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Ethically Related Decisions in Different Scenarios of Medical School
Applicants for Graduate-Entry Program

Do-Hwan Kim - Eun Jeong Kim - Jinyoung Hwang - Jwa-Seop Shin - Seunghee Lee

Department of Medical Education, Seoul National University College of Medicine, Seoul, Korea

Assessment tools for non-academic qualities such as ethics frequently employ hypothetical scenarios to
lay out a contextual framework underlying the corresponding criteria of assessment. Due to the context-specific
nature of the assessment criteria, details of the scenarios become very important in obtaining accurate
results. This study aims to explore how medical school applicants differ in ethical decision making depending
on the types of ethical dilemma scenarios, and how they correlate with academic achievements after admission.
In 2014, all 82 applicants invited for an admission interview for a graduate-entry program were asked
to complete a questionnaire comprised of 13 hypothetical scenarios. There were three domains (unethical
business decisions, unethical academic decisions, and sexual quid pro quos) and participants were made
to choose between the profitable-but-unethical choice or the unprofitable-but-ethical choice, using a four-point
Likert-type scale. On average, tendencies toward unethical decisions were lowest for sexual favors (1.34=0.46),
and highest for gaining academic advantages (2.22+0.56). Unethical decisions for academic advantages
and sexual benefits showed significant correlation respectively with the female gender and those who graduated
from overseas universities. In addition, the propensity for choosing unethical academic decisions was significantly
correlated with high academic achievements in medical school (r=0.396). Not only does this study demonstrate
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that different levels of ethical decision making depend on the scenarios, but also those differences may
be a determinant factor in subsequent academic performances in medical school. In conclusion, given the
possible influence of the details of the hypothetical scenarios to the applicant’s responses, careful consideration

must be given during their development.
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71€Y AL FH%E A Aol 121 Qlot(Zaidi et al., 2014),
o|e} T T& A JA] BEsir

olof & Aolris eide Kpale] olsiAlt A4 Aol
Aol oA dohseolet 22H 0 Holstal, geld Wk
[5k= TSR 539 7PIAIURI 5 E85to] AAE =gl et
Olupehe}t X|eRF=2] &4 eabaZgsEo] ofugt AlolE Hol=
A ot A} gk gt AR ofe] /o] wiet 2jolE A5t
2, 224 oapbEsEo] lafthist shl/dFH =t ojwgt A7}

Korean Medical Education Review 2016; 18(2): 90-98

ofgicfs} shEgIst AUAte] feld ok o 2Eg o

Q=] AwEsleh Yot olefdh S slko 2 Atel S 7|
BROR H3A SRS Bk & o ofuld ALl 08 B
ok Aol hstel A EIA ek

IO U
1. it

B AP A 9] Sejztsiols WBHgich ATt 1Y
A ofzefsre i 13599) Fe o AgAS ke glou,
01SSAETE o] F 40950] AL SAFAYSE HPo=
s ick SRFAYSHS = eiAle] AFE AH HF FANE
A, 1o AP ARR7EE Sielse, Siueies, o
o 9] 25 Sl et AZAFE Brlstol HF 2] 2up
ool Al 15kA] 21 XS Adick, 26 choIE A
2 7O QYT He Brlete] ABHOR 18k A 2%k
Alo] WEH A 12 ikelo] 2% THAE Ay 2
AT F 7PIAILR 02 FHEI AR 20158 SpARHS A

u:Olt
i3
&
[0}
N
of,
filo
fu)
ox
i
o |
u
2
¥
o
=2

ol it} 15 2ol
ATl SIS Mt o5 % AFH o2 shFEsh

Boto] YT W07 Sy oz SaEsict

o

2. g TR

Lee & Ashton (2004)& oj3]of 3t B W-ESHATLE FallA
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o] tHAshton & Lee, 2008).
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275 ApRo] Mk SAol IBM SPSS ver, 200 EAZR
H(IBM Co., Armonk, NY, USA)-& AR5 dATthidare] A
BRIk B2 g Hletelr| flsto] 7|E AR S S5l o,
A20] Al sH19Y A 2 ShddH =] Al A6k
ok Al SHIES 7t Bt 4ol Aol v R4 Bl Kruskal—
Wallis testE Esf] EAslgon, ARGEAM o2 Dunn-—
Bonferroni post hoc methodS o]-83Fth AlS|QlGtsHd Qoo
g ARl A2 TE vlwsh] fiske] UAD2F UBDO
teA= B4 8kl Student t—test T Y PEARLA (analysis
of variance)2, SQPQo| tisir= v|Z4A whdHel Mann—
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ARt X AR 30.5%, AU Es HAE Eiot] AAEES
At 219217} 9.8% % tHTable 1).

