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(Table 1) Demographic statistics of subjects (N=187)

ltems Category n(%) Mean(SD)
10~20 year 6(3.2)
30~40 vyear 113(60.4)

Age 50~60 year 64(34.3) 46.7(9.98)
70~80 year 40 2.1)
Gender Female 157(84.0)
Male 30(16.0)
Christian 80(42.8)
Catholics 12( 6.4)
Religion Buddhism 31(16.6)
Others 201.1)
None 62(33.2)
No education 201.1)
Elementary 703.7)
Education Middle school 23(12.3)
High school 104(55.6)
College 51(27.3)
Married 171(91.4)
Marital status Single 14(7.5)
Separated 201.1)
Living with children 105(56.1)
Living arrangement Living with spouse 20(10.7)
Living alone 4(2.1)
Other 58(31.0)
Very rich 201.1)
rich 3(1.6)
Economic state Average 161(86.1)
Poor 16( 8.6)
Very poor 5(2.7)
) ) . Childern 79(42.2)
Z{Iﬂ::lonshlp with Daughter-in-law 95(50.8)
Spouse 13( 7.0)

ARe 1/3(33.2%, 629)°10Tt. w& =5
o] 55.6%(104%) 2 7 B%er, 4% Jee 7
o] o] 718(91.4%, 1719)°IA}. EAGEHE
et A AL 56.1%(105%) 2 718 Bgkon,
AR E 80%°1de] FiEolAt. w=Qlzkel A
= Hz=gl7} 50.8%(95%) & 7P Bsken, I v
& A7} 42.2%(7998), F-57F 7.0%(13%)

1o
0
o

&k
e ‘HEOtY I} 59.4%(111%) 2 78 29k,
WA F Fdshe ddRke 7.5%(14%)0]leH,

£ O 25.7%(48%)0l9%, $EE S
etk LD AL 42241992 A e A
Agta gdek. FHAN £FE e A FAAE 1
Fl 38 o4 sk 497t 19.3%(36%)= 71
Bteh AL Azeln e Ba delfde

7}
A= AHAE SA HE Holtkrh 62.6%(117%) =
A =)

O

(46¥%)eIntt. Ad=A7E At SHE e
61.0%(114%)ol%len, AFEA TRe <71

TA7Y 22.5%(427), 1 v a8P1Al 241 17.1%
(32%), <2474 A 12.8%(24%) 9]
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(Table 2) Health-related characteristics of HeHgde 358 (EFAA=0.54) 19t tl’dRle
subjects (N=187) Reizkel WEHAL 244 (EEAA=0.73)0] 2],
0,
ltem Coregony e srdelonn ZAA wugte] Bawdel 2.73%
Health Well 47(25.1) (FFEat=1.14) 22 7V} =8k, 1 vh32 AAA
peeraception Average 111(59.4) Hebrl 9 54 (FEEWA=0.84), p&@ Helzk 949
hod b (EERA=082), A8A RUY 239(EFW
Very poor 5(2.7) LA 04/, ooTmm 2
. Yes 14( 7.5) =0.85), Agld Bgzt 2.26(FFUA=0.91)9 &
Smoking
No 173(92.5) oz =gt
Drinking Yes 48(25.7)
No 139(74.3)
None 79(42.2) (Table 3) Elder image, self-efficacy, and
Once/week 31(16.6) burden (N=187)
Exercise two times/week 30(16.0) Mean(SD)/Iltem Mean(SD)
3-6 times/week 36(19.3) Elder image 3.86(14.40)
everyday 11(5.9) Self-efficacy 3.55( 0.54)
very salty 1(0.5) Burden 2.43( 0.73)
little salty 45(24.1) Time burden 2.42(0.82)
Eating habits  Average 117(62.6) Physical burden 2.54( 0.84)
a little salty 23(12.3) Social burden 2.39( 0.85)
No salty 1( 0.5) Emotional burden 2.26( 0.91)
Health Yes 114(61.0) Economic burden 2.73( 1.14)
problem No 73(39.0)
Heart problems 42(22.5) =
Endocrine 7(3.7) 3. CHatXtel Qetd EMof e olo|olX|,
Neurosystem 16( 8.5) AfotEsz W Fezt
Type Pulmonary 3(1.6)
Musculo 24(12.8) ) B
Gastrointestnal 32(17.1) tidzke] Qleh SAel whE teQlelmAl, Afoba
Sensory 6(3.2) S 9 FEe] Aolg BAS Ay, (B 4)¢F A
- . . Others 4( 21) 1‘4]/}}7\]-0 o‘iggﬂ}‘ }11?_0 U]Z]( :7.145’ p=.048), C‘)_:‘_
multiple choice G5} FE7Hr=.199, p=.006)3}e] FEBAL £
AL (E DI 2 A wQlolue BRY A9 F AERAY Aol ¥84E AEeug
FE 3.8 (EFEUA=14.40)01 e, Aolas7e] = BAED Al wRlonAE HE FPHez Q1%
(Table 4) Elder image, self-efficacy, and burden by general characteristics
Elder image Self-efficacy Burden
Iltem Category n I\(/Iseg>n t/F b l\(/ISeDa)n /F b I\(/Ise&n t/F b
Age -.145  .048* -.039 .593 .199 .006**
Female 157 4.3 1.419 161 60.2 -.254 800 54.7 2.339 .020%
Gender (15.22) (9.12) (16.24)
Male 30 1.4 60.7 47.2
(8.80) (9.79) (14.94)
Yes 125 3.4 606 .b4b 61.2 1.854 .065 b3.b .066 .956
Religion (14.29) (9.18) (15.39)
No 62 4.7 b8.6 b3.4
(14.70) (9.08) (17.94)
Middle 32 6.0 947 345 60.3 -.042 .967 4.9 620 .604
Education school (15.26) (9.08) (17.34)
Over high 1556 3.4 60.3 3.2
school (14.23) (9.26) (16.04)
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(Table 4) Elder image, self-efficacy, and burden by general characteristics(continued)

