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The Effect of Subjective Happiness, Ethical Sensitivity, Empathy
Ability on Personality in Nursing Students
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Assistant Professor, Department of Nursing, Bucheon University
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Abstract This study is a descriptive research study conducted to identify factors affecting personality
by examining subjective happiness, ethical sensitivity, empathy ability, and personality of nursing
students. The study subjects were 165 students enrolled in the Department of Nursing in Gyeonggi—do,
and data collection was conducted through an online survey from September 9 to October 18, 2020.
The average of subjective happiness, ethical sensitivity, empathy ability, and happiness of nursing
students is 5.11+1.03 points, 4.33%.38 points, 3.83%.42 points, and 4.09£.39 points. Personality
positively correlated with subjective happiness, ethical sensitivity, and empathy ability. The significant
factors influencing personality were major satisfaction, subjective happiness, ethical sensitivity, which
explained 52.8% of the variance in nursing students' personality. Based on the results of this study, it
is necessary to develop an educational program that considers ethical sensitivity, subjective happiness,

and major satisfaction with high explanatory power for personality.
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20 23.05(£3.56) MR 244 o]Ato] HA| 28.5%(47)

otk AA At F Ashde 58.2%(969), FaL ¢
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A
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1A Ve TH(Table 1).
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Table 1. General Characteristics of Subject — (N=165)

Variables Categories n %
Female 145 87.9
Gender
Male 20 12.1
=20 36 21.8
21 30 18.2
22 31 18.8
Age(yr)
23 21 12.7
=24 47 28.5
Mean(£SD) 23.05(£3.56)
Junior 96 58.2
Grade
Senior 69 41.8
Yes 70 42.4
Religion
No 95 57.6
<3.0 7 4.2
Grade point 3.0 ~ 3.5 20 12.1
average 3.5 ~ 4.0 65 39.4
>4.0 73 44.2
High employment rate 53 32.1
Recommend 20 12.1
Admission motive | Aptitude 68 41.2
High school record 7 4.2
Other 17 10.3
Non—Satisfaction 4 2.4
Major satisfaction |Neutral 22 13.3
Satisfaction 139 84.2
Non—Satisfaction 16 9.7
Satisfaction of ). 52 315
university life
Satisfaction 97 58.8

3.2 F9H PR, A WY, TR %

’ ] R BN
Ay Aw
ATt FAA FE2 Ho 5.11+£1.038 (78

o 7rAl L Ht 4,334,384 (57 vl
= o [} U( H

]
. R
Ao 39ldgd Fi M5 IREF 4.56+.467,

AEA f7] 4.70+.354, radF AY 4.69+.41%,
APl 3294467, S8% £ 4.53+.52%, &g
A Bk 4184594, f2]4 48914 4.10+.594,
7t 4.60+£.53- 01U}, TS Haf 3.831.42F
(67 W) o & peld o H Are IAH T3
3.85+.49%, AAA F7 3.80+£.53% 0]t} e
Ht 4.09£.398 (5% whE) o= shel g Hyt H
= A7 4.56+.367, AH/IA] 3.78+.53F, viE /5
A} 4.39+.46%, A7) 24 4.32+.547%, F5 3.73+.74
, BEA Q12 420+ 447, REA 4] 3554777,
A A7)olal 4.09+.62% o] AH(Table 2).

Table 2. Degree of the Variable

of the Subject

(N=165)
Variables Categories Mean®SD Range
ium?““"e Total 5.1141.03 | 2.25-7.00
appiness
Patient respect 4.56%.46 3.00—5.00
Professional ethics 4.70+.35 3.83—5.00
Nursing practice 1469+.41 | 3.33-5.00
responsibilities
Willingness to do good 3.29+.46 2.20—4.00
Bthical Ethical contemplation 453452 | 3.00-5.00
sensitivity
Ethical burden 4.18+.59 2.67—-5.00
Perception of ethical 41059 | 2.33-5.00
situation
Empathy 4.60+.53 2.33—5.00
Total 4.33%.38 3.01—4.88
Cognitive empathy 3.85+.49 2.53—4.87
Empathy . _
Ability Emotional empathy 3.80£.53 2.47—4.87
Total 3.83+.42 2.63—4.87
responsibility 4.56%.36 3.40—5.00
competence/volition 3.78+.53 2.33-5.00
consideration/service 4.39%.46 3.00—5.00
self—regulation 4.324.54 3.00—5.00
+ 575
Personality respect 3.73+.74 1.67—-5.00
ethical consciousness 4.29+.44 3.00—5.00
ethical knowledge 3.55+.77 1.67-5.00
positive self 1.09+.62 | 2.33-5.00
understanding
Total 4.094.39 2.94-5.00
= == o]
33 Qb Segel ufe ek g, gl wehy
517} = )
TeE B A A=
AT e Ay B4l e Fuy Pu 8
A qgky, 315, 4 AR Aol Table 33} ek
04 FEge 23181 A(1=-2.269, p=.025)°], X3
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Table 3. Differences in Subjective Happiness, Ethical Sensitivity, Empathy Ability, and Personality according to