2. god 3| T FM4-0| Xj0| L Al
Al 7] 4 <J(UBD, UAD, SQPQ) o] ztzte] 23 9 gy

Tahle 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of subjects (total N=82)

ofgtefet spalpeleh AUxte] Seld oAby e A o

AUAD) .2, ZA| 2| ¢k gte- 2.22£0.56% (4

[ex]
[e}
9 wolgick B Ky HRAATE e, B AURKEe] 71

Variable Category Value
Gender Male 44 (53.7)
Female 38 (46.3)
Age (yr) 23.75+1.57 (range, 21-28)
Undergraduate college Domestic 61 (74.4)
Overseas 18 (22.2)
Major Sacial science 6 (8.1)
Natural science 48 (64.9)
Engineering 16 (21.8)
Health and medicine 1(1.4)
Etc. 2(2.7)
Double majors 8 (9.8)
Graduation year Before 2012 7 (8.5)
2013 5 (6.1)
2014 22 (26.8)
2015 42 (51.2)
Career after bachelor's degree Economic career (paid worker, business start-up, etc.) 8 (9.8)
Academic career (master's or doctorate program) 25 (30.5)
None 42 (51.2)
Values are presented as number (%) or mean+standard deviation (range).
Tahle 2. Difference of scores among domains
Domain [tem no. Values
UBD 1 1.51+0.67
2 1.96+0.79
3 1.84+0.73
4 2.09+0.81
5 2.15+0.74
Sub total 1.91+0.46
UAD 1 2.15+0.79
2 2.23+0.95
3 2.33+0.85
4 2.16+0.84
Sub total 2.22+0.56
Sara 1 1.24+0.43
2 1.30+0.58
3 1.42+0.67
4 1.37+0.64
Sub total 1.34+0.46
Total score 1.82+0.61
p-value <0.001
Post hoc UAD>UBD>SQPQ

Values are presented as mean=standard deviation.

UBD, unethical business decisions; UAD, unethical academic decisions making; SQPQ, sexual quid pro quos.
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B3, UBDF UAD= itz e] P2 Bol= 7R, At
Aoz UBD 2% H&(kurtosis)7} 0.0112 UAD B2 H&
(-0.416) Kt ©f 2 Ho|glth o|2t ge] SQPQE 45%(54.9%) 2]
SEHAPH E0lM B 1HCE 28 7Rs/de gleh-& At
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Ethically Related Decision of Medical School Applicants
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olstuF=tt 183 25

onl

2 7o webas Rolgh AfolE ERlF 4> glgithTable 4).
o U st £4(1.28+0.43)0]] vlste] 29 digt Y4
(1.53+0.53)0] SQPQ Aluz] 2ol thsiA -S-olu]sH| & Ho-d
S5 23lon, o #| °J1}t W 2|92 UAD AJue] 9.0 B
A4S t-test 2 H|WBIGS T 0|5k 2fo|S Ho|x] ¢koroLt,
7 o 419 7K HAg) 13t 2l 4] H 2]

2578 71202 Wro] 7PolAIFAR S Aldel BokE o, UAD
AU 20] S2)A gtk H4t 257 oAkl A xte] vlgo] ofdt
A ZTH50.0%) o)A MY RITH27.2%) e} S-ol5H e 3+
AF 4 AUATHP=0.034).
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4. oluirlst stMF =t AEtEHA
2|7} = 2lZd o7 SFASE 40y = 20158hd® 187]9] GPA
£ I = QUE 339 thisfiAl stddFH =t eufd wd He
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Figure 1. Frequency distributions of mean scores of applicants. (A) Unethical business decisions. (B) Unethical academic decisions. (C] Sexual quid pro quos.

(D) Total score.

Tahle 3. Correlation between each domain and total score

Domain UBD UAD SaPa Total score
UBD - 0.557** 0.198 0.803**
UAD 0.281* 0.834**
Sara - 0.609**
Total score -

UBD, unethical business decisions; UAD, unethical academic decisions; SAPQ, sexual quid pro quos.