Elder image Self-efficacy Burden
o crese ey wF e NS wwE e NG v e
Yes 171 4.2 1.288 .199 60.3 -.198 .843 53.6 .204 .838
Spouse (14.66) (9.40) (16.25)
No 16 -0b 60.8 52.7
(10.59) (6.93) (16.55)
Children 105 3.6 247 863 59.6 673 .569 53.9 304 .822
(15.17) (9.87) (15.21)
Spouse 20 6.2 62.0 51.2
Living (15.69) (9.67) (14.51)
arrangement Alone 4 0.7 63.7 58.7
(10.53) (3.20) (21.36)
Other 58 3.7 60.9 53.2
(12.88) (8.01) (18.42)
Rich 5 1.2 128 880 65.0 6.098 .003** 40.2 5.997 .003**
(10.70) (4.52) (6.37)
Economic Average 161 4.0 61.0 52.6
state (14.87) (8.80) (16.16)
Poor 21 3.0 541 63.2
(11.63) (10.72) (14.23)
Children 79 2.7 b04 605 61.3 1.932 .148 516 1.337 .265
(12.66) (8.29) (16.17)
Relationship Daughter 95 4.4 59.1 54.5
-in-law (15.23) (9.56) (16.24)
Spouse 13 6.2 63.2 58.3
(18.42) (11.13) (16.07)
* pd.05 ** pC.01
(Table 5) Elder image, self-efficacy, and burden by health-related characteristics
Elder image Self-efficacy Burden
[tem Category n Mean Mean Mean
(sd) t/F P (sd) t/F P (sd) t/F P
Well b4 2.3 1.209 .301 60.5 490 614 48.6 3.774 .025*
(10.18) (10.00) (15.20)
Health Average 111 3.7 60.6 55.1
perception (15.41) (19.06) (16.05)
Poor 22 8.0 58.5 57.5
(17.56) ( 8.05) (17.59)
Yes 14 6.1 614 540 56.2 -1.736 .084 52.2 -.318 .751
Smoking (11.49) (8.20) (14.29)
No 173 3.6 60.7 53.6
(14.62) (9.22) (16.41)
Yes 48 1.2  -1.452 .148 60.6 273 785 51.6 -.950 .343
Drinking (10.29) (9.37) (16.28)
No 139 4.7 60.2 b4.2
(15.50) (9.18) (16.22)
Yes 108 4.1 363 724 60.2 -.15617 .880 53.9 419 675
Exercise (14.20) (9.32) (16.46)
No 79 3.4 60.4 52.9
(14.75) (9.10) (16.00)
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(Table 5) Elder image, self-efficacy, and burden by health-related characteristics(continued)

Elder image Self-efficacy Burden
[tem Category n Mean Mean Mean
(sd) t/F P (sd) t/F P (sd) t/F P
Salty 46 9.9 6.278 .002** 59.2 3.7856 .006** 57.7 2.041 .091
(17.84) ( 8.58) (15.60)
Eating Average 117 2.4 59.7 52.9
habit (10.83) (9.23) (16.36)
Never 24 -0.9 65.7 48.1
salty (18.86) (8.77) (15.39)
Yes 114 3.4 -.457 649 59.8 -.938 .349 52.1 -1.427 .155
Health (11.95) (9.01) (16.18)
problem No 73 4.5 61.1 55.6
(17.64) (9.52) (16.19)

*p.05 ** pdl01
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(Table 6) Correlation with elder image,
self-efficacy, and burden(N=187)

Elder image Self-efficacy Burden
r(p) r(p) r(p)
Elder image 1
Self-efficacy -.188(.010) 1
Burden .298(.000) -.328(.000) 1
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ABSTRACT

Elder Image, Self-Efficacy and Burden among Family Caregivers
Caring for Elders with Chronic Disease

Lim, Young Mi(Associate Professor, Yonsei University Wonju College of Medicine Department of Nursing)
Ko, Kwang Jae - Kim, Bora - Park, Son Young(Nursing Student, Yonsei University Wonju College of Medicine

Department of Nursing)

Purpose: The principal objective of this study was to identify correlations among elder
image, self-efficacy and burden among family caregivers caring for elders with chronic
disease. Methods: A total of 187 primary family caregivers caring for frail elders over 65
years of age participated in this study. The data were collected using the Elder Image Scale
(EIS), the Self-Efficacy Scale (SES), and the Burden Scale (BS). Correlational analysis was
utilized to determine the relationship between EIS, SES, and BS. Results: EIS scores and
SES scores were correlated at r=-.188(p=.010), indicating a significant negative relationship
between elder image and self-efficacy. SES scores were negatively correlated with the BS
scores (r=-.328, p=.000). EIS scores were correlated significantly with BS scores (r=.298,
p=.000). Conclusion: These findings support the assertion that perceptions of elders and

belief about caregivers themselves are associated with burden.

Key words : Self-efficacy, Burden, Family caregiver
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