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Table 1. General Characteristics of the Subjects (N=270)
Lay person Health care Disabled person
Characteristics professional
(n=141) (n=79) (n=50)
Sex Male 34 (24.1) 15 ( 19.0) 36 (72.0)
Female 107 (75.9) 64 ( 81.0) 14 (28.0)
Age (yr) < 30 44 (312) 51 ( 64.6) 5 (10.0)
31-40 29 (20.6) 24 ( 30.4) 6 (12.0)
41-50 31 (22.0) 3 ( 3.8) 9 (18.0)
51-60 34 (24.1) 1( 13) 15 (30.0)
> 61 4 (2.6) 0 ( 0.0 15 (30.0)
Education Middle school 10 ( 7.1) 0 ( 0.0) 8 (16.0)
High school 26 (18.4) 0 ( 0.0) 22 (44.0)
College 83 (58.9) 69 ( 87.3) 17 (34.0)
Graduate school 22 (15.6) 10 ( 12.7) 3 (6.0)
Religion None 36 (25.5) 36 ( 45.6) 14 (28.0)
Buddhist 11 ( 7.8) 11 ( 13.9) 10 (20.0)
Protestant christian 77 (54.6) 22 (1 27.8) 15 (30.0)
Catholic 17 (12.1) 10 ( 12.7) 11 (22.0)
Marital status Single 57 (40.5) 51 ( 64.6) 14 (28.0)
Married 78 (55.3) 26 ( 32.9) 32 (64.0)
Divorced/Separated / Bereaved 6 (42) 2 ( 25) 4 ( 8.0)
Job Professional 29 (20.6) 79 (100.0) 4 ( 8.0)
Government official 40 (28.4) 0( 0.0 0 (0.0)
Clerk 20 (14.2) 0 ( 0.0) 4 ( 8.0)
Farmer / Shopkeeper 3 (21 0( 0.0 12 (24.0)
Student 11 ( 7.8) 0 ( 0.0 4 ( 8.0)
House wife 24 (17.0) 0 ( 0.0) 6 (12.0)
Others 9 (6.4) 0 ( 0.0) 6 (12.0)
No job 5 (3.5) 0 ( 0.0) 14 (28.0)
Number of family 1 16 (11.3) 17 ( 21.5) 3 (6.0)
member 2 21 (14.9) 19 ( 24.1) 12 (24.0)
3 32 (22.7) 17 ( 21.5) 10 (20.0)
4 51 (36.2) 18 ( 22.8) 18 (36.0)
5 13 ( 9.2) 5( 63) 4 ( 8.0)
= 6 8 (5.7) 3 ( 3.8) 3 (6.0)
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Table 2. Comparison of the Attitudes Toward Disabled Person Among Lay Person, Health Care Professional, and
Disabled person (N=270)
Lay person Health care Disabled
professional person
It F
ems (n=141) (n=79) (n=50) ?
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Parents of disabled children should be less strict than other parents 2.50 (1.23) 2.47 (1.10) 2.59 (1.29) 0.211 .860
Physically disabled persons are just as intelligent as non-disabled 441 (1.36) 4.63 (1.46) 4.46 (1.28) 0.355 Sl
ones
Disabled people are usually easier to get along with than other 2.94 (1.07) 3.15 (1.01) 2.98 (1.16) 1.263 372
people
Most disabled people feel sorry for themselves 4.01 (1.14)a 432 (0.87)b 4.48 (1.18)b 3.845 011
Disabled people are the same as anyone else 4.40 (1.24) 426 (1.22) 4.29 (1.48) 0.146 701
There should not be special schools for disabled children 2.29 (1.39)a 2.63 (1.29)b 3.13 (1.75)b 4.796 .002
It would be best for disabled persons to live and work in special 3.15 (1.47)a 3.32 (1.17)a 3.84 (1.65)b 4.091 011
communities
It is up to the government to take care of disabled persons 456 (1.21) 4.59 (1.06) 4.35 (1.30) 1.897 A81
Most disabled people worry a great deal 428 (1.22)a 4.13 (1.07)a 4.88 (1.08)b 8.000 .001
Disabled people should not be expected to meet the same standards 2.83 (1.40) 3.08 (1.24) 2.54 (1.41) 2.465 .091
as non-disabled people
Disabled people are as happy as non-disabled ones 3.84 (1.37)a 4.19 (1.07)a 3.42 (1.65)b 5.087 .001
Severely disabled people are no harder to get along with than those  3.95 (1.35)b 3.41 (1.24)a 4.14 (1.26)b 6.363 .001
with minor disabilities
It is almost impossible for a disabled person to lead a normal life 3.06 (1.31)a 2.84 (1.14)a 3.66 (1.45)b 6.588 .001
You should not expect too much from disabled people 3.13 (1.39)b 2.67 (0.99)a 3.61 (1.39)b 8.355  <.001
Disabled people tend to keep to themselves much of the time 3.99 (1.14) 3.90 (1.11) 422 (1.13) 1.413 283
Disabled people are more easily upset than non-disabled people 3.84 (1.31) 3.53 (1.18) 4.04 (1.42) 2.428 071
Disabled persons cannot have a normal social life 2.68 (1.20)a 2.52 (1.10)a 3.68 (1.53)b 14728  <.001
Most disabled people feel that they are not as good as other people  3.29 (1.20)a 3.19 (1.16)a 3.84 (1.44)b 4.655 011
You have to be careful of what you say when you are with 4.18 (1.13) 4.00 (1.07) 4.02 (1.25) 3.155 462
disabled people
Disabled people are often grouchy 2.90 (1.28) 2.66 (0.97) 2.84 (1.29) 1.106 361
Total 57.32 (7.75)a  57.36 (5.70)a  60.62 (8.55)b 3.232 .031

