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Relationship between Perceived Family Support and Quality of Life in
Hospitalized Patients with Terminal Cancer

Ju, Myoung Jean' -+ Sohn, Sue Kyung?

"Nurse, Department of Surgery, Kosin University, Gospel Hospital, Busan; #Professor, College of Nursing, Kosin University, Busan, Korea

Purpose: This study was to identify the relationship between perceived family support and quality of life in hospitalized
patient with terminal cancer. Method: Study subjects were 104 patients with terminal cancer who were hospitalized and
treated at K university hospital, in Busan. Perceived family support and quality of life were measured using the Kang’s
Revised Family Support Scale and Youn’s Quality of Life scale for terminal patients. Results: 1) The mean score of per-
ceived family support was 4.23+0.61. The mean score of quality of life was 5.83+1.37. 2) The perceived family support
was significantly different with primary care giver, food type, medical period after diagnosis. 3) The levels of quality of
life was significantly different by number of children, effect of religion on the one’ life, perceived state of disease and pain.
4) There was moderate positive correlation between perceived family support and quality of life. Conclusions: Increase in
perceived family support was associated with increase in quality of life in hospitalized patients with terminal cancer. It is
necessary that the development of nursing education program for family which help to support the patient with terminal
cancer for increasing the quality of life of patient with terminal cancer.
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oHah U122 AE R0 7125ttt Table 1. Characteristics of subjects (N=104)
Fre- Percent-
st +
3 o7 g2 Characteristics Class quency age Mean+SD
= = Sociodemographic
2151 1= =X

1) X2t IEAIX Z8=T Sex Male 60 577
B AT AL 2 7EHR) ME;L& Choi?7} 7} Female 4 423

uksl 712 2| 8 zx—]E Kan Yo wekst 117) & Age (yr) <40 7 6.7 5465£11.69
) A = gl . Ie 40-49 29 280
FOoR T 5 ARSIl on, = “éxé% X3 137 50-59 28 269
ATF 1HoIAIRE of gol TP 571K Likert 54 A o e

5 B = = B '

E2 Fol ?vlgtq A 145 H1 553714 A9 54 Marital status Married 85 817
3 A4l =242 7IERA] AE7F 2o AL outitt B o Divorce 7 6.7
Unmarried 6 58
Tl =72] AlZ =+ Cronbach's @=0.87201%tt. Bereavement 6 58
Number of Solitude 6 58
- family member 1 29 278

Alo| Xl =X

2) ol B EE=T living together 2 24 230
2 Aol Agat 4ol A A E4E Youn™o] ket 3 29 279
- . 24 16 154

n1-701-§].x A0 xl_f_i_& Z AT XZ:-]E 7_L‘:,'__ﬁL -

] el &) T & FUH ST 12 2 Childeren Have not 12 115
o& Fe0] 9t olF R AAFAE A 28 &3, A Have 92 885
A 219 37l B3 A13A 21 17 B og;g' 29 67) &3 Number of 23 39 4239

R children (n=92) 2 36 3912
L2 FA4Ho| glon, o] =79 PA WL 2 F3nit 0cf 1 17 1849
A 10717 Blog 7|28 22} 9of FAIStE 24 Foke o) Education level  llliterate 7 87
. N Elementary school 14 13.5
A7) s el Sl 39 1090 71, FelekA s 4 Vidde sehont - 20 192
S 00l 7V s2Aboll BAISHE S SgiTheE) 0-120), 4 2 dohschool 43 414
_ niversity .
8ro. oo g ghAslgth EASE ATl =848 Ak Alo] =
o skt HErs Aol = Employment  Employed 81 779
-2 olnjgltt B HZoA AR B3] AT E Cron— Housewife 16 154
bachs @=0,7430]3th Unemployed 7 6.7
Monthly income <100 35 337
(10,000 Won)  100-200 3 375
4. Xl 8 200-300 14 134
e o o >300 16 154
X F o o
THE A2F F417] 515) SPSS/WIN 12.0 22333 Religion Buddhism 44 423
o] &sle] HakA st oy Apg B4 HiH e ohea) 29kt Protestantism 30 288
- None 27 260
At A B4 Aot WES B BE HAR 71 Catholicism 3 29
) x]9k 4bel A o= 4G i), B, BA4EA, 252U Effect of religion ~ Much 33 429
_,'j_/d# AFzLo] A EAL 2 712207 A AF onone's life Alittle 27 3561
A2 BB dARe) A S4of 02 7HEAA) Yot 4 i A .
o] A A= t—test, ANOVA, Scheffes test= EA8FAL, 7t Primary caregiver Spouse 58 558
ZA|2) ot 4f2] A =9 A = Pearson's corrlela— gg;irting 22 2575-(7)
tion coefficients& HA5}Hict, None 7 67
Kinsfolk 4 3.8
Payment Spouse 50 4841
74
ﬁ'_rl EEI' Offspring 23 221
Patient 17 163
= Parent 8 7.7
1. CHARI M| EM Kinsfolk 5 48
ol A}3|8HA EAjol Adl Bl U7 57.7%2 oAb} Other 1 1.0
Private insurance  Yes 49 471
ottt Lol Hit 54.65+ 11,694 %L, 60-69471 28.8%2 No 55 509
A

