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Table 1. The Characteristics of Subjects

Nursing Non—Nursing
ch L C : (T_o;glz) students students
aracteristics ategories n= (h=101) (h=191)
n (%) n (%) n (%)
Gender Male 108 (37.0) 10 ( 9.9) 98 (51.3)
Female 184 (63.0) 91 (90.1) 93 (48.7)
Economic status Well-to do 16 ( 5.5) 1 ( 1.0) 15 ( 7.9)
Average 156 (53.4) 48 (47.5) 108 (56.5)
Poor 120 (41.1) 52 (51.5) 68 (35.6)
Religion Protestant 83 (28.4) 33 (32.7) 50 (26.2)
Catholic 26 ( 8.9) 6 (59 20 (10.5)
Buddhist 41 (14.0) 19 (18.8) 22 (11.5)
None 135 (46.2) 40 (39.6) 95 (49.7)
Others 7 (2.4) 3 (3.0 4 (2.1)
Patients or the dead in family members Yes 141 (48.3) 57 (56.4) 84 (44.0)
No 151 (51.7) 44 (43.6) 107 (56.0)
Main residential region Metropolitan 131 (44.9) 38 (37.6) 93 (48.6)
City 71 (24.3) 28 (27.7) 43 (22.5)
Rural 90 (30.8) 35 (34.7) 55 (28.8)
Ethical values Very firm 41 (14.0) 6 (59 35 (18.3)
Sometimes confused 75 (25.7) 23 (22.8) 52 (27.2)
Depends on the situation 169 (57.9) 68 (67.3) 101 (52.3)
Not realistic 7 (2.4) 4 (4.0 3 ( 1.6)
The experience of hearing for biomedical ethics Yes 274 (93.8) 97 (96.0) 177 (92.7)
No 18 ( 6.2) 4 (4.0 14 ( 7.3)
Source for information or knowledge TV 154 (53.3) 50 (50.0) 104 (54.7)
of Biomedical ethics book, newspaper, magazine 40 (13.8) 9 (9.1 31 (16.3)
School class 45 (15.6) 22 (22.2) 23 (12.1)
Internet 29 (10.0) 10 (10.1) 19 (10.0)
Others 21 ( 7.3) 8 (8.1) 13 ( 6.8)
The necessity of the present educational Need 235 (80.5) 96 (95.0) 139 (72.8)
system of biomedical ethics Not need 57 (19.5) 5 (5.0 52 (27.2)
The quantity and quality of the present Enough 44 (15.1) 2 (2.0 42 (22.0)
educational system of biomedical ethics Not enough 248 (84.9) 99 (98.0) 149 (78.0)
The experience of conflict Yes 98 (33.6) 38 (37.6) 60 (31.4)
for biomedical ethical problem No 194 (66.4) 63 (62.4) 131 (68.6)
The intent to attend in class Yes 144 (49.3) 53 (52.5) 91 (47.6)
for biomedical ethics No 62 (21.2) 21 (20.8) 41 (21.5)
not interested 86 (29.5) 27 (26.7) 59 (30.9)
The possibility of increasing ethical problems Yes 244 (83.6) 95 (94.1) 149 (78.0)
according to the development of the life science  No 48 (16.4) 6 (5.9) 42 (22.0)
ok A2 s gel o340l 90.1%, 1l ZFE el ok vk, v] kst 18.3% 71 gtatsithal SEEte]
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A 39.6%, Hl Piﬂ%i“g" 499% = 7P B Fo® 2t s oiEtgol 95%, Bl FFerighgo] 27.2% % w«l
Ueth 1S F e Y 9FS AR 3PS E @ AolZ wArkp=2086, p<001). Az el g
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ke Arolmde] oA 2 Table 294 #Eth FS
t8hA(2.94£0.23 )2, B] ZEsolshd(2.7740.277) 2] ATE 2]
e oA oSt A7 Sl Ao® YERHTHt=5.49,
p<001). Argelgde] o2 zels a9l wet dun

