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The Study on Physical Therapy Students Attitude and Behavior for the
Person with Disability
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Abstract The purpose of this research was to examine the attitudes and behavior of physical therapy students toward
the disabled. The subjects were 776 students at 6 cities and provinces nationwide with physical therapy. Self-reported
questionnaires were used to collect data from 800, and 776 returned forms was analyzed using SPSS 21.0 ver. As
a summary of the results, first, there was a more positive significant difference in the behavior toward disabilities
in men than women; the higher grade they were, the more negative the significant difference in attitude toward the
disabilities. Second, the subjects with disabled family members or friends had a positive attitude and behavior. Third,
there was no difference as to whether to take classes related to disabilities, and there was a positive significant
difference in the students who took voluntary service. Based on these results, interactions with disabled people affect
the positive attitudes and behaviors toward disabilities. In addition, implications of the important roles of education

curricula to take direct experience are suggested.

Keywords : attitude, behavior, disabled, physical therapy
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H AAGNIEC) 7423, 45 A &2 B7lsd Al A5 ol digt B gt EXs dE e 4
HIFL) 63, el 7RI 653, HEA 17847 ofilel] i e 2 A5S nlusty] s 59t 1A
(1S) 6oz FAHJen, 13 1A kbl 13 ¥ dulA] BaHEAS o] 48}kl Tukey HSDE AL
FE dHow agrpel SH7A 54 Likert 2 =2 7+ AAES AT RE AT {oF5E(0)E 052
HRAT A7t ELFE P et sk 2 sk
2 AL Jug

ool 3t FES B TI Ao Fofel 7]
#el AL ALY, R BoNIS A9 F & 3.2 3t
QAETNY, AL ok & oIS oL O ol
OIAETLY, NS It IS, AFelel 3.1 AFCfaRtel Aty EM
S ATE AN, AldE e e AT A dnkd 5448 thEI ZtHTable 2].
A, gelelnt AES S, NS Fejelst 2
E A7IAE7Ir 9] 8o R 3kt s 18 Table 2. General characteristics of the subjects(M+SD)
rbel 1EYE dMoz amvbel sHAA A (N=776)
Likert #1522 TAEAT 4571 2952 Lol o) S SSI;E‘;/?S)
gk Yol TAHARI AS on|dith sex m 210028.1)

ALof] 0] of ?l_ w9} =] 51 Wl Y= A <20 359(46.3)

o‘H | oiet Bl=st 5o sk }aE A Age e 4110529,
o 24 g 7 UH dARE Az 9 =30 608)

' 222 A}Z=3l Al oo & E Buddhist 90(11.6)
Cronbach's o A& A&t At Fofslel et o Christian 159(20.5)
o)A 0.91, Zofjelel that % A=A 0.712 L} Religion Catholic 77(9.9)

Atheist 439(56.6)
EFSiTHTable 1]. Others 11(11)
3 4 388(50.0) | 388(50.0)
e e . . 1 95(12.2)
Table 1. Reliability of attitude and behavior on each grade 1 2 141(18.2) 95(12.2)
variables 2 3 134(17.3) 101(13.0)
3 113(14.6)
variables total Cronbach a - 4 97(12.5)
Attitude on disabilifics person 37 0.91 family members yes 99(12.8)
G - — with disability no 677(87.2)
eneralized Rejection 7 0.66 :
1,7, 13, 19, 25, 31, 36 -  friends yes 93(12.0)
Distressed Identification 5 0.61 with disability no 683(88.0)
L2, 8, 14,20, 26 : interaction yes 405(52.2)
Inforred Emotional C no 371(47.8)
nierre motiona. onsequences 7 0.73 ] 336(433
:3,9, 15, 21, 27, 32, 37 i class yes (43.3)
Imputed Functional Limitation 6 07 related dlsabll.lty 1o 440(56.7)
- 4, 10, 16, 22, 28, 33 - volunteer e'xpefl'ence yes 210(27.1)
Rejection Intimacy ] 054 related disability no 566(73.0)
: 5, 11, 17, 23, 29, 34 :
Interaction Strain 6 059
16, 12, 18, 24, 30, 35 ) 3.2 MYof w= ZroHlof| cHst Efx=<2} 3H
Behavior on disabilities person
1,234,567 8 8 071 H|m
Toul 5 B AR S o] whE el o
B9t 3% Hwe] A= [Table 313 2t ofjlo]
2.3 X2 Xa| 2 EM et B0 Zpojoll A 2314 7']T(GR) 4= 5o
47 A= SPSS Statistics 21.0 ZE 1AL o] & ADD, HF Al 1AHAS)O tiaiM= Fo7E Aol
stol A BTk el B 9 S, ejelate]  HALU(P<0.05) FEH AR, 7 A
AY o5 Aol #AA WS 7 o B8 welsly] 9 (FL), o] AFRDeIAE el Apolzb §ilth
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Zofelo] 3t FFo
7 o] go] 3.04+0.54% 07

