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The Effects of Stress and Stress Coping on Life Quality in Cancer Patients and Caregivers: A
Dyadic Analysis Using an Actor-Partner Interdependence Model

Kim, Eun-Jung' - Han, Jeong Won?

'Department of Nursing, InJe University Busan Paik Hospital, Busan; 2College of Nursing Science, Kyung Hee University, Seoul, Korea

Purpose: This study is to determine actor and partner effects of stress coping on quality of life (QoL) of cancer patients and their pri-
mary caregivers using an actor-partner independence model (APIM). Methods: The subjects of this study were adults aged 19 years
and over who visited a hospital. They were diagnosed with cancer and were treated with chemotherapy, radiotherapy, and hemato-
poietic stem cell transplantation. 137 patients with cancer and 137 caregivers were included in the study. Results: Cancer patient
stress had a direct effect on their stress coping (p=.42, p=.004). Primary caregiver stress also had a direct effect on their stress coping
(B=41, p<.001). Factors significantly affecting cancer patients QoL were patient stress (=-.14, p=.002), stress coping (=24, p<.001),
and primary caregiver stress coping (p=.11, p=.021). Factors significantly affecting primary caregiver QoL were primary caregiver
stress (3=-.22, p<.001) and their stress coping (B=.14, p=.009). Conclusion: In order to improve the quality of life of cancer patients
and caregivers, it is necessary to consider cancer patients and caregivers as a unit when constructing intervention programs for stress

management.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics on Stress, Stress Coping and Quality of Life of Cancer Patients and Caregivers

(cancer patient: N=137, caregiver: N=137)

Variables M + SD Skewness SE Kurtosis SE
Cancer patient’s stress 3.08 £ 0.71 -.10 .20 -.58 A1
Cancer patients’s stress coping 2.47 £ 0.59 -.04 .20 -.40 A1
Cancer patient’s quality of life 1.91+£0.44 -.51 .20 .58 A1
Caregiver’s stress 2.59 £+ 0.71 -.11 .20 -.86 A1
Caregiver’s stress coping 3.12 £ 0.68 .01 .20 -.33 A1
Caregiver’s quality of life 2.88 £ 0.40 -.15 .20 .48 41

SE= Standard error.
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Table 2. The Correlation among Variables
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Variables
r (o) r (o) r (o) r (o) r (o) r (o)
X1. Cancer patient’s stress 1
X2. Cancer patients’s stress coping .12 (.016) 1
X3. Cancer patient’s quality of life -.31 (<.001) .32 (<.001) 1
X4. Caregiver’s stress A7 (<.001) A7 (.011) -.15 (.007) 1
X5. Caregiver’s stress coping .19 (<.001) .15 (.010) 7 (.004) 41 (<.001) 1
X6. Caregiver’s quality of life -.11 (.020) 14 (.026) 26 (<.001) -.42(<.001) .26 (.003) 1

4, 7HEX Do AT
) 7|.Mx-| Eéﬂ
() B3o] Aghe 4l xZ1g]

oF $Ajo} % EHA] AEd A0 A A tiH7} 4] Woj
u ) 2| ETkek A B R A 98 71AA me)
H3he2 At /HaA mee] Hehws Helsh] 918 GFI
(Goodness of Fit Index), AGFI (Adjusted Goodness of Fit index), NFI
(Normal Fit Index), CFI (Comprarative Fit Index), TLI (Turkey-Lewis
Index), RMSEA (Root Mean Square of Error), SRMR (Standardized
Root Mean Residual)E 2F¢13}9it) & &I Lo] 7147 2 A3ie
= =343,dF=2, GFI=.99, AGFI=.93, NFI=.98, CF1=.99, TLI=.96
2 90 oo 2 ek} ol mA £& AEE HYon RM-
SEA=.039, SRMR=.0220 & (51} G} &S b3}k % 10
W&} 7Hd 5 7702 71 o] A E|S{TH Table 3)(Fig, 1).

