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ABSTRACT
Title: Motivation for Caregiving in Family Members Caring for Older People

Barbara D. Monroe, RN, BSN

Author:

Approved:

Patricia G- Archbold, DNSc¢, RN, FAAN

The purpose of this Master’s Research Project was to identify motivational
factors that influence a family member to assume the role of caregiver for an older
relative who had been discharged from the hospital with a chronic illness, or to
continue in the role of caregiver over a period of time. The conceptual framework
was derived from parts of role theory and a search of the literature which reshlted in
the creation of the Personal, Familial, and Socio-Cultural Domains and the
categories of Attachment, Reciprocation, Preparedness, Economic Constraints,
Caregiver Availability, Personal Philosophy, Family Responsibility, Moral Standards
of Behavior, and Cultural Role Assignment. The caregiver was viewed as an actor
playing out a role according to a script interpreted through identification with the
categories and the three domains.

The project was designed to analyze a portion of the data from the Caregiver
Relief Study (CRS) (Archbold & Stewart, 1988). Content Analysis was used for
this project to analyze qualitative data from the responses to three questions that
weré taken from the Family Caregiver Inventory (FCI) (Archbold & Stewart, 1986)

during interviews with the caregiver dyads at 6 weeks (n = 103) and again at 9



ii
months post-hospital discharge (n = 78). The qualitative data were quantified using
frequency counts and rankings.

Data analysis resulted in the categories of Attachment, Family Responsibility,
Personal Philosophy and Moral Standards of Behavior receiving the highest rankings
among caregivers at both time periods. The percentage of responses that pertained
to the categories of Reciprocation and Moral Standards was greater from among the
caregivers who were in;erviewed at 9 months than from among those who were
interviewed at 6 weeks.

Limitations of the study pertained to use of an existing database and analysis
based on the responses from primarily one question. Other limitations included a
dichotomous rating of the responses for either the presence or absence of factors
within each category, and not controlling distinctions between caregivers who had
assumed or continued in the role.

Implications within the clinical setting include the relevance of understanding
the reasons why a family member decides to assume the role of caregiver,
understanding the caregivers’ beliefs about the quality of the relationship shared with
the care receiver, and beliefs about family responsibility as factors that may
influence successful caregiving outcomes. The results imply a need for more studies
that explore the reasons why a family member decides to assume the role or to

continue in the role of caregiver.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Population and Growth Rate

According to the 1990 U.S. Census Report, Americans age 65 or older
represent 12.5% of the total population (U.S. Bureau of the Census: Current
Population Reports, Special Studies, 1992). The population is aging. The number
of persons aged 65 years or over is projected to more than double by the middle of
the next century to nearly 69 million. By 2040, the number of persons aged 65
years or older could exceed the number of persons under the age of 20. The oldest
old age group—85 years and older—is expected to be the fastest growing part of the
elderly population, projected to more than double from 3 million in 1990 to 8
million in 2030. By 2050, this group is expected to increase to over 15 million, to
represent 5% of the total population (U.S. Bureau of the Census: Current Population
Reports, Special Studies, 1992).

Health of Older People

More than four out of five people aged 65 and over are living with at least
one chronic condition and frequently experience multiple chronic health conditions
which may effect their functional abilities (Committee on Aging, 1991). As people
get older, they tend to experience more health/functional problems. The percentage

- of people reporting difficulty with at least one personal care activity rises from 5.9%



for people 65-69 years of age to 34.5% for people 85 years or older (Committee on
Aging, 1991).
The Role of Caregiver

As functional ability deteriorates, family members—often spouses or adult
children—frequently find themselves in the position of juggling the needs of a
dependent parent or spouse with other competing obligations both within and outside
the family structure. Hing and Bloom (1990) found that out of the 5 million
functionally dependent persons age 65 years or older who received home care, 67%
received only informal care, which they defined as unpaid assistance that was
provided by family, friends, or neighbors.

Depending on the level of functional and/or cognitive disability of the
dependent relative, the family caregiver may be required to assist an older relative
with a wide range of everyday tasks necessary for personal care and the maintenance
of independent living. Caregiving activities may include bathing, dressing, toileting,
feeding, shopping, transportation, handling personal finances, meal preparation,
doing housework, giving medication, and answering the telephone (Hing & Bloom,
1990; Liu, Manton, & Liu, 1985; Macken, 1986; Stone, Cafferata, & Sangl, 1987).

Using data from the 1982 Informal Caregivers Survey (ICS) Stone et al.,
(1987) found that the majority of caregivers were female (71.5 %), and were adult
daughters‘(28.9% of all caregivers) or wives (22.7% of all caregivers). Husbands
comprised almost 13% of all caregivers. One quarter of caregivers were aged 65 to
74, and 10.1% were aged 75 or over. Almost three quarters of the caregivers in the

ICS study lived with the care recipient and provided assistance 7 days a week (80%)



with activities that included personal hygiene (66%), moving about (46%),
administéring medication (53%) and housekeeping tasks (80%).
The Effects of Caregiving

As the elderly population continues to grow older, the pool of family
caregivers is aging as well. The caregiver’s mental and physical resources may be
stretched to meet the needs of the care recipient and other competing family- and
work-related obligations. The role of caregiver for a dependent family member may
be made more complex by the caregiver’s personal limitations, including chronic
health conditions that lead to self-assessment of their health as being lower than their
age peers (Schulz, 1990). Stone et al. (1987) found that one third of the caregivers
rated their health as fair or poor.

The stresses associated with caring for a family member who is functionally
and/or cognitively impaired can result in decreased quality of physical health (Abel,
1991) or mental health (Baillie, Norbeck, & Barnes, 1988; Cohen & Eisdorfer,
1988; Robinson, 1989); loss of income (Committee on Aging, 1991; Stone et al.,
1987), or financial drain (Archbold, 1980); strained relationships within the family
(Johnson & Catalano, 1983; Pratt, Schmall, Wright & Cleland, 1985); social
isolation (Archbold, 1980; Graham, 1983); and feeling overwhelmed (Chenoweth &
Spencer, 1986).

Feelings of subjective and/or objective burden (Montgomery, Gonyea, &
Hooyman, 1985; Zarit, Todd, & Zarit, 1986), correlates of burden (Poulshock &

eimling, 1984; Zarit, Reever, & Bach-Peterson, 1980), measurement of burden

(Zarit et al., 1980), predictors of burden (Robinson, 1990), and burden and coping



strategies (Pratt et al., 1985) are representative of the many research studies that
have focused on the burdens associated with caregiving.

 Other studies have explored the stress (Baillie et al., 1988; Quayhagen &
Quayhagen, 1988) and the strain (Archbold et al., 1990; Cantor, 1983; Given,
Collins, & Given, 1988). The role of caregiver is known to be associated with
negative mental health effects on spouse caregivers (Prucho & Resch, 1989),
including depression (Cohen & Eisdorfer, 1988; Robinson, 1989). The relationship
between mental and physical health is notable among older people (Committee on
Aging, 1991). A growing body of knowledge indicates the significance between
mental health effects and the course of illness among older persons, including
impaired function of the immune system (Kiecolt-Glaser, Dura, Speicher, Trask, &
Glaser, 1991).

One aspect of caregiving that is not well understood is what compels
someone to undertake such a demanding role, or to continue in the role despite
tremendous hardships. While a few researchers have investigated factors that
influence an individual to assume the role of family caregiver (Cantor & Hirshorn,
1988; Guberman, Maheu, & Maille, 1992; Horowitz & Shindelman, 1983; Ikels,
1983) or to continue living with and caring for an older person (Hirschfield, 1983),
our understanding of factors that are present to motivate an individual to assume the
role of family caregiver remains incomplete.

Significance
Results from previous studies have led to a broad level of understanding by

specialists in the field of aging about caregivers and the factors that may influence



their response to caregiving. However, current research needs to broaden its
understanding of the complexities associated with the role of caregiver by attending
to the diversity found among caregivers and the meaning that the individual
caregiver gives to the role. Much of caregiving research has embedded the role of
the caregiver within the care recipient’s level of dependency to arrive at. a
description that reflects the needs of the care receiver rather than of the caregiver.
The body of caregiving knowledge needs to be broadened to encompass the
perceptions of the caregiver, including reasons why they chose the role. Knowledge
of the reasons why a family member chooses to assume the role of caregiver may
enable the clinician to structure clinical interventions and use strategies that target
the subjective preferences of the caregiver, having the potential to reduce the degree
\\of burden perceived by the caregiver (Gwyther, 1992).

The role of the family caregiver is complex and has the potential to be
physically, emotionally, and financially draining on the caregiver and on other
members of the family as well. Because of the complexities that are associated with
the role of family caregiver, isolation of the factors that motivate someone to
become a caregiver for an elder relative who has been discharged from tﬁe hospital,
and to continue in the role in spite of hardships, is needed. This focus served as the

overall goal of inquiry for this Masters Research Project (MRP).



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this literature review is to present a comprehensive analysis
of the existing level of knowledge about the factors that motivate someone to assume
the role of family caregiver. The review will conclude with the conceptual
framework for this project.

The literature review is divided into three sections. The first section will
summarize research that direc'tly pertains to motivation as it relates to the role of
family caregiver. The second section summarizes the research about motivation and
caregiving behaviors in general. The final section will present the contribution of
role theory to the development of the conceptual framework used for this project.

