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Purpose: This study was a descriptive correlation research designed to provide basic data on family nursing
interventions by examining burden, social support and quality of life for family caregivers of patients on
hemodialysis. Methods: Data were collected from 132 family caregivers of patients on hemodialysis and
analyzed using frequency analysis, correlation analysis, independent samples t-test method, one-way ANOVA
and post-hoc analysis of Scheffe, and multiple regression analysis. Results: Burden for family caregivers of
patients on hemodialysis was 3.03, social support, 4.77, and quality of life, 3.26. Burden showed a negative
correlation with social support (r=-.34, p <.001), and with quality of life (r=-.54, p <.001). There was a positive
correlation between social support and quality of life (r=.54, p <.001). Factors predicting quality of life for
family caregivers, were a significant and positive effect from social support (t=5.72, p <.001) and a negative
effect from family burden (t=-5.62, p <.001). Conclusion: Results of the study indicate that burden of these
family caregivers can be reduced by social support which plays an important role in improving quality of life.
A nursing intervention program which goes beyond simply caring for patients and includes assessment of family
burden and support for overall family caretaking needs to be developed.
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Table 1. General Characteristics of the Participants and Hemodialysis Patients

(V=264)

Characteristics ~Categories n (%) or MESD  Characteristics Categories n (%) or M*SD
Age <40 20 (15.2) Medical fee payer Patient 25(18.9)
(yr) 40~49 34 (25.8) Spouse 33 (25.0)
50~59 32 (24.2) Offspring 21 (15.9)
60~69 29 (21.9) Family group 43 (320
>0 17 (12.9) Others 10 (7.6)
53.38+£12.23 Length of caregiving <1 22 (16.7)
(yr) 1~4 39 (29.5)
Gender Male 49 (37.1) 5~10 33 (25.0)
Female 83 (629 =10 38 (288)
Relationship Parents 10 (7.6) Disease Yes 41 (31.1)
to patient Spouse 53 (40.1) No 91 (68.9)
ggiig?g 52 SZS;}) *Age of patient (yr) <40 10 (7.0)
Others 86.1) 40~49 7 (5.3)
50~59 20 (15.2)
Education Elementary 7 (5.3) 60~69 32 (24.2)
Middle school 21 (15.9) =70 63 (47.7)
High school 49 (37.1) 66.56+13.82
College 14 (10.6) *Gender of patient Male 54 (40.9)
University 34 (25.8) Female 78 (59 1)
Graduate school 7 (5.3)
*Period of <1 31 (23.5)
Marital status  Single 20 (15.2) hemodialysis 1~4 46 (34.9)
Married 103 (78.0) 5~9 30 (22.7)
Divorced/bereaved 9 (6.8) =10 25(18.9)
Religion Protestant christian 43 (32.6) *Family living with 0 7 (5.3)
Catholic christian 18 (13.6) patient 1 58 (43.9)
Buddhism 27 (20.4) 2~3 47 (35.6)
Others 6 (4.6) =4 20 (15.2)
None 38 (28.8) *Ambulation Yes 100 (75.8)
Occupation Unemployed 53 (40.1) No 32 (24.2)
Employee/public official 20 (15.2) *Occupation Yes 115 (87.1)
Commerce 7 (5.3) No 17 (12.9)
Specialized job 22 (16.7) ) .
Others 30 (22.7) *Types OfT chronic Hypertention 57 (43.2)
disease Diabetes mellitus 58 (43.9)
Income <100 25(18.9) Cardiovascular 57 (43.2)
(10,000 won/ 100~199 30 (22.7) Muscular skeletal 12 (9.1)
month) 200~299 30 (22.7) Nervous system 6 (4.5)
300~399 23(17.5) Cerebrovascular 6 (4.5)
=400 24 (18.2) Others 6 (4.5)
*hemodialysis patients; WLrnultiple check.
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Table 2. Burden, Social Support, Quality of Life Scale of the Participants (N=132)
Classification Categories Mean SD
Burden Economic 3.45 0.89

