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Factors Related to Family Caregivers’ Burden with the Community-Dwelling
Disabled Elderly under the Long-Term Care Insurance System

Eun-Jeong Han, Jung-Myun Lee, Jin-Hee Kwon, Seul-Bi Shin, Jung-Suk Lee

Institute for Health Insurance Policy Research, National Health Insurance Service, Seoul, Korea

Background: Informal care is increasingly recognized as placing a significant burden on the lives of family caregivers. The purpose of this
study is to investigate factors related to family caregivers’ burden with the community-dwelling disabled elderly under the long-term
care insurance system, using the Stress Process Model developed by Pearlin (1990).

Methods: Total 1,233 family caregivers with the disabled elderly, using the long-term care services in their home from May to June 2009,
completed questionnaires finally. The questionnaire of this study consists of a total of 32 questions, including 11 questions related to
background and context, 17 questions related to objective stressors, and 4 questions related to coping resourses. Family caregivers'bur-
den is measured by the Korean Revised Caregiving Appraisal Scale (K-RCAS, Cronbach’s alpha=0.86). To investigate factors related to
family caregivers'burden, multiple regression analysis was conducted.

Results: The average score of caregivers' burden was 22.0 (+6.12). In multiple regression analysis, there were statistically significant fac-
tors affecting on the family caregivers'burden, that are related to background and context (region, living status, education level, relation-
ship with beneficiary), objective stressors (duration of caregiving), coping resourses (caregiver’s health status).

Conclusion: This study found that family caregivers experience a considerable burden. The findings suggest that policies must be taken
to relieve family caregivers of their duties temporarily, and to support them with counselling and education.

Keywords: Family caregivers; Burden; Elderly; Long-term care insurance
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Background & context Objective stressors
(Beneficiary) (Beneficiary's dependence)
- Gender - Level of long-term care
-Age - Functional impairment
- Education level - Cognitive impairment
- Type of Insurance - Difficult behaviors
-Region — - Nursing aids — Caregiver's
- Living status - Rehabilitation impairment burden
- Diseases
(Caregiver)
- Gender (Caregiving demand)
-Age - Duration of caregiving
- Education level - Cost payment
- Economic activity
- Relationship with beneficiary N Coping resources .
- Caregiver's health status
- Type of long-term care benefits
- Combination of long-term care benefits
- Number of long-term benefits
Figure 1. A conceptual model of caregiver’s burden in this study.
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Table 1. Distribution of responses on caregiver’s feelings about caring for the elderly

[tems Mean+SD Disagree a lot Disagree a little  Neither agree nor disagree ~ Agree a little Agree a lot
Total scale 22.00+6.12
Your health has suffered because of 3.38+1.08 45(3.6) 248(20.1) 325(26.4) 429(34.8) 186(15.1)
the care you must give elder
Because of the time you spend with elder, 340+1.02 39(32) 197 (16.0) 410(333) 410(33.3) 177(14.4)
you don't have enough time
Your social life has suffered because you 3.13+1.06 56 (4.5) 293(23.8) 479(38.8) 246 (20.0) 159(12.9)
are caring for elder
You feel tired as a result of caring for elder 347+1.01 38(3.1) 164(13.3) 410(33.3) 421(34.7) 200(16.2)
You are unable to care for elder much longer 3.08+1.09 82(6.7) 318(25.8) 374(30.3) 340(27.6) 119(97)
You feel isolated and alone as a result of 2.85+1.09 117(9.5) 393(31.9) 383(31.1) 244.(19.8) 96(7.8)
caring for elder
You have lost control of your life because of 271+1.10 157 (12.7) 436(35.4) 328(26.6) 236(19.1) 76(6.2)
caring for elder
Values are presented as mean + standard deviation (SD) or number (%).
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Table 2. Distribution of the covariate effects and burden by stress process model