T Wttt A Aele 7189 #0] 8LT%E T Wk & (Continued on the next page)



Table 1. (Continued from the previous page) Characteristics of

subjects (N 104)
Fre- Percent-
Characteristics Class quency  age Mean£SD
Types of diet General 67 64.4
Soft 19 18.3
NPO 14 135
Liguid 4 38
Related to Disease
Recognition of Yes 94 %04
diagnosis No 10 9.6
Diagnosis Stomach 31 29.8
Lung 19 18.3
Gynecology 12 115
Hematology 12 11.5
Colorectal 8 7.7
Pancreas 7 6.7
liver 6 58
Esophagus 6 58
Others 3 29
Medical period <3 24 23.1
after Dx (months) 3-6 13 125
6-12 24 23.1
2-24 20 19.2
>24 23 22.1
Weight change Decreased 77 740 -897+9.52
Increased 16 154
Unchanged 1 10.6
Perceived state of  Improved 55 529
disease Not changed 27 26.0
Aggravated 22 211
Pain Not experienced 37 356
Experienced 67 64.4
Severity of pain Severe 24 35.82
(n=67) Moderate 28 41.79
Mild 15 22.39
A 74 29 9 193 3ol 22t 27 9% 71 Eekew,

A4 3 o]4to] 42 39%E 71 WOkt B AT 1%
o] 41 A%E 7};4 UJ-O)—_’{I_ t_!}tﬂ A 5}%0] cil?ni%'] /:1 /} 77.9%
olitt, ¥ Bt 7H & 100-2007H nute] 37, 5% 7}
A WL, il B 42,3%5 7MY Wokth F30t e 4
S F7h 4ol vidE dEe BWE 42.9%%9 F Ay
A= v 9-247F 55.8%:2 71 wWeokn Agu] 3 Sal= s
xm 48.1%2 7V% UWL} A}E 7h o= 7oA ¢k
L7} 52.9%= 7S A 47.1% et gekt AAER=
H.M 64.4%5 7F% %%%Eh
A Al B0 R ATE S QAR 97t 90.4%% 2, 2
thES 2i9to} 29,8% 7HY Wokth WY AF ASHSk= 7
A7} 74%0) Q. om AEATE] o] 0]
52.9%= @okct B30l U= A7t 64,

FET 2 - UYH L7 B} XS JIER|RI9} 410 Mol £ 35

Table 2. Degree of perceived family support {N=104)
Variable Mean+SD Range Meanfltem=SD
Degree of perceived 46.53+6.81 29-55 4.23+0.61
family support
Table 3. Degree of quality of life (N=104)

Variable  Dimension Mean=SD  Range Mean/ltem=SD
Degree of 70.00+16.47 20-120 5.8341.37
quality of life
Spiritual 3387+7.89 1350 5.64+1.31
Psychological 166745652  3-30  5.56:+1.84
Social 7821229 0-10 7.99+4.57
Physical 799457 020 4.00x228

Table 4. Degree of perceived family support related characteris-
tics (N=104)

Characteristics ~ Class Mean+SD  torF p  Scheffe

Number of 1 4329+802 3374 0039 a<c
children 2 46.921+6.00
(n=92) >3 48.231+6.26
Major caregiver Spouse*  46.88+652 3.243 0015 a c>e
Parent® 47.25+4.56
Offspring:  47.85+6.85
Kinsfolk!  45.75+6.29
Patient 38.14+7.22
Diet Generala 4637647 4051 0.009' b<d
Softb 4321+£7.95
Liqudc  51.75+£5.19

NPOd 50.289+4.65

Medical period <3 4483+661 2705 0.035"

after diagnosis 3-6 48.15+6.99
(months) 6-12 49.33+4.46
12-24 47251650
>24 43.83+8.13

*0<0.05; 'p<0.01.

A= F10] 41.79%01 9 tHTable 1).