W, e Aokl AA(3.437),
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o] A A(t=091, p=362)%
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p<.001)’, “AlAJole] AITYH(=5.34, p<.001)’,

p<.001y, “A71012)(t=6.26, p<.001)’,

AT B e oiEy el A ols
A et nE

‘Efo R Th(t=3.85,
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g Zka Ql Wi
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(3.3148y, ‘HlobxIth3.294y, “A7]o]2(3.247) o], W] It zoshde] dnka] EA 2 Agosdy 54 mE
Toshge cejolo] AAGE.247Y, Aol AEA(3.06 Ardejgde] 922 Table 33} 2tk
W, HAelidesy, AzdNsdendy ol % dEojee] AAsEel we AYeage g4 BE
e g F Ak Bl Ak 2.1978) = YER (2.93%), AfTH2.974), Y4Yslth2.33) o2 =gkom, AL
Table 2. The Comparison of Consciousness of Biomedical Ethics of Subjects
Nursing students Non—Nursing students
Characteristics (n=101) (n=191) t 0
M (SD) Rank M (SD) Rank
Right to life of fetus 3.31 (0.54) 2 3.24 (0.62) 1 0.91 362
Artificial abortion 2.52 (0.45) 8 2.38 (0.45) 8 2.52 .012
Artificial insemination 3.17 (0.42) 5 2.87 (0.52) 4 5.01 <.001
Prenatal diagnosis of fetus 3.29 (0.42) 3 3.07 (0.47) 3 3.85 <.001
Right to life of newborn 3.43 (0.44) 1 3.06 (0.61) 2 5.34 <.001
Euthanasia 2.61 (0.45) 7 2.46 (0.53) 7 2.53 .012
Organ transplantation 3.23 (0.49) 4 2.83 (0.54) 5 6.26 <.001
Brain death 2.19 (0.39) 9 2.37 (0.45) 9 334 .001
Human biotechnology 2.74 (0.45) 6 2.64 (0.41) 6 2.05 .042
Biomedical ethics 2.94 (0.23) 2.77 (0.27) 5.49 <.001
Table 3. The Comparison of Consciousness of Biomedical Ethics of Nursing Students (N=101)
Characteristics Categories M (SD) t/F Jo) Scheffe
Gender Male 2.92 (0.28) -0.38 707
Female 2.95 (0.22)
Economic status Well-to do* 2.33 (0.00) 4.27 .017 b,c>a
Average® 2.93 (0.21)
Poor” 2.97 (0.21)
Religion Protestant 3.02 (0.23) 1.75 .145
Catholic 2.96 (0.36)
Buddhist 2.91 (0.19)
None 2.89 (0.19)
Others 2.94 (0.43)
Patients or the dead in family members Yes 2.97 (0.22) 1.12 267
No 2.91 (0.24)
Main residential region Metropolitan 2.95 (0.20) 7.46 .832
City 2.90 (0.23)
Rural 2.97 (0.23)
404 J|=27t5 55| x| 18(3), 20114 8g
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Table 3. The Comparison of Consciousness of Biomedical Ethics of Nursing Students (continued) (N=101)
Characteristics Categories M (SD) t/F Jo) Scheffe
Ethical values Very firm 2.98 (0.22) 0.75 523

Sometimes confused 2.98 (0.22)

Depends on the situation 2.92 (0.23)

Not realistic 3.05 (0.34)
The experience of hearing for biomedical ethics Yes 2.94 (0.23) -0.15 .882

No 2.96 (0.10)
Source for information or knowledge TV 2.97 (0.21) 0.52 724
of biomedical ethics Book, newspaper, magazine  2.85 (0.20)

School class 2.93 (0.21)

Internet 2.95 (0.27)

Others 2.92 (0.36)
The necessity of the present Need 2.95 (0.23) 1.61 11
educational system of biomedical ethics Not need 2.79 (0.20)
The quantity andquality of the present Enough 3.04 (0.23) 0.59 .555
educational system for biomedical ethics Not enough 2.94 (0.23)
The experience of conflicts Yes 2.97 (0.21) 0.90 .370
for biomedical ethical problem No 2.93 (0.24)
The intent to attend in class Yes 2.96 (0.24) 0.67 515
for biomedical ethics No 2.95 (0.18)

Not interested 2.90 (0.24)
The possibility of increasing ethical problems Yes 2.94 (0.23) -0.09 933
according to the development of the life science No 2.95 (0.11)
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Table 4. The Comparison of Consciousness of Biomedical Ethics of Non-Nursing Students (N=191)
Characteristics Categories M (SD) t/F Jo) Scheffe
Gender Male 2.76 (0.27) -0.55 .586

