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<Table 1> General Characteristics of Participants (n=243)

Characteristic Category Number (%)
Age (yr) 20~29 43 (17.7)
30~39 63 (25.9)
40~49 60 (24.7)
50~59 70 (28.8)
60~70 7 (2.9)
Gender Male 155 (63.8)
Female 88 (36.2)
Education Elementary school and below 9(3.7)
Middle school 25 (10.3)
High school 119 (49.0)
College and higher 90 (37.0)
Underlying diseases Hypertension 17 (7.0)
Diabetes 13 (5.3)
Cardiac disorder 4 (1.6)
Others 27 (11.1)
No 182 (75.0)
Past surgery Yes 133 (54.7)
No 110 (45.3)
Past hospitalization Yes 172 (70.8)
No 71 (29.2)

133



st=2o|z=a|sts|X| M8 M2s(S3 M43=%) : 20154 6

I, Zzt £ 325%2 71g wokth 10719] g0} 5 B
6.237] 4ol 3| 21x3}aL ) ATh<Table 2>.
1. hlrte] st 44

TE32/M E0{olaH=

>w

rlo

AH-L 50t7} 28.8%E 7HY wok A
HA7F 63.8% St A&4EE 11E0] 49.0%, Z37 oF =i 304 wHdo| FF 22.174 2
X“ﬂ@l & Sle A7 75.0%, 1A e FEol 2 1004 A 73.908 9 gt g0 2

Ae 7% 7}547% A Jd Aol A= 4T aFIAd dat FuE o=} 3% uhy

7} 70.8% %tk <Table 1>. o 2497 02 7}A Eqkon, A= 0 ] 567
© 2 713 Lokt <Table 2>.
2. +E82M E0{2x| APA ol el 104 wdo) HF 8.9274

oln], 7+ B3t ATEL B SEEo|A Y
7]- Z(‘)ha—gol 97.5%= 7]‘ —1&1981'013% ‘,{}]x{z»o

107} &0 5 ‘¢&FIAE AXet= H$¢
= A% 62.6%2 7} Yorth<Table 2>.

9BARE 7 T MHFS AX|H

<Table 2> Recognition, Subjective and Objective Understanding of the Terms Described in
the Surgical Informed Consent (n=243)

Recognition Subjective understanding Objective

Term oftheterm  Know Know Don’t understanding

Mean+SD

(recogized) well vaguely know (correct answer)

Surgical informed 227 (93.4) 125 (51.4) 112 (461) 6.5  2.49+0.55 37 (97.5)
consent

Complication 161 (66.3)  85(35.0) 131(53.9) 27 (11.1) 2.24+0.64 221 (90.9)
Sequela 180 (74.1) 102 (42.0) 123 (50.6) 18 (74)  2.35+0.61 229 (94.2)
Acute 116 47.7) 76 (31.3) 110 (45.3) 57 (23.5) 2.08+0.74 224 (92.2)
Incision 170 (70.0) 101 (41.6) 110 (45.3)  32(13.2) 2.28+0.69 235 (96.7)
Pneumonia 124 (51.0)  85(35.0) 119 (49.00 39(16.0) 2.19+0.69 217 (89.3)
Embolism 79 (32.5) 28 (11.5) 81 (33.3) 134(55.1) 1.56+0.69 152 (62.6)
Infection 156 (64.2) 106 (43.6) 108 (44.4) 29 (11.9)  2.321+0.68 212 (87.2)
Bleeding 164 (67.5) 121 (49.8) 98(40.3) 24(99)  2.40+0.66 227 (93.4)
Shock 140 (57.6) 104 (42.8) 100 (41.2) 39 (16.0) 2.27+0.72 213 (87.7)
Total 6.2443.41* 8.92+1.58

Values are presented as number (%) or meantstandard deviation (SD).
*30 based score : 22.17+5.34, 100 based score of mean : 73.90.
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<Table 3> Explanation Satisfaction of Surgical Informed Consent (n=243)

Very . . Very
Category 7 Sufficient Usually Deficient . Mean+SD
sufficient deficient
1. Did you have time to explain 23 (9.5) 88(36.2) 100 (41.2) 19(7.8) 13 (5.3) 3.37+0.95
the surgery like?
2. While listening to a description 20(8.2) 85(35.0) 92(37.9) 41(169) 5(2.1) 3.3140.92

of the surgery, it is time to ask
questions, have you enough?

