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Attitudes of Registered Nurses towards Persons with Disabilities

Jampanak S

Department of Rehabilitation Medicine, Saraburi Hospital, Saraburi, Thailand

ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study examined attitudes and factors related
with the attitudes towards persons with disabilities (PWD) of reg-
istered nurses who worked under the Ministry of Public Health,
Saraburi province.

Study design: Descriptive cross-sectional study.

Setting: Provincial and District Health Offices, and hospitals
under the Ministry of Public Health in Saraburi.

Subject: There were 252 registered nurses working at the pro-
vincial and district health offices and hospitals under the Ministry
of Public Health in Saraburi.

Methods: The Attitudes Towards Disabled Persons Scale, Thai
version (Thai-ATDP) was used for data collection. Other informa-
tion, including demographic data, previous experiences, family
history and opportunity to be in contact with PWD, self-rated
knowledge and experience in caring for PWD were also collected
using questionnaires.

Results: The findings indicated that the registered nurses in
Saraburi had positive attitudes towards PWD. Duration of nursing
practice and duration of caring for PWD had a significant impact
on the level of Thai-ATDP (p<0.05), persons with longer dura-
tions of practice had less positive attitude. Gender, age, edu-
cational level, workplaces, opportunity to meet or contact PWD,
experience with PWD in addition to service and relatives or im-
portant persons are PWD had no statistically significant effect on
attitudes of the registered nurses towards PWD. Most of them
reported moderate level of knowledge of PWD, in line with the
training on PWD care; and they served PWD more meticulously
and spent time with them more than usual.

Conclusion: Registered nurses in all level of facilities in
Saraburi had positive attitudes towards PWD. Those with longer
duration of practice or longer duration of caring for PWD had a
less positive attitude towards PWD.

Keywords: attitude, persons with disabilities, registered nurses,
rehabilitation
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Figure 1. Flowchart of study participation
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Table 1. Demographic data classified by type of workplace

