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Abstract

Objective: To investigate the willingness of organ donation and its predictors among the nursing
undergraduate students. Methods: 212 nursing undergraduate students were surveyed by so-
cio-demographic data sheet, Organ Donation Attitude Scale, Willingness to Communicate Scale and
Death Attitude Profile-Revised. The correlation between the variables and the willingness of organ
donation was analyzed with Spearman rank correlation, and the multivariate analysis was con-
ducted by multiple linear regression model. Results: The students with relatives who had received
organ donation had a higher level of willingness to donate organ (p < 0.05). The scores of the wil-
lingness of organ donation, knowledge and attitude toward organ donation among the nursing
undergraduate students were 2.31 * 0.84, 7.19 + 1.37, 105.34 * 16.77 respectively. The scores on
the Neutral-acceptance Dimension of Death Attitude were the highest (19.79 + 4.77). The scores on
the Willingness to Communicate Scale were 4.19 + 1.26. The willingness of organ donation was posi-
tively related with willingness to communicate, knowledge on organ donation and recognition of the
value of organ donation (p < 0.05); the cause hindering organ donation and fear of death were nega-
tively correlated with the willingness to donate organ (p < 0.05). Three variables including the cause
hindering organ donation, the recognition of the value of organ donation and the willingness of
communication were integrated into the multiple linear regression model. Conclusions: The wil-
lingness of organ donation among nursing undergraduate students were on the average level and its
predictors were the cause hindering organ donation, the recognition of the value of organ dona-
tion and the willingness to communicate about organ donation among family members.
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Table 1. Multiple linear regression model of willingness of organ donation among nursing undergraduate students (n =212)
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