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£ ATAM AdAH gl e e £33
71 98t]  Messmer, Conway, Giltinan# Stroh
00Dl 3] A Attitudes Toward Physically
Disabled College Students(ATPDCS)E W <eHsle]
ARSI B E7E Goffman(1963)9)  stigma©]
2ol /MEA 7128 Fol Uz FEY A
Foigtyel oig Bz £38S $8 Avd =T7EHN
g3 748 489 9EE dx 2539 39 A
33 #d8E Hx 78, gl 2Edse Bde
HE 188%e2 F I 999 47edez 70
Utk

& 7Y ARA ARgel tig Folg 73 &
o AE7INA ozlete] dEnz Wodsigon, ol&
Holel zk38z} 105 Esls} wa 2909 HES}
Ade 45t Faol tid WEEdEE AN
YWEElGE  A$(Content Validity Index)?} 75%
ol 24 3 FASAY B £3e ¢ 59
P 5oA e FoEkH gety 137A9 5%
A2 SR, A4t BEFE Aol g
HEr 3RS ofusict ARTA £ A7 A
& Cronbach’'s a&  B)RNCH(Messmer, 1990),
£ AFoM= Cronbach’s e 712 velydth &
A HE et 7t 519 99 FAF g BT
AL A0em(p=000), Z 39 JYIAM=E
Al Fe] ARBA7E ARAHp=000)<Table 1>.
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AT AT dekd 4o Be AA A
Aohelol thak el Aole ANOVASH t-test® ¥

<Table 1> Reliability and correlation of scales

Ao, AFHAL scheffé testE ARSI
tigzte)l gukd EXAdo wh2 Aolgtgel i3l eBl=et
9] A#HBAE  Pearson correlation  coefficientS
o831, AAIH Ao Ehhol gt Blto] JFS v
e eflg Teksty) 98l Stepwise  Multiple
Regressione ©]-8-31t}.

Iv. iz Z1}

A

1. tHaxie] gty §4

Jm

thgate]  AEe 18-194  136%(328%), 20-21
A BHEE31%)e1H, AAEe PR 206%(496%),
oz} 209H(04%) 22 Vet dad BRI 7t
S8 97H(234%), Qg 181W436%), H4
ARSI 9H(166%), BAXEZH 68%(164%)
ole, 18de 223%W(537%), 43d(QEYe Ei
48hd)e 1927(46.3%) 2.2 Jepgth

Helo] AAH ANE 7L e R 2l
(self-identified)she A$=  3BHE@7%)olH, UA
H A Fels AP A9 121%(29.2%), 7
& Zol AAA Afde] e ATt 21E(65%)°.
2 etk Aesas 4 #HE 52 AYe
1978475%), BN A AnA 2Bty
=9l AUdtE Fel FAE% FEL 10978(26.3%),
Aogte s ZggEL 3} FHe 1209
(8L1%), izt HolEZ HIL 17H41%),
PFAFA AeldE ooz @ AYPe 10649
(25.3%)2 JERITIKTable 3>.

2. AIAIH Zof

I

FAloll CHE B

Scale Cronbach's a Total attitude In-class Out-of-class Mainstreaming
rp) rp) rp) ro)
Total attitude 706 _
849
In-class 802 (000)
663 385
-l . . _
Out-of-class 466 (000 (000
i i B
Mainstreaming 761 (000) (00) (00
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<Table 2> Mean and standard deviation of attitude level

o SR AESEA A2 Als e

Scale Number of ltem M+SD Range
Total attitude 47 3.49(27) 226-4.68
iIn—Class 2 3 35( 29) 1.77-4.36
Out-of-Class 7 54) 243-489
Mainstreaming 18 347( 33) 244-482

el Z¥d
g Aol
T<Table 2>.

o) WA gohatael ta
54

B HE F5E
W 5 3493(SD=20°ld, "#& Y o949

e S o i BEsh 3353(SD-29),

3. gk SYoff Mz AxE Fofshol ofs

Bl=

HE elx 394%H(SD=54), whgh
g BT 347H(SD=33)o= ekt

=

BARstAe]l Uuta EAo) wf2 M7 Fojst
Aol ot Bl 4=9) 2joli= <Table 3> 2o} A8
(t=-2.386, p=018), a3h(P=5539, p=001),
7K F AAFH gelgdel Ux BH=-208, p=
0600l me} el gol F2ld xlolrl Ao, At
TR g7 F ofgne)l APA gzt §9
& Apol7t e ALZ Uyt olejelx Fojsazl
AbE Bd) BAE A9(t=-3150, p-002)%
WFEFA BAJAE tidRE F A(t=-209],