Motivation and the Role of Family Caregiver

A computer search of the research literature using Medline, Knowledge
Finder, and the Social Science Citation Index, 1982-1992, combined with a manual
search, revealed five research or review articles that related directly to the concept
of motivation and the role of caregiver for an impaired family member (Cantor &
Hirshorn, 1988; Guberman et al., 1992; Hirschfield, 1983; Horowitz & Shindelman,
1983; Ikels, 1983). The purpose of this review is to compare and contrast the
findings between the articles as they pertain to motivation'and the role of caregiver

- for an older relative. Please refer to Table 1 for specific details about each study.
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With the exception of the article by Cantor and Hirshorn (1988) that was
drawn from a review of family caregiving literature, the studies of motivation for
caregiving research were descriptive/exploratory in design (Guberman et al., 1992;
Hirschfield, 1983; Horowitz & Shindelman, 1983; Ikels, 1983). The studies
gathered data through in-depth interviews with non-random convenience samples of
family caregivers that ranged in size from 30 (Hirschfield, 1983) to 203 (Horowitz
& Shindelman, 1983). Respondents were primarily spouses (Hirschfield, 1983) or
adult child caregivers (Horowitz & Shindelman, 1983; Ikels, 1983); or were grouped
as caregivers for non-spousal kin (Guberman et al., 1992). Care receivers were
grouped as demented elderly (Hirschfield, 1983); elderly people moderately
impaired in activities of daily living (ADLs) (Horowitz & Shindelman, 1983), or
mentally il relatives (Guberman et al, 1992). Rather than grouping people as either
caregiver or care receiver, Ikels (1983) used a genealogy to explore the reasons for
the emergence of a particular child as caregiver for a parent among elderly people of
Irish or Chinese ancestry and their families. Perceptions of the caregivers about
providing care for a family member provided the focus for the majority of studies.

Motivational factors identified from these studies that pertain to the role of
family caregiver included psychological attachments, intergenerational solidarity, and
societal norms (Cantor & Hirshorn, 1988); religious beliefs and moral values
including a personal need to help others (Guberman et al., 1992); or a personal
choice (Ikels, 1983). Other factors included characteristics of the caregiver,
including gender, availability of the caregiver, for example, marital status,

geographic proximity, and/or participation in the work force (Guberman et al.,
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1992; Ikels, 1983). Caregiving arrangements included living arrangements and/or
help from other members of the family (Guberman et al., 1992; Ikels, 1983). The
dependent person’s state of health (e.g., level of autonomy, socioeconomic concerns,
and anti-institutional feelings) were also identified as motivational influences
(Guberman et al., 1992).

The concept of affect as it pertained to the caregiver’s feelings about the care
receiver was included as a motivational factor in four of the articles reviewed.
Guberman et al. (1992) grouped all responses that referred to affect and determined
a caregiver’s decision to assume the role of caregiver into the category of love and
feelings of family ties. The authors included in this category feelings of lifelong
attachment, reciprocity, and filial attachment.

Likewise, in an effort to identify the motivating factors that promote
intergenerational assistance between adult children and their elderly parents, Cantor
and Hirshorn (1988) created a category they called psychological attachments.
Feelings of love, hate, intimacy, affection, nurturance, and the positive and negative
effects of dependency gleaned from a review of the literature, were grouped into this
category.

Horowitz and Shindelman (1983) identified affection as a motivating factor
and defined it as the caregiver’s perception of the quality of the caregiver-older
relative relationship and to the positive feelings felt by the caregiver towards the
care receiver. The authors found that among the caregivers who participated in their
study, affection was the second most frequently cited motivational factor (51%) after

familial obligation (58%).
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However, caregiving can and does take place in the absence of affection as a
causal factor. Ikels (1983) noted that affectional bonds were seldom given as causal
factors in caretaker selection, and Guberman et al. (1992) noted that some
caregivers denied that they had any particular feelings of affection for the care
receiver. Horowitz and Shindelman (1983) noted that 15% of caregivers from their
study reported being not very or not close at all to the care receiver.

Closely related to factors that define affect is the concept of mutuality.
Hirschfield (1983) defined mutuality as the caregiver’s ability to find gratification in
the relationship and/or meaning in the situation; and the ability of the caregiver to
perceive the care receiver as reciprocating by virtue lof their existence. In a study
that explored factors that influenced a family member to continue to provide care for
their mentally impaired older spouse or parent, Hirschfield found that high levels of
mutuality were associated with the caregiver continuing to provide home care as
opposed to institutionalization. In addition to mutuality, Hirschfield noted the
effects of management ability, the caregiver’s morale, and tension that was reflected
in the caregiver’s perception of unmet needs on the caregiver’s continued provision
of home care.

Cantor and Hirshorn (1988) used Exchange Theory to define the concept of
family or intergenerational solidarity as the extent and nature of interaction between
family members (associational solidarity); the degree of positive sentiment, warmth,
closeness, emotional gratification (affectual solidarity); and the amount of agreement
among family members of values and opinions (consensual solidarity). Attitudes

towards filial and familial responsibility and the appropriate role of individuals to
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meet the needs of elderly family members, termed norms of responsibility, interact
with the broader societal values associated with morals, ethics, and religious values.
These attitudes towards filial responsibility are intertwined with the societal norm
that children have an obligation to assist their parents or other elder members
(Cantor & Hirshorn, 1988).

Horowitz and Shindelman (1983) used the term familial obligation
interchangeably with filial responsibility to describe the parameters of this
motivating factor and included the concept of duty. Similarly, Guberman et al.
(1992) used the term family tradition to describe the adult child caregivers who were
motivated to assume the role E‘IS a reflection of family values and a function of how
they had been raised. Other caregivers reported feelings of obligation to provide
care for the elderly parent as a result of having been appointed caregiver by the
dependent parent (Guberman et al. 1992).

In describing the process of caretaker selection among elderly Chinese and
Irish families, Tkels (1983) included the interplay between cultural values and
parental expectancy regarding the selection of the child who will assume
responsibility for their care and gender of the child. In addition to gender, other
determining factors included proximity, the child who owes the parent a special
debt, and the child with the least competing obligations.

Reciprocity was defined as an obligation stemming from past help given by
the care receiver to the caregiver and motivating the caregiver to assume the role as
a means to repay the older relative for past services (Horowitz & Shindelman,

1983). The authors described reciprocity in terms of gratitude for a past service and
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a desire to give something back. Horowitz and Shindelman (1983) found that most
non-spouse caregivers believed their relative could always be counted on for help,
and 54% believed that their relative had made many sacrifices for them. However,
caregivers who were interviewed by Guberman et al. (1992) associated obligations
stemming from reciprocity with negative connotations that included expressions of
guilt, indebtedness, duty, and resignation. Cantor and Hirshorn (1988) suggested
that reciprocity is a two-way exchange where assistance except in cases of severe
disabilities flows between the child and the parent.

Guberman et al. (1992) noted the caregiver’s faith in the healing process as a
motivating factor that provided hope among parents of mentally ill children. Among
caregivers who cited being motivated by a profound need to help others, the authors
observed the significance of providing care to others through the caregiver’s
perception of feeling useful. Caregivers who were motivated by this factor
described the role as giving meaning to their lives and referred to caregiving as a
vocation or a calling. The authors suggested that caregiving for these individuals
seemed to be related to their sense of self and feelings of responsibility to others.

Motivation and Caregiving in General

Twenty-six articles were found that pertained to motivation and to caregiving
in general. Five articles that were published between 1962 and 1981 are included
because of their relevance to establishing the significance of the family as a kinship
system and as a source of mutual assistance (Adams, 1968; Shanas, 1979; Sussman
& Burchinal, 1962) and to show the pertinence of filial or familial responsibility to

the role of family caregiver (Archbold, 1980: Brody, 1981). For clarification, the
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articles have been grouped into three sections. The first section reviews articles that
equate motivation with the kinship system. The second section includes articles that
relate motivation to the caregiver’s appraisal of the role. The final section includes
articles about motivation and familial or filial responsibility. Please refer to Table 2
for specific details about the following studies.
Kinship System

The significance of the family as a source of assistance between generations
is made very clear (Adams, 1968; Brody, Poulshock, & Masciocchi, 1978; Shanas,
1979; Stoller & Pugliesi, 1989). Patterns of family involvement suggest mutual
expectations (Shanas, 1979; Sussman & Burchinal, 1962) of assistance between
generations (Adams, 1968) and familial responsibility (Brody et al., 1978; Shanas,
1979) as motivational factors. Closely related to familial responsibility is the
concept of obligation which was described as occurring either with or without strong
affectional ties (Adams, 1968); as an expression of love through the fulfillment of a
family obligation (Stoller & Pugliesi, 1989); or as a moral obligation that resulted
from mutual expectations (Sussman & Burchinal, 1962). Finally, caregiving that
was motivated by the fulfillment of a need to care and as a source of satisfaction to
the women who provide the care (Stoller & Pugliesi, 1989) was identified as a factor
of motivation.
Caregiver Appraisal

Among the 14 articles that were included in this section, 8 of the studies
were descriptive in design (Bowers, 1987; Cantor, 1983; Chenoweth & Spencer,

1986; Farran, Keane-Hagerty, Salloway, Kupferer, & Wilken, 1991; Harvath,
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Archbold, Stewart, Gadow, & Kirschling, 1992; Motenko, 1989; Phillips &
Rempusheki, 1986; Pratt, Schmall, & Wright, 1987). Two articles were
methodological in content. Cicirelli (1988) developed an instrument to measure
filial anxiety among adult children who anticipated parental decline. Utilizing
psychometric theory to assess the dimensions of a familial caregiver belief system,
Albert (1992) rephrased open-ended items using a close-ended format in a rephrasing
validation study. Both studies indicated the importance of the caregiver’s appraisal
of the caregiving situation and of the caregiver’s relationship with the care receiver
(Cicirelli, 1988).

Using role theory, Archbold et al. (1990) used a longitudinal, correlational
design to clarify how mutuality and preparedness explain the variance in aspects of
caregiver role strain after controlling for predictors that are féund to be related to
role strain. Mutuality was defined by the authors as the positive quality of the
relationship between caregiver and care receiver. Preparedness was defined as how
well prepared caregivers believed themselves to be for the tasks and stress of the
caregiving role. Viewing caregiving as a role, the authors were interested in how
caregivers learned the role of caregiving and evaluated their ability as a caregiver.