(p>0.05).
3.17+0.58

Table 5. Comparison of attitude and behavior of
disabilities person among grades in a 4-year

university(Mean+SD) (N=776)
211 EH(p<0.05)[ Table3].
. F
variables 1 2 3 4 Tukey
Table 3. Comparison of attitude and behavior of GR|2.55+0.52]2.46+0.58 | 2.45+0.55|2.51+0.48 | 0.70
. *
disabilities person between sex(Mean+SD) DI [2.60:0.53"(2.57:0.69°[2.53+0.58(2.77:0.56° 30'23
(N:776) Attitud 1EC| 2.47+0.53 | 2.3940.64 | 2.48+0.56 | 2.50+0.54 | 0.71
1
variabl male female ¢ ude IFL|2.49+0.56 | 2.36+0.61 | 2.37+0.55|2.49+0.50 | 1.67
_ pole RT [2.3340.46"|2.23:0,53°2.32:0.51¢2.45:0.45¢ 0"
GR 2.44+0.55 2.56+0.51 -2.99% ) ) ) i ’ ’ : ’ b<d
DI 2.5940.61 2.70+0.60 -2.24* IS |2.36+0.53|2.27+0.59 | 2.35+0.50| 2.37+0.44 | 0.71
Attitud IEC 2.50+0.59 2.54+0.57 -0.80 Behavior | 3.12+0.54 | 3.07+0.65 | 3.05+0.53 | 3.05+0.46 | 0.31
1
Y TR 2485067 | 2514055 -0.56
RI 2324053 2384054 134 GR: Generalized Rejection, DI: Distressed Identification, IEC:
IS 231£0.53 2.39£0.49 2.13* Inferred Emotional Consequences, IFL: Imputed Functional
Bebavior 3' 1710.58 3'0 410'5 1 2'9 o Limitation, RI: Rejection Intimacy, IS: Interaction Strain

GR: Generalized Rejection, DI: Distressed Identification, IEC:
Inferred  Emotional Consequences, IFL: Imputed Functional
Limitation, RI: Rejection Intimacy, IS: Interaction Strain

3.3 BiF| 7+ Siloll w2 HofQlof st EH=

—_
ol

_l-g
gg
0H1
=

3.3.1 3| chste| shdof| wE Zofelof| chist
Ef=2Qt 3= H|m
334 tigte] A3t 2 B2 S| Thad
w2 Fofolo] tsl ejx9} 8% v Ay shdd
2 9% Zo|7} vERA] e UTHp>0.05)[Table 4].

Table 4. Comparison of attitude and behavior of
disabilities person among grades in a 3-year

university(Mean+SD) (N=776)

variables 1 2 3 F

GR | 2.5840.47 | 2.55+0.57 | 2.57+0.51 0.12

DI 2.69+0.56 | 2.73+0.66 | 2.73+0.57 0.47
. IEC | 2.59+0.51 | 2.62+0.68 | 2.56+0.52 0.39

Attitude

IFL | 2.57£0.59 | 2.62+0.65 | 2.54+0.57 0.52

RI 2.32+0.48 | 2.47+0.72 | 2.41+0.47 2.36

IS 2.39+0.48 | 2.44+0.50 | 2.33+0.50 1.57
Behavior 3.14+0.50 | 3.03+0.58 | 3.07+0.62 1.23

GR: Generalized Rejection, DI: Distressed Identification, IEC:
Inferred Emotional Consequences, IFL: Imputed Functional
Limitation, RI: Rejection Intimacy, IS: Interaction Strain

3.3.2 4| rHste| st

EN=2t 84S H|m

43A oigke] At A FAE Shde] w2 Aol

el st Bjmell Al s=tE FUAI(DI), R1ae] AR
oA el gk AFol7k AATHp<0.05)[Table 5].

Holl wE FoHeloll cist

=

3.4 Zoie! 75 /50l wE ZoHlol chigt

FefQl 74 F
H] Lol A el Q1 l et e e 011*1
$I o (p>0.05) “Foficlel gt W& 3
ol 7kol 9l A 3.24x0.58%, Felel 71
749 3.05£0.55H 02 3 X]—o 7} e th(p<0.05)
[Table 6].