Dependent 3.27 0.77
Personality change 3.04 1.01
Social 3.01 1.15
Physical 293 1.02
Emotional 2.76 0.74
Total 3.03 0.76
Social support Conviction of the value 5.21 0.83
Intimacy and affection 481 1.07
Social integration 461 0.98
Acquisition of guidance 4.43 1.19
Total 4.77 0.85
Quality of life Physical health 3.41 0.64
Psychological health 3.31 0.63
Environment 3.24 0.63
Overall quality of life 3.23 0.91
Social relations 2.99 0.71
Overall health status 2.84 1.10
Total 3.26 0.54

o

< W7k 7oA Sast &S 5t
ot (5.77+1.33), A 4
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5 92 4431119011 Lo Al oA ofd A3k
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AR F 7 =4 Uebsd e ARl A E9 g9 4.01
£0.98% U] G5 AR Folght(5.23£1.43)7}
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Hohhe A8 (F=5.07, p=.001) $2}2}2] A (F=5.95,
P<.001), HFT(F=3.95, p=.002), A Y (F=2.53, p=
044), AAFE(F=3.71, p=.007), AH-F-TF(t=2.96, p=.004)
of whe} 2po] 7} QL 3l

AFE A A A= AH(F=3.21, p=.015), TA}eke] A (F=
8.53, p<.001), &8} (F=4.14, p=.002), AA 2 (F=2.83,
p=.027), BAAEN (F=3.15, p=.017)0] w}&} 2}o]7} QL 3ict,

o] Ao A (F=3.26, p=.014), x}e}e] A (F=
10.08, p<.001), &3+ (F=9.98, p<.001), @A 2] ¢} (F=
5.70, p<.001), ZAAFEI (F=9.36, p<.001), X H]|HEH(F=
3.44, p=.010), A} B 7|7HF=4.48, p=.005), AHFF
(t=-4.04, p<.001)°]| wka} Z}o]7} Qlglet. (Table 3).

5. FAEMIX|o| Y SM0f| W2 71X FEE, Al
X XIX|, 42| Ze| x|0|

BEZRL $Ak9] A% TR0l R 1=4.90, p<.001)°] o}

2 3ol 7} oA 7% 87l B2 7ol AFIH5

A9 71 Rk el skt
ko] A2 3121918 (F=5.50, p<.001), A 7} 42(F=
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Table 3. Difference of Burden, Social Support and Quality of Life according to General Characteristics of the Participants
and Hemodialysis Patients

(V=132)

o ) Burden Social Support Quality of Life
Characteristics ~ Categories
Mean SD F/t(p) Mean SD F/t(p) Mean SD F/t(p)
Age (yr) <40(a) 20 278 066 507 514 083 321 324 051 326
40~49(b) 34 265 0.57 (.001) 499 0.64 (.015) 346 044 (.014)
50~59(c) 32 324 063 Tcd>b 469 108 Tame 335 059 'b>de
60~69(d) 29 334 084 460 072 306 0.56
=70(e) 17 3.12 096 433 074 3.05 045
Relationship Parents(a) 10 380 0.2 5.95 385 0.72 8.53 265 039 1008
to patient Spouse(b) 53 320 081 (p<.001) 452 079 §p<.001) 3.08 0.48 (p<.001)
Offspring(c) 56 275 0.63 a,b>c 504 080 'ce,d>a 346 048 d,c>a
Siblings(d) 5 288 095 550 052  Tc>b 345 031 Tc>b
the others(e) 8 292 0061 519 0.46 364 054
Education Elementary(a) 7 330 1.0 3.95 452 095 414 264 039 9.98
Middle school(b) 21 362 074 (.002) 429 093 (.002) 283 050 (p<.001)
High school(c) 49 294 074 "b>ace 462 079 Te>b 325 038 Tcef>ab
College(d) 14 277 083 5.03 1.04 336 0.49
University(e) 34 288 061 5.08 0.65 353 0.56
Graduate school(f) 7 277 048 541 031 372 023
Occupation Unemployed(a) 53 318 082 253 451 0.85 2.83 3.08 0.56 5.70
Employee/ 20 264 045 (.044) 506 067  (.027) 339 036 (p<.001)
public official(b) Tesb,d "h>a d>ena
Commerce(c) 7 312 082 490 091 349 073
Specialized job(d) 22 282 077 511 091 363 049
etc.(e) 30 314 072 475 0.80 316 042
Income <100(a) 25 331 0.80 3.71 459 085 3.15 296 055 9.36
(10,000 won/ 100~199(b) 30 325 0.77 (.007) 4.65 0.70 (.017) 3.09 041 (p<.001)
month) 200~299(c) 30 292 077 Tab>d 451 111 Te>byc 317 054 Tde>ab,
300~399(d) 23 261 053 510 0.53 350  0.35 C
=400(e) 24 298 0.73 5.11 0.75 3.66 050
Medical fee Patient(a) 25 271 0.66 2.01 5.05 0.61 1.43 349 0061 3.44
payer Spouse(b) 33 319 079  (.097) 466 082 (228 321 043 (010
Offspring(c) 21 288 0.5 495 0.70 344 041 a,c>e
Family group(d) 43 310 0.78 4.66  0.90 314 052
etc.(e) 10 323 0.86 453 135 295 0.70
Length of <l(a) 22278 0.70 1.98 499 077 1.02 351 049 4.48
caregiving 1~4(b) 39 292 063 (.120) 484 071  (.385) 338 041  (.005)
(yr) 5~10(c) 33 310 0.66 462 097 312 055 a>d
=10(d) 38 322 095 470 092 3.10 0.59
Disease Yes 41 331 0.80 2.96 463 0.74 -1.28 299 049  -4.04
No 91 290 0.71 (.004) 483 0.89 (.204) 338 051 (p<.001)
*Age of patient <40(a) 10 3.61 0380 2.21 419 112 2.06 268 0.33 5.50
(yr) 40~49(b) 7 294 081 (.071) 452 086 (.089) 324 044 (p<.001)
50~59(c) 20 310 062 460 1.06 320 057  Te>a
60~69(d) 32 310 0.77 492  0.69 315 052
=70(e) 63 288 0.76 487 077 343 050
*Family living 0(a) 7 259 0.69 1.98 521 0.38 1.40 384 045 3.86
with patients 1(b) 58 292 086 (1.20) 462 092 (0.245) 330 057 (011)
2~3(c) 47 318 068 484 088 316 050 Ta>cd
=4(d) 20 313 059 486 0.63 316 0.39
*Ambulation Yes 100 286 073 -4.90 484 0.80 1.79 332 052 2.36
of patient No 32 356 0062 (p<.001) 454 097 (075 3.07 056  (.020)

