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G2 S71skAl ®tkBarusch & Spaid, 1989). A=l 2k
el ey 5 H3shs 7159 715E 1gsHl H7]% dti(Ahn, 2003).
wEkA 7PtE AR SxE feh B An ATt H
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<Table 1> Characteristic related to disease for the

<Table 3> Modified barthel index functions of the home

subject (N=120) care client
Variable Characteristic N(%) Variables Mean+SD
Disease Cerebral disease 74(61.7) Feeding 4.2443.01
Cancer 26(21.7) Bathing self 1.50+3.58
Other chronic disease 20(16.6) Personal hygiene 3.04+3.56
Duration of <1 16(13.3) Dressing 3.41+3.60
admission periods 1~ < 27(22.5) Bladder control 6.00+3.58
(week) 2~ <4 24(20.0) Bowel control 5.29+4.11
4~ Q@ 15(12.5) Toilet 1.83+3.88
8§~ 24 16(13.3) Bed, Chair/Transfer 2.08+3.23
24 < 22(18.4) Ambulation(50cm) 1.8743.16
Operation yes 53(44.2) Stair climbing 1.28+2.69
no 66(55.0) Total 3.05+2.45
Complication yes 62(51.7)
no 47(39.2) e —
Start point of <! 57(47.5) 75 FEE
home care service 1~ 4 37(30.8)
(week) 4~ <12 7( 5.8) TR 53 Rl Bt 3248 SEAREo] ARd
R o PERE 23 Qe Ao Uskith Reg A7t we @
Duration of a 23(19.2) 2 vhs @Al Bas T dvk176) gk vl Eb
home care service 1~ @3 22(18.3) ujZo] FA7e =7t 93)’0]310111 F2oo] 7P =2
(month) o jfz 1;5132 2Ee U= Aol Bash Algolriasoyolm, 1 ¢ v
12< 49(40:8) 7} 29l ko Sk AL opfAE 3 4 glrH4.45),
Home care 1/1week 29(24.2) U A s wiEe] ul AAE FRs] 7HA Es
service frequency 12week 66(55.0) 423y, ‘U= 819 Zelr) delEh4.22) 9] &ol )
1/4week 22(18.3
e os el A el WE K REEe AW, UEAT
Ash gApore] Aol wabd felst Aolv) itk B
B S8 2EV1S(1978)2 He Eoldlal WA o ERERE 307302 ek Fut 313
A E(2.507), QAE2.337), F%2.29%) 52 H| HEo oot =3 o m(p=0.01), EAkeke] BAZF w21
WA L T o|TTable 2>, B HEdel 34730%, oks, He 3.013RT FofsH
= (p=0.0007)th
<Table 2> Level of the home care client's health p3

