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Purpose: This study conducted a systematic review and meta-analysis to identify trends in nursing ethics education
research for Korean nursing students and nurses. Methods: The data search was conducted in July 2020; domestic
and foreign academic journals were targeted for the search. A combination of search terms was entered into major
databases, and the year of publishing was limited to the last 10 years (2010~2020). Results: The systematic review
analyzed 25 experimental and 13 non-experimental studies, and education methods included lectures, discussions,
role play, film-use classes related to nursing ethics, action learning, and case-based learning. The meta-analysis
of 12 studies revealed that ethical education has significant differences in effect size of biomedical ethics, critical
thinking, moral judgment, and moral sensitivity. A subgroup analysis of education methods showed that in addition
to traditional lecture and discussion education methods, there were significant differences in the effect size of sense
of biomedical ethics between the following two methods: lecture and discussion including additional methods and
lecture and discussion only. Conclusion: Ethics education for nursing students and nurses has been found to be
effective in improving ethics-related competencies, and various teaching methods other than lectures and
discussions must be utilized.
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Figure 1. Systematic review flow diagram (PRISMA 2020 flow diagram).
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Table 1. Non-experimental Studies

(N=13)

Author

Participants and

Ethics education

- Research topic Research design i —— p— Study variable
Park Developing an integrated Cross-sectional survey 67 nursing students Ethical decision Student satisfaction with teaching
(2012) ethical decision-making design making model methods using an ethical
model consisting of six steps  Model Development decision-making model
Park et al. Ethical awareness, attitude, Descriptive cross-sectional 946 nursing students Nursing ethics Moral sensitivity
(2012) and knowledge based on survey design (506 freshmen, education Moral reasoning skills
the presence or absence of 440 senior)
nursing ethics education
experience
Choe et al. Current profile of bioethics Descriptive cross-sectional 1,223 nursing students, Bioethics Experience of bioethics education
(2013) education survey design 140 nursing faculty education Quality of bioethics education
Demand for bioethics education
Park Case-based computer Methodological study 251 nursing students Nursing ethics Usefulness, effectiveness, and
(2013) program to train ethical (program design/ education satisfaction of a case-based
decision-making evaluation) by ADDIE computer program using flash
model animation
Yoon & Kim Curriculum development on Delphi method 15 nursing ethics Nursing ethics Topics and content to be included
(2015) nursing ethics education professional groups education in the nursing ethics curriculum
(2 deans of clinical
research center,
5 nursing faculty,
6 clinical research
nurses, 2 clinical nurses)
Jeong & Shin Effectiveness of cinema and Mixed method research 137 nursing students Ethical decision Availability, effectiveness,
(2015) role-playing in nursing design making helpfulness for improving ethical
ethics education education decision-making, intention to
use, and intention to recommend
Shin et al. Experiences of ethical Issues Descriptive cross-sectional 428 clinical nurses - Experiences about ethical issues
(2015) and needs for ethics survey design Perceived needs for more ethics
education education
Lee & Kim The death perception, death Descriptive cross-sectional 253 nursing students Bioethics Death perception
(2017) attitude and the awareness survey design education Death attitude
of biomedical ethics Awareness of biomedical ethics
Park & Je Biomedical ethics Descriptive cross-sectional 112 nursing students Biomedical ethics ~ Biomedical ethics consciousness,
(2018) consciousness, related survey design education related knowledge, awareness,
knowledge, awareness, and attitude
and attitude
Jeong Ethical awareness, attitude, Descriptive cross-sectional 246 nursing students Biomedical ethics ~ Nurses' perception of the code of
(2018) and knowledge based on survey design education ethics
the presence or absence of Degree of application of nursing
nursing ethics education ethics
experience Biomedical ethical consciousness
Shin & Seo Ethical issues and needs for Descriptive cross-sectional 142 long-term care nurses - Ethical issues
(2018) ethics education of nurses survey design Needs for ethical education
Choi Development of bioethics' Methodological study 5 bioethics experts Personalist Contents of the consciousness of
(2019) training for nurses (program design) bioethics Bioethics' training for nurses
education
program
Lee & Kim Ethical awareness, attitude, and Descriptive cross-sectional 253 nursing students Biomedical ethics ~ Euthanasia and DNR perception
(2020) knowledge based on the survey design education and attitude

nursing ethics education
experience
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Table 2. Experimental Studies (N=25)
Author i Participants and sample size Ehics education Teaching method Education time .
Research design Research variable
(yr) Experimental ~ Control contents Experimental Control  and frequency
Yoo & Shon* Nonequivalent 65 nursing 52 nursing  Nursing ethics  Lecture, discussion, - 12 times, Biomedical ethics awareness '

