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Awareness of Disabled Person and Analysis of Factors
Related to the Awareness among Nursing Students

Mo, JinA'

'Researcher, National Rehabilitation Center Research Institute, Department of Rehabilitation Standard & Policy

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to investigate the level of awareness toward disabled persons among
nursing students and to identify associating factors for their awareness of disabled persons. Method: 410 nursing
students completed the survey on the awareness and frequency of contacts toward disabled persons, self-efficacy,
and clinical practice satisfaction. Results: The scores in awareness, contact, clinical practice satisfaction was
50.53+7.53, 52.41£10.61, 79.21£10.88 and 67.04£9.47, respectively, indicating. Awareness of disabled persons had
significant positive correlations with frequency of contact (p<.001), satisfaction with nursing major (p=.045),
satisfaction with clinical practice (p<.001) and self-efficacy (p=.029). Conclusion: To improve awareness of
disability, we need to improve student's satisfaction with nursing major and clinical practice by modifying the
curriculum. Thereby awareness toward disabled and the weak can improve naturally.

Key words : Disabled persons, Personal satisfaction, Satisfaction of clinical practice, Awareness, Self—efficacy
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Table 1. General Characteristics of the Subjects (N=401)

Characteristics Categories n (%)
Male 22 (55)
Gender Female 379 (94.5)
. College 253 (63.1)
Educational system University 148 (36.9)
<20 51 (12.5)
21 ~ 22 207 (51.6)

A

ge % = 85 (21.3)
> 25 58 (14.6)
. Yes 226 (56.4)
Religion No 175 (43.6)
< 2.0 2 (0.3)
0~ 29 27 ( 6.7)
Grade 3.0 ~ 39 299 (74.6)
4.0 71 (17.7)

= 52.41+10. 61@01
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Table 2. Degree of Contact, Self-Efficacy,

Satisfaction &

Awareness (N=401)
Variables M=+SD Min Max
Contact 52.41£10.61 14.00 78.00
Self-efficacy 2.84+ 0.27 1.83 2.44
Study satisfaction 3.96+ 0.54 2.44 5.00
Clinical practice satisfaction 3.35+ 0.47 1.70 4.90
Awareness 50.53+ 7.53 29.80 72.40
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Table 3. Awareness according to General Characteristics

(N=401)
Awareness
h e :
Characteristics  Categories MESD o F o
Male 52.80+0.43
Gender Female 50204370 0393  .127
Educational College 50.20+0.40
5.750 488
system University 50.80+3.30 !
< 20 51.00+0.39
21~22 51.00+0.38
Age 23~24 5060034 88 172
> 25 51.40+0.37
.. Yes 50.20+0.39
Religion No 50,6040 35 1.863 613
< 2.0 48.00+0.38
2.0~2.9 47.60+0.27
Grade 3.0~3.9 50604039 18.891 .198
> 4.0 51.20+0.30
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(N=401)

Clinical practice

Variables Contact Self efficacy Study satisfaction : .
satisfaction
041
Self-efticacy ( 410)
.058 016
iSfacti
Study satisfaction ( 245) (749)
Clinical practice satisfaction 060 e 02
P ( 232) (326) (<.001)
Awareness .003 .032 .072 031
(<.001) (.029) ( .045) (<.001)
Table 5. Factors affecting to the Awareness of Disabled Person (N=401)
Variables B S.E. B Adj R t ) F(p)
Contact with disabled people 2.522 .095 .003 .095 26.527 <.001
Study satisfaction 0.050 .035 .072 .005 2.008 .045 9.719
Clinical practice satisfaction 0.024 .040 .031 .031 0.613 <.001 (<.001)
Self-efficacy 0.043 .067 .032 .032 0.636 .029
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