<Table 3> Attitude toward physically disabled dollege students by general characteristics

(N=415)
Characteristics Category Number(%o) M=SD tor F p
Agelyears) 18~19 136(32.8) 350( 27) 785 535
20~21 96(23.1) 44(31)
22~23 76(18.3) 349( 26)
24~25 72(17.3) 50(.25)
over 26 36( 8.4) 351(27)
Gender Male 206(49.6) 345(.28 -2.386 018
Female 209(50.4) 352(.26 )
Meaior Nursing 97(23.4) 35027 5539 001
Medicine 181(43.6) 343(27)a
Occupational therapy 69(16.6) 3.56(.29)a
Physiotherapy 68(16.4) 353(.25)
Year in school Freshman 223(53.7) 3.48(.29) -437 863
Senior 192(46.3) 349.26)
) ) - Yes 36( 87 3.48(29) 148 883
Having a physical disability No 379013 349(27)
Temporary physical Yes 121(29.2) 3.47(.28) 674 501
disability No 294(70.8) 3.49(.27)
Family with disability Yes 27( 6.5) 3.60(.30) -2.083 046
No 388(93.5) 348(27)
Participation on Yes 129(31.1) 3.52(.27) -1.837 067
fund-raising campaign No 286(68.9) 347(28)
Academic class Yes 197(47.5) 3.49(.25) -.160 873
No 218(52.5) 3.48(.30)
Having social interactions Yes 109(26.3) 3.55(.26) -3.150 002
No 306(737) 3.46(.27)
Date with the disabled Yes 17( 4.4) 355(.25 -1.093 289
student No 398(95.9) 348(.28)
Meeting as dlinical case Yes 106(25.3) 353(.26) -2.091 038
No 310(74.7) 3.47(.28)

Note. a: Scheffé test.



® A HI o] 42| dolishdol] thF Bl 5o JEE njalE g9l

p= 030l w2l "le FHepo] F93% Ajort Udle Yol Rt HEE 8% AT 4 glE A
o, W, A", S, ol 2 UAE Ao oR, = 22 et
FET F, 9%, volE A Rl g2 gx
A fo9g Zole vehA] ks V.= 9
4. MAHX FolstMofl CHE Ef=2} 28k 2 Ao oidRtel FoEtge] gk Bl
EAMDIO| Al (ATPDCS)= B 349302 e L7E AMSS
£ d7*H(Messmer et al, 2001)9] HIEASF 263
HgAre] AAH AofstAe] digt eleel dukd & ol ma] 2ol el RAAZEAYo] AFE Hol
A7) AABAE 243 Ade <Table 49 2th el ol 43 THAY HES /R e A
tidatel Aol diF HEs AR(=117 p S U % ok 2 SHA) R QAR vl
0, 74 AAF Zdde]l e AHr=110, w8 gol dtths Al3lE dulsocially desirable)
p=025), AT A Ay 2Y(r=150, o o3 §WE rFedE nsldor FH(Tervo,
p=002), YGHFA Fofds oAz #dF Fe 2004).
r=100, p=042)%} BAA=Z H3 AHBA} Sy A", shdel wet Fojgtgel dF Hx
LRt A9 48 Aolzt gldEH, ol 9%, ghd, 4
#7173 H=dse] ARdA 9e-g rud o
5. CHAX}S| Alx|A ZtofsHol| CHh Efzof & 2 9%(Messmer, 1990; Tervo, 2004)¢} UX|§h

e njxls 29 o Benham(I98)& Sh4ol QUGS ARY W
289 393 A=/t AstEta Busigi, ol
Aol AAH Fehstdel i HEst QWA S ZES ABE 9 ARH BAIME Fojole] 5

A7l ABTA<Table 404 EAHoz Foldl7) Hoe JiQle] BHAET Ao A hE ARE
vehd W4ES Jhig Asld 9AE o5 AR de A 9ui(Yuker, 1994), 23 o)A
& AAIS Azhs <Table 5>9 Zth RS ghdo] AlE] X APFo® vhive A R HEd o
o) MAF Feslel diF Blxe] ARE F= R S 33 IFE vR7) gEo|tTervo, 2004).