(2012) control group students students education debate, virtual 120 minutes  Moral sensitivity '
pretest-posttest lecture support each Moral judgment
design system discussion,

problem based
learning
Jungetal*  Nonequivalent 36 nursing 35 nursing  Ethical CEDA debate Lecture 4 times, Moral judgment 1

(2012) control group students students dilemma case 120 minutes  Ethical value '
pretest-posttest study each
design

Kim Two-group A: 45 nursing - Nursing ethics ~ A: Theatre of - 4 times, Moral intelligence (B")

(2013) pre-and post-test  students education situation 150 minutes  Moral sensitivity
design B: 42 nursing B: Pro-con debate each Moral judgment

students
Lee* Nonequivalent 30 nursing 53 nursing  Nursing ethics  Lecture, discussion - 8 weeks Moral judgment

(2013) control group students students education
pretest-posttest
design

Cho&Shin ~ One-group 69 nursing - Good research  Lecture, discussion - 30 hours Knowledge of research ethics "

(2014) pre-and post-test  students, practice Perception of research ethics '

design 45 nurses program
Kim One-group 71 nursing - Nursing ethics ~ Case-based - 15 times, Ethical value '

(2014a) pre-and post-test  students education learning, problem- 120 minutes

design based learning each
Kim* Nonequivalent 45 nursing 63 nursing  Biomedical Lecture, discussion, - 14 times, Biomedical ethics awareness "

(2014b) control group students students ethics watching a movie 180 minutes
pretest-posttest or video each
design

Kim & Jeong* Nonequivalent 41 nursing 41 nursing  Nursing ethics  Debate classes Lecture 8 times, Ethical knowledge '

(2014) control group students students education based on an ethical 120 minutes  Ethical value
pretest-posttest decision- making each Class satisfaction '
design model

Choeetal.  Nonequivalent 46 nursing 47 nursing  Bioethics Action learning CEDA 15 times, General knowledge of bioethics '

(2014) control group students students education debate 120 minutes ~ General perception of
pretest-posttest each seriousness of bioethics
design Seriousness of bioethical issues

Experience of bioethics education
Need of bioethics education
Quality of bioethics education
Ethical competence
Park & Park  Nonequivalent 69 nursing 89 nursing  Nursing ethics Computer program Traditional 15 weeks Ethical preparedness "

(2015) control group students students education for case analysis paper Principled thinking
pretest-posttest assignment Satisfaction with the course "
design for case

analysis
Kang One-group 167 nursing - Professional Dilemma discussion - 15 times Moral identity '
(2016) pre-and post-test  students ethics class program Ethical value '
design using the
dilemma
discussion
Yeometal.  One-group 70 nursing - Nursing ethics  Lecture, discussion, - 7 times, Eoral sensitivity

(2017) pre-and post-test  students education watching a movie 90 minutes  Critical thinking disposition

design or video, group each
case analysis
Yoon & Kim*  Nonequivalent 39 nursing 36 nursing  Educationof  Lecture, discussion, - 13 times, Moral sensitivity nursing ethical

(2016) control group students students nursing ethics ~ workshop, 100 minutes  education necessity
pretest-posttest based on case-based each
design human right learning

Jeong* Nonequivalent 148 nursing 169 nursing Biomedical Lectures using - 15 times, Perception of biomedical ethics "

(2016) control group students students ethics audiovisual 60 minutes  Moral sensitivity '
Ppretest-posttest education materials, each Critical thinking f
design program discussion