*p<0.05. **p<0.01.
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Tahle 4. The influence of various factors on ethical decision making

Variable Category UBD UAD sarq” Total

Age” 0.004 -0.024 0.129 0.042
Gender Male 1.9420.45 2.14+0.56" 1.36+0.48 1.82+0.37
Female 1.88+0.49 2.31+0.56" 1.32+0.43 1.84+0.38
Undergraduate college Domestic 1.90+0.49 2.23+0.59 1.28+0.43" 1.81+0.39
Overseas 1.96+0.36 2.15+0.45 1.53+£0.53% 1.88+0.34
Graduation Graduate 1.92+0.43 2.18+0.55 1.39:0.45 1.83+0.36
Graduate-to-be 1.91+0.50 2.26+0.58 1.30+0.47 1.83+0.39
Career after bachelor's degree  Economic 2.10+0.30 2.34+0.38 1.59+0.60 2.02+0.27
Academic 1.97+0.49 2.23+0.63 1.30£0.40 1.84+0.40
No 1.85+0.48 2.21+0.55 1.30£0.43 1.79+0.37

Values are presented as meanzstandard deviation, unless otherwise stated.

UBD, unethical business decisions; UAD, unethical academic decisions; SAPQ, sexual quid pro quos.

“Because of the distribution of the SQPQ data, analysis was conducted using nonparametric methods such as Mann-Whitney U-test or Kruskal-Wallis test.
h'By Pearson correlation. C’Chifsquare analysis showed significant difference of the number of respondents who scored higher than 2.5 with respect to
the gender (1: definitely not, 2: probably not, 3: probably yes, 4: definitely yes). *p<0.05.
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Ao BExPeiolME SRIECE o] ‘gl oleks wUst Aol qloledl, SR o 2 RE UAD oA 2.5%
HIsHI A AT AlUE] 9, & A% WeHcontext)of| whet WA o[/ el Hl&o] FeJstA ESkt 71E Aol SRy ¢l
£ Fei7t gehd 9lgS HolFui(Bva, 2003), THHIAA A gk Qlalolut ™ol glo] Aol whE Rpol7} dWE A= o
A AR e 2RE 7RIk 24l vlFo| =25 &gt LHLim & See, 2001; Rennie & Rudland, 2003), o34 o} G4
Zaidi et al. (2014)9] MgiAGLete Aoty Aufo|tHZaidi et al., o] SJEAL AHR2L Aoy} ¢ =cly BT Y4B oL
2014). (Kobayashi & Fukushima, 2012)9R= A= Aale} g 4= 9lck

2 AFolA Bt AluE] @ 7t Atol= shelo|ut AR AH9o] v ~Egar) ojujesg el FARH9]0] 71 de dlSsiethe
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AL ATHVengoechea et al., 2008)E 12{dfEcid
—r"']”“—i J]" 2EFE $50] 2jo|7FUAD g

Shedoll hish

o] e Aol

F

= Agdls o 7 Wilo] E ke qlok AAE i euitiehy
o] 5k AEH ]ig A EH ofshyo] gy et 28] o &2
Hol(burnout) $HEL HoJFoj(Choi et al., 2015), S-AFSHA|

ZQ 0 oxolo] ojF0IRtR o4, AR, # X3t SRIA . o)
H 1% b} 9JcHRoh et al, 2010). Wbl ] oJchAy ko] Ao
oJshjo] Ly 819 AEF|A £20] B =2 7oz dufEiE
= 9lg], & dALe] tjAREo| shabE QIS 1T AELS Eufsh
HANA o|upest shjolek= oAl olTiehatyol Al Lfehk=
olejgt E4do] XURSOIAME GARHA Lrebehe 4= 9lck 1
LF ARRlRIsR ol wiE ATES Tt &214 2
o} ABHAUR| QoA Bl WA AwE Fer) glod, ¥
R AE A2 olaeisiol Kzt o %) AEWFE ojrfei

o 5 1
ek 5 WEd Zlojth
Il

=
&L

UAD ool 2t Fu]22 2t 3 sk ofnfclet ¢Jst o]0
SflFEe UAD e 24 Alolol golat o] Aol 24kt
= Zolek, 2 UAD gefold] Bk ul@ejalel 242 Aeieh st
4 ot 7 ST} o 9kt ol vl BaE Hojw
A UAD®} 01+ 4kl 221 UBD 4 B0l 9 B4l
tf oloh g UAD 10| ulgelal wefah ‘siebgale o] Tl