al
Y SY) B ASREEe §9F Al bebd
o5 Aol7t glglor] FyFol Q= 4

Variable Mean+SD o £ oo 3314
Function of respiration 1.97+0.62 o7 o] 9= A9 3034 HT}b o8 =gro
Bladder, bowel function 2.25£0.68 85l e -2 : o frelst LMw‘ji(
Nutrition 2.29+0.64 p=0.02), 7815 AulA AF7I1zEEe] dAle] weME
Mental state 2.33+0.61 ot zpol7F QlTk e Alw 71kl 11E-30E
5r.noltio.nal status and adaptation ?Zgigjz njukel 700 Hrizlo] 353808 | oAkl Ao Xk
ital sign .83£0.
} al L:o]—
Active daily living 2.0740.59 3.08%1 Wt F-o)akAl 3E3ktHp=0.02)<Table 4>.
Total 2.18+0.36
75 E4e o M3
o AT SA5Y
DI ) TS 107] FEol 1008 THoE 1007 71 A4Ee i 30001901, 71 23w A 248
o VHeFE AT Ao ko AHTE R Fololth Bske] WAL M) wo AEALES
o] AL FY 10 FE T P 2 Aee A 3517802 AR, AT 2343 R} FolskAl =3tk
227](1.287) 3 HE(1.507) ©]3TTable 3>. (p=0.005)<Table 5>.
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<Table 4> The level of family burden according to the characteristics of the patients (N=120)
Characteristics N(%) Mean+SD Fort P
Gender Male 57( 47.5) 3.37+0.60 2.43 0.0168
Female 63( 52.5) 3.12+0.55
Age <49 20( 16.7) 3.15+0.62 0.47 0.7063
50-59 13( 10.8) 3.27+0.62
60-69 31( 25.8) 3.34+0.55
>70 55( 45.8) 3.21£0.59
Education None 21( 17.5) 3.31+0.61 0.10 0.9827
Elementary school 44( 36.7) 3.2240.51
Middle school 13( 10.8) 3.20+0.60
High school 26( 21.7) 3.25+0.64
>College 15( 12.5) 3.25+0.72
Religion None 26( 21.7) 3.09+0.38 2.37 0.0744
Christianity 42( 35.0) 3.22+0.59
Catholicism 24( 20.0) 3.50+0.59
Buddhism 28( 23.3) 3.19+0.68
Medical security Medical insurance 102( 86.0) 3.26+0.58 0.35 0.7062
Medicare insurance 14( 12.0) 3.224+0.49
Etc. 3( 2.0) 3.00+1.10
Household income None 11 9.2) 3.30+0.68 1.46 0.2206
(10,000 won) <100 26( 21.7) 3.33+0.42
100-200 38( 31.7) 3.36+0.60
200-300 20( 16.7) 3.07+0.61
>300 21( 17.5) 3.07+0.64
Medical care fee <100 78( 65.0) 3.17+0.55 2.95 0.0561
(10,000 won) 100-200 28( 23.3) 3.28+0.62
>200 13( 10.8) 3.59+0.62
Relation to patient Spouse 46( 38.3) 3.47+0.53a 6.08 0.0007
Son, daughter 40( 33.3) 3.01+0.51b
Law in daughter 28( 23.3) 3.13+0.58
Etc 5( 4.1) 3.59+0.88
Operation Yes 53( 44.2) 3.324+0.57 1.73 0.0862
No 66( 55.8) 3.1440.58
Complication Yes 62( 51.7) 3.31+0.54 2.34 0.0212
No 47( 39.2) 3.06+0.56
Start point of home <1 57( 47.5) 3.27+0.61 1.78 0.17
care service (week) 1~<4 37( 30.8) 3.10+0.60
>4 26( 21.6) 3.37+0.42
Duration of home care <1 23( 19.2) 3.1840.63 3.25 0.02
service (month) 1~<3 22( 18.3) 3.53+0.57a
3~<12 24( 20.0) 3.3240.46
12< 49( 40.8) 3.08+0.58b
Home care service 1/1week 29( 24.2) 3.13+0.49 0.94 0.39
frequency 12week 66( 55.0) 3.30+0.62
1/4week 23( 19.2) 3.1940.59
Total 120(100.0) 3.24+0.58

a,b: Scheffe's test (mean with the different letters are significantly different)
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<Table 5> The level of family functioning perceived by family care-givers according to the characteristics of the

