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Structural Equation Modeling on Living and Brain Death Organ Donation Intention
in Nursing Students

Kim, Eun A' - Choi, So Eun?

Department of Nursing, Honam University, Gwangju
“Department of Nursing, Mokpo National University, Muan, Korea

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to test and validate a model to predict living and brain death organ donation intention in
nursing students, The conceptual model was based on the theory planned behavior, Methods: Quota sampling methodology was
used to recruit 921 nursing students from all over the country and data collection was done from October 1 to December 20, 2013.
Results: The model fit indices for the hypothetical model were suitable for the recommended level, Knowledge, attitude, subjective
norm and perceived behavioral control explained 40.2% and 40.1% respectively for both living and brain death organ donation in-
tention, Subjective norm was the most direct influential factor for organ donation intention. Knowledge had significant direct effect
on attitude and indirect effect on subjective norm and perceived behavioral control. These effects were higher in brain death organ
donation intention than in living donation intention. Conclusion: The overall findings of this study suggest the need to develop sys-
tematic education programs to increases knowledge about brain death organ donation. The development, application, and evalua-
tion of intervention programs are required to improve subjective norm.,
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the study.
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Table 2. Model Fitness Indexes of the Hypothetical Model

Type ¥ (p) df ¥*/DF GFI RMSEA NFI CFl TU
Criteria p=.05 <3 29 <05 29 =29 =29
Living 6.52(089) 3 2.17 .99 03 99 99 98

Brain death 3.53(317) 3 1.17 99 .01 99 1.00 .99

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables (N=921)
Variables Categories M+SD Range  Number of items Chronbach’s Skewness Kurtosis
Knowledge 11.50£4.15 0~19 20 -0.77 0.07
Living Organ donation intention 2.64+1.04 1~5 4 .95 0.31 -0.47

Attitude 3.59+0.82 1~5 8 93 -0.50 0.56
Subjective norm 7431444 1~25 6 .90 0.93 1.24
Perceived behavioral control 3.92+0.78 1=5 4 85 -0.99 1.42
Brain death Organ donation intention 3.22+1.10 1~5 4 97 -0.19 -0.65
Attitude 3.79+0.86 1~5 8 94 -0.56 0.41
Subjective norm 9.02+5.25 1~25 6 93 0.73 0.37
Perceived behavioral control 3.91+0.83 1~5 4 90 -0.82 0.81
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Figure 2. Final model fitted to the data for organ donation intention.

http://dx.doi.org/10.4040/jkan.2015.45.6.802 www.kan.or.kr



o N o n
oy LEZ ;
N Ho @
01)1 08.'. N
2 T
f“ w
oz 8
Lob .
o o
£ o
eI
o H
o
—?L
[l
b
ooh
O

o)
)
Ya)
O:
)
~

N
o rlo o\
oz 1o
o
> 2
ooR
I ook oy
=
=
>

¥ 1>

ols

do
g
2
a

Ho

Jo

o

ol

of,

ol

b o
=)

Ral)

e
VR
lo

g ll
i)

rl:]

o

2

o,
T

7715 B
o, ol ml=,

243} Bresnahan 510
2% 5 23] FEES
Zo] 7= BE
[27]. E3F RS
d|[10], o= &
/\]Oﬂ = 03"'2}9‘ ‘3]

(<]
olx 3 = 1;]-]61%

=21 ©

re
oy
2,
.
=

_\'L
>~
el
ry
(i
Ral

7171

o)
o)
£
St

Ml
£ rg
i
o e
B
25
o

T 5
N =
3
=
£ oox
o (o
> Hu
s o
o rhy
D >
3
o,

= 5
o

g =
0 Yal
T <

2
I
r )
)
=
of
i)
a)
)
¢
o 2,
o
off
=,
2
o =
©
e
N
&
B

e
&

oE
i)
Rl
N
N

M
rJ
)
=
rh
o 2 J

i
T

frtl
AT
S

S 5
lo
%
|

1o

it

i
O;
flo
£
o
|o
b
val
T
N
o[ O
[
).l m
>

Ly
a
_l

ol
N
~
e

o

b3
L
¥ oo
=
o
_?L
.:)
=)
I
A
i)

e

-z
4
i
I
2
o2
2
P
I
O

>~
9,
=)
rlo
rfol
oftt
pac

Me

o

2,
S
i)

32
rr

H 13,2380 & shdy % ,40}71] 7Fol7} 29

yeot- zlae

IO B S U 919
o

o =
T ARE siisP ol AL it FF dieE dide s A
A 71715 Aol g v o e BE i olpoli s
ZEAshE Ao] eshRlet 3 77|l et XS de 4=
7t Aot MAEE TV S, JEYlolRar $Ee S0l
B=t, o= AR KA £50] oS AAlRE, 7]
7150l digt RAE o] feiMe wsUE-S AAECR ANt

r
‘0,
1o
Ra)
1o
ot
2
=2
of
oo
o
=)
2
R
[l
)
N
N
ol
2,
fu)
o
o[
oxl
ox 2 i
ro,

N
OE
N
o[}
9,
fu)
St
o
<
of
odf
o
=
>od
rr
B

|
il
= rl,g,
oz
Rl
e S
= e
1o
ozl

o
|
ne
i)
ro,
e}
or,
o
ftl
ol
)
=
A;
@)
jmn
QO
)
rR
—Ll
;

2jo] Barel thek oA

= =T

ot
S
39
32 i
=
o
&
o
oX, 0
N
~
o[¥
2
)
ot
ol
oz,
i)
ro
o o
bt

Bl AE Al HAL Al BE FEE H
Al Y9l Ex loﬂ‘“ gols) 2. 7P &}

Ho

o of
N

A% ApAlslol Tk A

N
El
5

o,

il N
)

ot

e
Rt

Table 3. Effects of Predictive Variables on Endogenous Variable in the Model for Living and Brain Death Organ Donation

Endogenous . L|V|ng Drain death
h Exogenous variables - - - -
variables Direct effect (0) Indirect effects (p) Total effects (p) Direct effect (o) Indirect effects (o) Total effects ()
Attitude Knowledge 0.12 (<.001) 0.12 (.003) 0.12 (<.001) 0.12 (.007)
Subjective Knowledge 0.06 (.005) 0.06 (.005) 0.06 (.004) 0.06 (.004)
norm Attitude 0.50 (<.001) 0.50 (.018) 0.48 (<.001) 0.48 (.023)
Perceived Knowledge 0.05 (.003) 0.05 (.003) 0.07 (.005) 0.07 (005)
behavioral  Attitude 0.38 (<.001) 0.07 (.012) 0.45(.013) 0.46 (<.001) 0.10 (.009) 0.56 (.019)
control Subjective norm 0.15 (<.001) 0.15(.019) 0.20 (<.001) 0.20 (.004)
Organ Knowledge 0.06 (.003) 0.06 (.003) 0.06 (.006) 0.06 (.006)
donation  Attitude 0.28 (<.001) 0.20 (.021) O 48 (.006) 0.27 (<.001) 0.19(.012) 0.46 (.006)
intention  Subjective norm 0.40 (<.001) 0.01 (.016) 41 (.023) 0.39 (<.001) 0.02 (.005) 0.41(.023)
Perceived behavioral control 0.09 (.002) O 09 (.019) 0.10 (<.001) 0.10 (.008)
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