23 29 FogAA A Aluz =AP-15, B AFlA ATt o] PR} Aol gt )
p=00DSE AnEgo] B%oW, 1 tgoz AY 27t 9 AR ojdd ABo] elo] 93k
(=123, p=011)°] #F wFz FFH 2 = A s9ez yehted, o Son(002)

<Table 4> Correlations between  atfitude toward physically disabled college  students  and

general characteristics {N=415)
Family with Having social Meeting as
Scale Gender disability meeting clinical case
Attitude M7+ 110+ 150+ 100+
In-Class B84 108+ 1204 22+
QOut-ot-Class 663+ 059 1474 1275
Mainstreaming 834+ 085 094 005
*p<05 = p<Ot
<Table 5> Predictor of attitude toward physically disabled college students (N=415)
Prediction variable B R Adiusted R t p
Having social meeting 156 23 20 3212 .001
Gender 123 3B 3B 2.548 on

61



o PR AEEI A A2 AT e

==

Paris(1993)8] A7} Y13 wid, Ago] Ao
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(Tervo, 2004; Yuker, 1994)9} th& A7),
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Y F AYRNEFT o), Whites} Olson(1998)
2 HAYEQ] F FAAEAE]) T 2L PEys
£ Ho|x Y& Hasle B A7dsiel dx8ch
2 A kel ) T R B e P AR - AR e e 1
R d=d4ert $oer(Tervo, 204, Au & Man,
2006), 2959 7ReHeME kEALe] BlER47}
M gt 97 (Au & Man, 2006)9 AR A7
ek

Aefizt A £AEH WE AA ] AR
g e=d Aol FskA] ggkEd), Kim(2006)
9 gdFeME FURHAE FAHE, $395 59 W
Fol wet Bz a7t gl Aoz Jehdth A7)
2l AW AFAEYe] Hxo] H%E Fthe A7
(Wilson & Alcomn, 19697} flou B AT
Elo] Aol Ay ojfte] W zjols} HolatA] oo
o W, AR A FeiRlE 7lEez F gAY AS |
71 3RH U, ole FE /A SR 98
Ao FE BAPA Yol HEd FHH 9
&g 13 Aoz wagd

Yuker(2004)T Foilel] it sl=d7e] 9o} ¢
T8 HeE F85H tEdx 78k o ¥
F7F ZoRlel oigk el=ole] BEAo] =A grim
3.em, Messmer(1990)2 ol23 44 49 A
A @Kol A FoRstAo) digk 15 EAe )
=5 frofshll MaAgA 23S Hasdigo 238
2o A7t Felide] HFo) TS Fxslm 9
THHan, 2001; Seccombe, 2006; Tervo, 2004;
Yuker, 1994). Tervo(2004)= AAZF ARs 717l
A 2 FEsle Aol FAE HEFA 93
AT Yo, Seccombe(06)E HESY 3
F 717L, AFo| o|FolX= 7o) = e
FFE Fou 9tk Han(00D)2  AEiztel
A 273 T sty WA HERoE Ao
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Aot YA ABSAY 19E BAZ B Aol B
ofle olefstn #Ag Aashzdl o HBHole)
3Gt B Aol dasA Folae ax

RAgsgel Focle) Ui Bz HIE 9JsiA
€ FAREG W89 9Fo] Fase(Scullion, 1999
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(Thompson et al, 2003). 2 AFtdlA  &dzid
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718 &7Rce @53 AAA Sdda Hastn Q)
=+ AHstFen, Whites} Olson(1998)2 zlzw
SA] #xle] Aejnths T8 2¥& E AL AU
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7 F =2 AASFE Al BKsKScullion,
1999; Seccombe, 2006; Snowden, 1997).
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ABSTRACT

Factors Affecting Attitudes of Health Care Professional Students
toward Physically Disabled Students

Kim, Ki Kyong(Assistant Professor, Department of Nursing, Wonju College of Medicine, Yonsei University)
Kim, Yang Ji - Chae, Jung Won(Senior Student, Department of Nursing, Wonju College of Medicine, Yonsei University)

Purpose: This study investigated the factors affecting the attitudes of health care
professional  students toward physically disabled students. Method: The data was collected
from 415 health care professional students In one university using a structwred questionnaire.
The data was analyzed using descriptive analysis, t-test, one-way ANOVA, and stepwise
multiple regression by SPSS 120. Results: The mean score for attitude was 3.49(SD=.27).
There were significant differences in the mean score for attitude according to gender, major,
family with disability, having social interactions and meeting as a clinical case. The attitudes
of health care professional students correlated to the gender and having social interactions
(R=38%). Conclusion: This study revealed that intimate contact is the most effective
factor for health care professional students to have a positive attitude toward students with
physical disabilities.

Key words : Disabled persons, Students, Attitude
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