2. TRt Xj2iet 71EXIX| Mot 40 & He

Rt 224 7HEA] 2] Bes B 46,531 6,81 (=T
M9 11-55%)), Bt BAH4.23+0.618FH =M 1-58) 02 t}
2 A4 YelgehTable 2).

tjAkAbe) 4he] A A= WF 70.00+16.478(&EESY 0-
120%), BB 4 5,83+ L3THAFHZHY 0-1002 FUH A=
Z yehdt s19] AR 4ko] AS AR ALS A X2
BB 7.99£4,574, 94 ¢ HHHA 5.64+1.31%,
AE) A AL 556+1.847, AA 24F 2HE 4.00+2,28%
o} &0 2 VERITHTable 3).
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Table 5. Degree of quality of life related characteristics  (N=104)

Characteristics  Class MeantSD torF p Scheffe

Number of 12 6476+13.11 7.588 0.001" a, b<c
children o 64.44£18.00
{n=92) >3 77.59+14.81

Effect of religion Many® 784511766 6943 0.002" a>b, ¢
ontheone’'s  Alittle® 65.00+13.73

life (n=77) Rare® 65.50+13.03

Perceived state Improvementt 73.09+16.23 3.495 0.034* a>c

of disease Not change® 69.93+16.73
Aggravation®  62.36+14.85
Pain No 75241743 2472 0.015”

Yes 67.10£15.29

*0<0.05; 'p<0.01.

3. CHAXIS] A E4oll M2 Xjzist 7IEXIX] Hx

Aol Al A4 e A2et 715 A e A 4xF=
3.374 p=0.039), FUEAFTA (F=3.243, p=0.015), 2SR
(F=4.051, p=0.009), FHFIHF=2.705, p=0.035)l ==} &
oJgk zto] 7} Uit

Z, A 7t 3‘34 olAbel Fo] 19l e} A7t 7154
A Bert w5 e AFATE ueAil 9t Bl
ASET A48 7FEAA A=t A FA L Qs o

A dAjQl Frt} 2|24 71227 A7} =9cHTable 4),

4. hAXtel H| E4ofl ME 49 AT
TRk A EAJoll whE 4he] A A= APA4(F=7.588, p=
0.00D), Z17} 4ol vj X% 43KF=4.838, p=0.003), ALsh=
A AtEl(F=3.495, p=0.034), 5 FFt=2.472, p=0.015)]
w2t f9J%k 2po] 7} Qloi,
Z, A 7t 37 ol #ol 2, 132 &
A UeRal St Aol ol dge nlA
ORZF A AU, A WA 7] et St
=7 vepsdth Azehe Ayt SEEn
ofgteEtal S LR 449 A H L7} EtHTable 5
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5. CHARI X[2iet 7IEXIK] H=ot 40 & MEo| 24|

WA E A2bek 7HE5A) 202 472 A A=) Bl r=0.409
(p=0.0000% F7t A=) &% AL Ygsith, & =
7F AR N EAA et 2258 4 A ATt w2 Al
2 Uehgtt o9 A R A R G 2L r=0,478 (p=
0,000), A8} 2] A2 r=0,436 (p=0.000), A&7 YL r=
0.374 (p=0.000), A4 & AL r=-0.050 (p=0.612)E |}
ERdtHTable 6).

Table 6. Relationship between perceived family support and qu-
afity of life {N=104)

Degree of perceived family support

Variable Dimension
r p
Degree of 0.409 0.000*
quality of life Spilitual 0478 0.000*
Social 0436 0.000"
Psycology 0.374 0.000
Physical -0.050 0612
*0<0.001.
= 9
—_
719k B4E ALOZ 3 X2 AE AR\ o) 2o
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A, 271 A7} AT 7HE A7) 9] B 46.53+6.81
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SR, A A EAo] w2 XZet 18R] A A
2(F=3.374 p=0,039), 2 7HEAZA} (F=3.243, p=0.015), 4]
AEFF=4.051, p=0.009), tHTHF=2.705, p=0.035)°] w}
2bA] fLof3t Aol} Slgich. AREAE A A 47} 3% ol4F
Q) o] 1399 PR 2 A Bt ok, % 248
AZA7} SRt} g0l 97t Belel A9HTh A} EF
7h 3412 B9} dlel sk 2t
A b
AR, SRl A B4 mE 4] A Ak Apy S(F=
7.588, p=0.00D), Fm7} 4ol u]2li= F3KHF=4.838, p=0.003),
A Zyol= AYALE|(F=3.495, p=0.034), 55 +-71t=2.472, p=
0.015)ell w2} £oI3F Hol7h Gsict AL AF A AP 4
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