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<Table 1>3} 79k},

<Table 1> Well-being of the primary family caregiver

with stroke (N=199)
‘Subscale of the well being MzS.D possible range
Anxiety 13.11£3.94 4~28
Depression 11.59+3.33 3~22
Positive well-being 8.39£2.47 3~18
Self control 9.75+1.81 3~18
Vitality 10.84£3.23 3~22
General well-being 6.94+2.63 2~16
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HEF 2219 o) F FENSAY hdzre 2
o] <Table 2>8} Zth HEF w919 B4 &

p=007)3} WEGE(=2.419, p=016)c] w&
M3 Aol FAZHCE Fosisinl AT R

l
>

549 =
Q19 EA3} F slEnaae hd7 o) AUAL <Table

3>3 Zo] x99 A”(=216, p=.002), YA LI;R Y
(=281, p=000) F 71E5243A8 bty AHCE &

<Table 2> The differences of the primary family
caregiver well-being to general characteristics

93 AA AABAE BT, v E(=-257, p=.000), &
o oG S(r=-201, p=.004), A FFTE(r=-261, p=.000),
FE(@=572, p=000)2 TAHOE {FAT FA FARAE

FAke] BA FAdE w87 E(t=-3.739, p=.000),
wozke) #AARH(t=2.670, p=008)°] W F 757
hgrel Apol7t H-9Jakt<Table 4>, 5 715334
TVES AL A% (r=-321, p=.000), FEH(r=-.623,
p=000)2 F 7}EeAS Bzt F-3Ql AHAAE BY
Th<Table 5>.

of the elderlies N=199 ]
_ _ ey R B4 FAAE ARUE3I07, pm00D), 307
variables categories well bein value .
: y ° F71 AR(t=-3.127, p=002)°] WE F 71E5HTAL hdFtol
Gender male 58.37x11.14 2 720%+ 007
female 63.18413.74 © . EAHoR §odt AolE HAa(Table 4 FF), wolz F
Paralysis  no ggggiggi 857 303 7R AR A BAL A@E=377, p=000)& A
yes 3212 ; AT AS B
Speaking o 632851175 o o FRUAZ EoricTable 5.
disability  ves 60.06£12.78 : F ETEAL hdgte] FEE wAE 209 diske
Education no , ) 2;12(8)4%;;;3 2.4]19%% 016 @AE oE §1’—T"]T%é'1]% /g/‘]t"j' @‘V’}‘, 71’%" & ogﬁol:_% k!
e A ' 28l F AENIAY Fuzos WA 388%S Al
s oz uehgt ggoRE ¥WET w9 $¢, F 7}
<Table 3> The correlations between primry family caregiver well-being and elderly characteristics (N=199)
Elderly , speaking . Iliness
characteristics age paralysis difficulty depression ADL severity
Caregiver 216%* - 257%* -201** -.573%* 281** -.26]**
wellbeing (.002) (.000) (.004) (.000) {.000) (.000)
** P< 01
<(Table 4> The differences of the primary family caregiver well-being to general characteristics of the caregivers
(N=199)
variables categories well being t p value
Education below elementary school 57.07+11.10 -3.739%% .000
over middle school 63.59£13.11
Relation Spouse 57.96+11.91 -2.670** .008
Other 62.71+12.84
Family income (won) Under2,000,000 58.37£12.25 -3.307** 001
Over 2,000,000 64.32+£12.48
Another caregivers Yes 61.20+13.24 814 416
No 59.69+11.57
Live with elderly Yes 59.08+12.61 -3.127%%* .002
No 65.76+10.99
** P01
{Table 5> The correlations between caregiver well-being and caregiver characteristics, situational variables (N=199)

Caregiver characteristics

Situational variables

quality of relationship between

age burden duration of caring elderly and GG
Caregiver -321%* -.623** -0t4 377%+*
wellbeing (.000) (.000) (.847) (.000)
** P<01
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{Table 6> Stepwise multiple regression: predictor of primary family caregiver wellbeing (N=199)
Variables R? cummulative R B F P
Caregiver burden 388 385 -.623 125.15 .000**
Caregiver burden + elderly depression 4385 479 -354 92.11 .000**
Caregiver burden + elderly depression + Caregiver age .503 496 -.143 65.83 000%*

# p<ol
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A Study on the Related Factors of the Wellbeing
of Family Caregivers in Elderly with Stroke

Park, Yeon Hwan" - Yu, Su Jeong? - Kim, Shin Mi? - Lee, Yun Jung®

1) College of Nursing, Seoul National University, 2) Department of Nursing, Woosuk University

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to identify the factors related to the wellbeing of the family caregivers
of the elderly with a stroke. Methods: The subjects of this study were 199 elderly treated in four oriental
hospitals in Korea, and their primary family caregivers. The data was collected by interviewsand a self reported
questionnaire, during the period from October, 2003 to April, 2004. Results: The results of this study were as
follows. The mean score of wellbeing of family caregivers was 60.6412.63. The factors related to wellbeing of
family caregivers were sex, age, education, depression, illness severity, ADL, paralysis, and speech disability in
elderly characteristics. Among family caregivers characteristics, education, relation, and burden were significantly
related. In situational variables, family income and the previous relationship between the elderly and family
caregivers were related to wellbeing. Stepwise multiple regression analysis revealed that the most powerful
predictor of wellbeing was the burden of family caregivers. A combination of the depression of elderly and age of
family caregivers accounted for 50.3% of the variance of wellbeing. Conclusions: On developing the nursing
intervention for improving wellbeing of family caregivers, many factors should be considered, especially caregiver
burden, and elderly depression.
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