7|27tse3| x| M153 M3=, 2008H 8
J Korean Acad Fundam Nurs Vol.15 No.3, 307—311, August, 2008

22 R0l IS

olr

48 88 2

M = =% & ZhEdelA FERt o 9 g%
A o 5 RIAQ A AETE B
oilo| TWQA oflet AEAR QIS AAA EH, RS, v, A
A<l T Al dA 9FE vE F
Syt = wid 119 o]Ake] Aj2e oksialr) uhAy Q12 ™(Given et al., 2004; Nijboer et al., 1998) °]= FE70]
gt STpkEARl Y] Aste oF 2§ oF ko] 5 uoogt 2Edn, o8 4% Fo2 AYHth 53, ¢
ol AEstaL 9lont, 2006 7 a8l SRt 65,909'g°] e Uehs 7 & @AbE dAskd dEdes ash fuAl
2 Apgate] ARl 19 AlE A17]13 SlthKorea National APl 40}0% At A7 F RS AT Hol ER
Statistical Office, 2007). ©]¢} Zo] & WAES] T7hs} 2 = 71—;— TR o7|u, @AEel| 715 o]
G @ s e AESI AEVIT] PojAwA o gt} R} dHE S P T8 ALY
714 AE7h ed WAHE Rolr] gl dow 3ol 7}*0171 rqhoﬂ oF WS F UIESSA ookt
QIFH ZhY Feo] Fojubal Sith HEd thre] hebAbEol e = Zll8}7] 41-9-7(Shapiro, Perez, & Warden,
Vel k7| g dWela z7|Hde @ A 9Aks S 1998), 7}+°1 FeA; kool Adsfshd @At 1Ee B
A9 g AFshs ZAPAE sHgeixe] 7] sE ] z‘oﬂ 03%& H=THGiven et al, 2004). =, 715o] =27
R o, d7iSEte} o] ARRRIES A oR oF%t T e OHQFM o A% FAHYE TS AR
o] rzelA 7159 1% Fis S S Stk 5 A= ok gEakE ERE Aol a5l 9%
3l 2 A71ERl ARIEE AAE Y wEAA Jds E= *374 $ate] el AT WS wole
Agsta 7PelA Bista ezl et destnw @ T A k2 o R tHE S Hn, FAll 7HE
Ap B ohdeEl hSEel g olsfe} taFAe] AT 9 WA 7171 R Wske U 4 lthHam, 2004;

e AW B4 ¢ At BEAsa wo] Wk @
® ohet 7k 47149 AnE WA HW 4] we
4349 Anslg Adekis Mol 50 £Re Ao
2 o) wel SRS B Y W B RdHer A
S @4 (5ol A FANk BTk ek 9 aE TRk

rlo

H

Park & Hyun, 2000). Z&B= 3AH= 82} 8 ofe} 7}
% ol Fed B
HEEA] 7SS
ols} o] v}
]

v, 7150] sk

st 3kake] 1t A E

214
owﬂm FESI =]

Y

* o] =R 20060E FFONSa il SEdTHo) Age wob £ AT
\=}
»

111

2) At %8k} Fu(RAIA AL E-mail: ryusj@sangji.ac.kr)
Hed: 2008 89 8 44 Y_l 2008 8¢ 15 AAEFYU: 20089 8¢ 20

J|2t= 85X 15(3), 20084 8¥

301



285 9

of dwh} Z YA Uk wel AWAYE dTs 2 SliR= N

Al B=thShin & Kim, 2002). Wb 715714470 A5 2 o At TETEE AR Vel 9% Al Q]lE i
$o] Aoy kA TRl $AF BEL Ay o] HAE gt
e Aol dgdtiy w7/ dobd 1S R e Ed
I A 7ETIsE Azkst §7)1dEke] YeRdAl %E} ) 3019 Ho
YR ogiajolx] kAo M5 AFe] Yeire ekt
W oollEt 71F MA AAE fA, T £ ol oA « TEE 0 bgA 7S] AEt f9EA Vs s <
AAoln AFARl 1t FA FEAo] Fasitt o) 3 ujak, ZREAAILl 4%, A%, AES fAskeY s
A0 T QAL T1Fo] AYshs AEHA FEF 5 F GFo% 7 72 AR HoF, 7xF, TAA, IA
AAQ QL FAlB] gt 715 AAs Vo] w114 A AR, dHHA F9oz HY e 5EH
4 Q)= Q9l5o] FE oo} dh} OZ(Lee et al, 1999) Lee 5(2002)°] 39 A}5]H317
J-d 2wt SEvEtelA wtEE of I AR A4S R £ QR NS JE s =E olgstd
O] A 8 FHoE X5 Fol AYshes & A% AFE gt
37 olE %@W?Pl A A As & anE SYs A o TR - AR e ERa A AQls
TFEoIdth N1ES dgoR 3 FEE FE AEYA 8, Zhy Qe 7S eR B oM dxtel 7w AIRE
A, ks, A7, A5, Y2, e A 5 S ) Y SxE BRe VA YS ofnjeith
AR 13| 71Edo] ARk AlAA, A ARl B AL
e, AR 9 dEA #Aelel 23S Fi e, U OIEH™ J|&
71l digt AT TS ARE kst ARATH(Han,
2003)¢} Fe9) 757]5l gigk A (Park & Hyun, 2000) 2 Ao A= House?} George (George, 1980)% 7157t