Scheffe post-hoc test was done. a,b = significantly different groups.
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Table 3. Comparison of the Type of Disabled People Who Met by Chance* (N=238)
L Lay person Health care professional Disabled person 5

Type of disability (n=122) (n=69) (n=47) X yo)

Disability of the limbs/body 84 (68.9) 50 (72.5) 30 (63.8) 0.141 .858
Brain disorder 53 (43.4) 61 (88.4) 39 (82.9) 59.072 <.001
Blindness 44 (36.1) 43 (62.3) 14 (29.8) 12.130 .002
Hearing disorder 33 (27.0) 41 (59.4) 12 (25.5) 20.616 <.001
Speaking disorder 49 (40.2) 43 (62.3) 17 (36.2) 9.250 010
Facial disorder 23 (18.9) 32 (46.4) 7 (14.9) 16.483 <.001
Kidney disorder 27 (22.1) 43 (62.3) 8 (17.0) 47473 <.001
Heart disorder 12 ( 9.8) 37 (53.6) 5 (10.6) 62.415 <.001
Respiratory disorder 8 (6.6) 41 (59.4) 5 (10.6) 86.130 <.001
Hepatic disorder 6 (4.9) 38 (55.1) 4 (8.5) 86.674 <.001
Stoma/ Urinary fistula 6 (4.9) 34 (49.3) 4 (8.5) 75.557 <.001
Seizure 17 (13.9) 38 (55.1) 8 (17.0) 50.952 <.001
Mental retardation 58 (47.5) 45 (65.2) 14 (29.8) 11.418 .004
Psychological disorder 31 (25.4) 43 (62.3) 8 (17.0) 3.950 <.001
Developmental disorder 59 (48.4) 34 (49.3) 13 (27.7) 0.515 103

*

Multiple response.

Table 4. Comparison of the Contact With Disabled Person Among Lay Person, Health Care Professional, and Disabled