Two articles reviewed the existing literature about research on family
caregiving (Doty, 1986) and identification of the types of caregivers most at risk for
the development of strain or depression (Morris, Morris, & Briton, 1988). Feelings
of affection for the elderly person (Doty, 1986) or the strength of emotional bonds

(Morris et al., 1988), a desire to repay past services or help provided by the older
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person, and a sense of family responsibility as a moral value (Doty, 1986) are
suggested as factors that influence a family member’s decision to become caregiver.

Fourteen studies suggested the relevance of the caregiver’s appraisal to
motivate a family member to become a caregiver. Caregivers’ perceptions (Adams,
1968; Archbold et al., 1990; Cantor, 1983; Farran et al., 1991; Harvath et al.,
1992; Lawton, Kleban, Moss, Rovine, & Glicksman, 1989; Morris et al., 1988) or
appraisals (Cicirelli, 1988; Phillips & Rempusheki, 1986), and beliefs (Harvath et
al, 1992; Phillips & Rempusheki, 1986) about their obligation to provide care for a
family member are noted in the majority of the studies. The caregiver’s perception
of the quality of the relationship (Archbold et al., 1990; Bowers, 1987; Cantor,
1983; Cicirelli, 1988; Harvath et al., 1992; Morris et al., 1988; Motenko, 1989;
Phillips & Rempusheki, 1986) with the care receiver is identified as another factor
that may influence a family member to assume the role of caregiver for a relative,

In a study that explored the experiences of 289 caregivers for family
members diagnosed with a dementia, Chenoweth and Spencer (1986) found that 11%
of the respondents cited concern about financial costs, particularly in regard to
nursing home placement, and noted that financial constraints did not allow them any
option but to provide in-home care. From the findings, it would appear that for
some caregivers the motive to provide care is due to their perception that there are
no other available options, aggravated by financial strains.

Beliefs about family behavior, pride in the family and relationships that
include obligations and responsibilities (Phillips & Rempusheki, 1986) and family

mutuality or responsibility or reciprocity, emphasize the caregiver’s appraisal from
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the context of the family. In a descriptive study that explored the ethical dimensions
of family caregiving among 116 family caregivers, family mutuality was cited by
24% of the caregivers as a shared or moral responsibility (Pratt et al., 1987).
Reciprocity was described by the respondents (18%) as repayment for what was
given, a moral obligation.

In a descriptive study that explored the rewards or gratifications and
frustrations derived by 50 caregivers from the experience of caregiving, Motenko
(1989) noted wives who gave care out of reciprocity and tender loving care were
highly gratified. Wives who provided care out of responsibility had low
gratification. Findings suggest the relevance of reciprocity as a motivator that is
defined by the caregiver’s appraisal of the caregiving situation and the relationship
with the care receiver.

Findings from a study that used grounded dimensional analysis to describe
caregiving by the meaning or purpose of the behavior (Bowers, 1987), suggests
relevance of the meaning that the caregiver assigns to caregiving relative to
individuals who assume the role of family caregiver. Farran et al. (1991) defined
meaning as the caregiver’s choice, values, and responsibility for the right action and
conduct that determine whether caregiving will have provisional or ultimate
meaning.

Farran et al. (1991) applied existentialism to understand the experience of
caregiving in a descriptive study in which 94 caregivers were interviewed about how
they felt about their lives, aspects of caregiving, and aspects of their lives. The

authors found that caregivers valued the relational aspects of caregiving: cherished
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the family and social relationships (63 %), experienced the care recipient’s love
(48%), maintained a positive relationship with the care recipient (33%), and
appreciated the memories of and accomplishments with others (16%). Caregivers
derived ultimate meaning from reassurance through spiritual/religious beliefs (30%).

To expand the concept of burden as it pertains to the process of caregiving,
Lawton et al. (1989) used the term caregiving appraisal to include all cognitive and
affective appraisals and reappraisals of the potential stressors and the efficiency of
one’s coping. An item pool that consisted of five dimensions,and included
traditional caregiving was subjected to factor analysis. Although the dimension was
later discarded because the authors did not feel that the factor fit with other elements
of their model of caregiving stress, factor loadings of appraisal about family
traditions (63), religious values (69), modeling for one’s own éhildren to follow
(72), and reciprocation (39) suggest that caregivers’ perceptions of family traditions,
religious values, modeling and, to a lessor extent, reciprocation, are factors that may
motivate family members to assume the role of caregiver.
Familial or Filial Responsibility

The concept of responsibility was inferred as a factor that might contribute to
an individual’s decision to assume the role of family caregiver either as filial
responsibility (Brody, 1981; Fitting, Rabins, Lucas, & Eastham, 1986; Horowitz,
1985; Johnson, 1983; Selig, Tomlinson, & Hickey, 1991) or familial responsibility
(Archbold, 1980; Fitting et al., 1986; Soldo & Myllyluoma, 1983; Wood, 1991)
among the 12 articles reviewed for this section. Three of the articles found that

caregiving was performed in part because no one else was available to do it
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(Mathew, Mattocks, & Slatt, 1990; Wood, 1991) or there were no other options,
and the caregiver viewed the responsibility as an obligation (Mathew et al., 1990) or
a moral duty (Wilson, 1989). In addition, Wilson (1989) noted that caregivers cited
anti-institutional feelings as a reason for providing care in the home as opposed to
nursing home placement.

In contrast, Fitting et al. (1986) found that familial responsibility to provide
care for a spouse was motivated by a perceived obligation or duty by the caregiver
to care for the impaired spouse and to reciprocate (Selig et al., 1991) for the years
the spouse had nurtured them or had made sacrifices for them. The caregiver’s
perception of the quality of the relationship with the care receiver (Robinson, 1990;
Selig et al., 1991) was suggested as a factor that may contribute to the caregiver’s
decision to provide assistance, as well as feelings of love for the care receiver
(Mathew et al., 1990; Selig et al., 1991).

Familial or filial responsibility was influenced by traditional family values
(Archbold, 1980; Brody, 1981), ethical traditions (Selig et al., 1991), and in
conjunction with the cultural assignrhent of primary caregiver based on the kinship
system (Johnson, 1983). The criteria for role assignment among family members
was motivated by female gender (Archbold, 1980; Brody, 1981; Horowitz, 1985;
Soldo & Myllyluoma, 1983), spouse or child (Archbold, 1980; Brody, 1981;
Horowitz, 1985), marital status of the caregiver (Archbold, 1980; Cicirelli, 1983;
| Horowitz, 1985), the marital bond (Soldo & Myllyluoma, 1983) or the marital
commitment (Johnson, 1983), and any competing responsibilities (Cicirelli, 1983),

including caregiver availability (Soldo & Myllyluoma, 1983). In addition, role
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assignment was motivated by the presence or absence of female siblings within the
family structure (Horowitz, 1985). Archbold (1980) noted that role assignment was
determined by the sibling who was perceived to be the most responsible, or had a
previous role assignment of the oldest one and/or was in the closest proximity to the
care receiver.

To summarize, a review of the caregiving résearch literature suggests
motivational factors that might influence a family member to assume the role of
caregiver. Factors identified from the literature allude to motivation about
caregiving in association with the caregiver’s personal beliefs about the role, ties
with the family system, and the influence of social norms and cultural expectations
on the caregiver’s appraisal and decision to assume the role. |

Conceptual Framework

This project used data from a study that used role theory and among its
findings identified a variable of motivation that was recognized as important for
understanding the role of caregiver (Archbold et al., 1990). However, the variable
was not measured in the study. For this project some of the theoretical perspectives
derived from role theory (Thomas & Biddle, 1986) were used to conceptualize
motivation for caregiving.

Role Theory

Role theory focuses on understanding the many facets of human behavior
through observation and examination of the human response to the roles people play
(Thomas & Biddle, 1986). The authors used the analogy of actors in a play

performing their roles from a script to illustrate the dimensions of role theory.
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Individuals (actors) in society occupy positions (roles) and their role performance is
determined by: social norms and rules (a social script), by the role performance of
others, by reactions from those who observe and react (the audience), and by the
individual’s own capabilities and interests which will in turn influence how the role
is played. The behavior of the individual is considered in terms of how it is
influenced by the rules and demands of others, sanctions for nonconformance, and
by the individual’s own understanding and system of beliefs about what is expected
(Thomas & Biddle, 1986). Role theory was used for this project about motivation to
characterize how the caregiver as an actor interprets the script for the play and
decides to play the role. The interpretation of the script is representative of the
caregiver’s appraisal of the caregiving situation, or the play, and is acted out
according to judgments that are influenced by the individual’s personal beliefs about
the caregiving situation, the values and expectations that are associated with the
family or kinship system, and the standards that form the framework for the cultural
and societal norms (the rules of the script).

Domains for Caregiver Motivation

From a review of the literature, I identified three separate domains that
pertain to motivation and to the family member’s appraisal of the caregiver role and
labeled the domains Personal, Familial, and Socio-Cultural. The Personal Domain
encompasses the individual’s personal beliefs about the role of caregiver. Categories
identified for the Personal Domain include Attachment, Reciprocation, Preparedness,
Economic Constraints, Caregiver Availability, and Personal Philosophy. The

Familial Domain reflects judgments made by the individual about caregiving that are
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based on influence from family beliefs and expectations. The category identified for
the Familial Domain is Family Responsibility. The Socio-Cultural Domain reflects
standards that represent social and cultural norms and influences the system of
beliefs and values adhered to by the individual and the family that are represented by
the other two domains. The two categories that represent the Socio-Cultural Domain
are Moral Standards of Behavior and Cultural Role Assignment. Please refer to
Table 3 for a summary of the categories and factors for each of the domains.
Motivation for Caregiving

Motivaﬁon to assume the role of family caregiver reflects the caregivers
appraisal of a family member’s unmet need, and includes an evaluation of the
circumstances surrounding the situation and appraisal of the nature and quality of the
relationship with the person in need. The resulting judgment to provide caregiving
assistance is influenced by the caregiver’s personal beliefs, the expectations and
beliefs that originate from the family, and the standards associated with social norms
and cultural expectations.

