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B oo Aty dubd EALS B uz Ay =uddHEo] S wxE How
HauE WE & F3, F2 A% X, AN, /2 g8 A4S 23
ZFuE 7= 35.0%, AF 15.4%, -l 25.2%, Bl 17.1% ol

F-xe] g
Z oA TH2 FEold) 14.6%, 11E0]St 46.4%, HE°]d 39.0.%, oMYl 3+
ZFZo|3}l 26.8%, iZEoldl 48.0%, HEFolA 25.2%01Att F= AAE 2L BHY %
45.5%, 25X 42.3%, HolF 12.2%°]9oH LFAdL 200903t 28.4%, 300%HY

o]} 54.5%,

33.3%, A o]/l

3009k %23 17.1%so|on A=
A9-7F 21.1%% JEFSY<Table 1>.

AR B5-7F 45.6%,

<Table 1> ANOVA of JAND by General Characteristics N=123
Variabl Cat i N(%) JAND F
ariables ategories 6 M(£SD) p
Religion christianity 43(35.0) 858(+.072) 0.730 573
catholicism 19(15.4) B42(+.079)
buddhism 21(17.1) 832(.095)
non-religious 31(25.2) 863(+.075)
others 9(7.3) 837(+.047)
Father's middle school 18(14.6) 887(+.057) 2.315 103
education high school 57(46.4) .843(£.081)
above university 48(39.0) 847(£.065)
Mather’s middle school 33(26.8) .856(+.064) 0.375 .688
education high school 59(48.0) .844(+.088)
above university 31(25.2) 857(£.064)
Background  cities 56(45.5) .866(+.067) 1.540 208
small towns 52(42.3) 841(+.082)
rural community 15(12.2) 825(+.093)
economy - 200 35(28.4) B48(+.077) 0.451 .638
status 201 - 300 67(54.5) 859(+.072)
300 < 21(17.1) .844(£.082)
Birth order first 61(45.6) .849(+.090) .049 952
second 46(33.3) .854(+.068)
above third 29(21.1) .349(+.056)
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HEE) 898(£.157), Atdl 6(XEF) 851(+.077) = YR} Al 19 Z=yaahd<ert
P wokom Ab 39 =Y 47 7Hg BHA| YERS K Table 2>,

N

<Table 2> Mean and standard deviation of JAND N=123
M=SD Min. Max.

JAND .851+.077 .590 1.00
Casel .958+.082 .670 1.00
Case2 .798+.169 430 1.00
Case3 754x.128 430 1.00
Case4 799+.195 .170 1.00
Caseb .898+.157 330 1.00
Caseb 911+.126 430 1.00
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=123



Cathe Casel

Case2

Case3

Case4

Caseb

Caseb

Total

N(%)

Personality “gory M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

Emotional low 1189  .9(.(H0)
stability  pedial 50(480) 9B5(081)
upper 53(431) 9687
total 123(100.0) .9B8(02)
F(p) 0656(521)

Dominance low  45(366)  .966(.000)
medial 42(341)  .94(0D)
upper 36(29.3) . BARD)

total 123(100.0) .9B8(02)
F(p) 0192(8%)

[165(.160)
10(162)
SB(180)
[165(.160)
0219(8M)

(15
30(1D)
A7)
TB(169)
1.332(2)

833(149)
TRA217)
Sl11(179)
TH(19D)
0.280(.76)

TT6(14)
J62(117)
142A122)
A
0.23(701)

5.00(089)
468(1.30)
A87(1.07)
48X117)
0.502(607)

7183(217)
786(.19)
Z2X.167)
T9(1%)
0582(%61)

0X137)
920(137)
SR
S8(157)
1.367(:250)

36(167)
921(129)
921(167)
SR(157)
2472(089)

(116
SB1(1R)
(121
I1(1%)
3210(04)

914(.116)
S34(149)
B7(10)
I1(1%)
1.713(18)

36(.04)
S47(081)
52(.076)
1077
0250(.779)

914(.116)
834(.149)
Q710
I1(1%)
08716(419)




Casel
Cathe N(%)

Case2

Case3

Case4

Caseb

Caseb

Total

Personality ~gory M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

M(SD)

Sociability low 15(122) .96(076)
medial 44(36.8)  .9H(00D)
upper 64(520)  961(077)
total 123(100.0) .9B8(082)
F(p) 0.086(917)

Responsib  low 24195 .972(063)
Tty edial 53431 .965(07)
upper 46(374) 9420099

total 123(100.0) 9B(0R)

F(p) 1473(232)

Reflective- low  40(325) .950(0%6)
ness  medial 4(HY) .BA0P)
upper 393L7) 9652081

total 123(100.0) 9B(0R)

F(p) 0.282(7DH)

Conformity low 24(195)  953((08D)
medial 60(488)  .BN0R)
upper 9317 900D

total 123(1000) .9B(0R)
F(p) 0714(4R)

