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Structural Equation Model for Caregiving Experience of Families Providing Care for Family
Members with Mental Disorders
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Purpose: This study was done to develop and test a structural model for caregiving experience including caregiving satisfaction and care-
giving strain in families providing care for family members with a mental disorder. Methods: The Stress-appraisal-coping model was used
as the conceptual framework and the structural equation model to confirm the path that explains what and how variables affect caregiving
experience in these families. In this hypothesis model, exogenous variables were optimism, severity of iliness and uncertainty. The endoge-
nous variables were self efficacy, social support, caregiving satisfaction and caregiving strain. Data were collected using structured ques-
tionnaires. Results: Optimism and caregiving self-efficacy had significant direct and indirect effects on caregiving satisfaction. Optimism,
severity of illness and uncertainty had significant direct and indirect effects on caregiving strain. The modified path model explained effects
of optimism on caregiving self-efficacy with social support in the path structure as a mediator. Also, there were direct and indirect effects of
optimism and uncertainty on caregiving satisfaction with social support and caregiving self-efficacy in the path structure as a mediators.
Conclusion: Results suggest the need to improve caregiving self-efficacy of these families, establish support systems such as a mental
health professional support programs for caregiving self-efficacy. Optimism, severity of illness and uncertainty perceived by families need
to be considered in the development of support programs in order to increase their effectiveness.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework.
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Subjects (N=200)
Variables Characteristics Categories n (%)
Family member  Gender Male 60 (30.0

Female 140 (70.0
Age (yr) 24~49 31(15.5
50~59 57 (285
60~69 57 (28.5
70~80 55 (27.5
Relationship to patient ~ Parent 1562 (76.0
Sibling, partner 48 (24.0
Religion Yes 135 (67.5
No 65 (32.5
Economic status > Moderate 128 (64.0
<Low 72 (36.0
Living together Yes 169 (84.5
No 31(15.5

Patient

Education level

Gender

Age (yn

Education level

Admission times

Onset (yr)

Diagnosis

Duration of illness (yr)

< Middle school 60 (30.0
< High school 68 (34.0

(30.0)
(70.0)
(15.5)
(28.9)
(28.5)
(27.9)
(r6.0)
(24.0)
(67.5)
(32.9)
(64.0
(36.0)
(84.5)
(15.9)
(30.0)
(34.0)
(36.0)
(63.0)
Female 94 (47.0)
(21.5)
(29.0)
(36.0)
(13.5)
(62.5)
(37.5)
(44.0)
(26.5)
(29.5)
(32.5)
(33.0)
(34.5)
(84.0)
(16.0)
(38.5)
(32.0)
(29.5)

= College 72 (36.0
Male 106 (53.0
18~29 43(21.5
30~39 58 (29.0
40~49 72 (36.0
50~75 27 (13.5
< High school 125 (62.5
= College 75 (37.5
<2 times 88 (44.0
3~4 times 53 (26.5
=5 times 59 (29.5
<18 65 (32.5
19~24 66 (33.0
=25 69 (34.5
Schizophrenia 168 (84.0
Bipolar 32 (16.0
<10 77 (38.5
11~20 64 (32.0
>21 59 (29.5

www.kan.or.kr
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AL, PAG7T 1123 (p=592) 2. 2 LELL LE Z]<rof| A gl 428 Endogenous Exogenous Standardized Critical g/~
o = == variables variables estimate ratio
71%E F5a00
Social support Optimism .30 447% 15
Uncertainty -18 -2.671
1) EEYE s 2N Caregiving Optimism 21 3271 .29
B B B = _ self-efficacy Symptom severity -.08 -1.17
AAATA 7S] S5 dgE = HeE Y AHE Uncertainty -07 -1.01
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_ - ~ o 1ot Caregiving Optimism .26 3.86" .28
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Table 2. Comparison of Model Fit of Modified Model to Hypothetical Model
CMIN
Model = GFlI AGFI NFI CFI RMSEA
x DF p
Acceptance criteria = .05 >.90 >.90 >.90 >.90 <.06
Hypothetic model 36.47 14 .001 97 .86 91 .93 .09
Modified model 11.23 13 592 .98 .95 97 1.00 <.01

GFI=Goodness of Fit Index; AGFI=Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; NFI=Normal Fit Index; CFl=Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA=Root Mean Square Error of Approximation.
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