 
Unlabelled Severe           4.401        1       4.401        2.196  0.1401 
 
Error Term                362.733      181       2.004 
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DV21 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from DV21 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         5.896      1          5.896        5.862    0.0164  * 
B (Severity)          0.548      1          0.548        0.545    0.4612 
 
AB                    1.369      1          1.369        1.361    0.2448 
 
Error               186.073    185          1.006 
 
 
DV22 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from JDV22 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         0.054      1          0.054        0.027    0.8688 
B (Severity)         44.796      1         44.796       22.881    0.0000  
**** 
C (Job)              17.470      1         17.470        8.923    0.0032  ** 
 
AB                    0.210      1          0.210        0.107    0.7434 
AC                    1.577      1          1.577        0.805    0.3707 
BC                    4.037      1          4.037        2.062    0.1527 
 
ABC                   0.320      1          0.320        0.163    0.6866 
 
Error               354.361    181          1.958 
 
 
DV23 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from JDV23 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         2.777      1          2.777        3.071    0.0814 
B (Severity)          0.235      1          0.235        0.260    0.6108 
C (Job)               4.236      1          4.236        4.686    0.0317  * 
 
AB                    3.668      1          3.668        4.057    0.0455  * 
AC                    0.117      1          0.117        0.129    0.7197 
BC                    0.009      1          0.009        0.010    0.9222 
 
ABC                   0.230      1          0.230        0.254    0.6150 
 
Error               163.645    181          0.904 
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Simple Main Effects for Selected Factors DV23 
 
         Source of   Sum of       df   Mean           F     p 
         Variation   Squares           Squares 
 
Labelling at 
           Mild             0.024        1       0.024        0.027  0.8703 
           Severe           6.709        1       6.709        7.420  0.0071 
 
Error Term                163.645      181       0.904 
 
Severity at 
           Labelled         1.042        1       1.042        1.152  0.2845 
           Unlabelled       2.979        1       2.979        3.295  0.0711 
 
Error Term                163.645      181       0.904 
 
 
DV24 
Analysis of Variance Summary Table 
Data from DV24 
Between Groups Design (alias Completely Randomized) 
 
Source of        Sum of     df      Mean          F       p 
Variation        Squares            Squares 
 
A (Labelling)         0.996      1          0.996        0.634    0.4267 
B (Severity)         38.191      1         38.191       24.332    0.0000  
**** 
 
AB                    0.959      1          0.959        0.611    0.4354 
 
Error               290.373    185          1.570 
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