Masculinity low  23(187)  96(04R)
medial 43(39.0) . 9B(08))
upper 52(42.3)  949(084)

total 123(100.0) 9B(0R)
F(p) 17010187

Impulsiven low  46(37.4) .953(.091)
€SS pediad H(4R0)  BA0R)
upper 18(146)  .991(.039)

total 123(100.0) .953(.082)

F(p) 1.906(.153)

Superio-r low  1081)  1.00(.000)
ity medial 52423) .952(089)
upper 61(496) .956(.080)

total 123(100.0) .953(.082)

771(150)
T6(170)
BIN17D)
798(.169)
1.0600(.347)

321(141)
132176
304(174)
798(.169)
0.50(602)

1(158)
TR(170)

78179
TR(.169)
062(.537)

T(163)
817(169)
773(169)
TTR(169)
0815(445)

S0B(.165)
S01(152)
P1(187)
TTR(169)
0.083(921)

804179
306(.165)
A3
798(169)
3424(.036)

814(09)
PL163)
SL(17)
798(169)

[B2(157)
733(142)
70(112)
AR
0.002(98)

T62(124)
N55@55)
A8(125)
AR
0.03(916)

,A07(129)
776(113)
7134
AR
4107(019)

720(149)
45(126)
783(.113)
AR
2.350(.100)

95(121)
7A1(120)
JATC137)
AR
1.501(:227)

743(132)
733(132)
T70(111D)
AR
0.362(.697)

714(135)
73(135)
764(122)
TAR)

878(.099)
TA(229)
812(181)
9(1%)
26150077)

B13(170)
T1227)
812(184)
9(1%)
0.374(699)

B13(170)
TTX227)
812(184)
A1D)
0.498(609)

T78(.207)
S8(183)
16X 2D)
1D
1.233(.294)

T7X.2D)
O3(19)
811(190)
OA1D)
0.263(760)

308(.222)
808(.146)
T.257)
99(19%)
1.162(.316)

0(.166)
195(.206)
9A(193)
99(19%)

91107

8617

A0(143)
8B(157)
0627(53%)

AB(15)
32(186)
(124
8B(157)
2713(070)

AB(.141)
86179
9100.147)
8B(157)
0627(53%)

910(155)
QA(139)
S(183)
8B(157)
0.383(708)

A1
80(153)
Q164
8B(157)
0107(89)

913(.164)
899(.150)
52(161)
898(.157)
0.99%(.373)

9B3(.0%6)
S16(.1%0)
910(138)
898(.157)

856061
SH(.150)
RB1(120)
911(126)
1772(174)

91125
(14
9B(0R)
911(12)
2063(132)

914(136)
8B(12)
919122
911(126)
02(733)

911(118)
917(127)
N01(132)
911(126)
1R(337)

9230100
36(.131)
918131
911(126)
0.566(50)

411D
86(13)
873(119)
I11(126)
2921(.08)

HA3(.100)
86(125)
920(.129)
I11(126)

(061
S32(0%6)
32(07)
1(077)
2.06%(131)

51(060)
R0
382(074)
1(077)
1.308(.274)

319(070)
S6(0B)
(07
1077)
0.244(734)

32(070)
SR(072)
SH(087)
1077)
0.33X.3L)

S1(0)
3HOD)
10
1077)
0318(728)

360(.083)
0071
29(.078)
1077)
0.095(.909)

872(.036)
SA1(083)
6(.076)
1077)

F(p) 1.292(.279) 0313(.732) 0.306(.737) 0.190(.827) 0.933(.304) 1.028(.361) 0.752(.474)
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Moral Judgment related to Nursing Students' Personality Type

KIM Yong-Soon®, PARK Jin-Hee"

Purpose : The purpose of this study was to identify moral judgment according to
nursing students' personality types and demographic variables. Method : Study data
were collected from 2001 to 2004. Study subjects were 123 senior nursing students
in a university. The data were collected by a structured questionnairre and
analyzed by descriptive analysis and ANOVA. Results : The moral judgement mean
score of nursing students was .851. The demographic variables of nursing students
such as religion, parents' education, background, economy status and birth order
were not statistically significant related to the moral judgment scores. Although
personality types were not statistically significant related to the moral judgment
scores, the moral judgment scores of nursing students who were upper class were
higher than nursing students who were low class in 'dominance', 'sociability',
'responsibility', 'reflectiveness' and 'conformity' among personality types. Oppositely,
the moral judgment scores of nursing students who were low class were higher
than nursing students who were high class in 'masculinity', 'impulsiveness' and
'superiority’ . Conclusion : It 1S necessary to an effective ethical education
considering to nursing students' personality type and we believe that the results of
this study will enhanced our efforts in amending effective ethical education and

improving the ethical decision—-making skills of nursing students.

Key Words : Moral Judgment, Personality Type, Nursing Student
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