gats 7H 7SS olEllEl]
Sl AAEA Ho] AEHIL O H(Friedmam, Bowden, &
Jones, 2003), FElUgtelME 715 LA Ay
=g & = 589 Ves
AAZ B 7175 3T
A (Han et al., 2006)7} ’\333 =
Qo) sl xzzA H—Or
th a4d 7 F ﬂ?‘}"] Hl*go 7]*L94 AA, AR, A
2 o] o] 7oAl FA WS vAH, 715 97
& AHE zdste] 7ESIAY 71 93-S FTHGrov,
Fossd, Sorebo, & Dahl, 2006; Han et al., 2006). 123 o]}
o] 71Eo] e 79k ERREE Al EAtelAl Ay

=i hw

x%oi x%

f
_\‘io

rr
o X

EE
i

N o
N 1o
ofr mx
(o]
:H =
2o of,
ol [ge=)

- 2o
> 2

-1m
I
>
ox
o

il

o gAte] A5l F44 FEFE vH F AS5S uHT
W|(Han et al, 2006), 4AE EXHE 7159 715750l 9

TS AL 291% seksks ATk ALk

b 2 AgelMs 9 71 Ve Ak B 9F
Lol gt ¥ esls o] WAE st sisik
A=A
- R TEERNS AL Ve ERlgith
- FEA Bl 7SN A b 540 e THETs S
gt
o BRI T AR VTS S vAE 298 &
302

A mEds BYel 2AN] JRAE Eni 71
7].}_7]h al 7 oﬂtf‘t_go o .ﬁLnﬂ o]-J_X]- /\J_O]-OﬂE]'(Flgure 1)
wEof lﬂ&ﬁ/ﬂ VAt

?%;x} 79 sl

o] AE gﬂ S H]——%——%

Rz
“spelgc
qe TSl T
MEgole], ols} Pe

2 49 4§

L ox
[» o ol oX oo K

o
¢
ry

S|

_l

o
N T
pv
o
10

N
N
4
)
w2

vul-m

¥
Hzlgmﬁm

iz,
nlr:o_h

ox

PO
o2
£

(o
offt
of\

r o) rlo F

o
i

i
fT op

N
u

Grov et al., 2006) K.il
Arow Pagel ui
5 AAEE AT AY A
|3l QlTHFerrell, Grant, Funk, Otis-Green,
1998). HEA7F AA S E7E v 5721
st7] olHErs 7 2 Rl «1
QP WOPIE R AMEEARS ] SrhEo] FRUE
Skl Ao 2 UEREOM(Given et al, 2004), ©l+= 7157
Lo 98kS wE Aocw Almdd A9l EFTALE
A9 Aol £ow B AEdne] Azjo] vtopu, Fit

T =1 '_IE

o]

& Garcia,
LS A

7 oA BB

r“ N d

_4

—{N

’

J|22t= 83X 15(3), 2008 8



10
@
Rl
J
0

2HSKIQ| J1E7|s el

Stressors

® Pain Intensity of cancer

patient
® Pain Interference of

cancer patient

Perceived stress

Situational variables

response .
—_— Farpll\,_v
Serariie Functioning
burden

® Previous quality of
relationship between
patient and caregiver

® Duration of caregiving

Figure 1. Theoretical framework of the study
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Table 1. Mean Scores for Stressors, Situational Variables, Caregiver Burden and Family Functioning (N=124)
Variables Mean (SD) Range
Stressors Patient's pain intensity Worst pain 5.18( 2.98) 0- 10

Least pain 1.35( 1.94) 0- 9
Average pain 3.02( 2.29) 0- 10
Pain right now 2.41( 2.66) 0- 10
Pain interference in Activities General work 4.26( 3.72) 0- 10
of Daily Living (ADL) Mood 5.06( 3.39) 0- 10
Walking 3.75( 3.79) 0- 10
Relationships 3.31( 3.44) 0- 10
Sleeping 3.24( 3.30) 0- 10
Subtotal 19.61(14.78) 0- 50
Performance status (ECOG-PS) 1.36( .98) 0- 4
Situational variables Quality of relation 3.82( .78) - 5
Duration as a caregiver 17.38(27.63) .50-180.0
Perceived stress response Caregiver burden 75.06(22.63) 29-143
Family functioning Affective bonding 21.98( 3.59) 10- 28
Role and responsibility 12.07( 2.09) 6- 16
Family norm 12.17( 3.44) 4- 42
Communication 9.13( 1.49) 5- 12
Financial resource 2.12( .83) - 4
External relationship 11.27( 2.59) 4- 16
Subtotal 68.73( 9.18) 48- 92
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Table 2. Family Functioning according to General Characteristics
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(N=124 dyad)