Research Questions

The following research questions were posed for this project:

1. What factors do caregivers for older relatives who have been discharged
from the hospital and require assistance with daily living activities report as having
motivated them to assume the role of caregiver?

2. What factors do caregivers for older relatives who have been discharged
from the hospital and require assistance with daily living activities report as having

motivated them to continue in the role of caregiver over time?
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Description

This project was designed to analyze a portion of the data from the Caregiver
Relief Study (CRS), a longitudinal correlational study of family caregivers for care
receivers recently discharged from a hospital (Archbold & Stewart, 1988). Content
analysis was used for this project to analyze qualitative data obtained from responses
to three questions that were taken from the Family Caregiver Inventory (FCI)
(Archbold & Stewart, 1986) during interviews with the caregiver dyads at 6 weeks
and again at 9 months post-hospital discharge. The qualitative data were quantified
using frequency counts and rankings.

Sample

The accessible population consisted of 243 families who belonged to a health
maintenance organization (HMO) in the Pacific Northwest (Archbold et al., 1990).
All care receivers were 65 years or older and had been discharged during 1986 from
a hospital that was a part of the HMO.

Selection criteria included the need by the care receiver for assistance with at
least one personal care activity including: medications or injections; bathing,
shampooing, or dressing; walking, shopping, or errands; or household chores. The
caregiver was required to be at least 18 years of age and able to speak English

(Archbold et al., 1990).
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The sample, drawn systematically from hospital discharges, consisted of 103
caregivers and care receivers. Caregivers were primarily female (68%), white
(97%), married (82%), and between ages 65-74 years (34%). Approximately a
quarter (24 %) of the caregivers had completed high school; 26% had attended
college; and 14% had graduated from college. The modal income for the 98
caregivers who reported it was $15,000 to $24,999. Four caregivers reported theyb
did not know their income level, and one caregiver refused to answer. The average
caregiver reported his/her income adequacy to be “enough with a little left over.”
When asked about their health, 72% perceived their health to be about the same as
the previous year; and compared to others, 48% of caregivers perceived their health
to be good. At the 6-week interview, 38% of the caregivers had been providing
care for less than 1 year; 37% had been providing care from 1 to 4.9 years; and
25% had been providing care for 5 years or more. Although 84% of the caregivers
reported they had no children dependent on them, 15% of the caregivers reported
that they also provided care for another sick person (Archbold & Stewart, 1988).

Care receivers were primarily female (61 %), white (98%), married (54 %),
between the ages of 75 and 84 years (45%) with a mean age of 80.1 years, had
attended high school (24 %) and had completed high school (22%). Twenty-five care
receivers or caregivers responding to the proxy interview did not know their own or
the care receiver’s income. Among the 78 care receivers and care givers who
responded, 16% had a modal income between $6,000 and $9,999; 16% reported a
modal income between $10,000 and $14,999. Care receivers tended to live with

their spouse or partner (57%) or with children (23%) (Archbold & Stewart, 1988).
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Almost half (42%) of the caregiver/care receiver dyads had been living together for
40-59 years; and one dyad (1%) had been together for 60 years and over (Archbold
& Stewart, 1988).

At the 9-month interviews, 78 dyads remained in the study (Archbold et al.,
1990). Among these, 76 were in an ongoing caregiving situation, and two care
receivers were institutionalized. Sample loss included 16 care receivers who were
deceased, two caregivers who were deceased, six who refused to be interviewed,
and one who was too ill to be interviewed (Archbold & Stewart, 1988).

| Family Caregiving Inventory

The Family Caregiving Inventory (FCI) is composed of multiple measures of
key aspects of caregiving that are designed to measure caregiving variables
(Archbold & Stewart, 1986). Interspersed with the close-ended measures are several
open-ended qualitative questions. This study used data from three of those questions
which were asked at the 6-week and 9-month interviews. The FCI was administered
in the form of two structured interviews, one for the caregiver and one for the care
receiver, at 6 weeks and again at 9 months post-hospital discharge.

The following items were taken from the caregiver form of the FCI for
content analysis for this project. The questions that were administered at 6 weeks
are labelled with an “A” preceding the item. The questions that were administered
at 9 months are labelled with a “C” preceding the item.

la. (A109) There are lots of reasons why people take care of other people.

Could you tell me what your reasons were for starting to take care of (Care
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Receiver)? If Caregiver states he/she has taken care of the care receiver for a long
time ask: What are the reasons you are continuing to take care of (Him/Her)?

1b. (C109) There are lots of reasons why people take care of other people.
could you tell me what your reasons are for continuing to take care of (Care
Receiver)?

2. (A120, C120) Thank you very much for sharing your thoughts and ideas
with me. Your answers to our questions have been very helpful. I wonder, in
conclusion, if there is any advice you would give to other persons who are
considering becoming caregivers like yourself?

3. (Al21, CI21) Are there any other questions you’d like to ask or
comments you’d like to make?

The responses to these items described the caregivers’ appraisals of the
caregiving experience and included how they viewed their role as caregiver and their
relationship with the care receiver. Analysis of the responses to these questions was
used to identify motivational factors for caregiving that have been cited in the
literature and to look for other motivational factors that have not yet been cited.

Coding Form

Findings from review of the literature resulted in the creation of nine
categories. The Personal Domain included the categories of Attachment,
Reciprocation, Preparedness, Economic Constraints, Caregiver Availability, and
Personal Philosophy. The Familial Domain contained one category that was called
Family Responsibility. The Socio-Cultural Domain contained two categories called

Moral Standards of Behavior and Cultural Role Assignment. Twenty factors,
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identified from the literature were assigned to the appropriate categories and were
included on the coding form. Please refer to Table 4 for the Motivation for
Caregivers Coding Form.

The categorical scheme underwent several revisions as the result of
discussions with expert coders who were members of the faculty. For example, in
the Personal Domain, two factors under Attachment were merged into one factor
that included “expressions of love and affection” and “relevance of the quality of the
relationship with expressions of feeling close.” The concept of mutuality was
thought to be encompassed within the factor and was dropped as a separate factor.

In the category Reciprocation, the phrase “past” services was dropped,
because it was felt to restrict the full meaning of reciprocation. Reciprocation was
later revised to include two separate factors, “Positive Reciprocity” and “Negative
Reciprocity,” to elicit a more accurate meaning for the caregivers’ responses about
reciprocity.

Under Preparedness, “Health of the Caregiver” was dropped after
consideration about the appropriateness of the factor as a motivator to either assume
the role of caregiver or to continue in the role. The wording for Care Management
Ability was changed to read or previous experience as caregiver,” rather than
INCLUDING previous experience as caregiver.

Under Economic Constraints, the “Cost of Institutionalization” as a motivator
was combined with the “Cost of In-home Care.” The wording used for the example

was changed from “unable to afford cost of nursing home care” to read “to avoid
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costly alternative care,” to broaden the definition and to clarify the meaning of the
factor.

Under Caregiver Availability, “Absence of marital conflict” and “Presence
of caregiver’s spouse for caregiver assistance” were combined for the purpose of
clarification. The wording in “Absence of other dependents” was clarified to read
“No other dependents.” For similar reasons, the wording of “Limited or
non-participation in the labor force” was changed to read “Participation in the labor
force.”

In an effort to be more sensitive to the meaning of the subject’s response, the

category Personal Philosophy underwent several revisions. The factor “Personal

choice” was divided into two factors. The first factor, “Personal Choice,” was
associated with feelings of satisfaction and mastery. Later revisions clarified the
meaning of the factor with the inclusion of the word “decision” that produces
“feelings of satisfaction or mastery.”

The second factor was called “Personal fulfillment” in conjunction with
philosophical or spiritual beliefs.” The word religious was added and later dropped
because of it’s close tie with the word spiritual which was considered to be more
inclusive. “Personal fulfillment” was later changed to read “Personal decision
making” because fulfillment was not considered to be a necessary part of an
individual’s decision that is supported by his/her philosophical or spiritual belief.

The example that accompanied “Anti-institutional feelings” was changed
from beliefs that the caregiver can provide higher quality care than care given in a

lnursing home to actions determined by negative beliefs about placement of care
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receiver in nursing home to more accurately reflect the meaning of anti-institutional
feelings.

The category Personal Burden was deleted because it was too similar to other

categories already identified. The factor “No other choice” was placed under
Caregiver Availability and the wording was changed to “No one else available.”
The factor “Feelings of guilt, indebtedness, or resignation” was moved to
Reciprocity and became the example for the factor “Negative reciprocity.”

In the Familial Domain, the category Family Ties was changed to Family
Responsibility, because it was felt that the latter was more representative of the
meaning for the category. Within this category, “Filial responsibility” was merged
with the factor “Family responsibilities” because of the lack of exclusiveness
between the two factors. Finally, “Marital commitment” was deleted from the
Socio-Cultural Domain and placed in the Familial Domain under the category
Family Responsibility. Although influenced by the moral standards associated with
the Socio-Cultural Domain, actions determined by “Marital commitment” reflect
beliefs about family behavior and belong with “Family responsibilities.

In the Socio-Cultural Domain, the category Standards of Behavior was
changed to Moral Standards of Behavior to more clearly define the domain. The
term “traditional religious values” was added to the factor “Moral obligation, moral
duty” to reflect the influence of traditional religious values on the individual’s
decision to become caregiver. The example “children should honor their parents”
was changed to read “children are morally obligated to look after their parents” to

clarify the meaning for this category.
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The categorical scheme was pre-tested with six cases using three coders to
assess for inter-rater reliability, including consistency in identifying the units to be
categorized and consistency in assigning units to categories (Waltz, Strickland, &
Lenz, 1991). The minimum acceptable inter-rater reliability was set at 80%
agreement. After initial training, rater check resulted inlinter-rater reliability at
96.6%. Rater reliability was checked throughout the coding process, with regard to
questionable or ambiguous data bits, through discussions held with expert coders
who were members of the faculty. Content that could not be coded or was
ambiguous was discussed with coders from the faculty. After resolving any
differences, content that still could not be coded was kept separate and categorized
as “Other.”