Regional/general District hospitals Provincial/district Health promotion Total
hospitals (n=99) (n=31) health offices (n=11)  hospitals (n=111)
Sex
Male 9(9.09) 2 (6.45) 1(9.09) 4(3.60) 16(6.35)
Female 90(90.91) 29 (93.55) 10 (90.91) 107 (96.40) 236(93.65)
Age
20-30 years old 14 (14.15) 0 0 5 (4.50) 19 (7.54)
31-40 years old 41 (41.42) 12 (38.71) 0 38 (34.23) 91 (36.11)
41-50 years old 21(21.22) 9(29.03) 6 (54.55) 56 (50.45) 92 (36.51)
51-60 years old 23 (23.24) 10 (32.26) 5 (45.45) 12 (10.81) 50 (19.84)
Duration of practice
<10 years 18 (18.18) 1(3.23) 0 12 (10.81) 31(12.30)
11-20 years 42 (42.42) 17 (54.84) 0 38 (34.23) 97 (38.49)
21-30 years 21(21.21) 6 (19.35) 7 (63.64) 53 (47.75) 87 (34.52)
31-40 years 18 (18.18) 7 (22.58) 4 (36.36) 8 (7.21) 37 (14.68)
Duration of caring for PWD
<10 years 57 (57.58) 24 (77.42) 11 (100.00) 75 (67.57) 167 (66.27)
11-20 years 27 (27.27) 6 (19.35) 0 21(18.92) 54 (21.43)
21-30 years 10 (10.10) 1(3.23) 0 15 (13.51) 26 (10.32)
31-40 years 5 (5.05) 0 0 0 5(1.98)
Education
Bachelor’s degree 83 (83.84) 14 (45.16) 6 (54.55) 83 (74.77) 186 (73.81)
Master’s degree 9(9.09) 12 (38.71) 5 (45.45) 11(9.91) 37 (14.68)
Doctoral degree 0 1(3.23) 0 0 1(0.40)
Nursing specialties 7(7.07) 4(12.90) 0 17 (15.32) 28 (11.11)
Number (%)
Table 2. Work characteristic classified by type of workplace
Work characteristic Regional/general District hospitals Provincial/district Health promotion Total
hospitals (n=99) (n=31) health offices (n=11)  hospitals (n=111)
Prevention and promotion
Regularly 70 (70.70) 25 (80.65) 3(27.27) 108 (97.30) 206 (81.75)
Occasionally 28 (28.28) 5(16.13) 7 (63.64) 3(2.70) 43 (17.06)
Never 1(1.01) 1(3.23) 1(9.09) 0 3(1.19)
Treatment
Regularly 78 (78.79) 16 (51.61) 0 109 (98.20) 203 (80.56)
Occasionally 16 (16.16) 12 (38.71) 8 (72.73) 2(1.80) 38 (15.08)
Never 5 (5.05) 3(9.68) 3(27.27) 0 11 (4.37)
Rehabilitation
Regularly 60 (60.61) 8 (25.81) 0 59 (53.15) 127 (50.40)
Occasionally 37 (37.37) 20 (64.52) 7(63.64) 51 (45.95) 115 (45.63)
Never 2(2.02) 3(9.68) 4 (36.36) 1(0.90) 10 (3.97)
Academic matter
Regularly 29 (29.29) 6 (19.35) 8 (72.73) 27 (24.32) 70 (27.78)
Occasionally 63 (63.64) 25 (80.65) 3(27.27) 81(72.97) 172 (68.25)
Never 7(7.07) 0 0 3(2.70) 10 (3.97)
Administration
Regularly 34 (34.34) 11(35.48) 3(27.27) 21(18.92) 69 (27.38)
Occasionally 46 (46.46) 14 (45.16) 7 (63.64) 65 (58.56) 132 (52.38)
Never 19 (19.19) 6 (19.35) 1(9.09) 25(22.52) 51(20.24)
Number (%)
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Table 3. Experience and self-rated knowledge on PWD classified by type of workplace