Variables Caiceaics Patient Family caregiver
n (%) M (SD) t or F o n (%) M (SD) t or F p
Gender Male 72(58.1)  67.78( 9.29) 39(3L.5)  69.33( 9.63)
Female 52(41.9)  70.06( 8.95) 1377 A71 85(68.5)  68.46( 9.02) A79 634
Education level No formal education 10( 8.1)  68.20( 9.64) 7( 5.6)  71.14( 8.61)
Elementary school 36(29.0)  66.89( 8.53) 21(16.9)  69.57( 8.80)
Middle school 20(16.1)  73.20(10.29)  2.426 .052 15(12.1)  71.80( 8.83) .894 470
High school 39(31.5)  66.97( 7.61) 38(30.6)  67.13( 9.16)
>College 19(15.3)  71.42(10.52) 43(34.7)  68.28( 9.61)
Perceived economic  High (above average) 3(24) 68.33( 4.04) 4(3.2)  67.00( 8.52)
status Middle (average) 66(53.2)  69.09( 8.10) .105 .900 74(59.7)  68.76( 7.86) .074 929
Low (below average) 55(44.4)  68.33(10.59) 46(37.1)  68.85(11.19)
Current occupation  Employed 30(24.2)  67.13( 8.20) 49(39.5)  67.39( 8.37)
Unemployed 81(65.3)  68.98( 9.46) .850 430 64(51.6)  69.16( 9.91)  1.420 246
Leave of absence 13(10.5) 71( 9.69) 11( 8.9) 72.28( 7.68)
Religion Believers 77(62.1)  70.25( 9.31) 85(68.5)  70.25( 9.54)
None 47(37.9)  66.26( 8.49) 2446 016 39(31.5)  65.44( 7.46) 3044 003
Marital status Married 100(80.6)  69.38( 9.61) 98(79.0)  69.04( 9.10)
Single 10( 8.1)  67.60( 7.50) 25(20.2)  67.64( 9.78)
Widowed 11( 8.9)  64.82( 6.59) 766 349 I .8) 66.00(0 ) 273 162
Divorced 3( 24)  66.00( 5.66) 0(0 )
Disease Lymphoma 34(27.4)  67.88( 8.39)
Stomach ca 21(16.9)  69.71( 9.40)
Lung ca 17(13.7)  69.59( 9.44)
Breast ca 15(12.1)  69.87(12.81) 278 .946
Multiple myeloma 12( 9.7)  66.58( 8.70)
Colon ca 6( 4.8)  70.17( 7.94)
Others 19(15.3)  68.42( 8.39)
Stage of disease Diagnostic stage 8( 6.5)  73.38( 9.81)
Active treatment stage 65(52.4)  67.46( 8.52) 1.914 152
Terminal stage S51(41.1)  69.63( 9.73)
Relationship between patients and family Relationship with Spouse 57(46.0)  69.49( 9.78)
caregivers patient Parents 11( 8.9)  70.36( 9.22) 513 674
Child 45(36.3)  67.76( 8.88) ' ’
Sister / Brother 11( 8.9)  67.19( 7.53)
Living with patient Yes 61(49.2)  69.02( 8.96) 336 737
No 63(50.8)  68.46( 9.46)
306 7|=2t5 55| x| 15(3), 2008 8



2UBIA} 7EEZIS RIS THEY|S HER2l

Table 3. Relationships among Stressors, Situational Variables, Caregiver Burden and Family Functioning

Family functioning

Variables
r (p)

Stressors Patient's pain intensity The worst pain -.058(.524)

The least pain -.167(.064)

Average pain -.122(.178)

Right now pain -.155(.085)

Pain interference in ADL -.149(.098)

Performance status (ECOG-PS) -.264(.003)

Situational variables Quality of relationship .422(.000)

Duration as a caregiver -.027(.767)

Perceived stress response Caregiver burden -.262(.003)

Table 4. Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Family Functioning
Variables B SE t P Cum. R* F (p)

Quality of relationship 207 .041 403 5.029 .000 218 26.454(.000)
Performance status -.093 .033 -.230 -2.869 .005 254 18.128(.000)

*Cum. R? = Cumulative R*
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Factors Influencing Family Functioning in Family Caregivers
of Patients with Cancer

Kim, Hyun Sook” - Yu, Su Jeong?

1) Associate Professor, Department of Elderly Health and Welfare, Chungju National University
2) Associate Professor, Department of Nursing, Sangji University

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to identify the factors related to the functioning of family caregivers of
patients with cancer. Method: Data were collected by questionnaires from 124 patient-family caregiver dyads at a
hospital in Seoul. Data collection was done between August, 2004 and January, 2005. Data were analyzed using
Pearson correlation coefficients and stepwise multiple regression. Results: The mean score for family functioning
was 68.73. Family functioning showed a significant negative correlation with burden of family caregiver and
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performance status of patients with cancer, and a significant positive correlation with previous relationship between
the patient with cancer and caregiver. The most powerful predictor of family functioning was the relationship
between the patient and caregiver. The relationship between the patient with cancer and caregiver, and performance
status of the patient accounted for 25.4% of the variance of family functioning. Conclusion: The results showed
that the relationship between patients with cancer and caregivers and performance status of patients with cancer
were significant factors influencing family functioning in family caregiver of patients with cancer.
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