Q) m3o] a1t 24

o} A9} = EE o] AEF AL 4] o] Ao A AET
2 tfAje] mif ks FA8E] fleto] SLE A B W (Boot
strapping) & AHE-5H 0 1 APH= th-t Zreh(Table 3). 9F $H2¢
o] AEH AL o A} AEH A Ao AP =42, t=5.60,
p=004)7} Qg1 om A2 209630tk F FEARe] AEH AR F
S8R AEH A tiAof A EIHP= AL t=691,p<.00)7} A%
O] e 2 15%3ICk o At 4] Aol FFFS nlAl = AR5
Arm R, OF Bhato] AEFH|A(B=-14, t=-3.13, p=.002), ¢ T}
AEEA A (=24, t=491, p< 001), 5= E5AH] AEE A tiA
(B=.11,t=2.30, p= 021)%= AH &I} QU T1, ¢ FhAjo] AEH A
Lo} 3R] AEH A hHE uf & oF 3 4to] Aol 7P a1}
(B=-12,p= 02009} 5= E5ALO] 2EH AL F HEA] AEH A
HAE v o B2} 40 Aol IR A THB=-17, p=.003)7F U
c} oF k] 4rof A2 of FhAto] AEH|A, o Bk AEH A

http://dx.doi.org/10.5388/aon.2018.18.3.135

oA, 7 B3] 2B |2 Aol o $xte] 25
25 7 E) S0 BRI 5300) 3 43 4 )
B 49 Aol GFL UIAE RS S AN, T 5
BA0] AEHAP=-22,t=-4.78, p<.001), %%ZH AEHA
SR = 14, t=216, p= 009} AH AT Qoirk 7 S 2
Efil % B0 AE A RS AR 3 B84 4] 2
ofl P ATHP= -4, p= 0057} USeh. T B8] 419] We 7
ERAL AEd F EEAe) 2L gAY A aTe}
S0 AEd|A0) AT S Fotol 74 AT 5 ek

= 9

B AT o SiAle} B EAe] 2B A0k AEY A B}
ko] Aol u] 4 S Bhle] o) AZ WA A4
(APIM) 2SS 245131 27| st Al a3t 2 mjelal s 4]
e AT 0|5 A0 2 olsla At e,

A, 2 ATAT oA oF FApe] AEF A0f AEHA A=
ot $hake] 4ke) Aof] 4G mjA| Ao 2 ekt of2dt AT
AT Foratstan S e oF S S thi & Aol A
o $hh ZpAl0] QAL A EH A Aol uheh ARH 24
o] H=7} wiah) ol g giake] 4he) Ag AstAlzIhE A7
el GAkat, Hold 4ok S diako. 2t Aol A
A AEHA A o] AL PRI A-ATtet Alet
o} o] oF Bk AEH A0 et AP A gaw
2B 20| tigh AR A7) A w vl e A 7kag) &
AN 2R BALe] A RETE Z71A17)7] w2l oF Efe]
aro] o] gpAkeli= 710 2 AlREch Eat o Sixje} 7HES Ak

o2 PR ATINH F EBAY HUG A=A GAE
ol ] ALAE, A2 17} sjo] o Bl 4] Bl 3

29) 9oFS Frh AT AU SAIE ol F B84 A

Ufi

www.kons.or.kr



140 #2" el

Table 3. Effects of Predictor Variables in the Model

2 Bixtet F SZAIQ| AER| AL AEA TR} 49 Zof

0jxl= gef: HE2 XzEAUHS 2E510

Direct Indirect Total
Endogenous variables Exogenous variables B SE t (C.R) P effects effects effects SMC
(2 (2 P)
Cancer patient’s Cancer patients’s 42 .03 5.60 .004 42 42 .20
stress stress coping (.004) (.004)
Caregiver’s stress Caregiver’s stress 41 .06 6.91 <.001 A1 A1 15
coping (<.001) (<.001)
Cancer patient’s Cancer patient’s -.14 .04 -3.13 .002 -.14 -.12 -.26 .39
stress quality of life (.002) (.020) (.012)
Cancer patients’s 24 .04 4.91 <.001 24 24
stress coping (<.001) (<.001)
Caregiver’s stress -.24 .05 -.48 .691 -.24 -17 -.41
(.691) (.003) (.043)
Caregiver’s stress 1 .04 2.30 .021 1 1
coping (.021) (.021)
Cancer patient’s Caregiver’s -.13 .04 -.78 442 -.13 -15 -.28 .37
stress quality of life (.442) (:199) (.342)
Cancer patients’s .09 .05 1.21 .262 .09 .09
stress coping (.262) (.262)
Caregiver’s stress -.22 .04 -4.78 <.001 -.22 -.14 -.36
(<.001) (.005) (<.001)
Caregiver’s stress 14 .04 2.16 .009 14 14
coping (.009) (.009)

= Standardized regression weights; CR= Critical ratio; SE= Standard error; SMC= Squared multiple correlation.
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Fig. 1. Result of path.
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