person (N=270)
Lay person Health care Disabled
professional person
ltems (h=141)  (n=79) (n=50) i e
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
How often have you had a long talk with a person who is disabled? 3.01 (1.36)a  2.87 (1.23)a  4.20 (0.96)b 24.657 <.001
How often have you had a brief conversation with persons who are 337 (1.23)a  3.40 (1.14)a 4.41 (0.78)b 20.008 <.001
disabled?
How often have you eaten a meal with a person who has a disability? 2.75 (1.40)a  2.25 (1.20)a  4.33 (1.04)b 42.838 <.001
How often have you contributed money to organizations that help 2.86 (1.23) 2.72 (1.18) 2.64 (1.25) 2.141 .502
disabled?
How often have disabled persons discussed their lives or problems 1.89 (1.07)a 194 (1.13)a  3.28 (1.42)b 37.216 <.001
with you?
How often have you discussed your life or problem with a disabled 1.68 (0.98)a 1.61 (0.92)a 3.24 (1.39)b 55216 <.001
person?
How often have you tried to help disabled persons with their problems? 3.22 (1.12)a  3.25 (0.98)a  3.72 (1.14)b 55.409 .017
How often have disabled persons tried to help you with your problems? 1.84 (1.18)a  1.67 (0.97)a  3.21 (1.38)b 4.631 <.001
How often have you worked with a disabled client, student, or patient 2.74 (1.43)a 3.71 (1.27)a  3.06 (1.50)b 34.734 <.001
on the job?
How often have you worked with a disabled coworker? 1.89 (1.17)a  1.66 (1.10)a  2.50 (1.56)b 19.958 .001
How often has a disabled friend visited you in your home? 191 (1.17)a  1.48 (0.97)a 2.70 (1.56)b 8.595 <.001
How often have you visited disabled friends in their home? 2.15 (1.32)a 191 (1.28)a 2.86 (1.55)b 17.910 .001
How often have you met a disabled person that you like? 1.89 (1.18)a  1.89 (1.18)a  3.08 (1.49)b 9.260 <.001
How often have you met a disabled person that you dislike? 1.73 (0.92)a  1.76 (1.01)a  2.55 (1.37)b 24.030 <.001
How often have you met a disabled person that you admire? 1.79 (1.08)a 1.75 (1.01)a  2.78 (1.47)b 15.352 <.001
How often have you met a disabled person for whom you feel sorry?  2.59 (1.28) 2.58 (1.32) 3.06 (1.31) 3.094 .072
How often have you been annoyed or disturbed by the behavior of a  2.01 (1.09)a  1.72 (0.97)a  2.78 (1.32)b 17.163 <.001
person with a disability?
How often have you been pleased by the behavior of a disabled 240 (1.30)a 2.29 (1.16)a  2.88 (1.39)b 3.094 .031
persons?
How often have you had pleasant experiences interacting with disabled 2.42 (1.24)a  2.19 (1.11)a  3.08 (1.41)b 9.539 <.001
persons?
How often have you had unpleasant experiences interacting with 1.87 (1.06)a 1.76 (0.88)a  2.60 (1.17)b 13.745 <.001
disabled persons?
Total 45.00 (15.21)a 44.55 (15.17)a 63.51 (18.01)b  30.980 <.001
Scheffe post-hoc test was done. a,b = significantly different groups.
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Akl &5 Sl tivkrErh gedlS whd Aol sl o o] HE W A9TE 60.0%7F 7HE Wkl the
i, A 7 Aol AR FoskA stk el A N8R 57.1%, AT A 51.4%, ARz 9 AYH
ofle] ol el URiIS AAGelle] 68.9% % 7} & I BE 37.1%°] & ©ISItKTable 5). old Aol of
2 B o AAAA 47.5%, H HEAE] 43.4%, o] o JAAEE vlwst Ay} 16w T8 £ B B
Aol 402%01 Ak GBS W APt s84% bF SRS W57 Auel Fojole] Wanrk wUAT of 3
=9ka ohed AAA 72.5%, FAAA 65.2%, A2l ol FAAOE FoskA Al UNIS SR RG] it
62.3%2] =olqlek el o el 82.9% % MY =
kL, o Al 63.8%, Aol 36.2%, AlzZbdelgt Table 5. Perceived Experiences of Welfare Services of
BAAR 7 29.8%2) wolodek Al Flel Wbt Fojele) Disabled Person (N=35)
S8 2AAoz foa jo|7l olgithTable 3). ofelzt \]/“Vetlnivare seryices for disabled person 21r1 ((6"?)0)

5 o - _ - ratfic security K
o] AF AE AeE vud Ay 2029 o] dnil Medical coverage 20 (57.1)
457, 91591 44.67, HolQl 635807 A o+ Tk FAZFL Tax reduction 18 (51.4)
2 Fost xjo)7} QAUTHp<.001)(Table 4). AFER-A] Az} = Assist device 13 (37.1)
- B Convenient facilities 7 (20.0)

olo] <lujo] 9o]E 9] Zlollollo] AZx Ado] ukok
OH_ | Ak, v/]JJi\_E]:]' Folte] HE Aol Wkttt Income security 6 (17.1)
EEEE vl EAE A Felde A V1R T EE Activities for the better understanding about disability 5 (14.3)
W A3o] glk, @alo] arHA Aehs Aofels vl Special education 5 (14.3)
Aol Gkl 2 TGS A 18 Bl BALOD f . >80

o Housing security 2(5.7
gt o)z} QL3I Leisure and cultural life 2 (57

Welfare facilities 2 (57

Q’OHEI*_IH 9_IXI_I|:_2|‘ —?—.A_-l—fl_\—'?’l Support emp?oyment 2 ( 57)

Nursery service 1 (29
Early detection and treatment of the disability 1 (29
B ATA Hool = shHolabyE Aoz Au|A & Wedding consultation 0 (0.0)
Table 6. Comparison of the Perception of Welfare Services of Disabled Person (N=270)
Lay person Health care Disabled
: : professional person
Welfare services for disabled person (n=141) (h=79) (n=50) F ol
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Income security 2.28 ( 0.94)a 2.41 (0.69)a 1.92 ( 1.03)b 4.261 010

Medical coverage 277 ( 0.92) 2.97 (0.62) 2.64 ( 1.03) 2.381 .084

Tax reduction 2,62 ( 1.07)a 2.73 (0.73)a 2.14 ( 1.18)b 3.315 .003

Convenient facilities 2.32 ( 0.94) 2.33 (0.71) 2.16 ( 1.06) 0.253 517

Traffic security 2.15 ( 0.95) 2.25 (0.72) 2.16 ( 1.06) 2.099 296

Housekeeping 2.13 ( 0.95) 2.24 (0.66) 2.04 ( 1.05) 0.090 410

Housing security 1.90 ( 0.89) 1.96 (0.72) 1.72 ( 0.88) 0.291 271

Wedding consultation 1.69 ( 0.81) 1.58 (0.65) 1.50 ( 0.95) 1.432 314

Activities for the better understanding about disability 224 ( 0.92) 2.30 (0.69) 2.06 ( 1.06) 0.082 305

