
Background: People with disabilities are very sensitive to
the ways health professionals react to them since health
professionals are perceived to be knowledgeable and
important to people with disabilities as health
professionals provide treatment to them. Little is known
about Greek health professionals’ perceptions on people
with disabilities. Also, there is a need for a tool in Greek
to explore the perceptions about people with
disabilities.

Aim: Cross-cultural adaptation of the Interaction with
Disabled Persons Scale (IDPS) into the Greek language
and setting.

Methods: IDPS was forward and back translated by two
bilingual physiotherapists and a Greek-English translator,
respectively. Greek-speaking health professionals
provided modification comments and the final version of
the IDPS_GR was developed. Health professionals filled
in the IDPS_GR and the Caring Behaviors Inventory (CBI)
(criterion validity). The IDPS_GR factors were also
extracted. The scale was re-distributed after eight to ten
days to the same health professionals (test-retest
reliability), and to a general population sample
(discriminant validity). Regression, explanatory and
confirmatory factor analysis, independent t-test,
intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) and Cronbach’s a
was used for data analysis.

Results: 87 health professionals (36 ± 7,6 years) and 80
general population participants (44 ± 11,6 years) filled in
the IDPS_GR. Characteristics of the samples in Table 1.
There was a trend for the IDPS_GR variability to predict
the CBI (criterion) variability, but the coefficient of
determination was low (r²=0.05; p=0.054).

Explanatory factor analysis of 16 items extracted four
factors explaining 66.66% of the total variance,
confirmed by reliability analysis. Confirmatory factor
analysis results show a 5-items classification of the
IDPS_GR short scale could include the I1 (items 6, 9, 11,
12, 16, 17, 18), basically known as “Discomfort in Social
Interaction”, the I2 (items 2, 4, 5, 7), which could be
named “Vulnerability”, the I3 (items 10, 14, 15), which
could explain “Coping” and the other two separate
items, item 1 and item 13 (Table 2).

Further, health professionals had a significantly lower
IDPS_GR score than the general population (mean
difference: -11,0; confidence interval: -7,3 to -14,7),
indicating familiarization with people with disability.
IDPS_GR test-retest (reliability) measurements and
internal consistency were excellent; (ICC(2,1)= 0.92,
confidence interval: 0.87 to 0.95) and Cronbach’s α=
0.96 respectively. No ceiling or floor effects were
observed.

Discussion: No particular difficulties were met by the
translators during the forward or backward translation
of the scale. Height items of the CBI irrelevant to
perceptions about patients may have ‘weakened’ the
criterion validity study. For factor analysis, Items 3, 8,
19, and 20 were excluded from the analysis since they
did not consistently load with a value of 0.30 or over in
any of the factors. Similarly, Gething (1994), MacLean &
Gannon (1995) and Yoshida et al (2003) had excluded
items 8, 19 and 20 from their analysis. Regarding
discriminant validity, most difference between health
professionals and the general population arises from
ignorance of the general population compared to health
professionals about people with disabilities.

Conclusions: The IDPS_GR showed adequate amount of
validity and reliability for assessing the attitudes of the
Greek health professionals on people with disabilities.
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Table 1 Health professionals 
(n=87)

General population
(n=80)

Number (percentage)

Mean Age  (SD) yrs 36 (7.6) 44.4 (11.6) 

Sex           - male 

- female

26 (30%)

61 (70%)

33 (41.3%)

47 (58.8%)

Duration of 

occupation yrs

11 18.1 

Duration of work 

with people with 

disability yrs

10 N/A

Frequency of 

contact

- daily

- weekly

- less than once a 

month

- once every 3 

months

- less than once 

per 3  months

77  (88.5%)

7    (8%)

0   (0%)

1   (1.1%)

2   (2.3%)

8    (10%)

6    (7.5%)

6    (7.5%)

10  (12.5%)

50  (62.5%)

Table 2 Cronbach’s Alpha

Components derived from PCA Scale if Item Deleted 

Items 6, 9, 11, 12 , 16, 17, 18 0.92 

Items 2, 4, 5 , 7 0.71 

Items 10, 14, 15 0.75 

Items 1, 13 0.23 