Y AR oakEke] B4
ol-gato] At 4= lrkPoole, 2012). SAFANA AU tat

= FHEE AY=d], FAHPAE oM He 7P 5835t
@ 9l(motivating factor)o] "GFEET} G112} 6= I
o get ahead)’ o]2l= A (Simkin & McLeod, 2010)oA =
—:J*—.OJ 00| IR, S5E7] Roleclo R AERtH &2
STHYHEE o] FA sh= A7 2 = lckSobral, 2004). &

SHIAAOIA SPHTA SHe AY S e AR 9 '

[}
SHYE 71 sl AYo| ulx]

b

T Rl ulgeld B B JFe & 5 e fclop|
2o Hee= szu 87l 2 c}l 9HE olF= e

ERlo]IA] LA 7]?*301 UE E= Hlvﬂz—i Hjoll gt TizHd
o] #ate 4= U o] HAIE JolM a2|F i EH S
o] Fokolixl= ATE FUFE 7FEE f5o & 5 3L

B Aro] Aik= AU o2 2R3t H]shel 2] oJ7ko] o
oA AH Alue] ot T3] FFRe Bl 1gTHd oo
A AR “ojmgt Alue| 28 85K Flo] Bt uRRIg o
o, ojo] tigh &2 A-e] AJARE-S ch3at Zok 94 HA P2
742 UBD H= UAD g9of Hlsto] SQPQ B4 et %Jr}‘_
AZFekon], B3 4 941 SQPQ FHolA AUR|A 2=
HHright—skewed)H A7E BHTh= HoA Al G4 & SQPQ
Yol 7H B7 k= o = Aol Holkitkal & 4= Itk Egh

P

I
4 o o

_I
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ofstm g

ot ®M18H 25

IR WPGUSE oW R 2 VS Bol7] $ioto] o=
Ho2 wEsh= FFo] 9l71ol(Bore et al., 2009), “Zﬂ B7lollAd=
o Bt H £50= vEoE 714k drk FHETE ohHel
AoA AURA 412 AEloldS 11 —/lEﬂoVﬂﬂ Ll es=s
et 95 2 S o AR EE AstAXItks A1Z2TE
T HgtchHUijtdehaage & Parker, 2011), 8|2 2¢k2Q] w824
= Hole 240 AR Aeulart she %2—1 | itz stefet
=37 }E:rLE/ﬂ—l 2o BEsitha & 4 ik
SHA UoA] = FH9] vl Hrt %"?}WO' 227} g asieh
© 4 UAD /\]L}EIE‘— ko
2. 7P 08 A ERS 7RsAlo] =70
A&7 8Ksituation—based) o] obd 78— 7]¥Hexperience—based)
WS sh7]oll Bt -golsit). o]= ofg] ol HApEct At
AF =7t o o9t Aoz Yepta ks SHA(Eva &
Macala, 2014; Taylor & Small, 2002) FHo & H71a 4= glo
oisA| o] 51 T B e 2ol vleeld Jelet
k= A(Nonis & Swift, 2001; Teherani et al., 2005) =
UAD Alue]e 282 Aol ohgh o] tollA] B
UAD go] et olaiefist st =2l 4 J&J&ﬁli%j“ﬂ e
Tt 3’\:]%?_} defjop AgollA g2 weks Ui
1 ] £

4

= it

9454'3’-%—% %’3]1 BAA Bgo] U %ﬂ]ul'%%wW—] %E]E'
OAEA ATES Wrlsle AL Eluksh Muel 2 9tk

= A= ot 22 Aol Stk A, olatoieh XLkl
F2dE M AluR] 2ol A8 AgRke FAR FrIstR o
O 72 A ol el e ARk Aes] vk 2 4= 9l
et 224 QAR AJRE Al qlo] THE Alve| o= OIU]

o2 HEg de] 2gEo] 2 walor(O'Fallon & Butterfield,
2005), ojstw- ST thHIAHHA (Eva et al,, 2004) o]} Al
TebAAKPatterson et al., 2012) So] A|Ub2] Q. 7|8ko] H|st A
I FrteTE L85 Sl E]'U} 8| 7V Alve] e HT}
A| A=l ] et Eo] HL: F.a517]of o] S-S0l o
F 224 e vlaed P EO]"X] 714, 244 A7t
Qg Zlolth. BA, Alug]. 7t HRRAL Qb= Al F9o] SHAR
&t 22 EUS FE0] UFok| 2 4 Sloh O]Eﬂi
Wilkinson et al. (2009)+= 2Ate} o|zteishgolA| o twh=
29| a9l 2A Z2)/g(honesty) T} Z1/4/g (integrity) QOHE Hl

