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Measurement Methods of Attitudes towards People with Disabilities (review)

CHEN Guang-hua, ZHANG Zhi-xing. The College of

Preschool and Primary School Education, Shenyang Normal University, Shenyang 110034, Liaoning, China

Abstract: The study on attitudes towards people with disabilities is one focus of special education, rehabilitation psychology and reha-

bilitation counseling. This article reviewed the measurement methods of the attitude towards people with disabilities from directed methods

and indirect methods, and their limitation and future research tendency in this field were prospected.
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