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| Abstract |

PURPOSE: The purpose of this research is to check the
attitudes and behavior toward the disabilities of occupational
therapy students who are going to be the future subjects of
medical rehabilitation service, based on this to provide
occupational therapy students an alternative to have the right
attitude toward the disabilities to find ways to reduce
prejudice against them in society meeting in the future.
METHODS: The survey was carried out to select
randomly 6 cities and provinces nationwide with
occupational therapy, to choose 20 students at each grade and
have them to fill up the questionnaire themselves after reading
the text, and as a result of the survey.

RESULTS: The attitudes and behavior toward the
disabilities according to the gender, there was more positive
significant difference in women than men, the attitudes and
behavior toward the disabilities by each grade, the higher
grade they were, the more positive significant difference they

had. As the results of the attitudes and behavior toward the

tCorresponding Author : jecclub@hanmail.net

disabilities whether to take classes related to them, there was
a positive significant difference in the students who took
classes related to disabilities person, and the results of the
attitudes and behavior toward the disabilities whether to
participate in a clinical practice and voluntary service, there
was a positive significant difference in the students who took
part in that service.

CONCLUSION: The positive attitudes and behavior
toward disabilities were higher in women than men, higher
grade students than the lower, the more time for voluntary
service and the more contact with disabilities persons. As
through the results of this, the comprehensive and continuous
education about the disabilities for the students in all
Departments related to medical rehabilitation service and the
suggestion for continuous research on the fundamental

problems should be made in the future.

Key Words: Disabilities, Behavior, Attitudes, Occupational
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Table 1. Credibility of attitude & behavior on each
Variables

Variables Total : number Total Cronbach a

Attitude on disabilities person 37 91
1) Generalized Rejection <6
0 1, 7, 13, 19, 25, 31, 36
2) Distressed Identification s 9
12, 8, 14, 20, 26
3) Inferred Emotional Consequences &
03,9, 15, 21, 27, 32, 37
4) Imputed Functional Limitation <6
1 4, 10, 16, 22, 28, 33
5) Rejection Intimacy
: 5, 11, 17, 23, 29, 34 ¢ 7
6) Interaction Strain <6
1 6, 12, 18, 24, 30, 35
2. Behavior on disabilities person 5

0 1,2,3,4,5 6,7, 8

Total 45
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Table 2. Attitude on disabilities person and sub-factor of positive bahavior

Variables Content

1. Attitudeon on disabilities person

It is colsely related with disabilities person discrimination. There is not any common

Generalized . . . . .
Reiection sense, knowledge and philosophy and they wish education divorced from community.
J Also they have a negative attitude in the social integration of disabilities person.
Distressed It is a attitude to identify disability with sin moreover to identify disability with own
Identification weakness.

It is a attitude to focus that disabilities person has psychologically inferred characteristic
and the wrong attitude that disabilities person has emotionally disability compared with
normal person.

Inferred Emotional
Consequences

On the function of the disabilities person, it is attitude that if any body organ is
disabilities, only function of the organ is disabilities partially or generally and this will
affect personal ability generally.

Imputed Functional
Limitation

It is consisted of refusal of relationship. This factor is attitude involved with direct

Rejection Intimacy . s
emotion not to marry such a disabilities person.

As a attitude to feel a anxiety, tension and shameful emotion when a normal person
contact with disabilities person, they avoid social contact with disabilities person and
unwilling to deal with them without distinct reason. And it is included in concern to hurt
their feeling as contact with disabilities person.

Interaction Strain

2. Behavior on We can predict the behavior of disabilities person to measure a behavior intention
disabilities person  because can’t measure directly behavior on disabilities person of normal person.

Table 3. General characteristics of subjects

Variables Total n(%) Variables Total n(%)
male 158(43.9) ) . yes 240(33.3)
Sex interaction
female 202(56.1) no 120(66.7)
Graders second grade 120(33.3) Class experience
third grade 120(33.3) no 198(55)
gyeonggi 60(16.7)
chungcheong 60(16.7)
) gyeongbuk 60(16.7)
Regional
gyeongnam 60(16.7)
chonbuk 60(16.7)
chonnam 60(16.7)
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Table 4. Comparison of Attitude and behavior of disabilities person between sexes
Variables ( 1?:?5;) g:‘z’gl;) T p
Attitude on disabilities person
Generalized Rejection 2.51+.50 2.55+.44 1.303 372
Distressed Identification 2.63+.55 2.64+.55 .009 835
Inferred Emotional Consequences 2.52+.54 2.55+.55 .092 .556
Imputed Functional Limitation 2.53+.59 2.55+.54 273 .720
Rejection Intimacy 2.56+.53 2.60+.44 4.393 335
Interaction Strain 2.42+51 2.43+.48 284 .908
Behavior on disabilities person 3.15+.75 2.88+.81 A57 .001**
## p< 01
Table 5. Comparison of Attitude and behavior of disabilities person among grades
Variables :nzgl"‘;‘(’)e) (zn:gl"‘;‘(')e) ?nfl'z‘(‘]‘; F p
Attitude on disabilities person
Generalized Rejection 2.98+.50 2.63+.43 2.20+.47 84.57 .000***
Distressed Identification 3.05+.39 2.70+.50 2.10+.57 161.87 .000%**
Inferred Emotional Consequences 2.71+.58 2.57+.53 2.29+.44 20.98 .000***
Imputed Functional Limitation 2.59+.45 2.56+.55 2.35+.45 7.52 001 ***
Rejection Intimacy 2.54+.47 2.65+.47 2.49+.44 4.06  .018*
Interaction Strain 2.43+.49 2.47+.50 2.29+42 4.68  .010%*
Behavior on disabilities person 3.34+.71 3.15+.60 2.52+.81 43.65 .000***

% p<.05, ** p<0l, *** p<.001
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Table 6. Comparison of Attitude and behavior of disabilities person among class subject number related disability

Variables No class subject Less t.han 3 More Fhan 3 F p
subject subject

Attitude on disabilities person

Generalized Rejection 2.84+.52 2.60+.54 2.17+.49 2741 .000***
Distressed Identification 2.98+.42 2.53+.57 2.29+.50 3591 .000%**
Inferred Emotional Consequences 2.62+.54 2.51+.58 2.39+.38 3.28 .039%
Imputed Functional Limitation 2.55+.54 2.50+.54 241+.44 1.21 299
Rejection Intimacy 2.54+.44 2.55+.47 2.41+.48 1.35 261
Interaction Strain 2.37+.48 2.42+.49 2.36+.40 .68 .505
Behavior on disabilities person 32171 3.01+.77 2.57+.89 12.11 .000***

* p<.05, F** p< 001
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Table 7. Comparison of Attitude and behavior of disabilities person among experiences related disabilities person

Less than 5 More than 6

Variables No experience experience experience F P
Attitude on disabilities person
Generalized Rejection 2.81+.52 2.65+.55 2.21+.49 21.55  .000%**
Distressed Identification 2.93+.44 2.65+.57 2.22+.46 26.19  .000***
Inferred Emotional Consequences 2.69+.53 2.51+.58 2.40+.37 436  .013%*
Imputed Functional Limitation 2.54+.54 2.52+.53 2.39+.48 1.59 205
Rejection Intimacy 2.50+.48 2.56+.46 2.61+.47 76 468
Interaction Strain 2.26+.49 2.44+.48 2.35+.39 3.67  .027*
Behavior on disabilities person 3.19+£70 3.04+.77 2.65+.86 828  .000***

* p<.05, ¥+ p< 001
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