Variable Total Burden
Total 1,233 (50.0) 228+6.12
Background and context
Socio-demographic characteristics of beneficiaries
Gender Male 416 (33.7) 226+6.0
Female 817(66.3) 217462
Age (yr) <65 94(7.6) 234+6.3
65-74 301(24.4) 231462
75-84 513(41.6) 216+6.0
>85 325(26.4) 212459
Mean+SD 784+95
Education level <High school 1,089(88.3) 22.1+6.1
High school 121(9.8) 21.3+6.0
>College 23(1.9) 236+6.7
Type of Insurance NHIS insurer 1,062 (86.1) 220+6.2
Medical aid type 2 15(1.2) 219+50
Medical aid type 1 156 (12.7) 222+59
Region Metropolitan (Seoul) 200(16.2) 17045
Urban 323(26.2) 212453
Rural 710(57.6) 238+6.0
Living status Living with caregiver 1,079(87.5) 22.3+6.1
Alone 154(12.5) 19757
Socio-demographic characteristics of caregivers
Gender Male 412(334) 216463
Female 821(66.6) 222+6.0
Age (yr) <45 200(16.2) 205+6.0
4564 648 (52.6) 216+62
65-74 215(17.4) 235+63
>75 170(13.8) 235+53
Mean+SD 577+134
Education level <Middle school 478(38.8) 237459
High school 571(46.3) 214459
>College 184(14.9) 19.6+6.1
Economic activity Yes 526 (42.7) 209+6.2
No 707 (57.3) 228+59
Relationship with beneficiary Husband/wife 404(32.8) 242+57
Son 238(19.3) 19.9+6.0
Daughter-in-law 258(20.9) 222+6.0
Daughter/son-in-law 263(21.3) 206+6.0
Other 70(5.7) 209+6.0
Objective stressors
Beneficiary's dependence
Level of long-term care 1 grade 212(17.2) 224+58
2 grade 265(21.5) 217463
3grade 756 (61.3) 22062
Functional impairment (activity of daily living count) <b 873(70.8) 218462
6-13 360(29.2) 224+59
Mean+SD 39+38
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Table 2. Continued
Variable Total Burden

Cognitive impairment <7 842 (68.3) 219463
7-10 391(31.7) 222+58
Mean+SD 52+25

Difficult behaviors <3 897(72.7) 22.1+6.1
3-16 336(27.3) 217462
Mean+SD 18+25

Nursing aids 0 1,090 (88.4) 22.0+6.1
1-10 143(11.6) 22.3+6.1
Mean+SD 0.1+£05

Rehabilitation impairment <2 878(71.2) 219+6.2
2-10 355(28.8) 22.3+6.0
Mean+SD 1117

Diseases (multiple responses) Dementia: yes (no) 420(34.1) 222+63(219+6.1)
Stroke: yes (no) 493(40.0) 22.7+6.2(21.6+6.0)
Hypertension: yes (no) 626 (50.8) 21.8+6.3(222+6.0)
Diabetes: yes (no) 287 (23.3) 216+6.3(22.1+6.1)
Arthritis: yes (no) 369(29.9) 21.7+59(221+6.2)
Backache: yes (no) 293(23.8) 22.0+6.0(220+6.2)
Osteoporosis: yes (no) 121(9.8) 219+6.0(220+6.1)
Fracture: yes (no) 182(14.8) 212+57(221+62)
Cancer: yes (no) 37(3.0) 229+6.0(220+6.1)

Caregiving demands

Duration of caregiving <lyr 74(6.0) 196+57
Tyr<, <byr 646 (52.4) 214+6.2
Syr<, <10yr 287(233) 231+6.0
>10yr 226(18.3) 230+57

Cost payment VYes 789(64.0) 21.8+6.2
No 444(36.0) 224+59

Coping resources

Caregiver's health status Healthy 606 (49.1) 20.7+6.2
Moderate 200(16.2) 220+58
Unhealthy 427 (34.6) 238+5.7

Type of long-term care benefits (multiple response) Home-visiting care 1,091 (88.5) 22.1+6.1(216+6.2)
Home-visiting bathing 236(19.1) 218+55(22.0+6.3)
Home-visiting nursing 19(1.5) 21.7+50(22.0+6.1)
Day & night care 84(6.8) 22.0+6.6(220+6.1)
Short-term respite care 32(2.6) 205+6.2(22.0+6.1)
\Welfare equipment 139(11.3) 215+6.0(22.1+6.1)

Combination of long-term care benefits Home-visiting care+other 213(17.3) 219+56
Other 1,020(82.7) 22.0+6.2

No. of long-term care benefits 1 924(74.9) 221+6.2
2 259(21.0) 216+6.1
>3 50(4.1) 220+4.7

Values are presented as mean + standard deviation or number (%).
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Table 3. Simple regression analysis

Variable B pvalue
Background and context
Socio-demographic characteristics of beneficiaries
Gender Male Reference
Female* -0.886 0.016
Age (yr) <B5** 2192 0.002
65-74%** 1.882 0.000
7584 0.339 0431
>85 Reference
Education level <High school -1515 0.241
High school -2.301 0.09
>College Reference
Type of insurance National Health Insurance Service Reference
Medical aid type 2 -0.038 0.981
Medical aid type 1 0.240 0.648
Region Metropolitan (Seoul) Reference
Urban*** 4.245 <0.001
Rural*** 6.798 <0.001
Living status Living with caregiver** 2.651 <0.001
Alone Reference
Socio-demographic characteristics of caregivers
Gender Male Reference
Female 0.535 0.148
Age (yr) <45 Reference
45-64* 1.101 0.024
65-74%** 3.056 <0.001
>75%** 3.082 <0.001
Education level <Middle school*** 4.090 <0.001
High school*** 1.802 <0.001
> College Reference
Economic activity Yes Reference
No*** 1.966 <0.001
Relationship with beneficiary Husband/wife*** 3572 <0.001
Son 0.704 0.182
Daughter-in-law™* 1.605 0.002
Daughter/son-in-law Reference
Other 0.270 0.734
Objective stressors
Beneficiary's dependence
Level of long-term care 1 grade 0375 0431
2 grade 0324 0.460
3grade Reference
Functional impairment (activity of daily living count) <6 Reference
6-13 0614 0.110
Cognitive impairment <7 Reference
7-10 0.237 0527
Difficult behaviors <3 Reference
3-16 -0.460 0.240
Nursing aids 0 Reference
1-10 0.354 0516
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Table 3. Simple regression analysis