*hemodialysis patients; | Scheffe test,
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HAUS MR} THE0| HE, ASIE XX Y Aol T

3.80, p=.011), AE 7} 0] 5 (t=2.36, p=.020)°] w}e} 2}
o7} Q= AL Uehon, 2t A7 o] - 704 o]
4343+ .50)%1 BAE EHE= 7FE0 4h9) Hol =4 U
E}stTh(Table 3).

6. EUSAEIX} 70| HEIE ALSHE KIK| X A0 2t

o 2

SEg, AR A4, se AL FAHOE s
BAL T, 49 DS R =54, p<.00) 3} A1)
A2 (=54, p<. 00D e 4=17]2 ekich, cht
Bezhol AL AFEH A A 7h & A 4e] ol
FU VA JEE HITh(Table 4).

7. SHEMIX} 71F| REA, AMEH XIXPL 42 Zof

Ofxf= St

HNEA B2} 75| Bt} AFS A 2|27 4F] A
of mX] = S ot 7| flal 7H59] et Akl A
A28 SYHSERE Hho] AE FHHULE 3k 133
A5 AAs .

4] A A= E ok 759 Bt A3 A 2] 7]
S Z3 3|7 B g2 F=48.99, p<.0012 F2J3}%ch,

FAH O AL A 225 FAISAS o, 7HEe] B
198 S7hH= 4] AL 0,400k uHE ZHA A 71 THB=
-.40, se=0.05, p<.001). 7}5-2] Fh-& SAISH o, A
3|4 22| =29 1949] F7h= 49 A5 0,409V
Z7M A A THB= 40, se=0.04, p<.001). E3] 4] 2 Hz}

opo] 4306 FhEe] Sekghak ASl A A]4]9] Wk o
A A o] 7}55lcH(Table 5).

o] AL 704 o]AFo] 47.7% (6378) & 7H4 Wt

£ 30570 vlSatlehs], Al Aol A
S RS} THS R R4S TR0 Bzl B &
Upebth20,25], S48 745 0] Reg .

o

j=
AL T wA Pk ge) Aol XAl £
v |

)

A 94k ol BONE AT 7HE-S thALo 2 9 Kim (3],

Kim [519] 9178 a3 B Ao ToA A2 Q) 5
e}

gfol /g 2 e A0 2 ekt B Q7 Aot o
A ssict. ol AAFEABAL] A% SR W 4 A

Table 4. Correlation among Burden, Social Support and Quality of Life

Burden Social support Quality of life
t(p) r(p) r(p)
Social support -34 (p<.001) -
Quality of life -.54 (p<.001) .54 (p<.001) -
Table 5. Predictive Factors Affecting the Quality of Life of the Participants

B SE B t P
(Constant) 30 2.89 9.60 p<.001
Burden -.40 .05 -.28 -5.62 p<.001
Social support 40 .04 .25 5.72 p<.001

F=48.99, p<.001, R’=43, adj R’=.42, Durbin-Watson=2.10
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