3. Do you think about the
information provided from the
decision before the surgery?

4. How did the term used when the
doctor who explained the surgery?

5. How did the attitude was
explained to the doctor’s surgery?

Total

25 (10.3) 88 (36.2) 91 (37.4) 31 (12.8)

25 (10.3) 67 (27.6) 118 (48.6) 30 (12.3)

32 (13.2) 100 (41.2) 101 (41.6)

8(3.3) 3.37+0.95

3(1.2) 3.33+0.87
937 104 3.63+0.77

3.4040.71*

Values are presented as number (%) or meantstandard deviation (SD).
*25 based score : 17.0143.55, 100 based score of mean : 68.04.
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<Table 4> Recognition of the Term in Accordance with the General Characteristics, Under-
standing, Explanation Satisfaction

o o Subjective Objective Explanation
Characteristic Category Recognition . . . .
understanding understanding  satisfaction
Age (yr) 20~292 8.21+2.34 23.74+5.17 9.30+1.04 17.86+3.74
30~39b 6.83+3.13 21.87+5.07 9.18+1.09 16.46+3.54
40~49¢ 6.10+£3.26 22.33+4.75 9.15+1.09 16.27+3.43
>50d 4.7843.62 21.42+5.94 8.31+2.23 17.56+3.42
F 11.46 1.87 5.91 2.88
p <0.001 0.133 0.001 0.037
(azc, a=bzd) (a=b=cxd)
Gender Male 6.30+3.34 22.23+5.28 8.96+1.54 17.13+3.73
Female 6.14+3.55 22.0745.45 8.84+1.67 16.80+3.23
t 0.37 0.23 0.57 0.70
p 0.715 0.818 0.571 0.483
Education <Middle school®  4.24+3.69 19.3245.63 8.004+2.40 17.8543.29
High schoolP 5.97+3.39 21.55+5.44 8.93+1.53 17.1243.77
>College® 7.36+2.91 24.07+4.38 9.24+1.07 16.54+3.32
F 12.06 12.39 8.06 1.80
p <0.001 <0.001 0.001 0.168
(azbzc) (a=bxc) (azb=0)
Underlying Yes 6.12+3.50 22.25+5.70 9.05+1.22 16.95+3.60
diseases No 6.31+3.39 22.1745.25 8.91+1.65 17.05+3.56
0.38 -0.10 -0.59 0.19
p 0.705 0.917 0.554 0.851
Past surgery Yes 5.91+3.33 22.25+5.14 9.00+1.42 16.98+3.50
No 6.65+3.48 22.08+5.59 8.82+1.77 17.05+3.63
t 1.68 -0.24 -0.89 0.15
p 0.094 0.809 0.375 0.882
Past Yes 5.98+3.46 22.13+5.16 8.94+1.60 17.28+3.63
hospitalization ~No 6.87+3.23 22.27+5.78 8.87+1.57 16.34+3.29
t 1.86 -0.18 -0.28 -1.90
p 0.064 0.859 0.779 0.059

Values are presented as meantstandard deviation.
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<Table 5> Correlation Matrix of Recognition, Subjective Understanding, Objective Under-

standing, Explanation Satisfaction

Subjective Objective Explanation
understanding understanding satisfaction
r p-value r p-value r p-value
Recognition 0.302 <0.001 0.246 <0.001 0.168 0.009
Subjective understanding 0.358 <0.001 0.135 0.035
Objective understanding 0.095 0.138
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Study on the Recognition, Understanding, and Satisfaction
about Surgical Informed Consent Terms
among Surgical Patients in a Hospital

KIM Young-Kyung*, JEONG Ihn Sook**

Abstract
This cross-sectional study is designed to evaluate the recognition, subjective understanding (SU), and

objective understanding (OU) of the terms used in obtaining informed consent for surgery and also the
levels satisfaction with the explanations (ES) provided in the informed consent process. Data are col-
lected using a structured self-report questionnaire answered by 243 patients who had orthopedic opera-
tions in South Korea in July to August, 2014. The mean number of terms recognized is 6.24, and lower
in age over 50 years (F=11.46, p<0.001) and education level of elementary and middle school compared
with college and higher (F=12.06, p<0.001). The mean SU was 73.90 out of 100 points and was lower
in patients without a high school education than in those with a college education (F=12.39, p<0.001).
The mean OU is 68.04 out of 100 points and lower in age over 50 years (F=>5.91, p<0.001) and education
level of elementary and middle school compared with college and higher (F=8.06, p=0.001). ES is posi-
tively correlated with both term recognition (r=0.168, p=0.009) and SU (r=0.135, p=0.035). The results
of this study suggest that medical personnel should monitor patients’ recognition, understanding, and
explanation satisfaction of the terms used in the consent process and give feedback to patients to en-

hance their understanding and explanation satisfaction.
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