Participants’ General Characteristics (N=165)
Subjective Happiness Ethical Sensitivity Empathy Ability Personality
Characteristics
MeanzSD| YT |scheftelMean+sD| Y |Schefié Meantsp| YF |Scheffe[Meanzsp| Y |schete
(p) (p) (p) (p)
ond Female 4.93+1.05| _ go3 4.27+.41|_ 745 3.78+.47| _ 509 4.02+.43 | _ 745
sender | ~ n
Male 5.13+1.03| (418) 4.34+.37|(:452) 3.83+.42| (.620) 4.10+.39 |(-464)
<20° 4.95+1.30 4.42+.32 3.93+.40 4.22+.45
21° 4.9941.03 4.324.36 3.77+.40 4.00+.32
} 1.387 o ] 711 1.227 1.762
; c + + + +
Age(yr) 22 513892 | "7 4.30£.40] oo 37745 0 4.05£.40|
23¢ 5.57+.93 4.29+.42 3.92+.44 4.16+.39
>24° 5.07+.90 4.33+.38 3.78+.42 4.05+.38
rade Junior 4.96%1.10| _9 959 4.36%.34(1 077 3.83+.41 153 4.10+.41| 493
Senior 5.31+.89 | (-025) 4.29+.42|(-284) 3.824.44| (:878) 4.07+.37|(.622)
Religion Yes 5.14+.96 | 400 4.32+.37|_ 391 3.84%+.41 334 41139 | 564
No 5.08+1.09| (-690) 4.34+.38|(704) 3.81+.44| (.739) 4.08+.39 |(:574)
<3.0° 4.93+.70 4.124.30 3.78+.19 4.01+.25
Grade point 3.0 ~ 3.5° 4.7411.02| 9339 4.24£.48|1 612 3.77+.35) 911 3.91+.28 1 754
average 3.5 ~ 4.0° 5.0041.11| (.076) 4.33+.40((189) 3.83+.46| (.889) 4.11+.45|(.158)
>4.0¢ 5.33+.95 4.38+.32 3.85+.42 4.12+.37
High employment rate® | 5.14+1.06 4.24+.42 3.74+.43 4.04£.35
Recommend” 4.66+1.04 4.39+.33 3.91+.44 4.07+.36
L . — 1.724 oo an]1.300 1.808 1.595
: c 5.27+ +.36 + +
Admission motive|Aptitude 5.274+.98 (147) 4.37+.36 (279) 3.90+.41 (130 4.17+.41 (178)
High school record® 5.124+1.28 4.48+.38 3.78+.46 4.11£.51
Other® 4.82+.96 4.314.33 3.69+.38 3.95+.38
Non—Satisfaction® 4.25+.50 4.08+.20 3.56+.55 3.68+.63
. o 3.656 o ao]4.239 3.677 10.530
/ b +1.06 5+ 54+ +
Major satisfaction|Neutral 4.70+1.06 (.028) a,b<c [4.15+.37 (016) b<c |3.64%.31 (027) a<c [3.81+.34 (.000) a,b<c
Satisfaction® 5.1941.02 4.37+.37 3.86+.42 4.15+.37
Non—Satisfaction® 4.22+.94 4.39+.29 3.89+.53 4.03+.47
Satisfaction of b 18.124 483 0379 1.196
> + +.35 + +
miversity life  |Neutral 473591 | Soo ab<c | 430435 (o 379534 oo 4.04£.40|
Satisfaction® 5.46+.96 4.344.40 3.83+.45 4.13+.37

Sio} e AE WS Wl sHalo] Buiol A}
BESN SHo] e T
p=.028; F=18.124, p=.000). &84 A4 AFr=E

=7 w54l

Aol HEl
(F=4.239, p=.016). 37582 AN Er} 152l 3

d &27Hr=432, p=.000),
A N7 (r=.526, p=.000), Z7%5= (r=.598,
% AATH Table 4).

Table 4. Relationships among the Study Variable

(N=178)
SH ES EA P
Variables
r(p)

SH 1

ES .115(.141) 1

EA .145(.063) .574(.000) 1

P .432(.000) .526(.000) .598(.000) 1
SH: Subjective Happiness; ES: Ethical Sensitivity; EA: Empathy
Ability; P: Personality
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