Table 6. Comparison of attitude and behavior of
disabilities person with or without disabled

family member(Mean+SD) (N=776)
. €S no
variables (n};99) (n=677) t
GR 2.48+0.50 2.54+0.53 -1.03
DI 2.59+0.59 2.68+0.60 -1.39
. IEC 2.48+0.60 2.53+0.57 -0.95
Attitude
IFL 2.47+0.68 2.51+0.57 -0.55
RI 2.28+0.47 2.38+0.54 -1.66
IS 2.32+0.52 2.37+0.50 -1.06
Behavior 3.24+0.58 3.05+0.55 3.06*

GR: Generalized Rejection, DI: Distressed Identification, IEC:
Inferred Emotional  Consequences, IFL: Imputed Functional
Limitation, RI: Rejection Intimacy, IS: Interaction Strain
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Table 7. Comparison of attitude and behavior of
disabilities person with or without disabled

roll upE Fofelell tied Bt s vl = BF

el Aol 7h IATH(p>0.05)[Table 9].

Table 9. Comparison of attitude and behavior of
disabilities person among class subject

friend(Mean4SD) (N=776) number related disability(Mean+SD)
. yes no (N=776)
variables 8 _ t
(n=93) (n=683) iabl no class | less than 3 [more than 3 F
GR 239£049 | 2.55£0.53 2,67 vanaples subject subject subject
DI 2.66+0.61 2.67+0.60 -0.17 GR | 2.52+0.53 | 2.55+0.52 | 2.52+0.52 0.24
Attitude IEC 2.49+0.59 2.53+0.57 -0.60 DI | 2.65+0.59 | 2.7140.62 | 2.69+0.62 0.75
IFL 2.45+0.55 2.51+0.59 -0.94 Attitud IEC | 2.5240.61 | 2.54+0.54 | 2.52+0.51 0.07
1
RI 2.28+0.49 2.37+0.54 -1.49 ¢ IFL | 2.46+0.56 | 2.55+0.60 | 2.57+0.63 2.34
1S 2.25+0.45 2.38+0.51 -2.28* RI | 2.36+0.57 | 2.38+0.47 | 2.33+0.51 0.36
Behavior 3.24+0.65 3.06+0.54 2.93* IS | 2.36+0.52 | 2.40+0.47 | 2.33+0.52 0.82
Behavior 3.05+0.56 | 3.11+0.54 | 3.11+0.58 1.08

GR: Generalized Rejection, DI: Distressed Identification, IEC:
Inferred  Emotional Consequences, IFL: Imputed Functional
Limitation, RI: Rejection Intimacy, IS: Interaction Strain

3.6 ZOIS 712 MRS
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Table 8. Comparison of attitude and behavior of

disabilities person between experiences
related disabilities person(Mean+SD)
(N=776)
. €S no
variables (HZ3 29) (n=447) t
GR 2.48+0.54 2.56+0.52 -2.15%
DI 2.65+0.60 2.69+0.60 -0.90
. IEC 2.49+0.56 2.55+0.59 -1.42
Atitude | ) 462060 | 2.5420.58 -1.85
RI 2.29+0.49 2.41+0.56 -3.06*
IS 2.32+0.51 2.40+0.50 -2.03%
Behavior 3.14+0.58 3.03+0.54 2.71%

GR: Generalized Rejection, DI: Distressed Identification, IEC:
Inferred Emotional Consequences, IFL: Imputed Functional
Limitation, RI: Rejection Intimacy, IS: Interaction Strain

37 Foj B Yo W E2we B 2
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GR: Generalized Rejection, DI: Distressed Identification, IEC:
Inferred Emotional Consequences, IFL: Imputed Functional
Limitation, RI: Rejection Intimacy, IS: Interaction Strain

3.8 XIHSA S ol wWE Folloll cH

g5 FEo A= 5 o] = S 3.15£0.62
A Ago] Q= AL 3.05+0.53H 02§08 zpo|st
A tH(p<0.05)[Table 10].

Table 10. Comparison of attitude and behavior of

disabilities person between volunteer
experiences(Mean+SD) (N=776)
. €s no
variables (nZZ 10) (n=566) t
GR 2.53£0.51 2.53+0.53 -0.12
DI 2.68+0.62 2.67+0.60 0.23
Attitude IEC 2.51+0.54 2.53£0.59 -0.52
IFL 2.46+0.57 2.52+0.59 -1.29
RI 2.33+0.46 2.37£0.56 -0.88
IS 2.33£0.48 2.38+0.52 -1.23
Behavior 3.15+0.62 3.05+0.53 2.35%

GR: Generalized Rejection, DI: Distressed Identification, IEC:

Inferred Emotional ~Consequences, IFL: Imputed Functional
Limitation, RI: Rejection Intimacy, IS: Interaction Strain
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