Assist device 2.23 ( 0.86) 2.29 (0.64) 2.42 ( 0.93) 2.844 384

Special education 2.43 ( 0.91) 2.33 (0.61) 2.10 ( 0.99) 3.262 .060

Leisure and cultural life 1.94 ( 0.86) 1.94 (0.63) 1.96 ( 0.90) 1.368 987

Welfare facilities 2.31 ( 0.90) 2.32 (0.61) 2.16 ( 0.99) 0.541 513

Nursery service 2.14 ( 0.88) 2.22 (0.63) 1.96 ( 1.03) 0.257 245

Early detection and treatment of the disability 2.04 ( 0.92) 2.06 (0.70) 1.74 ( 0.94) 0.289 .080

Support employment 2.19 ( 0.84)a 2.28 (0.68)a 1.87 ( 0.87)b 2.754 .005

Total sum 35.39 (10.42) 36.22 (6.34) 32.72 (11.44) 0.171 122

Mean(SD) of the items 2.21 ( 0.26) 2.62 (0.31) 2.03 ( 0.27) 0.171 .670

Scheffe post-hoc test was done. a,b = significantly different groups.
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Table 7. Priorities of Welfare Services for Disabled Person#

Lay person (n=141)

Health care professional (n=79)

Disabled person (n=50)

RETIS Welfare service n (%) Welfare service

n (%) Welfare service n (%)

1 Medical coverage 115 (81.6) Medical coverage 66 (83.5) Medical coverage 39 (78.0)
2 Income security 84 (59.6) Income security 47 (59.5) Income security 30 (60.0)
3 Convenient facilities 70 (49.6) Convenient facilities 43 (54.4) Convenient facilities 27 (54.0)
4 Support employment 66 (46.8) Activities for the better 38 (48.1) Housekeeping 24 (48.0)
understanding about disability
5 Traffic security 61 (43.3) Support employment 38 (48.1) Housing security 23 (46.0)
6  Housekeeping 57 (40.4) Traffic security 34 (43.0) Welfare facilities 21 (42.0)
7  Activities for the better 55 (39.0) Housekeeping 32 (40.5) Traffic security 22 (44.0)
understanding about disability
8  Welfare facilities 52 (36.9) Welfare facilities 32 (40.5) Tax reduction 20 (40.0)
Special education 50 (35.5) Special education 30 (38.0) Activities for the better 20 (40.0)
understanding about disability
10 Early detection and treatment 49 (34.8) Early detection and treatment 27 (34.2) Early detection and treatment 17 (34.0)
of the disability of the disability of the disability
11  Housing security 47 (33.3) Tax reduction 22 (27.8) Support employment 14 (28.0)
12 Tax reduction 45 (31.9) Assist device 21 (26.6) Assist device 10 (20.0)
13 Nursery service 34 (24.1) Housing security 20 (25.3) Special education 5 (10.0)
14 Assist device 33 (23.4) Nursery service 17 (21.5) Leisure and cultural life 5 (10.0)
15 Leisure and cultural life 22 (15.6) Leisure and cultural life 6 ( 7.6) Nursery service 7 (14.0)
16 Wedding consultation 17 (12.1) Wedding consultation 6 ( 7.6) Wedding consultation 4 ( 8.0)
* Select five services per one person.
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Purpose: The aim of this study was to compare the attitudes toward and contact with people with disabilities
among health care professional, lay persons, and disabled persons. Method: Using 270 subjects (141 health care
professionals, 79 lay persons, and 50 disabled persons), the self report or face-to-face interview were conducted
from April to October in 2007. Attitudes and contacts were assessed respectively using the Attitude Towards
Disabled Person scale and the Contact with Disabled Persons. Result: Overall attitude scores of the subjects in
groups of health care professionals, lay persons, and disabled persons were lower than those of individuals in the
corresponding groups in other countries (F=3.232, p=.031). Health care professionals and lay persons had more
negative attitudes towards disabled persons than those of disabled persons. Scores of the Contact with Disabled
Persons were also lower in all three groups, as compared to those of the corresponding groups from other
countries. Disabled persons had significantly more contact experiences with disabled persons than individuals in
other two groups. Conclusion: Health care professionals as well as lay persons and disabled persons have negative
attitudes toward people with disabilities. It is needed that the modification of educational curriculums in nursing
school for promoting more positive attitudes toward people with disabilities.
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