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Objectives The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of cadaver preparation
training on the stress, practice, and attitude toward death of college nursing students.
Methods The study design was a comparative study of non - equality control post -
mortem design. The study period was from September 19, 2016 to September 30, 2016. The
subjects were 2 grade students in M University nursing school in M city, Gyeongbuk province
30 subjects in the experimental group and 30 subjects in the control group. The collected data
were analyzed by frequency, percentage, Paired-t test, Pearson’s correlation test, ANOVA,
and simple linear regression using R commander program.

Results It was found that cadaver prep lesson training could reduce the stress on the
practice of nursing students, which positively affected attitude toward practice and attitude
toward death. Therefore, it is suggested that nursing students should develop and utilize a
variety of educational programs in pre - education before cadaver practice and repeat
research to understand their effects.
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{Table 1> General characteristics of subjects.

(N=120)

Variables Classification Cadever practice, N(%)
Case Control
No. of subjects 60 (50.0) 60 (50.0)
Gender Male 4 (6.7) 16 (26.7)
Female 56 (93.3) 44 (73.3)
Age (years) <22 55 91.7) 55 9L.7)
> 23 5@8.3 5@8.3
Religion None 40 (66.7) 40 (66.7)
Christian 9 (15.0) 9 (15.0)
Buddhism 3 (5.0 3 (5.0
Catholic 8 (13.3) 8 (13.3)
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4ol 33.3%= 7F Btk Aol cadaver Aggol et 2EH A Foe AG5HT
7 zo)7t YAJ(p=0.01), hE=FE AL5AE PFiFo] 2ol7} AATHP=0.83<FE 2.

<Table 2> Awareness for the cadaver practice

(N=120)
Cadever practice
Variables Case,N(%) Control, N(%)
Pre Post Pre Post
Cadever practice in nursing education Necessity of practice
neutral 4(13.3) 4(13.3) 3(13.3) 0
somewhat agree 3(10.0) 2(6.7) 6(20.0) 7(23.3)
strongly agree 23(76.7)  24(80.0)  20(66.7)  23(76.7)
Assistance degree of nursing education
neutral 1(3.3) 0 3(10.0) 1(3.3)
somewhat agree 12(40.00  11(36.7) 9(30.0) 7(23.3)
strongly agree 17(56.7) 19(63.3) 18(60.0) 22(73.3)
Emotional attitudes for practice of Cadever Respondents’ commitment to donate organs
strongly negative 0 0 1(3.3) 2(6.7)
somewhat negative 4(13.3) 3(10.0) 1(3.3) 7(23.3)
neutral 14(46.7  10(33.3)  12(40.00  10(33.3)
somewhat positive 1033.3)  15(50.0)  13(43.3) 6(20.0)
strongly positive 2(6.7) 2(6.7) 3(10.0) 5(16.7)
Score of stress for Cadever practice
Mean(SD) 1.97(1.02) 2.03(1.15) 2.17(1.949) 2.07(2.10)
p-value’ 0.01 0.83
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<Table 3> Emotional reactions to the experience of cadever practice.

Case Control
Attitude statement Pre-practice  Post-practice =~ p-  Pre-practice Post-practice  p-
Mean(SD) Mean(SD) value*  Mean(SD) Mean(SD) value
Modern advances in diagnostic techniques have decreased the need for necropsies 2.17(2.07) 1.95(2.10) 0.88 3.3400.72) 3.24(1.08) 0.63

In order to assess the quality of diagnoses and treatments, necropsies should be 2.50(0.63) 2.67(0.55) 0.31 2.74(0.87) 2.74(0.99) 1.00
routinely and systematically performed in every main hospital

I prefer to look at coloured and histological slides of diseases rather than attend — 3.94(0.83) 3.90(0.81) 0.86 3.57(0.90) 3.84(1.06) 0.31
necropsies

If it were possible, I will suggestion to avoid the necropsy of a relative of mine 3.40(0.82) 2.84(0.80) 0.01 3.20(1.04) 3.04(1.04) 0.44
I hope 1 never have to see a (another) necropsy 4.67(0.55) 4.47(0.69) 0.11 4.30(0.96) 4.57(0.57) 0.17
It is more painful to see a necropsy of a child than of an adult 2.64(0.77) 2.97(1.10) 0.02 2.90(1.13) 2.84(1.02) 0.73
The smell of the necropsy room is disgusting 2.3400.89) 3.2000.97) 0.001 2.57(1.05) 2.80(0.89) 0.15

I would be afraid that the body of a relative of mine would not be handled  2.67(1.03) 2.600.78) 0.71 2.87(1.05) 2.60(1.07) 0.16
respectfully during the necropsy

The necropsy reveals intimate aspects of a person who had life, feelings and  3.20(0.89) 3.24(0.78) 0.85 3.37(0.97) 3.57(0.98) 0.34
ambitions

The sight of the body during necropsy is horrifying to me 3.64(1.04) 3.44(1.11) 0.30 3.50(1.08) 3.84(0.80) 0.10

Even if it seems strange to scientists, I believe that the dead person may suffer 3.60(0.86) 3.77(0.78) 0.34 3.80(1.04) 3.77(1.05) 0.82
during the necropsy

I would rather attend the necropsy of an unknown person than of a patient of mine 1.97(0.93) 2.17(0.99) 0.33 2.37(0.93) 2.00(0.88) 0.01

Total 37.8(3.98) 38.4(4.84) 0.52 38.5(6.08) 38.8(5.53) 0.77
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<Table 4> Correlation of attitude status for pre and post Cadever practice among case subject.

Post Pre Ppst ' Pre 'Post
Pre stress stress attltqde attltqde attitude for | attitude for
reactions reactions the dead the dead
Pre stress 1
Post stress 532%* 1
Pre attitude reactions -.185 =137 1
Post attitude reactions -.013 -.082 .219 1
Pre attitude for the dead -.089 -.443* 615%** .244 1
Post attitude for the dead .109 -487%* 4917 .324 .861%** 1

wEn¢ 001, *+p<.01, *<.05

{Table 5> Correlation of attitude status for pre and post Cadever practice among control subject

Post Pre Ppst ' Pre 'Post
Pre stress stress attm_lde attltqde attitude for | attitude for
reactions | reactions the dead the dead
Pre stress 1
Post stress 242 1
Pre attitude reactions - 473 -.168 1
Post attitude reactions -.227 -.189 52T** 1
Pre attitude for the dead -.264 -.109 435% .166 1
Post attitude for the dead -.070 116 181 426 120 1

w5 001, **p<.01, *<.05
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Figure 1. Comparison of practice period and stress score, attitude reaction and attitude for
the dead in case and control group. (A, B, C) Case, (D, E, F) Control; Boxes indicate
25" 50%(solid line), and 75" percentiles, and whiskers indicate minimum and maximum
excluding outliers(circles; a few). Levels of stress score are significantly different among
groups with different practice period(p=.010).
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Figure 2. Scatter plots between stress score, attitude reactions and attitude for the deac
by pre and post cadever practice in case and control group. black circles for case and rec
triangles for control. Significant negative linear relationships between stress score and pre
attitude reactions were shown: beta(p—value) was —1.48(0.008) in control group
Significant negative linear relationships between stress score and post attitude reactions

were shown: beta(p—value) was —4.93(0.006) in case group.
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