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<Table 1> Attitude to Nursing Profession and Nursing Ethical Value

n (%)

General characteristic p-value
Exp. A (n=45) Exp. B (n=42)
Attitude to nursing profession 0.465
Best occupation 9 (20.0)* 8 (19.0)*
Secure job 33 (73.3)* 27 (64.3)*
Potential job 2 (4.4)* 3@.1)*
Change job 12.2)* 4 (9.5)*
Nursing ethical value 0.495
Firmness 2 (4.4) 2 (4.8)
Confusion 26 (57.8) 19 (45.2)
Situationally change 17 (37.8) 21 (50.0)

Exp. A : experimental group A (nursing ethical theatre of situation); Exp. B : experimental group B

(pro-con debate).

*Round off the numbers to 2 decimal places.

<Table 2> Homogeneity of Dependent Variables between Groups

Mean+SD

Dependent variables p-value
Exp. A (n=45) Exp B. (n=42)
Moral intelligence 147.11+13.42 144.67+14.56 0.815 0.418
Moral sensitivity 138.11+13.46 133.56+12.33 -0.080 0.936
Moral judgment KDIT P (%) 40.30+14.49 38.02+13.07 0.769 0.444

SD : standard deviation; Exp. A : experimental group A (nursing ethical theatre of situation); Exp. B

: experimental group B (pro-con debate); KDIT : Korean version of the defining issues test.
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(Figure 1) Research design, Exp. A : experimental group A (nursing ethical theatre of situation); Exp. B

. experimental group B (pro—con debate),
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<Table 3> Step 2 Treatment

. . Classroom
Group activity Group activity .
] . presentation
(50 min) (50 min) )
(50 min)
Theatre of situation 1. Make a group 1. Scenario practice 1. Performance

(Exp. A) 2. Select a scenario 2. Preparing performance 2. Evaluation

3. Write a script : script, music, background

4. Scenario practice (Power Point)

Pro-con debates
(Exp. B)

1. Make a group 1. Pro-con debates (30 min) 1. Presentation

2. Select a scenario 2. Preparing presentation 2. Evaluation

3. Configuring the pros : script, music, background
and cons comments (Power Point)

4. Prepare discussion

Exp. A : experimental group A (nursing ethical theatre of situation); Exp. B : experimental group B
(pro-con debate).
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<Table 4> Nursing Hypotheticals Dealing with Ethical Issues or Dilemmas

. Nursing ethical .
Topic . Domain Content
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<Table 5> KDIT Stages by Situation

SHE20| oS, TEX

o By =g

. Question
Situation
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Husband 4 3 2 M 3 4 M 6 A 5A 3 5A
Escaped prisoner 3 4 A 4 6 M 3 4 3 4 5A 5A
Doctor and patient 3 4 A 2 5A° M 3 6 4 5B 4 5A

KDIT : Korean version of the defining issues test; M :

question.
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<Table 6> Comparison of Changes in Moral Intelligence between Groups

Mean+SD
Group t p-value
Pre-test Post-test

Kindness Exp. A (n=45) 3.5640.51 3.7140.56 -1.987 0.053
Exp. B (n=42) 3.46+0.60 3.65+0.57 -2.680 0.011*
Total (n=87) 3.5140.55 3.6840.56 -3.265 0.002*

Empathy Exp. A (n=45) 3.4110.42 3.4240.38 -0.111 0.912

Exp. B (n=42) 3.21+0.34 3.31+0.39 -1.776 0.083

Total (n=87) 3.3240.39 3.3740.39 -1.156 0.251

Tolerance Exp. A (n=45) 3.66+0.55 3.66+0.50 0.000 >0.999
Exp. B (n=42) 3.5040.53 3.7440.52 -2.794 0.008*

Total (n=87) 3.58+0.54 3.7040.51 -1.880 0.063

Moral intelligence Exp. A (n=45) 3.50+0.32 3.5040.34 -0.032 0.974
Exp. B (n=42) 3.44+0.35 3.53+0.36 -2.213 0.033*

Total (n=87) 3.47+0.33 3.5240.35 -1.319 0.191

SD : standard deviation; Exp. A : experimental group A (nursing ethical theatre of situation); Exp. B :
experimental group B (pro-con debate). *p<0.05.
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<Table 7> Comparison of Changes in Moral Sensitivity between Groups

