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<Table 1> The General Characteristics of the Subjects (n=811)

Total Freshman Senior

Variables Classification (n=811) (n=476) (n=335)

n (%) n (%) n (%)

Gender Male 90 (11.1) 63 (13.2) 27 (8.1)
Female 171 (88.9) 413 (86.8) 308 (91.9)
Religion Protestant 194 (23.9) 108 (22.7) 86 (25.7)
Catholic 81 (10.0) 45 (9.5) 36 (10.7)
Buddhist 142 (17.5) 89 (18.7) 53 (15.8)
None 387 (47.7) 230 (48.3) 157 (46.9)

Others 7 (0.9) 4 (0.8) 3 (0.9

Level of participation in reli- Most active 31 (3.8) 16 (6.5) 15 (8.4)
gious activity Active 15 (18.5) 91 37.1) 59 (33.1)
Somewhat active 90 (11.1) 58 (23.7) 32 (18.0)
Least active 152 (18.7) 80 (32.7) 72 (40.4)
Family numbers' involvement  Yes 101 (12.5) 59 (12.4) 42 (12.5)
in medical related areas No 710 (87.5) 417 (87.6) 293 (87.5)
Bioethic related club activity Yes 508 (62.6) 325 (68.3) 183 (54.6)
No 303 (37.4) 151 (31.7) 152 (45.4)
Level of participation in cam- ~ Most active 66 (8.1) 44 (13.5) 22 (12.0)
pus group activity Active 269 (33.2) 185 (56.7) 84 (45.7)
Somewhat active 113 (13.9) 75 (23.0) 38 (20.7)
Least active 62 (7.6) 22 (6.7) 40 (21.7)
Types of club activities Volunteering 186 (22.9) 124 (37.9) 62 (33.7)

activity
Hobby 97 (12.0) 60 (12.6) 37 (20.1)
Education & 72 (8.9) 43 (13.1) 29 (15.8)
reserch

Alumni meeting 21 (2.6) 14 (4.3) 7 (3.8)
Others 135 (16.6) 86 (26.3) 49 (26.6)
Areas of living Megalopolis 443 (54.6) 261 (54.8) 182 (54.3)
Small town 254 (31.3) 147 (30.9) 107 (31.9)
Rural 114 (14.1) 68 (14.3) 46 (13.7)
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<Table 2> Comparison of Biomedical Ethics Related Characteristics between First Year and

Senior Nursing Students (n=3811)
Total Freshman Senior
Variables Classification (n=2811) (n=476) (n=335)
n (%) n (%) n (%) 7> ()
The experience of hearing ~ Yes 767 (94.6) 438 (92.0) 329 (98.2) 15.45 (<0.001)
for biomedical ethics No 25 (3.1) 23 (4.8) 2 (0.6)
Not interested 19 2.3) 15 (3.2) 4(1.2)
Source for informationor TV 258 (31.8) 182 (38.2) 76 (23.0)  75.54 (<0.001)
knowledge of biomedical Book, newspaper, 86 (10.6) 49 (10.3) 37 (11.2)
ethics magazine
School class 301 (37.1) 117 24.6) 184 (55.8)
Internet 98 (12.1) 71 (149) 27 (82)
Training, lecture 11 (1.4) 7 (1.5) 4(1.2)
Others 16 (2.0) 14 2.9) 2 (0.6)
Ethical attitude Very firms 147 (18.1) 93 (19.5) 54 (16.2) 14.08 (0.003)
Sometimes con- 240 (29.6) 122 (25.6) 118 (35.2)
fused
Depends on the 409 (50.4) 248 (52.1) 161 (48.2)
situation
Not realistic 13 (1.6) 12 2.5) 1(0.3)
The experience of conflict ~ Yes 351 (43.3) 184 (38.7) 167 (49.9) 10.53 (0.005)
for biomedical ethical No 367 (45.3) 230 (48.3) 137 (40.9)
problem Not interested 93 (11.5) 62 (13.0) 31 (9.3)
The quantity and quality =~ Enough 204 (25.2) 88 (18.5) 116 (34.6) 27.20 (<0.001)
of the present education- Not enough 607 (74.8) 388 (81.5) 219 (65.4)
al system for biomedical
ethics
The possibility of increas-  Yes 738 (91.0) 429 (90.1) 309 (92.2)  2.39 (0.303)
ing ethical problems ac-  No 41 (5.1) 24 (5.0 17 (5.1)
crording to the develop-  Not interested 32 (3.9) 23 (4.8) 9.7
ment of the life science
Intention to attend on bio- Yes 521 (64.2) 307 (64.5) 214 (63.9)  5.17 (0.075)
medical ethical classes No 119 (14.7) 60 (12.6) 59 (17.6)
Not interested 171 21.1) 109 (22.9) 62 (18.5)
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<Table 3> Comparison of Biomedical Ethical Values between First Year and Senior Nursing

