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A Prediction Model for Unmet Needs of Elders with Dementia and Caregiving Experiences of
Family Caregivers

Choi, Sora' - Park, Myonghwa?

"Department of Nursing, Chungbuk Health & Science University, Cheongju
“College of Nursing, Chungnam National University, Daejeon, Korea

Purpose: The purposes of this study were to develop and test a prediction model for caregiving experiences including caregiving satisfaction
and burden in dementia family caregivers, Methods: The stress process model and a two factor model were used as the conceptual frame-
works, Secondary data analysis was done with 320 family caregivers who were selected from the Seoul Dementia Management Survey (2014)
data set. In the hypothesis model, the exogenous variable was patient symptomatology which included cognitive impairment, behavioral prob-
lems, dependency in activity of daily living and in instrumental activity of daily living. Endogenous variables were caregiver's perception of de-
mentia patient’s unmet needs, caregiving satisfaction and caregiving burden, Data were analysed using SPSS/WINdows and AMOS program.,
Results: Caregiving burden was explained by patient symptomatology and caregiving satisfaction indicating significant direct effects and signifi-
cant indirect effect from unmet needs, The proposed model explained 37.8% of the variance, Caregiving satisfaction was explained by patient
symptomatology and unmet needs. Mediating effect of unmet needs was significant in the relationship between patient symptomatology and
caregiving satisfaction, Conclusion: Results indicate that interventions focusing on relieving caregiving burden and enhancing caregiver satis-
faction should be provided to caregivers with high levels of dementia patients’ unmet needs and low level of caregiving satisfaction,
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the study.
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Table 1. General and Care-related Characteristics of Patients and Family Caregivers

(N=320)

Variables Characteristics Categories n (%) orM+SD
Family Age (yr)* 63.74+12.55
caregiver <55 87 (27.6)
55~64 78 (24.8)
65~74 71(22.5)
> 74 79 (25.1)
Gender Male 105 (32.8)
Female 215 (67.2)
Education (yr)* No formal education 37 (11.7)
1~6 66 (20.8)
7~12 129 (40.7)
>12 85 (26.8)
Relationship with patient” Spouse 134 (42.0)
Daughter 81 (25.4)
Son 48 (15.1)
Daughter-in-law 45 (14.1)
Others 11 (3.4)
Duration of caregiving (yr)* <3 152 (50.0)
3~5 112 (36.8)
6~10 31(10.2)
>10 9(3.0)
Hours of caregiving per day” <9 160 (52.6)
9~16 120 (39.5)
>16 24(7.9)
Co-residence* Yes 268 (84.3)
No 50 (15.7)
Secondary caregiver* Yes 142 (45.2)
No 172 (54.8)
Perceived health status Good 69 (22.0)
Fair 126 (40.3)
Poor 118 (37.7)
Patient Age (yr) 79.98+7.46
65~74 77 (24.1)
75~84 146 (45.6)
> 84 97 (30.3)
Gender Male 116 (36.2)
Female 204 (63.8)
Number of diseases” 1 44 (15.0)
2 85 (29.0)
>3 164 (56.0)
Type of dementia* Alzheimer 172 (60.8)
Vascular 50 (17.7)
Mixed 16 (5.6)
Other 45 (15.9)
*Missing data were excluded.
2] e eigto] 8 oby, BARVAVE 1 ofeh, BAMWA 9 W4T glol tE RS Ak ggict
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Observed Variables (N=320)
Variables Categories Range M=+ SD Skewness Kurtosis
Patient symptomatology Cognitive impairment 0~12 6.87+3.30 -0.11 -0.92

Behavioral problems 0~16 3.20£3.20 1.32 1.72
ADL dependency 0~27 9.35+9.18 0.67 -0.92
IADL dependency 0~21 14.69+6.87 -0.81 -0.71
Unmet needs 0~20 5.13+4.18 0.96 0.75
Environmental needs 0 1.47+1.40 0.81 -0.13
Physical needs 0 1.26+£1.39 1.06 0.45
Psychological needs 0 1.15+1.29 1.44 1.98
Social needs 0 1.25+1.22 0.67 -0.53
Caregiving satisfaction 0~39 21.35+£8.55 -0.10 -0.59
Purpose 0~18 8.51+4.23 0.15 -0.72
Pleasure 0 5.48+2.09 -0.54 -0.36
Appreciation 0 427+2.07 0.12 -0.76
Reverse 0 3.08+1.64 0.04 -0.83
Caregiving burden 8 42.37+20.16 -0.08 -0.52
Personal burden 8 22.84+10.72 -0.04 -0.35
Role burden 4 11.41+6.75 -0.07 -0.94

ADL=Activity of daily living; IADL=Instrumental activity of daily living.

(r=.32, p<.001), AIA|(r=.33~.36, p<.001), A2|(r=.34~.38,
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P8 2H5=% (Average Variance Extracted [AVE])S 51~ 852
.5 o1, 7d4lZ]=(Composite Construct Reliability [CCR])+
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Table 3. Factor Loading of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (N=320)
Variables Categories B CR (p) CCR AVE
Patient Cognitive impairment 83 .89 68
symptomatology Behavioral problems 48 8.51(<.001)
ADL dependency .80 15.87 (<.001)
IADL dependency .85 17.29 (<.001)
Unmet needs Environmental needs 72 81 51
Physical needs 79 12.27 (<.001)
Psychological needs .65 10.40 (<.001)
Social needs .58 9.29 (<.001)
Caregiving Purpose 75 .96 .85
satisfaction Pleasure 87 15.10 (<.001)
Appreciation 86 14.99 (<.001)
Reverse 58 10.03 (<.001)
Caregiving burden Personal burden .85 .89 .80
Role burden 93 13.83 (<.001)

p=Standardized coefficients; CR=Critical ratio; CCR=Composite construct reliability; AVE=Average variance extracted; ADL=Activity of daily living; IADL=Instrumental

activity of daily living.

Table 4. Standardized Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects for the Final Model

Direct Indirect Total
Endogenous variables Exogenous variables B CR (p) SMC effect effect effect
B () B () B )
Unmet needs Patient symptomatology 79 10.32 (<.001) .63 .79 (.004) .79 (.004)
Caregiving satisfaction Patient symptomatology 52 4.25(<.001) Al .52 (.004) -.39 (.004) .13 (.029)
Unmet needs -49 -3.99 (<.001) -.49 (.004) -.49 (.004)
Caregiving burden Patient symptomatology .64 5.87 (<.001) 38 .64 (.004) -.04 (.636) .60 (.004)
Unmet needs .03 0.26 (.792) .03 (.739) .06 (.046) 09 (.835)
Caregiving satisfaction -12 -2.10(.036) -.12 (.046) -.12 (.046)

B=Standardized coefficients; CR=Critical ratio; SMC=Squared multiple correlation.
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Patient
symptomatology

Caregiving
Satisfaction

Caregiving
burden

p<.05; Tp<.001; X1=Cognitive impairment; X2=Behavioral problems; X3=ADL dependency; X4=IADL dependency; Y1=Environmental needs; Y2=Physical needs;
Y3=Psychological needs; Y4=Social needs; Y5=Purpose; Y6=Pleasure; Y7=Appreciation; Y8=Reverse; Y9=Personal burden; Y10=Role burden.

Figure 2. Path diagram of the final model.
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