Female 2.78 (0.28)
Economic status Well-to do 2.81 (0.09) 0.71 492
Average 2.75 (0.29)
Poor 2.79 (0.23)
Religion Protestant” 2.87 (0.28) 3.43 .010 a>b
Catholic® 2.65 (0.27)
Buddhist’ 2.81 (0.21)
None* 2.73 (0.25)
Others* 2.68 (0.67)
Patients or the dead in family members Yes 2.76 (0.26) -0.61 541
No 2.78 (0.28)
Main residential region Metropolitan 2.74 (0.27) 0.59 982
City 2.83 (0.30)
Rural 2.78 (0.26)
Ethical values Very firm 2.85 (0.37) 1.60 191
Sometimes confused 2.77 (0.27)
Depends on the situation 2.75 (0.23)
Not realistic 2.59 (0.15)
The experience of hearing for biomedical ethics Yes® 2.78 (0.27) 2.09 .038 a>b
No® 2.62 (0.32)
Source for information or knowledge TV 2.75 (0.26) 237 .054
of biomedical ethics Book, newspaper, magazine  2.80 (0.24)
School class 2.77 (0.28)
Internet 2.70 (0.32)
Others 2.97 (0.30)
The necessity of the present Need 2.79 (0.26) 1.46 147
educational system of biomedical ethics Not need 2.72 (0.31)
The quantity and quality of the present Enough® 2.67 (0.67) -2.64 .009 b>a
educational system for biomedical ethics Not enoughb 2.80 (0.27)
The experience of conflicts Yes 2.74 (0.28) -0.94 350
for biomedical ethical problem No 2.78 (0.27)
The intent to attend in class Yes" 2.82 (0.28) 3.38 .024 a>b>c
for biomedical ethics No® 2.77 (0.24)
Not interested® 2.70 (0.27)
The possibility of increasing ethical problems Yes 2.78 (0.29) 1.29 .200
according to the development of the life science No 2.72 (0.23)
Table 5. The Predicting Variables of Consciousness of Biomedical Ethics of Subjects
Subject Variables B8 R F 2
The quantity and quality of the present educational 178 .042 13.577 <.001
Total subjects system of biomedical ethics
(n=291) Religion -.208 .080 13.453 <.001
The intent to attend in class for biomedical ethics -.144 .100 11.675 <.001
Nursing students Religion -.269 .054 6.547 .012
(n=101) Economic status 197 .083 5.447 .006
The intent to attend in class for biomedical ethics -.139 .033 7.502 .007
Non-Nursing students The quantity and quality of the present educational 186 .055 6.549 .002
(n=191) system of biomedical ethics
Religion -.165 .076 6.145 .001
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tigk Hal7k WA AghE]o] M% ElllriM]/ﬂ A
T o] Ty or olsf¥]7] wii (Park, S. Y. 2004)°
2 Alggch a8y 98y gu& 31 Elo}AE Pof st
gl marel Fog xfo)7t 9l ee (2002)°] ATAT}
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o] o o] AAQl abo tldt 7kaEtAQl HrlE, WA}
g RE 859 B934 AU welsoln, £59 #7)
& AR delsolAs e Wkl Adriolel
st FgFQ Al3AHe Byl BE = Aoz Azt

407



7 lcl/\}w
7 %6}2171(Kwon 2006) W—?QE A}
&9} Ty wrlz
Jsfjor & dHA Qo *é(Moon, 2002)5 T Az
AtREH, og]lo] Hloh AlAjete] Ayl e AHols
el o & &FoHs /2 ‘EP— A Lee,
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FFolv 4R Bk ohgl FuAdd &
v A 28A X3 didREe &Eo)Ao] EHrhe
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Aogad] 942 &84 7T Axel AYosaed
teto] Soli A AHels &uld tigk EAR Qs 4%
A8 4 gor AyoggEld it whol AR uw
2 o gth= A A 3KChoi, 2010; Lee, 2002)} FH7 o
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Consciousness of Biomedical Ethics in Nursing Students
and Non-Nursing Students

Jeon, Hyen Sook"

1) Assistant Professor, Department of Nursing, Daejeon Health Sciences College

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to provide basic data necessary for educating nursing students by
establishing a desirable sense of ethics values. Method: In this descriptive research, 101 nursing students and 191
non-nursing students (in other health related fields) from Daejeon City were selected. Tools used for data analysis
were descriptive statistics, t-test, one-way ANOVA, Scheffe test and step wise multiple regression with SPSS/WIN
12.0 version. Results: Average scores for consciousness of biomedical ethics in nursing students was 2.94, and in
non-nursing students, 2.77. When differences in the consciousness of biomedical ethics of nursing and non-nursing
students were compared, nursing students had significantly higher scores for artificial abortion, artificial
insemination, prenatal diagnosis of fetus, right to life of newborn, euthanasia, organ transplantation and human
biotechnology, but significantly lower for brain death. Variables which influenced consciousness of biomedical
ethics were religion and economic status in the nursing students and intent to attend a class in biomedical ethics,
quantity and quality of biomedical ethics in the current curriculum and religion in the non-nursing students.
Conclusion: Continuing educational programs need to be considered and attention given to the significant variables
that can promote consciousness of biomedical ethics in nursing students.
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