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Future Directions
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» Using a different coding dictionary to conduct
content analysis

 Using managers as participants instead of
students

 Making the experiment completely electronic
and accessible from personal computers
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All employees need useful feedback in order to
succeed Iin their work. Do biases affect the
feedback that is given to employees with
disabilities?
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received by Iindividuals with disabilities will be
more positive than able-bodied individuals when
performance is low in both groups.
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