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Abstract

Aims: To understand the status quo and influencing factors of attitude towards hospice care among
undergraduate and junior college students. Methods: We selected 793 nursing students as our re-
search objects in one university in Qingdao from September 2022~0October 2022. Frommelt Atti-
tudes towards Care of the Dying Scale Form B (FATCOD-B), Death Attitude Profile Revised (DAP-R),
and Purpose in Life Test (PIL) were used for questionnaire investigation. Results: The total scores
of nursing students’ attitude towards hospice care, DAP and PIL were (95.00 + 13.72), (94.96 +
17.23) and (98.51 % 21.43) respectively. Univariate analysis showed that there was statistical sig-
nificance in the total scores of attitude towards hospice care among gender, education, talking
about death situation openly in family and whether learned knowledge related to hospice care (P
< 0.05). Correlation analysis found that the total scores of death attitude and its each dimension,
goals of life dimension related to hospice care attitude (P < 0.05). Multiple linear regression analysis
showed that gender, whether learned knowledge related hospice care, death avoidance, fear of
death, neutral acceptance, and approach acceptance are the influencing factors of attitude towards
hospice care (P < 0.05). Conclusion: The nursing students’ attitude towards hospice care was not
high, we should strengthen hospice care education and help nursing students to establish positive
attitude towards hospice care.
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Table 3. Total scores of FATCOD-B of nursing students with different characteristic (X s , 47)
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Table 4. Multiple linear regression analysis of related factors of hospice care attitude among nursing students (n = 793)

T4 FERTITIFSERXEZNS TEMEADH (0 =793)

AR HE B FRifE iR FrifE R4 t p
WA 37.123 3.908 9.499 0.000
5 1.892 0.924 0.057 2.047 0.041
R\ 2 T AR -1.791 0.813 -0.061 —-2.204 0.028
iRz 0.191 0.096 0.092 1.993 0.047
BeT b 0.574 0.150 0.157 3.823 0.000
LT RR 0.624 0.115 0.230 5.406 0.000
HREER 1.632 0.116 0.432 14.091 0.000

VE: R=0.656, R?=0.431, 5 R*=0.423, F=59.157, P<0.01.
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