patients (N=120)
" o Cohesion Adaptability
Characteristics N(%) Mean=+SD Fort P Mean=+SD For t P
Gender Male 63( 52.5) 3.07+0.77 0.46 0.648 2.40+0.49 1.64 0.10
Female 57( 47.5) 3.13+0.84 2.55+0.48
Age <49 20( 16.7) 3.15+0.58 0.26 0.856 2.47+0.49 0.12 0.94
50-59 13( 10.8) 2.96+0.82 2.56+0.57
60-69 31( 25.8) 3.04+0.77 2.48+0.45
>70 55( 45.8) 3.14+0.89 2.48+0.50
Education None 21( 17.5) 2.54+0.76a 3.36 0.012 2.48+0.62 0.84 0.50
Elementary school 44( 36.7) 3.25+0.81b 2.46+0.52
Middle school 13( 10.8) 3.16+0.83 2.30+0.31
High school 26( 21.7) 3.21£0.71 2.60+0.33
>College 15( 12.5) 3.22+0.77 2.51+£0.51
Religion None 26( 21.7) 3.10+0.74 0.06 0.978 2.40+£0.45 0.42 0.74
Christianity 42( 35.0) 3.12+0.79 2.54+0.45
Catholicism 24( 20.0) 3.04+0.84 2.47+0.53
Buddhism 28( 23.3) 3.13+0.88 2.50+0.54
Medical security Medical insurance 102( 85.7) 3.08+0.83 0.26 0.767 2.49+0.50 0.27 0.76
Medicare insurance 14( 11.7) 3.25+0.67 2.53+0.44
Etc. 3( 2.6) 3.13+0.75 2.30+0.43
Household income  None 11( 12.4) 3.02+0.90 1.64 0.169 2.19+0.29 1.49 0.21
(10,000 won) <100 26( 21.7) 2.87+0.55 2.51+0.45
100-200 38( 31.7) 3.00+0.85 2.59+0.54
200-300 20( 16.7) 3.39+0.71 2.43£0.53
>300 21( 17.5) 3.28+0.98 2.50£0.47
Medical care fee <100 78( 65.0) 3.18+0.81 1.80 0.171 2.46+0.47 2.96 0.05
(10,000 won) 100-200 28( 23.3) 3.08+0.71 2.66+0.57
>200 13( 10.8) 2.73+0.88 2.29+0.30
Relation to Spouse 46( 38.3) 3.02+0.71 451 0.005 2.43+0.48 1.73 0.16
patient Son, Daughter 40( 33.3) 3.03+0.87 2.61+0.47
Law in daughter 28( 23.3) 3.51+0.72a 2.48+0.51
Etc 5( 5.1) 2.34+0.92b 2.18+0.38
Total 120(100.0) 3.10+0.80 2.48+0.48
a,b: Scheffe's test(mean with the different letters are significantly different)
<Table 6> Correlation among family burden, health level, activities of daily living, cohesion and adaptability (N=120)
Health level Activities of daily living Cohesion Adaptability
Family burden -0.07 -0.22 -0.27 -0.03
(0.4441) (0.0142) (0.0023) (0.6669)
0.24 0.16 -0.02
Health level (0.0072) (0.0662) (p=0.7932)
Activities of daily living (0%;12) (00"21247)
Cohesion (090'3?5)
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Relation to the Burden and Function of Family Care-givers Caring
for Home Care Clients

Oh, Seung Eun" - Kim, Soon Lae?

1) Department of Nursing Family, Inha University Hospital, 2) Professor, College of Nursing, The Catholic University of Korea

Purpose: This thesis focuses on researching the burden of the Home Health Care that the Family Care-givers
have. Method: This study had been conducted for the duration of 3 consecutive months from January 2006 to
March 2006 and had investigated 120 person registered as the Home Health Care Clients to a University Hospital
located in Incheon City. The thesis adopted the ‘feeling of burden’ measuring method jointly developed by Seo,
Mi-Hye and Oh, Ga-Sil(1993), and FACES-III(Family Adaptability Cohesion Evaluation) developed by Olson(1985)
etc. translated by Kim, Yun-Hee(1989) as the measuring method for Family Function. Result: The overall Health
Status of the Home Health Care Clients was 2.18 point of average out of 3 point, where as 1.83 for Activities of
Daily living and 1.98 for Vital sign, which are below the average. In the mean time, the Competence for
Modified Barthel Index marked 30.88 point out of the full mark. The analyzed result of the burden that the
family members have was 3.43 point of average out of 5 point which shows that the interviewee feel that they
are considerable burden to their families. When it comes to ‘the Burden to the family members’ and ‘the Function
of the family’ according to the characteristics of the patient, the result shows statistically significant differences,
which are varied according to gender, the relationship between the care-givers and the patients. When it comes to
the Family Cohesion, the difference was examined as ‘statistically significant’ according to the Academic
background of the patients and the relationship between the patients and the interviewee.(p<0.05). The result also
suggests that there exists ‘Negative correlation’ among the level of patients' health status, the Family Cohesion and
the Family Burden. Conclusion: From the result of this study stated above, this thesis is strongly insisting that
there is an urgent need for us to develop a health care mediation program, which could eventually reduce the
burden of home health care that the patients' family have. At the same time, a follow-up research to prove the
effect of the program is imminent.

Key words : Family burden, Family function, Care—givers caring, Home care clients
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