Students (n=811)

Total (n=811)  Freshman (n=476)  Senior (n=335)
Variables p

M+SD  Rank M+SD  Rank M+SD  Rank

Right to life of fetus 3.19+0.53 2 3.33+0.54 1 3.1310.52 2 2.64 0.008

Artificial abortion 2404042 8 2.44+0.45 8 2.34+0.38 8 3.53 <0.001

Artificial insemination ~ 2.9240.45 5 2.91+0.46 5 2.93+0.43 5 -082 0412

Prenatal diagnosis of 3.094042 3 3.1140.43 3 3.0740.40 4 1.25 0212

fetus

Right to life of newborn  3.24+0.52 1 3.2840.52 2 3.19+0.51 1 2.70  0.007

Euthanasia 2461048 7 2.47+0.51 7 2.45+0.44 7 0.71 0.481

Organ transplantation ~ 3.07+0.45 4 3.0640.45 4 3.0840.46 3 -0.79 0433

Brain death 2.06+0.36 9 2.09+0.35 9 2.0240.36 9 2.83  0.005

Human biotechnology ~ 2.674#0.36 6 2.6840.38 6 2.66+0.34 6  -0.65 0.515

Total 2.7940.24 2.81+0.25 2.76+0.23 2.56 0.011

M4+SD : mean+standard deviation
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<Table 4> Comparison of Biomedical Ethical Values by General Characteristics between

First Year and Senior Nursing Students (n=811)
Freshman Senior
Variables Classification (n=476) t/F (p) Scheffe (m=335) t/F(p) Scheffe
M+SD Mi+SD
Gender Male 2.7240.27 9.12 2.81+0.24
Female 2.8240.24  (0.003) 2.76+0.23
Religion Protestant 2.90+0.27 5.49 2.8040.25
Catholic 2.7840.22 (<0.001) 1>4  2.84+0.23
Buddhist 2.8140.23 2.6910.21
None 2.71+0.24 2.75+0.23
Others 2.75+0.16 2.81+0.29
Level of participation Most active 2.86+0.28 2.77+0.18
in religious activity ~ Active 2.89+0.26 2.81+0.26
Somewhat active ~ 2.8240.26 2.7940.25
Least active 2.8040.23 2.7510.23
Family numbers'in-  Yes 2.84+0.25 2.8110.27
volvement in medi- R
cal related areas No 2.804+0.25 2.76+0.23
Bioethical related Yes 2.80+0.25 2.80+0.24 791
club activity group No 2.8340.26 2.7240.22  (0.005)
Level of participation Most active 2.8140.27 2.8540.24
in campus group ~ Active 2.8110.25 2.7940.23
activity Somewhat active ~ 2.79+0.23 2.74+0.23
Least active 2.75+0.24 2.8210.26
Types of club Volunteering ac-  2.82+0.24 2.79+0.22
activities tivity
Hobby 2.76:0.27 2.7610.25
Education & re- 2.8610.24 2.8040.28
serch
Alumni meeting ~ 2.69+0.15 2.62+0.20
Others 2.78+0.25 2.85+0.23
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<Table 4> Continued