*Meta-analysis inclusion study; TSignificant variable; CEDA=Cross Examination Debate Association.
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Table 2. Experimental Studies (Continued) (N=25)
Author . Participants and sample size Fhics education Teaching method TSk em Hime .
Research design Research variable
(o7 Experimental  Control contents Experimental Control  and frequency
Kim & Park* Nonequivalent 31 nursing 25 nursing  Nursing ethics ~ Action Lecture 8 times, Self-assertiveness "
(2017) control group students students education learning-based 120 minutes  Ethical value
Ppretest-posttest nursing ethics each
design education
Lee & Kim*  Nonequivalent 39 nursing 36 nursing  Nursing ethics CEDA debate Lecture 9 times, Critical Thinking Disposition '
(2017) control group students students education 120 minutes ~ Ethical value '
pretest-posttest each Moral Judgment
design
Jeon et al. One-group 202 nursing - Ethical Lecture, discussion, - 7 times, UMs' ethical leadership 1
(2018) pre-and post-test  students leadership practice, 120 minutes  UMs' power-sharing of ethical
design program small-group each leadership '
Staff nurses' perception
changes about UMs' ethical
leadership
Organizational citizenship
behavio
Job outcomes '
Ethical work environments "
Choietal*  Nonequivalent 31 nursing 32 nursing  Biomedical Lecture, discussion - 15 times, Awareness of nursing code of
(2018) control group students students ethics 50 minutes ethics
pretest-posttest education each Application of nursing code of
design ethics '
Consciousness of biomedical
ethics
Moral sensitivity
Han et al. One-group 12 nursing - Ethics Watching a movie - 3 times, Bioethical perception
(2018) pre-and post-test  students education or video, 80 minutes  Life respect "
design program for end-of-life each
cadaver experience, group
dissection discussions
practice
Kim & Jeong* Nonequivalent 32 nursing 33 nursing  Biomedical Lecture, discussion - 14 times, Moral sensitivity
(2019) control group students students, ethics 60 minutes  Critical thinking
pretest-posttest 26 nurses education each Biomedical ethics awareness '
design
Kim & Park* Nonequivalent 35 nursing 29 nursing  Nursing ethics Debate, case-based ~ Lecture 8 times, Moral sensitivity
(2019) control group students students education learning 120 minutes  Moral judgment !
pretest-posttest each
design
Kim Nonequivalent 48 nursing 47 nursing  Advance Lecture, case based - 2 times, Life-sustaining treatment
(2019) control group students students directives learning 50 minutes knowledge '
pretest-posttest education each Withdrawing life-sustaining
design program (life- treatment attitude "
sustaining Advance directives knowledge 1
treatment and Advance directives attitude and
advance advance directives awareness '
directives)
Jung One-group 21 nursing - Ethical Watching a movie - 18 times Moral judgement ¥
(2019) pre-and post-test  students decision or video, group (13 hours) Ethical decision making '
design making discussion, Bioethical consciousness "
education
Kim & Choi ~ One-group 95 nursing - Nursing ethics ~ Lecture, havruta - 5 times, Moral sensitivity
(2020) pre-and post-test  students education learning method 100 minutes  Moral reasoning '
design each Creative personality '
Bang One-group 57 nursing - Nursing ethics ~ Case-based CEDA - 9 times, Professional self concept "
(2020) pre-and post-test  students education discussion 60 minutes  Ethical dilemma '
design learning on ethical each Ethical decision making

dilemma

confidence "

*Meta-analysis inclusion study; ' Significant variable; CEDA=Cross Examination Debate Association.
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%
author(year) SMD (95% C1) Weight
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NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis H

22 22
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“
autnortyoar) Mo (08% Gy woight
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Overall (I-squared - 88.0%, p - 0.000) < ! 0.23 (-0.46, 0.93) 100.00
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%
author(year) SMD (95% CI) Weight
Yoo&Shon(2012) _— 0.40 (0.03, 0.77) 26.96
Jung et al.(2012) -0.14 (-0.61, 0.32) 18.29
Lee(2013) ——f—o— 0.34 (-0.11,0.79) 19.24
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©Overall (I-squared = 15.4%, p = 0.316) 0.24 (0.02, 0.45) 100.00
NOTE: Waights are from random affacts analysis ;

P ot
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Yo
author(year) SMD (95% CI) Weight
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NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

T
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E. Moral Sensitivity

Figure 2. Meta-analysis results for each variable.
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Figure 3. Meta-analysis results for educational methods.
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