Procedure

Data were treated with respect for issues of confidentiality and privacy with
regard for basic ethical principles and in keeping with prior informed consent
obtained from the participants at the time of the initial research study. Handling of
the data maintained the anonymity of the subject and assured minimal risk.

Categories were assigned a letter, for example, A: Attachment,

B: Reciprocation and so on. Factors were assigned a two-digit number that was
preceded by the categorical letter (AO1). Factors were numbered in sequence (e. g.
1, 2, 3, etc.) and according to whether they pertained to the 6-week interview (01)

or the 9-month interview (11).
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The sampling unit consisted of the questions selected for this project and the
caregivers’ responses. The response to each question was generally one to three
sentences in length.

The procedure involved a separate analysis of individual words or clusters of
words in each sentence with the coding system derived from motivation factors
identified from the literature. Content analysis consisted of analysis of individual
words or clusters of words in each sentence using the coding system derived from
motivational factors identified from the literature.

Responses were coded based on the presence of words or clusters of words
that had a similar meaning to those in the coding system, specifically as the response
pertained to assuming the role or continuing in the role of caregiver. In the event a
data bit did nof fit a category, it was kept separate from the other categories and
evaluated for the possibility of creating a new category that had not yet been
identified. All responses were coded only once. If responses to questions A109,
A120, or A121 indicated a continuation of the role, they were coded as continue and
not assume. Data bits that did not specifically pertain to motivational factors were

not coded. Responses were interpreted and coded as they pertained to within time

and not to across time, for example, A109 to A120 and not A109 to C109.

Analysis involved quantifying the existence and frequency of each coded
factor at the 6-week time period and again for the data analyzed from the 9-month
period. Data management utilized the Crunch Statistical Package. Verification of

data entry (100%) was done prior to running frequency counts.
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Analysis Plan

The goal of the analysis plan was to answer the research questions posed for
this project. Research question one, identification of motivation factors to assume
the role of caregiver, was answered by computing the percentage of caregivers
giving responses to questions A109, A120, and A121 that were coded into each
motivational category. The second research question about motivation factors to
continue in the caregiving role was answered by computing the percentage of
caregivers giving responses to questions C109, C120, C121 and to the responses to
A'109, A120, and A121 if the responses applied to the continued role of caregiving
and not to assuming the caregiver role, that were coded into each motivational
category.

Analysis consisted of describing the frequencies of motivation factors in all
the categories with the use of descriptive statistics that included frequency counts,
percentages, and rank ordering, from the data gathered at the two separate time
periods. The results were analyzed with respect to the relative frequency of
occurrence of one factor over another, and to the similarities between motivation
categories identified in the literature and those detected from the data analysis.
Furthermore, in an effort to identify factors that contributed to sustained caregiving,
analysis was directed to look for changes over time in the frequencies of motivation

factors and the dominance of a particular category.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

The data was analyzed using the Crunch Statistical Package to obtain
frequencies, percentages and rankings for each factor. Please refer to Table 5 for
details of the frequencies, percentages, and rankings of each factor within the
categories in response to the interviews conducted at 6 weeks and at 9 months. The
sample size for the data bits coded from the 6-week interviews was 103; for the
9-month interviews, sample size was 78. Results of the data analysis will be
presented according to each domain and category and will begin by answering the
first research question—identification of factors that motivated the caregivers to
assume the role—followed by results that applied to answering the second research
question—identification of factors that motivated caregivers to continue the caregiver
role. For the sake of clarity, the domains are shown in bold print, categories are
underlined, and factors ére enclosed in quotation marks.

Research Question 1

The Personal Domain contained six categories Attachment, Reciprocation,
Preparedness, Economic Constraints, Caregiver Availability, and Personal
Philosophy, with frequency counts that ranged from 45 (Attachment, “Relevance of
the quality of the relationship™) to 1 (Caregiver Availability, “Participation in the

labor force”). Attachment was ranked number one (44%) for “Relevance of the
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quality of the relationship” shown by expressions of love, affection, or feeling close.
“Personal choice” was ranked number three (18%) under the category Personal
Philosophy. In the category of Preparedness, “Perception of the care receiver’s
health” ranked number five (14%). In the category Caregiver Availability, the
factor “No one else available” ranked number six {12%). “Anti-institutional
feelings” ranked number seven (11%) under the category Personal Philosophy.
Reciprocation as it applied to “Positive reciprocity” ranked number eight (9%).
Under Preparedness, “Care management ability” shared the rank of 9.5 (7%) with

the category_Economic Constraints/“Institutionalization.” “Personal decision

making” was ranked 11 (5%) under the category of Personal Philosophy.

In the Personal Domain the category of Caregiver Availability contained two
factors with frequencies of 2 or less. The factors were “Geographic proximity to
care receiver” (2%) and “Participation in labor force” (1%).

Three categories in the Personal Domain had factors with frequencies of
zero. The category of Caregiver Availability had frequencies of zero for
“Adult-child caregiver marriage intact,” “Caregiver divorced or widowed,” and “No
other dependents.” In the category of Economic Constraints, “Dependency of
caregiver on care receiver’s income” had a frequency of zero. Finally, in the
category of Reciprocation, “Negative reciprocity” had a zero frequency.

The Familial Domain contained one category. Family Responsibility was
ranked number two with a frequency count of 43 (42%) for motivation that

pertained to feelings about “Family responsibilities, expectations, obligations, and
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beliefs about family behavior including marital commitment and filial
responsibility.”

The Socio-Cultural Domain contained two categories, Moral Standards of
Behavior and Cultural Role Assignment. The factor “Moral obligation, moral duty”
under the category Moral Standards of Behavior ranked number four with a
frequency count of 15 (15%). The two factors under Cultural Role Assignment each
had a frequency count of one (1%) and ranked 13. |

Research Question 2

Total frequencies obtained for the categories that reflected caregivers
responses at the 9-month interviews ranged from 28 to 0, and were noted among all
six categories in the Personal Domain. Both the Personal Domain and the
Familial Domain contained a category that shared the top rank of 1.5 with
frequencies of 28 (36%). The two categories were Attachment/“Relevance of the
quality of the relationship” and Family Responsibility/“Family responsibilities,
expectations, obligations.” The category Attachment was noted to be the only
category to maintain the highest rank at both interview times.

Among the other categories in the Personal Domain, the categories of
Reciprocation/“Positive reciprocity” and Personal Philosophy/“Personal
choice” shared the rank of 4.5, (12%). Among the caregivers interviewed at 6
weeks, 9% of the responses had pertained to “Positive reciprocity” and 18% of the
responses had pertained to “Personal choice.”

Personal Philosophy/“Anti-institutional feelings” and Caregiver

Availability/“No one else available” shared the rank of 6.5 (5%). Although the
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ranks were similar to those noted among the responses given at the 6-week
interviews, the frequencies for both factors were considerably lower from among the
caregivers interviewed at 9 months.

“Personal decision making” under the category of Personal Philosophy was
rank ordered at number eight (4%) from the caregivers responses at the 9-month
interviews. The frequency count for this factor was 3.

Categories in the Personal Domain that had frequencies of 2 or less
comprised the remaining ordered ranks. Preparedness/“Perception of care receiver’s

health” (3%) and Economic Constraints/“Institutionalization” (3%) ranked 9.5 with

frequencies of 2. Within the factor “Perception of care receiver’s health,” the
percentage lowered by 11% when the responses of caregivers interviewed at 6 weeks
were compared with the responses made by caregivers who had been interviewed at
9 months. Similar findings were noted with the factor “Institutionalization” which
decreased by 4%.

Along with Cultural Role Assignment/“Family kinship structure,” from .the
Socio-Cultural Domain, Preparedness/“Care management ability” and Caregiver
Availability/“Geographic proximity to care receiver” from the Personal Domain
shared the rank of 11, with frequencies of one (1%). Care management ability
showed a difference of 6% from the responses given by caregivers interviewed at 6
weeks and those who were interviewed at 9 months.

Four categories had factors with zero frequencies: three in the Personal
Domain and one in the Socio-Cultural Domain. The three categories from the

Personal Domain had factors with zero frequencies at both the 6-week and the
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9-month interviews. They included Reciprocation/“Negative reciprocity”; Caregiver
Availability and the factors of “Adult-child caregiver marriage intact,” “Caregiver
divorced or widowed,” and “No other dependents”; and Economic
Constraints/“Dependency of the caregiver on the care receiver’s income.” Response
was minimal to the category Caregiver Availability, “Participation in the labor
force” from the interviews conducted at both 6 weeks and at 9 months. In the
Socio-Cultural Domain, Cultural Role Assignment/“Parental expectation” had zero
frequency among the responses of caregivers who were interviewed at 9 months.

Responses by the caregivers who were interviewed at 9 months resulted in
ranking “Moral obligation, moral duty” from the category Moral Standards of
Behavior (Socio-Cultural Domain) number three (18%). In addition, the responses
resulted in Moral Standards of Behavior/“Moral obligation, moral duty,” and
Reciprocation/“Positive reciprocity,” having a percentage that was 3% higher than
among the responses made by caregivers interviewed at 6 weeks.

Other

Data bits that could not be coded with the existing categories were listed
separately as Other on the coding form. Results from some of the data that was
entered as Other suggested enough similarities in the responses to create four
groups. Please see Table 6 for Grouped Data Bits.