Group MeansSD t p-value
Pre-test Post-test

Patient-oriented care Exp. A (n=45) 5.80+40.66 5.50+0.96 2.005 0.051
Exp. B (n=42) 5.82+0.64 5.7140.73 1.459 0.152

Total (n=387) 5.8140.65 5.60+0.86 2.444 0.017*

Professional Exp. A (n=45) 5.7310.62 5.37+0.87 2.392 0.021*
Exp. B (n=42) 5.64+0.59 5.60+0.69 0.444 0.659

Total (n=87) 5.69+0.61 5.48+0.80 2.241 0.028*
Conflict Exp. A (n=45) 5.09+0.95 5.04+0.87 0.225 0.823
Exp. B (n=42) 5.2340.76 5.0940.78 1.535 0.132
Total (n=287) 5.16+0.86 5.06+0.82 0.844 0.401

Moral meaning Exp. A (n=45) 4274080  4.68+0.69 -2.995 0.004*
Exp. B (n=42) 4.3040.91 4.74+1.73 -1.687 0.099

Total (n=387) 4.28+0.85 4.71+1.29 -2.971 0.004*
Benevolence Exp. A (n=45) 4.50+0.72 4.4940.63 0.107 0.915
Exp. B (n=42) 4.4340.61 4.46+0.53 -0.232 0.818
Total (n=287) 4.47+0.67  4.47+0.58 -0.079 0.937
Moral sensitivity Exp. A (n=45) 5.1240.50 5.05+0.62 0.566 0.574
Exp. B (n=42) 5.1240.46 5.16+0.57 -0.641 0.525
Total (n=287) 5.1240.48 5.11+0.60 0.211 0.834

SD : standard deviation; Exp. A : experimental group A (nursing ethical theatre of situation); Exp. B

: experimental group B (pro-con debate). *p<0.05.

=97 Aol F7159.0
QA< 7>

=97 ugey §999 F B4FH 1415
Aol 1592 L% A HE 58110654 I
B 5.6010.860.2 C.olatA 7HAastT
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t}. 3919 Aed MY Fere T eYduS
A Bt 5.69+0.61004 W& & B 5.48+0.80
22 §oJ5HA Aotk (p=0.028). 4P A
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<Table 8> Comparison of Changes in Moral Judgement (KDIT) between Groups

Mean+SD

Group Pre-test Post-test ‘ pvalue
Moral judgement (KDIT)  Exp. A (n=45) 40.30+14.49 38.74+15.90 0.529 0.600
Exp. B (n=42) 38.02+13.07 38.73+13.87 -0.276 0.784
Total (n=87) 39.20413.79 38.74+14.87 0.234 0.815

KDIT : Korean version of the defining issues test; SD : standard deviation; Exp. A : experimental

group A (nursing ethical theatre of situation); Exp. B : experimental group B (pro-con debate).
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Two Teaching Methods to Improve Nursing Students’
Moral Intelligence, Moral Sensitivity and Moral Judgment:
Theatre of Situations and Pro-Con Debate*

KIM Min A**

Abstract
This study was designed to compare the effects of two teaching methods, i.e., ‘Theatre of Situa-

tions’ and ‘Pro-Con Debate’ on moral intelligence, moral sensitivity and moral judgment of students
taking nursing ethics classes. Tiwo-group pretest-posttest design was used. The subjects, 87 nursing
students, were randomly allocated to two groups, i.e., experimental group A, ‘Theatre of Situations’
consisting 45 students and experimental group B, ‘Pro-Con Debate’ consisting 42 students. The same
four nursing hypotheticals dealing with ethical issues or dilemmas were used for both groups. Each
of ‘Theatre of Situations’ and ‘Pro-Con Debates’ was conducted for 150 minutes after 450 minutes of
regular nursing ethics lectures. Data were collected before and after the classes to measure moral in-
telligence, moral sensitivity and moral judgment of the subjects. The data were analyzed by a paired t-
test using SPSS. The findings from this study are as follows: (1) in group A, moral meaning perceived
by the subjects (a sub-domain of moral sensitivity) was significantly improved; (2) in group B, kind-
ness and tolerance (sub-domains of moral intelligence) were significantly improved. Both methods

are recommendable for enhancing nursing ethics education.
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