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(&% 1) General characteristics (N=448)
variables No. %
sex male 81 18.1

female 367 81.9
age >20 224 50.0
<21 224 50.0
major nursing 301 67.2
non-nursing 147 32.8
religion have 285 63.6
none 163 36.4
yes 167 37.3
concern

no 281 62.7
. yes 81 18.1

contact experience
no 367 81.9
voluntary work yes 72 16.1
experience no 376 83.9
disability experience yes 29 6.5
education no 419 93.5

2. Cistdo| zolelo Chet Bf: 2 s Hi FofQlel tigk AR R FRe| e 2467, o

7 AasEe gRe (E 2% 2ok HHYE)

o
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W HEA 0o] 4.0028 2 7P =ka, Aojd 7] £ AP ool Qe e A Ade (&%
4 Alge]l 3.834, Mo AFIF 3.8049 £o= 33 2ok golicldl wg FALl AR (r=-.144, p=.00),
oo daE FAAZ) 3.69%, FEH FAAN} 13 #E(r=-.333, p=.00), FE| 9&(r=.178, p=.00), *
3.69" 0 rolr} WAkl PG (r=.129, p=.00) % A J3(r=.279
A<l Aol 2,127 (44uHA) o2 ok7t B A o] p=.00)0] BF Aol td eiee} Folg Fate] YAt =
31 Aol thate] 2,269 mATIL zEmglgct. ARl i@ PR Ado] AeFE, 1YW HaTE,
(E 2) Descriptive Statistics for Variables
variables Mean SD
attitudes toward disability 3.76 .016
generalized rejection 3.78 .034
distressed identification 3.69 .032
inferred emotional consequence 3.69 .023
imputed functional limitation 3.83 .028
authoritarian virtuousness 3.74 .030
rejection of intimacy 3.80 .028
interaction strain 4.00 .027
negative experience toward disability 2.12 .024
stereotype of disability 2.26 017
learning disability through parents 2.46 .020
learning disability through teachers 2.63 027
learning disability through mass media 2.61 .015
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(E 3) Correlations among variables

Variable X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6

negative experience (X1) 1.000

stereotype of disability (X2) 418%  1.000

learning disability through parents (X3) .130%  -.061  1.000

learning disability through teacher (X4) .059 J146* 116 1.000

learning disability through mass media (X5) -.092 -.103* .220* .269% 1.000

attitudes toward disability (X6) -.144* -.333* 178* .129* .279*  1.000
* p<.05

(E 4) Stepwise Multiple Regression for Attitudes Toward the disabled

R R? Adjusted R? F P

stereotype .333(a) 111 .109 55.78 .000*
contact experience .465(b) 212 207 39.90 .000*
concern 479(c) .229 222 32.90 .000*
voluntary work experience .489(d) .239 .230 27.26 .000*

* p<.05
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- Abstract -

Key concept : Attitudes toward the disabled,

Factors Affecting College
Students’ Attitudes Toward the
Disabled
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Purpose: The purpose of this study is to
analyze college students’ attitudes toward
people with disabilities, and factors affecting the
attitudes, and further to examine possible ways to
improve the attitudes, and to furnish guideline of
curriculum and practice in rehabilitation nursing
on the basis of this analysis. Method: A
descriptive, relational study design was used.
The subjects of this study were 448 college
students. A convenient sampling is used. Data
were collected through 4 types of previous
questionnaires used to examine attitude from
May 1 to May 30, 2003. Result: 1. The
attitude toward people with disabilities whose
mean is 3.762 was responded somewhat
negatively. Especially, a contact tension whose
mean was 4.00 is high. 2. As a result of
analyzing the attitudes of college students

toward people with disabilities, some factors

* Professor, College of Nursing Science, Kyung Hee University

were  statistically  significant. They  were
experience of contact with the disabled, concern
toward the disabled, voluntary work related to
the  disabled, and  disability = experience
education. 3. The more negative experience of
people with disabilities and the lower stereotype
of disability and the higher effects of parents,
teachers, and mass media, then the more
positive response of peoples attitude with
disabilities. 4. The main factors of determining
the attitude of people with disabilities were the
stereotype of disability, contact experience,
concern about disability, voluntary work
experience. Conclusion : These results suggested
that an appropriate educational intervention and
strategy is needed in order to change the
attitudes of college students toward people with

disabilities. Also experimental researches are

needed to do it.
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