Regional/general  District hospitals Provincial/district Health promotion Total
hospitals (n=99) (n=31) health offices (n=11)  hospitals (n=111)
Opportunity to contact PWD
Not at all 6 (6.06) 0 1(9.09) 0 7(2.78)
Slightly 16 (16.16) 5(16.13) 5 (45.45) 1(0.90) 27 (10.71)
Moderately 47 (47.47) 10 (32.26) 4 (36.36) 28 (25.23) 89 (35.32)
Very 23 (23.23) 12 (38.71) 1(9.09) 60 (54.05) 96 (38.10)
Extremely 7(7.07) 4(12.90) 0 22 (19.82) 33 (13.10)
Experience with PWD in addition to
service
Yes 68 (68.69) 19 (61.29) 9(81.82) 94 (84.68) 190 (75.40)
No 31(31.31) 12 (38.71) 2(18.18) 17 (15.32) 62 (24.60)
Relatives or important persons are PWD
Yes 36 (36.36) 14 (45.16) 4 (36.36) 46 (41.44) 100 (39.68)
No 63 (63.64) 17 (54.84) 7(63.64) 65 (58.56) 152 (60.32)
Services for sick PWD
Yes 93 (93.94) 26 (83.87) 5 (45.45) 108 (97.30) 232 (92.06)
No 6 (6.06) 5(16.13) 6 (54.55) 3(2.70) 20 (7.94)
Services for PWD with meticulous care
Occasionally 1(1.01) 0 0 1(0.90) 2(0.79)
As usual 32 (32.32) 12 (38.71) 5 (45.45) 41 (36.94) 90 (35.71)
Always 66 (66.67) 19 (61.29) 6 (54.55) 69 (62.16) 160 (63.49)
Time to serve PWD
Less than usual 3(3.03) 0 0 5(4.50) 8(3.17)
As usual 38 (38.38) 14 (45.16) 6 (54.55) 51 (45.95) 109 (43.25)
More than usual 58 (58.59) 17 (54.84) 5 (45.45) 55 (49.55) 135 (53.57)
Choose not to serve PWD
Yes 3(3.03) 1(3.23) 0 2(1.80) 6 (2.38)
No 96 (96.97) 30 (96.77) 11 (100.00) 109 (98.20) 246 (97.62)
Confidence in services for PWD
As usual 64 (64.65) 22 (70.97) 6 (54.55) 69 (62.16) 161 (63.89)
More than usual 30 (30.30) 6 (19.35) 4 (36.36) 30 (27.03) 70 (27.78)
Less than usual 5 (5.05) 3(9.68) 1(9.09) 12 (10.81) 21(8.33)
Get PWD’s cooperation in providing
services
Less than usual 14 (14.14) 1(3.23) 2(18.18) 13 (11.71) 30 (11.90)
As usual 69 (69.70) 24 (77.42) 6 (54.55) 74 (66.67) 173 (68.65)
More than usual 16 (16.16) 6 (19.35) 3(27.27) 24 (21.62) 49 (19.44)
Interested to be a rehabilitation nurse
Not at all 9(9.09) 4(12.90) 4 (36.36) 6 (5.41) 23 (9.13)
Slightly 14 (14.14) 6 (19.35) 3(27.27) 11(9.91) 34 (13.49)
Moderately 52 (52.53) 12 (38.71) 4 (36.36) 58 (52.25) 126 (50.00)
Very 19 (19.19) 9(29.03) 0 34 (30.63) 62 (24.60)
Extremely 5(5.05) 0 0 2(1.80) 7(2.78)
Training on PWD care
Not at all 42 (42.42) 8(25.81) 4 (36.36) 7(6.31) 61(24.21)
Slightly 32 (32.32) 12 (38.71) 3(27.27) 24 (21.62) 71(28.17)
Moderately 22 (22.22) 8(25.81) 4 (36.36) 55 (49.55) 89 (35.32)
Very 2(2.02) 3(9.68) 0 24 (21.62) 29 (11.51)
Extremely 1(1.01) 0 0 1(0.90) 2(0.79)
Self-rated knowledge on PWD
Not at all 8 (8.08) 0 1(9.09) 0 9(3.57)
Slightly 31(31.31) 13 (41.94) 5 (45.45) 20 (18.02) 69 (27.38)
Moderately 54 (54.55) 16 (51.61) 5 (45.45) 69 (62.16) 144 (57.14)
Very 6 (6.06) 2 (6.45) 0 21(18.92) 29 (11.51)
Extremely 0 0 0 1(0.90) 1(0.40)
Number (%)
J Thai Rehabil Med 2018; 28(2) -66-



Table 4. Scores of attitudes towards persons with disabilities classified by type of workplace

Scores of attitudes towards persons with disabilities
N Medium (61-120) n (%) High (121-180) n (%) Mean (Standard deviation)  Range

Regional/general hospitals 99 93 (93.94) 6 (6.06) 101.59 (11.79) 68-132
District hospitals 31 29 (93.55) 2 (6.45) 102.74 (11.40) 83-138
Provincial/district health offices 1" 10 (90.91) 1(9.09) 103.55 (10.95) 86-125
Health promotion hospitals 1M 109 (98.20) 2(1.80) 98.61(11.27) 67-126
Total 252 100.50 (11.55) 67-138

Table 5. Factors influencing scores of attitudes towards persons with disabilities