-|-,—7<](conf1dent1ahty) Tz 2222 (moral reasoning), ¥

P=5-2lo] thgt 25 (respect privileges and codes of conduct)
=2 x5k]7] v} QK Wilkinson et al., 2009). opzjate g &Ly

T e TRATN £

o
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Appendix 1. Example scenario

1) Unethical business decision A|LI2|2 GiA|
b Al

= o
oSt

ot ®M18H 25

il ot AZSA0A ANIES Heotl USLICHL GAIQ ATINLUER DHH70[2ts M2 XS USRS, ofH] AAMSolN i< g% YIS BfELCEH

Q20| Bl 0|R & ofbis 20I1E £ six= M 28Z0IE d2YLCE 2L A XAz MASH UL AAME 0] Fg20I=7t Y8 AZ
FAR 542 VKD o, BEE NFE 42 diTh MEEs, A9 Q= S0t & ths 2t LgtsUn

SHH SIALY DHIEER HHA0] R Sl +AUS SE AR 0|56t UCn, 0] 42 MBS st Sl o8 Nm 2z SFFXIL|C B2l
CFot RE20I2 B5 FH|E|0f Qlon, O "StHZ'S MARSE Zi017to] Chsh Gilol Z-Tto| Hot QuELICh 012 MEoA AR UHA'S Milsl=s Bo=z
24 7ts40] UsUIN

1. 2% 742 Hof gl

2. 12 JtsM40| €2 gl

3. 1% k580 =2 Ut

4. 1™ JKsdol o< Ach
2) Unethical academic decision A|LIZ|2 OA|

YA =TS REg FHloke DML Ql=tiS AAlol= uhak-junbi-test (UJTI2ke AIRESTE 140l 28N IEE 0lxle AC=2 YdM U,

ASH2 UJTHH|Z M=8oz st sHQIUCh ASHRR XIEPL Z0lots 248t ZAKKIE ERota lom, 108 ™ MY ofzf o] & 2442 5 2438
AR Ho A HuE WS CH

BalAl= UUTARE Fatele 7[He=M YUY 77ttt EXl2die MHMo= wXetl lSe SXlstn QU&LICH I3 212 ASH@0] 0f2{5t BSIALS] &Elo]
CHtlotod &3 ZARRIER stoig FV[Eez UJTE SAGI=S of F 2Es MYoiil 22 Yoz Sqsiiti= 20| EaikisL ot

0] Q= FROS0l YeetAZIE 7Hs| Hizte FAle| BRER K8 £HIE YlshM= st HI8 = X|@ehF10Xt ofA|H, ofl ME2 MMo= oA
=ef QgL ol HEoM FA2 UTEHIS 2fch ASHROA 2248 7Hsd0| JUSLITNT

1. 2% 742 Hof it

2. 12 Jts40| €2 gict

3. 1% JtsM0| =2 ok

4. 1™ JKsdol 0% Ach

3) Sexual quid pro quos A|L{2|2 OflA|

YA TS AA AELER "HACHE|F' O] FZAUHO0|H, CEOZ N 2+ 220 t &Tl2 Zd%ok= YRl USLIEE 22 SATHHEA Q&6to A
B 20| T X7 | ARR=, Fal2 O & 220 Fet ot CIXto[Hol A 25| i SRtEU . $2lat d=s tiHs] 26t M2kst= 0] CIXfold=
HoF M A0 SR BEEDH X2 P2 HOIE & 4 U 2 UHIRSUDL 2 g6tk LoteLt FAI0] oiZet HOH 0] CIXI0[Het 0|42 M2
YT BAE |XY + US A0| 2HotH, PF ELY = A0[9f 0213 BAZE SAF L] T2 AOIA| Y2iE 7hsde Mo QlaLIth o/ oM FAl2
st 014 7t BAE R7I0R 1 HAU9 &TIg o7t 7tsdo| lsuUnn?

1. 23 7ks42 o gtk

2. 08 7tsAo] ¥z gich

3. 1% 7ts40| =2 Lk

4. 123 7t540] Oie 3k
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