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Abstract

The cancer notification rate was 90% or more in the special hospital, and a general hospital
came also to exceed half the number. It notifies the family in Japan before it says to the person
in question and it notifies a consultation or a person in question and a simultaneous family.
The purpose of this study is to clarify the discrepancy of recognition between a husband and a
wife regarding their belief system about a notification of diagnosis of cancer.

As a result, the notification to the family was passive though own notification was positive
with the married couple. Time that had passed while it was a few by 40 % of the wife since it
diagnosed it was hoped for at time when the husband attached the diagnosis at the time of the
notification. Only 27 couples (65.8%) were consistent in cases when a husband was
diagnosed with cancer. Also, 30 couples (73.1%) were so, in cases when a wife was
diagnosed. Only 21 couples (51.2%) were consistent with each other in cases of both
husband’s diagnosis and wife’s diagnosis.

The consistent group reported they had discussed about cancer-notification with the spouse
in the past; on the other hand, the inconsistent group reported they had not discussed in the
past nor they did know spouse’s expectation (p=0.03).
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