The first group is called The Natural Thing to Do (4). All the data bits for
this group were from the 6-week interviews (A109). The second group is called

Personal Characteristics Consistent With the Role. Out of the four factors identified

for this group two were from the 6-week interview (A109) and two were from the
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Table 6

Grouped Data Bits

The natural thing to do
always known would do it, expected to do it (3)
natural/normal thing to do (73)
it’s easy to do (79)
it’s the natural thing to do (80)
Personal characteristics consistent with the role
I'm reliable (12)
I think it’s my disposition, I would take care of anyone who needed help (70)
I’m very easy going (80)
I like to feel useful too (88)
Concern for the care receiver
because of a need to know that she is doing well and has the proper care (90)
maintain his quality of life and dignity (15)
primarily for his own happiness (22)
because she wouldn’t be happier anywhere else (25)
for her peace of mind (52)
sympathy involved in that (1)
if the situation were reversed, I'd want him to take care of me (104)
Care receiver’s feelings about nursing home
she wouldn’t go anyway (to nursing home) (36)
she doesn’t want to go to a nursing home (37)
she being terrified of rest homes and the promise I made (66)
Other factors related to caregiver availability
it snuck up on me doing one thing and then something else then everything (37)
the only thing to do (69)
I got nothing else to do (11)
Other factors related to social norms
I expect someone to do this for me when I get that age (47)

they would think I was wrong if I didn’t take care of him . . . I worry about the
criticism I'd get (70)
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9-month interview (C109). The third group is called Concern for the Care
Receiver. Out of the seven factors identified as belonging to this group, four were
taken from the 6-week interview (A109) and three were from the 9-month interview
(C109). The fourth group is called Care Receivers Feelings about Nursing Homes.
Three factors obtained from the 6-week interviews (A109) were identified as
belonging to this group.

Three factors were identified that are related to the category Caregiver
Availability, but because they do not fit the definition that was derived from the
literature, were assigned to this category: Two responses were from the 6-week
interview (A109) and one was from the 9-month interview (C109).

Two factors suggest relevance to Social Norms. Both factors were from the
6-week interviews and will be discussed more fully later in this paper.

To summarize, the following motivational categories/factors were identified
from the 6-week interviews in descending order of percentage response:

1. Attachment/“Relevance of the quality of the relationship”

2. Family Responsibility/“Family responsibilities, expectations, obligations”
including marital commitment and filial responsibility”

3. Personal Philosophy/“Personal choice”

4. Moral Standards of Behavior/“Moral obligation, moral duty”

5. Preparedness/“Perception of the care receiver’s health”

6. Caregiver Availability/“No one else available”

7. Personal Philosophy/“Anti-institutional feelings”

8. Reciprocation/“Positive reciprocity”
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1l.

12.

13.

14.

5.
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Economic Constraints/“Institutionalization”

Preparedness/“Care management ability”

Personal Philosophy/“Personal decision making”

Caregiver Availability/“Geographic proximity to care receiver”
Caregiver Availability/“Participation in labor force”

Cultural Role Assignment/“Family kinship structure”

Cultural Role Assignment/“Parental expectation”

The following motivational categories/factors were identified from the

9-month interviews in descending order of percentage response:

1.

2.

10.

11,

12.

13.

Attachment/“Relevance of the quality of the relationship”

Family Responsibility/“Family responsibilities, expectations, obligations”
Moral Standards of Behavior/“Moral obligation, moral duty”
Personal Philosophy/“Personal choice”

Reciprocation/“Positive reciprocity”

Caregiver Availability/“No one else available”

Personal Philosophy/“Anti-institutional feelings”

Personal Philosophy/“Personal decision making”
Preparedness/“Perception of care receiver’s health”

Economic Constraints/“Institutionalization”

Preparedness/“Care management ability”

Caregiver Availability/“Geographic proximity to care receiver”

Cultural Role Assignment/“Family kinship structure”
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The discussion will focus on an interpretation of the relevant findings among
the categories in each domain with attention to the similarities and differences
between the actual caregiver responses and findings from the literature. The chapter
will conclude with the relevance of the findings to clinical practice and include
suggestions for further studies.

Attachment

The categories of Attachment from the Personal Domain and Family
Responsibility from the Familial Domain appear to play important roles to motivate
an individual to become a caregiver or to continue in the role. At the 6-week and
the 9-month interviews, both categories received the highest number of responses,
suggesting the effects of the caregiver’s positive emotions and feelings for the care
receiver and the beliefs énd values shared among family members as important
motivational factors. Numerous citations from the literature support the relevance of
attachment (for example, Archbold et al., 1990; Cantor & Hirshorn, 1988;
Guberman et al., 1992; Horowitz & Shindelman, 1983; Morris et al., 1988;
Motenko, 1989). Findings from the category of Family Responsibility will be
discussed more fully later in this paper.

Many of the caregivers expressed feelings of love and affection toward the

care receiver in response to being asked about their reasons for assuming and/or
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continuing to take care of the care receiver. Responses were often brief and to the
point—*“I love her,” “my love for him . . .,” “love,” “because I care for her”—and
were often expressed in conjunction with expressions related to filial responsibility
or their marital commitment.
Reciprocation

In the category of Reciprocation, positive reciprocity was rated higher from
among the caregivers who were interviewed at 9 months than from among the
caregivers who were interviewed at 6 weeks. In addition to the category of

Reciprocation, Moral Standards of Behavior was the only other category to be

higher at the 9-month interview than at 6 weeks. The relevance of the findings from
the latter category will be discussed later in this paper.

On the basis of the findings from the categories of Reciprocation and
Attachment, it appears that caregivers who feel love and affection for the care
receiver may also desire to provide care as a way to repay the care receiver for past
services or assistance. Morris et al. (1988) noted that people who experienced high
levels of intimacy prior to the onset of dementia in their spouse may undertake the
role of caregiver out of a deep sense of affection and a desire to help or repay the
impaired for past help: “He took care of my sister and I . . . least I can do for
him”; “he’s done for everyone else . . . now it’s time to be there for him™;
“because I love him, he gave up a ot of stuff for us.”

Preparedness
Preparedness, as it pertained to “Care management ability” and “Perception

of the care receiver’s health,” appeared to have less influence on the caregivers
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interviewed at 9 months who were continuing to provide care, unlike feelings
associated with Attachment, Reciprocity, Family Responsibility, and Moral
Standards of Behavior that may influence an individual’s decision to assume or to
continue in the role of caregiver. Fewer respondents cited either their past
experience as caregiver or their perception of their ability to care for the care
receiver as a motivating factor at the 9-month interview.

In light of the findings among the previous categories of Attachment,
Reciprocity and Family Responsibility, it would appear that among those caregivers
interviewed at 9 months who were continuing in the role, “Care management
ability” was less of a motivating factor than were factors associated with the
caregiver’s perception of the quality of the relationship with the care receiver, their
desire to repay the relative for past services, and their belief about behaviors that
pertained to family responsibility. The findings from this study among the
caregivers who were interviewed at 9 months may reflect the use of assistive
services that may have been available to the families through their membership in
the HMO.

In addition, the findings may reflect the caregiver’s perception of a change in
the health status in the care receiver resulting in either a decreased need for the
caregiver’s assistance, or the development of a caregiving routine and feelings of
self-competence about their ability to provide care. Finally, the percentage of
responses in this category at 9 months may have reflected the influence of other

categories on motivation, including Moral Standards of Behavior.
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The percentage of caregivers giving responses to “Perception of the care
receiver’s health” at the 9-month interviews was considerably lower than among
those who responded to this factor at the 6-week interviews. These findings may
reflect differences between the two groups of caregivers who were interviewed at 6
weeks and at 9 months, changes in the health status of the care receivers, or
influence of the dominant categories of Attachment, Family Responsibility, Personal
Philosophy, and Moral Standards of Behavior as factors of motivation.

On the basis of the findings, it appears that “Perception of the care receiver’s
health” and the caregiver’s perception of his/her ability to provide care (“Care
management ability”) may be more important motivators when deciding whether or
not to assume care for a family member than when deciding whether to continue as
caregiver. Although perception of the care receiver’s health status or vulnerability
is documented in the literature (Guberman et al., 1992; Pratt et al., 1987), the
sources do not distinguish the factors between caregivers who had assumed the role
and those who were continuing.

Economic Constraints

“Institutionalization” (Economic Constraints) contributed less as a factor of
motivation among caregivers who were interviewed as 9 months, than among those
who had been interviewed at 6 weeks. Although the literature provides studies that
documented concerns among caregivers about financial costs associated with
institutionalization as opposed to home care (Chenoweth & Spencer, 1986;
Guberman et al., 1992), findings from this study may reflect the level of education,

income level of the sample, and membership of the subjects in a large HMO.
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Furthermore, the predominance of Attachment, Family Responsibility, and to a
lessor degree Personal choice and Moral Standards of Behavior, may have exerted
more influence as factors of motivation than the issues that surrounded Economic
Constraints among the caregivers who were interviewed at 9 months. Hirschfield
(1983) found a negative correlation between mutuality, which was defined as the
caregiver’s ability to find gratification in the relationship with the impaired person
and meaning from the caregiving situation, and institutionalization (r = -.90).

“Dependency of the caregiver on the care receiver’s income” was not given
by the respondents as a motivating factor at either the 6-week or the 9-month
interviews. Documentation of this factor in the literature (Guberman et al., 1992)
may reflect a cultural norm that applies to the Canadian health care system and the
40 caregivers of nonspousal kin residing in Quebec, Canada.

Caregiver Availability

Out of the six factors identified in the category of Caregiver Availability,
“No one else available” was the only factor to be identified as an important
motivational factor among the caregivers interviewed at 6 weeks, but appeared to be
considerably less important as a factor of motivation among the caregivers who were
interviewed at 9 months. It appears that among caregivers who were interviewed at
6 weeks, their motivation may have been due to their perception that there was no
one else who was willing or available to provide care for the dependent relative.