#7192, 1919] FEEF R 0] BopREzk ol 02l -

Variable B pvalue
Rehabilitation impairment <2 Reference
2-10 0.465 0.228
Diseases (multiple responses) Dementia: yes (no) 0.294 0.425
Stroke: yes (no) 1.089 0.002
Hypertension: yes (no) 0315 0.367
Diabetes: yes (no) 051 0.216
Arthritis: yes (no) 0377 0.322
Backache: yes (no) 0029 0.944
Osteoporosis: yes (no) 0121 0.837
Fracture: yes (no) 0930 0.059
Cancer: yes (no) 0.890 0.384
Caregiving demands
Duration of caregiving <Tyr Reference
Tyr<, <5yr* 1.895 0.011
Syr<, <10yr*** 3526 <0.001
> 10 yr** 3459 <0.001
Cost payment Yes -0.554 0.128
No Reference
Coping resources
Caregiver's health status Healthy Reference
Moderate™* 1.294 0.008
Unhealthy™** 3.063 <0.001
Type of long-term care benefits (multiple response) Home-visiting care vs. other (reference) 0.487 0373
Home-visiting bathing vs. other (reference) 0212 0.633
Home-visiting nursing vs. other (reference) 0322 0.820
Day & night care vs. other (reference) -0.027 0.969
Short-term respite care vs. other (reference) -1574 0.152
Welfare equipment vs. other (reference) -0.561 0.309
Combination of long-term care benefits Home-visiting care+ather Reference
Other 0.155 0.737
No. of long-term care benefits 1 0.148 0.868
2 -0.331 0.727
>3 Reference

*p<0.05. **p<0.01. ***p<0.001.
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Table 4. Multi regression analysis

Model 1 (backgrounds)

Model 2 (backgrounds+stressors)

Model 3 (backgrounds+stressors+resources)

Variable
B pvalue B pvalue B pvalue
Constant 13.096 <0.001 12.057 <0.001 12.053 <0.001
Background and context
Socio-demographic characteristics of
beneficiaries
Gender Male Reference Reference Reference
Female 0.530 0.140 0.495 0172 0.500 0.167
Age (yr) <65 0.926 0.168 0.870 0.207 1.064 0.125
65-74 0.449 0.339 0.431 0.371 0.556 0.250
7584 -0.405 0.298 0413 0.290 -0.348 0.373
>85 Reference Reference Reference
Region Metropolitan (Seoul) Reference Reference Reference
Urban 4.315%** <0.001 4.115%** <0.001 4.031%* <0.001
Rural 6.738*** <0.001 6.582*** <0.001 6.492*** <0.001
Living status Beneficiaries living 1.470%* 0.003 1.488** 0.002 1.499%* 0.002
with others
Alone Reference Reference Reference
Socio-demographic characteristics of
caregivers
Education level <Middle school 1.541%* 0.003 1.486%* 0.005 1.269%* 0.016
High school 1.222%* 0.008 1.157% 0.012 1.076 0.020
> College Reference Reference Reference
Economic activity Yes Reference Reference Reference
No 0.696* 0.045 0.680 0.050 0.424 0.242
Relationship with beneficiary Husband/wife 2.170%** <0.001 2.094%** <0.001 1677+ 0.004
Son -1.020* 0.036 -1.072* 0.028 -1.138* 0.019
Daughter-in-law 0.972* 0.042 0.940 0.050 0.928 0.053
Daughter/son-in-law  Reference Reference Reference
Other 05% 0.420 -0.654 0.376 0719 0.330
Objective stressors
Beneficiary's dependence
Diseases Stroke: yes (no) 0.019 0.955 0.040 0.905
Caregiving demands
Duration of caregiving <lyr Reference Reference
Tyr<, <byr 1273 0.053 1.208 0.066
Syr<, <10yr 1.689* 0.017 1.669% 0.018
>10yr 1.303 0.074 1.285 0.078
Coping resources
Caregiver's health status Healthy Reference
Moderate 0.495 0.268
Unhealthy 1.069* 0.012
R? 0.2571 0.2606 0.2644
Adjusted R2 0.2485 0.2496 0.2523
*p<0.05. **p<0.01. **p<0.001
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