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<Figure 1> Conceptual framework of study
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<Table 1>.

<Table 1> Summary of dramaturgical desexualization care during cervical cancer screening
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<Table 1> Summary of the process of dramaturgical desexualization during cervical cancer
screening(continued)

Scenes of the Front Skills of impression management
dramaturgy Setting Appearance Manner P g
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. ).
0
_ 0)
7 ; -
_ (
, , , , : )
8
: ( )
9
(Embarrassment 7, )
Measurement Scale, EMS), 10
1, 1, 4
29 2
7
82 3 24
‘ , 70% 29
? 29
(Cho & Chung, 9 , 13 ,
2002- a) , 4 - 4 , 3
) ) ) Cronbach's alpha = .96
53 .7 (‘1; ’ 100mm

357 -



) ’ 100mm
‘ ' omm 4
, Omm 100mm )
Propag 104 EL
4.
3)
1
Modigliani(1968)
(Embarrassability Scale, ES) 9
26 )
. " . ’
) "5
, 26 130 Henslin  Biggs(1971)
Cronbach's alpha .88 , )
(2002- b) .87 , .87 15 20

Kelly  Jones(1997) : ’
(Susceptibility to Embarrassment

Scale, SES) . (NHS, 2002; NWHIC, 2002)
25 - )
. - . "7
, 25
175
2
Cronbach's alpha .90
, (2002- b) 84 , 1
, Cronbach's alpha .85 . . 5
, 7 , 3
) 3 ) )
10
20

- 358 -



100mm

2002 9 23 9 27

15

SAS Programme

X 2-test  t-test

t- test

t-test

- 359 -



2003 12

, t-test t-test

<Table 2> Homogeneity test of general characteristics of subjects

. Exp. Cont. Total )
Variable N % N % N % X p

Age(yrs)
20 39 7 22.6 10 323 17 214
40 49 12 38.7 10 323 22 355 076 0686
5 64 12 38.7 11 354 23 371
Education
Elementary middle 8 258 17 548 25 40.3
High 13 419 8 258 21 339 543 0066
College and over 10 323 6 194 16 25.8
Spouse
Yes 25 80.6 23 742 48 774
No 6 194 8 258 14 226 037 0544
Job
Yes 6 194 8 258 14 226
No 25 80.6 23 742 48 774 037 0544
No. of pregnancy
0 3 10 323 9 290 19 30.7
4 6 17 548 16 516 I I

>17 4 129 6 194 10 16.1
No. of children

0 3 97 3 97 6 97
12 2 645 13 419 B omp 02 0164

>3 8 25.8 15 434 23 371
History of pelvic disease
Yes 8 2538 10 323 18 29.0
No 23 74.2 21 67.7 44 710 031 0576
Age at the time of first pap smear
<29 3 97 7 226 10 16.1
0 3 16 51.6 10 323 26 419 323 0.357
40 49 10 323 11 354 21 339
5 64 2 6.4 3 97 5 8.1
Frequency of pap smear preceding 3 years
1 12 387 6 194 18 29.0
2 6 194 8 258 e 282 0
>3 13 419 17 54.8 30 484

. Exp. Cont. Tota
Variable Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD t P

Embarrassability
Situational (ES) 81.0 12.7 86.5 130 167.5 25.7 169 0.097
Dispositional (SES) 1004 208 107.9 200 208.3 40,0 145 0151
Blood pressure(mmHg)
Systalic 120.8 16.3 1230 146 121.9 155 056 0.579
Diastolic 745 10.1 718 9.1 762 96 136 0.179
Pulse(Freq./min) 711 143 5.4 119 733 131 128 0.205

ES: Embarrassability Scale
SES; Susceptibility to Embarrassment Scale
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<Table 3> Embarrassment of the subjects after cervical cancer screening

Exp (N=31) Cont (N=31) t
Mean sD Mean sD P
100mm VAS 479 18.1 55.6 229 1.46 0.149
EMS
Cognitive- emotional 34 132 380 155 154 0.130
Non- verbal 424 17.2 51.2 20.6 1.83 0.073
Verbal 101 6.3 118 6.8 1.05 0.299
Physiological 9.0 4.6 12.0 6.1 218 0.033
Blood pressure(mmHg)
Systoalic 130.7 16.0 1341 206 0.73 0.468
Diastolic 80.8 125 80.9 106 0.01 0.991
Pulse rate(Freg./min) 729 12.2 720 116 -0.30 0.767
EMS: Embarrassment Measurement Scale
10.1, 118
9.0, 120
1. (t=2.18, p .05)<Table 3>.
4.
<Table 2>. ,
130.7, 1341
2.
80.8,
80.9
) 72.9,
, 720
47.9, 55.6 <Table 2>.
<Table 3>.
3.
324,
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424,

51.2

- 361 -



a=.05,
=0.50, power 1-p=.80

36

31

Hawthorne effect
5-10

(Kowalski & Brown, 1994; Kelly & Jones,
1997, Malby & Day, 2000)
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- Abstract -

Effect of Desexualization Care
Guided by Dramaturgical

Interaction on Women's
Embarrassment during Cervical
Cancer Screening*

Cho, Eun Jungd- Chung, Bok Yae?
Koo, Tae Bon3

Purpose: The am of this study was to
examine the effect of Desexualization Care
guided by dramaturgical interaction on women's
embarrassment during cervical cancer screening.
Method: This study was carried out in a
nonequivalent control group non- synchronized
post-test only design. 62 women who had
cervical cancer screening were conveniently
recruited from a university hospital health
promotion center. Embarrassment was measured
under four distinctive sub-dimensions by the
method of self-reported questionnaire and blood
pressure and pulse rates monitoring. The data
of control group had a conventional pap smear
were collected in advance and then those of
experimental group were gathered  after
completing data collection in the control group.
Women in experimental group were provided
with a newly developed cervical cancer screening
programme in  which interdisciplinary team
conducted dramaturgical interaction. Result:
There was no significant difference in the scores
of VAS between the two groups. The score of
physiological response of Embarrassment Measurement
Scale was significantly lower in experimental group
than in the control group (p .05, while no

* This study is a part of Ph. D. thesis of Kyungpook
National University submitted in 2003. and was
supported by 2002 Public Health Scholarship
Foundation, Yuhan Corp.

1) Research fellow, Institute of Nursing Science,
Kyungpook National University

2) Professor, Department of Nursing, Kyungpook National
University

3) Assistant Professor, Department of Obstetrics and
Gynecology, Department of Medicine, Kyungpook
National University
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significant difference was found in cognitive- emotional,
non-verbal and verbal behavioral responses between
the two groups. There was also no significant
difference in blood pressure and pulse rates between
the two groups during cervical screening.

Conclusion: Desexualization Care guided by

- 368 -

dramaturgical interaction during cervical screening was
found to have positive effect on physiological response
of women's embarrassment. Further research for
identifying other main variables which might have

influenced on women's embarrassment is needed.

Key words : Desexualization care,
Dramaturgical interaction,
Cervical cancer screening,

Embarrassment