Freshman Senior
Variables Classification (n=476) t/F(p) Scheffe (n=335) t/F (p) Scheffe
M+SD M+SD
Areas of living Megalopolis 2.7840.25 0.79 3>1,2  2.79+0.22
Small town 2.80:024  (<0.001) 2.74+0.26
Rural 2.9240.25 2.73+0.23

M+SD : meantstandard deviation
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<Table 5> Comparison of Nursing Students' Biomedical Ethical Values according to Bio-

medical Ethics Related Characteristics between Twwo Groups (n=811)
Freshman Senior
Variables Classification ~ (n=476) t/F (p) Scheffe (n=335) t/F (p) Scheffe
M+SD MiSD
The experience of at- ~ Yes 2.8240.25  3.75 1>2,3  2.77+0.23
tending biomedical No 2.7340.18  (0.024) 2.4840.13
ethics related classes Not interested ~ 2.67+0.29 2.7340.13
Main source of TV 2.8140.23 2.7140.23 322 4>5
acquired informa- Book, newspa-  2.84+0.26 2.7340.26 (0.007)
tion/knowledge on per, magazine
biomedical ethics School class 2.82+0.24 2.79+0.22
Internet 2.7840.27 2.85+0.28
Training, lec-  2.81+0.33 2.51+0.17
ture
Others 2.91+0.34 2.7610.12
Self evaluated degree ~ Very firms 2914029  8.80 1>3 2871029 597 1>23>4
of Ethical values Sometimes con- 2.83+0.26 (<0.001) 2.7840.29 (0.001)
fused
Depends on the 2.76+0.22 2.7240.22
situation
Not realistic 2.71+0.2. 2.5040.00
Experience of conflicts  Yes 2.86+0.27  9.97 1>3  2.81+024 5091 1>2
regarding biomedical No 2.80+0.22 (<0.001) 2.7140.22  (0.003)
ethics Not interested ~ 2.7040.23 2.7540.23
Sufficiency of bioethi- Enough 2.8240.27 2.7940.23
cal classes in current  Not enough 2.8110.24 2.7540.23
educational system
Possibility of increas- ~ Yes 2.8240.25  7.18 1>2 2.77+0.23
ing ethical problems No 2.67+0.22  (0.001) 2.6740.26
accrording to the Not interested ~ 2.69+0.24 2.8240.21

development of the

life science
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<Table 5> Continued

Freshman Senior
Variables Classification ~ (n=476) t/F (p) Scheffe (n=335) t/F (p) Scheffe
M+SD M4+SD
Intention to attend on  Yes 2.85+0.25 12.78 1>2,3 2.7940.24 4.32 1>2
biomedical ethical No 2.7240.25 (<0.0001) 2.7040.23 (0.014)
classes Not interested ~ 2.74+0.22 2.74+0.20

M4SD : meansstandard deviation
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A Comparison of First-Year and Senior Nursing Students’ Ethi-
cal Values and Understanding of Biomedical Ethics

KIM Eun Hee*, LEE Eunjoo**

Abstract

The purposes of this study were, first, to identify whether the clinical experience of nursing students
influences their ethical values and, secondly, to determine what factors influence the understanding
of biomedical ethics. A total of 811 nursing students (355 students with clinical practical experience
[CPE]; 476 students with no clinical practice [NCP]) were recruited from six different BSN programs
in one city in South Korea. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, a y>-test, a t-test, a one-way
ANOVA, and a Scheffé test using the SPSS/WIN 17.0 program. Comparing the differences in the values
or ethical attitudes of the two groups, NCP students were found to have a more deontological orienta-
tion (2.76 for CPE students; 2.81 for NCP students). There were statistically significant differences be-
tween the responses of the two groups in the following areas: the right to life of a fetus, the right to life
of newborns, artificial abortion, and brain death. For the NCP students, the predicting variables were
the following: ethical values, club participation, and source for information or knowledge of biomedical
ethics. On the basis of these results, it is argued that the clinical experience of nursing students should
be regarded as an important factor inthe development of educational programs in biomedical ethics for

nursing students.
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