Caregivers whose responses at the 6-week interviews included “No one else
available” as a motivating factor often included statements at the 9-month interview

that pertained to a sense of responsibility or moral obligation. It would appear that
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some of the caregivers may have been motivated to assume the role out of their
perception of default and have been motivated to continue in the role out of a keen
sense of filial responsibility or marital commitment and moral duty: “I was the only
one available,” and “responsibility that I feel I have to do”; “no one else will do
it,” and “so I’ll do it as long as I can™; “I was stuck with it,” and “husband and
wife, we signed an agreement.” The literature documents the variable as it pertains
to a keen sense of moral duty (Wilson, 1989); by virtue of their relationship to the
caregiver, that is, spouse (Wood, 1991); and as the result of no other options
(Chenoweth & Spencer, 1986; Guberman et al., 1992).

Findings from the remaining five factors in this category showed few if any
response as sources of motivation among caregivers in the sample at either the
6-week or the 9-month interviews. The lack of responses to these five factors
suggests that among the caregivers sampled, issues pertinent to the marital status of
the caregiver, the number of other dependents, participation in the work force, or
geographic proximity to the care receiver made little if any contribution towards
motivating the caregiver to either assume the role or continue as caregiver.

Personal Philosophy

The category of Personal Philosophy, with its three factors, contained the
third largest number of responses, following the categories of Attachment and
Family Responsibility, made by caregivers at both the 6-week and the 9-month
interviews. “Personal choice” received the largest number of responses at both

interviews followed by “Anti-institutional feelings” and “Personal decision making.”
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Overall findings from this category indicated the importance to motivation of
the factors associated with an individual’s personal philosophy including their beliefs
about the meaning of the role, their spiritual beliefs, and the personal satisfaction
that was derived from performing the role: “Because I wanted to”; “I could do it
24 hours a day . . .; “I don’t want someone else taking care of her”; “wanted to do
all T could”; “have a lot of faith in God.”

In addition, it would appear from the responses of some of the caregivers at
the 6-week interviews that assumption of the role of caregiver may have been
motivated by strong feelings against placement of their relative in a nursing home:
“She was in a nursing home . . . felt I could do more for her, give her better care”;
“because I couldn’t let her go into a nursing home”; “because I refuse to put him in
a nursing home.” As noted by the number of responses in the category of Moral

Standards of Behavior, among the caregivers interviewed at both times, this finding

may be a reflection of their beliefs about “Moral obligation, moral duty,” coupled
with stories about the quality of care provided in nursing homes. Wilson (1989)
noted that among the 20 family caregivers interviewed, care was provided for their
family member out of a keen sense of moral duty that was due in part to the
“horror” stories the caregivers had heard about the poor quality of care in nursing
homes.

Although the individual findings among the three factors for Personal
Philosophy were lower at 9 months, their total percentage remained substantial.

Results from the category Personal Philosophy implied that among some of the

caregivers interviewed at 9 months, the importance of their personal beliefs about
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the meaning they ascribed to the role and the feelings of satisfaction they derived
from the role,influenced their decision to continue to provide care. In addition,
their spiritual beliefs and their beliefs against placement of the care receiver in a
nursing home appeared to contribute as motivating factors among some of the
respondents interviewed at this time period.

Farran et al. (1991) noted that caregivers may find provisional meaning
through the day-to-day tasks and experiences with their impaired family member and
ultimate meaning or fulfillment by embracing their philosophical or spiritual beliefs.
Guberman et al. (1992) observed that for some of the caregivers who participated in
their study, the act of caring for others gave meaning to their lives and used the
terms “vocation” or “calling” to describe the phenomena.

Judging from the number of responses in the categories of Personal

Philosophy, Attachment and Family Responsibility, it would appear that for a

number of caregivers the decision to assume the role or to continue as caregiver may
have been influenced by positive feelings and emotions for the care receiver and the
meaning they derived from the caregiver role. In addition, beliefs about family
behavior and familial responsibility may have contributed as a factor of motivation
to either assume the role or to continue as caregiver.
Family Responsibility

Although the category of Family Responsibility in the Familial Domain has
been briefly discussed, because of the large number of responses to this category
from the caregivers who were interviewed at 6 weeks and those who were

interviewed at 9 months, a more in-depth discussion is necessary. Among the
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caregivers who were interviewed at 6 weeks and at 9 months, it would appear that
beliefs and values that were associated with “Family responsibilities,” including
filial responsibility and marital commitment, were strongly supported and identified
as factors of motivation. These findings are well supported in the literature (e. g.,
Adams, 1968; Archbold, 1980; Brody, 1981; Brody et al., 1978; Cantor, 1983;
Fitting et al., 1986; Horowitz, 1985; Shanas, 1979; Stoller & Pugliesi, 1989;
Sussman & Burchinal, 1962).

Although Family Responsibility and Attachment were the two dominant
categories among caregivers interviewed at 6 weeks and again at 9 months,
Horowitz and Shindelman (1983) found that some caregivers expressed filial
responsibility in the absence of affection. Similar findings were noted among the
Iesponses ovf some caregivers: “My duty as her husband” and “a responsibility”;
“we are married and it makes it my responsibility to do it.”

Caregivers often referred to family responsibility as it pertained to their
marital commitment: “He’s my husband”; “we’re married . . . he’s my husband”;
“she’s my wife.” Filial responsibility was frequently indicated as a reason to
provide care: “She’s my mother, can’t think of any reason why I wouldn’t want
to”; “he’s my dad”; “because she’s my mother.”

Moral Standards of Behavior

Overall, of the three domains assessed for factors of motivation, the
Socio-Cultural Domain contained the least number of responses from caregivers at
either the 6-week or the 9-month interviews. However, the category Moral

Standards of Behavior was one of only two categories (the other being
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Reciprocation) that was rated higher among the caregivers who were interviewed at
9 months. Similar findings between moral obligation and reciprocity were noted by
Pratt et al. (1987). In a study with 116 family caregivers about ethical concerns, the
authors noted that reciprocity was suggested to give meaning to the sacrifices of
caregiving and contribute to a sense of moral obligation.

On the basis of these findings, it would appear that although the perceptions
associated with feelings of Attachment and Family Responsibility continued to be
important factors of motivation, for many of the caregivers the influence of social
norms and ethical values to beliefs about “Moral obligation” may have contributed
to motivate some caregivers to either assume the role or to continue to provide care
over a period of time. The initial decision to help may be influenced by feelings of
love and affection along with sense of family responsibility. However, after a
period of time the desire to help may be driven by feelings that include a sense of
moral obligation and a debt of honor: “Because I feel I have to,” “my duty,” and
“for my conscience.”

Cultural Role Assignment

Caregivers did not identify either “Family kinship structure” or “Parental
expectation” as important factors of motivation among the caregivers interviewed at
either the 6-week or the 9-month interviews. The sources cited for these factors
included ethnic cultures that were different from the sample drawn for this study
(Guberman et al., 1992; Ikels, 1983).

The minimal response to this category may reflect the beliefs and values of

the respondents who comprised the sample and the resulting effect on identifying
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factors of motivation. The lack of response in this category shows the need for
nurse researchers to recognize the influence of both the ethnic and cultural diversity
found among caregivers, as well as the effect that the form of health care practiced
in a country might have on motivation and the role of caregiver.

Other

A total of 23 factors were identified by the caregivers that did not match the
definitions given to the categories identified from the literature. An interesting
finding among the 23 factors was that with a few exceptions, there was a positive
quality to the responses about the role of caregiver.

Approximately one-third of the factors were from the caregivers who were
interviewed at 9 months, with the balance coming from those participating in the 6-
week interview. The factors shared enough similarities to be formed into four
groups. The remaining five factors were grouped as being related to either
Caregiver Availability or to Social Norms. Each group will be discussed separately.
The Natural Thing to Do

Findings from among the four caregivers whose responses were grouped as
The Natural Thing to Do generally shared the belief that providing care for a
family member was an expected occurrence or “the natural thing to do.” “Always
known would do it, expected to do it”; “natural normal thing to do.” From the
responses, it would appear that assumption of the role of caregiver reflected beliefs
about family behaviors including filial responsibility and responsibilities associated

with the marital commitment.
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Personal Characteristics Consistent With the Role

Four caregivers generally equated reasons why they were caregivers by
describing their own personal characteristics. For example, caregivers replied “I’'m
reliable,” “I'm very easy going.” It would appear from their responses that some
caregivers may be motivated to assume the role of caregiver due to a combination of
preconceived notions about the qualifications associated with the role of caregiver,
for example, one who is reliable and easy going, with a self-appraisal that
encompasses beliefs about their ability to undertake the role. In keeping with role
theory, the perceptions of some of the caregivers may have reflected how they
interpreted their role from a script that is influenced by social norms and rules, the
expectations of others, and the caregiver’s own capabilities. The caregivers may
perceive themselves as the most reliable, the most easy going and therefore the most
qualified to provide care for the dependent person.
Concern_for the Care Receiver

Findings from the responses of seven caregivers indicated the importance
they placed on preserving the well-being of the care receiver and meeting their own
need for reassurance that the care receiver was receiving proper care. With regard
to preserving the care receiver’s well-being, caregivers respondéd: “To maintain his
quality of life and dignity”; “primarily for his own happiness™; “for her peace of
mind.” Another response that addressed the caregivers need for reassurance
included, “because of a need to know that she is doing well and has the proper

care.”
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It would appear from these findings that these caregivers may have been
motivated to assume the role or to continue to provide care out of concern for the
welfare of the care receiver and the need to reassure themselves that they were
doing all they could to help. Further studies about motivation and caregiving might
find a relationship between feelings of attachment, inciuding beliefs about the quality
of the relationship shared with the care receiver, and feelings of concern for the
welfare of the care receiver that cannot be substantiated with the available data at
this time.

Care Receiver’s Feelings About Nursing Homes

The three responses made by the caregivers who were interviewed at 6 weeks
appeared to reflect actions that had been partly determined by being sensitive to the
care receiver’s feelings about nursing home placement. Although assumptions
cannot be substantiated due to the limited number of responses, it would appear that
the decision to assume the role of caregiver was effected by the caregivers’
perceptions about the quality of the relationship shared with the care receiver and
feelings of closeness and familiarity that provided the caregiver with the insight to
speak for the other. For example, one adult daughter replied, “she wouldn’t go
anyway.” Beliefs about Family Responsibility may have contributed to the
responses made by the caregivers as well. For example, a daughter-in-law
responded, “She doesn’t want to go to a nursing home . . . I'll do it as long as I
can.”