Factors Scores of attitudes towards persons with disabilities (67-138) p-value?
n (%) Mean Standard Deviation
Sex
Male 16 (6.35) 103.81 7.77 0.356
Female 236 (93.65) 100.28 11.74
Age, years
20-30 19 (7.54) 101.79 10.40 0.369
31-40 91 (36.11) 102.73 11.26
41-50 92 (36.51) 98.44 11.32
51-60 50 (19.84) 99.65 11.39
Duration of practice, years
<10 31(12.30) 101.48 11.06 0.032*
11-20 97 (38.49) 101.58 1".77
21-30 87 (34.52) 100.20 11.36
31-40 37 (14.68) 97.39 11.64
Duration of caring for PWD, years
<10 167 (66.27) 100.58 11.81 0.000*
11-20 54 (21.43) 101.89 10.51
21-30 26 (10.32) 98.54 11.66
31-40 5(1.98) 93.40 12.22
Education
Bachelor’s degree 186 (73.81) 100.39 11.78 0.769
Master’s degree 37 (14.68) 102.03 9.37
Doctoral degree 1(0.40) 105.00 0
Nursing specialties 28 (11.11) 99.11 12.87
Type of workplace
Regional/general hospitals 99 101.59 11.79 0.268
District hospitals 31 102.74 11.40
Provincial/district health offices 11 103.55 10.95
Health promotion hospitals 1M1 98.61 11.27
Opportunity to contact PWD
Not at all 7(2.77) 107.43 8.75 0.862
Slightly 27 (10.71) 102.35 9.82
Moderately 89 (35.32) 99.56 8.51
Very 96 (38.10) 98.52 11.24
Extremely 33 (13.10) 104.90 11.89
Experience with PWD in addition to service
Yes 189 (75.00) 98.89 12.41 0.121
No 63 (25.00) 109.40 13.10
Relatives or important persons are PWD
Yes 101 (40.08) 99.97 10.42 0.655
No 151 (59.92) 100.90 9.42

*, p-value<0.05 indicates statistical significance; #, one way Anova
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Table 6. Relation between duration of practice, duration of caring for PWD and opportunity to contact PWD

N (%) Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely p-value?
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Duration of practice, years
<10 31(12.30) 10(32.25)  8(25.81) 8(25.81) 4(12.90) 1(3.23) 0.676
11-20 97 (38.49) 1(1.03) 3(3.09) 21(21.65) 30(30.93)  42(43.30)
21-30 87 (34.52) - 5(5.75) 19(21.84) 29(33.33)  34(39.08)
31-40 37 (14.68) 1(2.70) 4(10.81) 8(21.62) 12(32.43)  12(32.43)
Duration of caring for PWD, years
<10 167 (66.27) 15(8.98)  25(14.97) 53(31.74) 39(23.35)  35(20.96) 0.001*
11-20 54 (21.43) - 3 (5.56) 20 (37.04) 17(31.48) 14 (25.93)
21-30 26 (10.32) - 5(19.23) 16 (61.54) 3(11.54) 2(7.69)
31-40 5(1.98) - - - 1(20.00) 4 (80.00)
*, p-value<0.05 indicates statistical significance; , Chi-square
Table 7. Relation between duration of practice, duration of caring for PWD and self-rate knowledge on PWD
N (%) Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely p-value
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
Duration of practice, years
<10 31(12.30) 2(6.45) 5(16.13) 11(3548) 8(25.81) 5(16.13) 0.710
11-20 97 (38.49) 3(3.09) 9(9.28) 27 (27.84)  42(43.30) 16 (16.49)
21-30 87 (34.52) 4(4.60) 5(5.75) 21(24.14)  37(4253) 20 (22.99)
31-40 37(14.68) 2(5.41) 3(8.11) 6(16.22) 17 (45.95) 9 (24.32)
Duration of caring for PWD, years
<10 167 (66.27) 10(5.99)  31(18.56)  38(22.77) 45(26.95) 43 (25.75) 0.002*
11-20 54 (21.43) 5(9.26) 7 (12.96) 12(22.22)  18(33.33) 12 (22.22)
21-30 26 (10.32) - 3 (11.54) 7(26.92) 11(42.31)  5(19.23)
31-40 5(1.98) - - 1(20.00) 2 (40.00) 2 (40.00)

*, p-value<0.05 indicates statistical significance; #, Chi-square
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