It would appear from the responses of these three caregivers that the

motivation to assume the role of caregiver may have been determined in part out of
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respect for the care receiver’s feelings against placement in a nursing home. Future
studies about motivation and the role of the caregiver should not overlook the
importance of feelings of attachment, the quality of the caregiver’s relationship with
the care receiver, and beliefs about family responsibility as potential factors of

motivation.

Other Factors Related to Caregiver Availability

Findings from the responses of three caregivers who were interviewed at 6
weeks appeéred to indicate that for them taking on the role of caregiver was an
event that had not necessarily been planned or expected, but rather something that
had evolved over a period of time: “It snuck up on me doing one thing and then
something else then everything.” Other caregivers responded, “the only thing to
do”; “I got nothing else to do.”

Although the responses in this group were limited in number, the content of
the responses suggested that factors other than those traditionally associated with
competing demands for the caregiver’s time may be included under the category of
Caregiver Availability. From the responses of the caregivers who were interviewed
at 6 weeks, it would appear that the motivation to assume the role of caregiver may
have been determined in part by their perceptions of having the time to help the care
receiver, the care receiver’s health status or vulnerability, and their perception of the
responsibilities associated with a gradual assumption of the role. Future studies

about motivation and caregiving might benefit from an exploration of these factors.
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Other Factors Related to Social Norms

The two responses that were placed in this group were from caregivers who
had participated in the 6-week interviews and represented the Socio-Cultural
Domain. It appeared from the content of the responses that the decision to assume
the role of caregiver had been determined in part by the caregivers’ personal
expectations of the outcomes associated with taking on the caregiver role and the
influence of social norms on the decision. It appeared from the response of one
caregiver that assumption of the role of caregiver was viewed as a future
investment: “I expect someone to do this for me when I get to be that age.” The
response from the second caregiver appeared to suggest motivation that was
determined in part on the need for approval: “They would think I was wrong if I
didn’t take care of him . . . I worry about the criticism I'd get.”

Although the number of responses that pertained to Social Norms was very
limited, it would appear that for the two caregivers who made the responses the
motivation to assume the role of caregiver was influenced in part by the social
norms or rules that are a part of the Socio-Cultural Domain and effect the personal
beliefs and subsequent actions taken by the caregivers. Future studies to determine
the relevance of social norms to motivation among caregivers would be helpful.

Summary and Implications

To summarize, the categories of Attachment, Family Responsibility, and
| Personal Philosophy received the highest number of frequencies among family
caregivers who were interviewed at 6 weeks (n = 103) and again in response to the

interviews that were conducted with those caregivers who remained in the study and
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continued to provide care for a relative at 9 months (n = 78). On the basis of these
findings, it would appear that the caregivers’ perceptions about the quality of the
relationship with the care receiver, and strong beliefs about filial or familial
responsibility or the marital commitment, were strong motivational factors and imply
the influence of both the Personal Domain and the Familial Domain on motivation.
In addition, it would appear that the caregivers’ personal beliefs about the role of
caregiver including feelings of satisfaction, his/her spiritual or philosophical beliefs,
and feelings against nursing home placement, also contributed as relevant factors of
motivation.

Other noteworthy findings included the high number of responses to the
factors in the category of Preparedness among the caregivers jnterviewed at 6 weeks
but not at 9 months. It would appear that beliefs about “Care management ability”
and “Perceptions about the care receiver’s health status” were more relevant as
motivation factors among caregivers who had assumed the role.

Among the factors identified for the category of Caregiver Availability, only
the factor “No one else available” appeared to be relevant as a factor of motivation
among the caregivers who were interviewed at 6 weeks and to a lesser extent among
those interviewed at 9 months. From the number of responses to this factor at 6
weeks, it would appear that Caregiver Availability, as it pertained to “No one else
available,” was more relevant as a factor of motivation among caregivers who had
assumed the role.

From the number of responses to Moral Standards of Behavior, it would

appear that feelings about “Moral obligation, moral duty” were relevant factors of
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motivation among caregivers interviewed at both times. These findings indicate the
influence of the standards that represent the social and cultural norms found in the
Socio-Cultural Domain on the caregiver’s beliefs and the motivation to provide care
out of feelings about moral duty.

Reciprocation and Moral Standards of Behavior were the only two categories
to increase in percentages among the caregivers who were interviewed at 9 months,
suggesting influence of the standards from the Socio-Cultural Domain on the beliefs
from Personal Domain. From the findings, it would appear that over time the
desire to help the care receiver out of feelings of gratitude for past services and
feelings about moral obligation both increased in relevance as factors of motivation.

To place the findings from this project in the proper prospective, it is
necessary to identify some limitations. The first limitation pertains to use of the
existing data base. This project was designed to employ Content Analysis to analyze
three questions from the FCI (Archbold & Stewart, 1986) during interviews with the
caregiver dyad at 6 weeks and again at 9 months post-hospital discharge, restricting
both the results and the generalizability.

Interpretation of data results was further restricted due to the minimum
number of responses to the questions that pertained to motivation. The majority of
responses about motivation came from one question from the existing database that
asked about the caregiver’s reasons for assuming the care for the care receiver or
wanting to continue to provide care. Future studies about motivation and
caregiving would benefit from a larger database with a greater number of questions

that surveyed additional reasons for caregiving. Controls for the length of time the
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caregiver had been providing care, including precise definitions to more accurately
distinguish caregivers who had assumed the role from those who were continuing in
the role, would aid in the interpretation of the responses among caregivers both
within time and across time.

Responses to the questions were limited to two points in time, 6 weeks and 9
months post-hospital discharged, limiting interpretation of the responses to the
caregivers’ perceptions about caregiving. Caregivers may have responded
differently at another time. Future studies would benefit from exploring the role of
caregiver and the factors that motivate them to continue the role over a longer
period of time to see if and how motivation changes.

The findings from this project were limited to the sample which was
primarily white, female, married, and belonged to a large HMO in the Pacific
Northwest. Future studies that include family caregivers from other ethnic cultures
are needed now, as the population, in addition to getting older, is becoming more
ethnically diverse. Results from a study that focused on the cultural practices and
beliefs among families from different ethnic cultures who are caring for a relative
would provide a view of caregiving that has so far not been revealed in this
population of predominately middle-class, white, and female caregivers.

Future studies would benefit from the addition of information about the
religious practices among the families providing care for a relative to assess whether
the practice of a religion acts as a factor of motivation, particularly among

caregivers who provide care over a period of time. Constructing questions that
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focus on the practice of religion may reveal factors of motivation that are more
descriptive than questions about spiritual beliefs.

Although controls for response bias and transitory factors were included in
the CRS (Archbold & Stewart, 1988), interpretation of the responses should
nevertheless include consideration for transitory factors among the respondents,
including such extraneous factors as environmental distractions, influence from other
members of the family as well as stress, strain, or fatigue among the caregivers that
may have influenced their subjective responses. In spite of controls, other
considerations that may have biased the interpretation of the caregivers’ responses
include transcription errors in data entry and bias by the interviewer Aand/o‘r the
coder.

Analysis of the findings would have been more helpful‘ with inclusion of the
medical diagnoses of the care receivers. It is possible that among the caregivers
who were continuing to provide care, some of the responses among the caregivers
may have been a reaction to the care receiver’s changed health status or to an
alteration in the original medical diagnosis, resulting in a confounding of the
interpretation of the responses between the two time periods.

Although the findings from this project cannot be generalized beyond the
sample, they do suggest that among the sample of caregivers who participated in the
study, personal beliefs about attachment, family responsibilities, and the meaning the
caregiver derives from providing the care are involved with the decision to become a

family caregiver. However, caregivers as a group are as diverse as every caregiving
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situation. Just as they cannot be lumped together into a common pot, nor can any
conclusions be drawn about findings from any of the categories.

The categories that were analyzed consisted of very broad definitions. The
findings reflect data analysis that used a dichotomous response to indicate only
whether each factor was present or absent. No attempt was made to analyze how
much of each factor was present, how much the presence of each factor varied
between caregivers either within time or across time, or whether other unknown
factors were present to compel the caregiver to either assume the role or to continue
but were not ranked.

Furthermore, it is important to interpret these findings as they relate to the
particular group of caregivers who were surveyed. Another group of caregivers at
another time may have responded in a very different manner. The categories that
contained few, if any, responses were cited in the literature as factors of motivation
among some caregivers. The lack of response among the respondents who
participated in this study merely reflects the bias of the group sampled and should
not be interpreted to mean those categories were any less important or worthy of
more study. Within the clinical setting, the findings suggest the relevance for the
clinician to have an understanding of the factors that motivate a family member to
assume or continue in the role of ’caregiver for an older person. Beliefs about the
role of caregiver, that include the quality of the relationship shared with the care
receiver need to be identified and recognized as components of the caregiver’s
reservoir of strengths that may influence the caregiving outcome. The relevance of

beliefs about family responsibilities suggests the importance of clinicians to view the
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role of family caregiver as a component of the whole family unit. The clinician
needs to recognize the strength of the values and beliefs of the family on the
motivation of the family member to assume or to continue in the role of the
caregiver and to include the family members in planning for the needs of the care
receiver.

The findings from this study only hint at the reasons why a family member
decides to become a caregiver, and raise more questions than were answered. The
role of the caregiver is indeed very complex and has potential for outcomes that are
as varied as the caregivers themselves. An outcome of this project has been the
recognition that caregivers are motivated to provide care for a family member for a
variety of reasons, many of which are determined by the caregivers’ personal
beliefs, beliefs about family responsibility and the influence of moral standards of
behavior. It is hoped that these findings will provide the blueprint for future studies

about motivation among family caregivers.
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