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ABSTRACT The scales need to be adapted for the society so that they can be used. This study aims to assess the
reliability and validity of the Caregiver Reaction Assessment Scale. The phases of the testing of the scale included
the translation and adaptation of the Preparedness for Caregiving Scale construct analysis by an expert group, and
pre-test and psychometric evaluation (factor analysis, reliability coefficient and inter-item correlations). Pearson
Correlation analysis of the results showed a significant positive relationship between test-retest scores of the scale
(r= .775, p= .000; t=781, p= .439). Cronbach alpha coefficient was α=.88 and standardized α value was .89. The
scale explains the fifty-six percent of total variance. The scales were found to be reliable and valid in Turkish
population. These findings suggest that the Turkish version of the instrument is available for measuring specific
aspects of the caregiving experience in the Turkish population.
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INTRODUCTION

Caring for a family member who needs it can
be a strain on the caregiver. To provide, develop
and evaluate family support, caregiver reactions
toward caregiving should be determined. To ex-
plore Turkish caregiver reactions toward care-
giving, well-tested instruments are needed. The
Caregiver Reaction Assesment Scale (CRA) is a
comprehensive instrument for assessment of
caregiver reactions. It has been validated in sev-
eral languages. Reliable and validated Turkish
version has not been studied yet. This study
was conducted to determine the reliability and
validity of the CRA to fill this gap.

Today, the developments in science and tech-
nology have extended the length of life despite
chronic and life-threatening diseases (Turkey
Healthy Aging Action Plan and Implementation
Program 2015). The development of care and
treatment methods and the change in lifestyles
have directed the care of individuals towards
home from the hospital environment. This con-

dition has increased the role of family members
in the care of individuals with a chronic disease
(Ploeg et al. 2017; Schulz et al. 2017; Turkey
Healthy Aging Action Plan and Implementation
Program 2015).

Problems experienced by individuals with a
chronic disease and elders affect not only the
patients, but the entire family (Grapsa et al. 2014;
Schulz et al. 2017). Studies showed that the car-
egivers have physical, social, psychological and
economic problems (Grant et al. 2013; Yeh et al.
2009). Caregivers are observed to have physical
problems like backache and headache, as well
as a number of psychosocial problems like anx-
iety, depression and social isolation (Beinart et
al. 2012; Borman et al. 2016; Garre-Olmo 2016;
Tang et al. 2012). However, there are also stud-
ies showing a decrease in the burden of caregiv-
ers with the help of a good support (Etters et al.
2008; Given et al. 2006; Martin-Carrasco et al.
2009; Northouse et al. 2010; Yeh et al. 2009). It is
primarily required to determine the reactions of
caregivers in order to reduce their burden. In
order to determine the reactions, on the other
hand, it is important to use a well devoleped
instruments. The literature involves many instru-
ments, which have been developed for measur-
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ing the possible reactions in caregivers taking
care of elder patients with a chronic, life-threat-
ening, physical or mental disease (Bachner et al.
2007). The Caregiver Reaction Assesment (CRA)
scale is a subjective and multidimensional in-
strument with a good psychomotor feature mea-
suring the negative and positive reactions. CRA
was developed by Given et al. in 1992 for care-
givers taking care of various patient groups and
proven valid and reliable as a result of being
applied to the partners of 377 patients with phys-
ical impairments and Alzheimer’s disease.

 The scale involves 24 items and five sub-
scales as the disrupted schedule, financial prob-
lems, lack of family support, health problems and
self-esteem of caregivers (Nijboer et al. 1999).
The scale was applied in many different groups.
There are studies that were conducted with in-
dividuals taking care of patients with different
diseases. It was applied to the caregivers of pa-
tients with different types and stages of cancer
(Applebaum et al. 2016; Ge et al. 2011; Given et
al. 1992; Misawa et al. 2009; Nijboer et al. 1999;
Persson et al. 2008; Petrinec et al. 2016; Yang
2013), caregivers of patients with dementia (Per-
sson et al. 2008), caregivers of patients with rheu-
matoid arthritis (Jacobi et al. 2003), caregivers of
children with central neural system diseases or
damages (Labbe et al. 2002; Weyer et al. 2016),
and the caregivers of patients that had gone
through a cerebral hemorrhage (Bleijlevens et
al. 2015; Grant et al. 2000) and elderly (Lou et al.
2015; Malhotra et al. 2012; Mota et al. 2015).

Majority of individuals with a chronic dis-
ease or elders in Turkey are generally taken care
of by their relatives at home due to both eco-
nomic and cultural reasons (Turkish Statistic
Institute, 2016). There are studies aimed at de-
termining the problems experienced by caregiv-
ers. However, these studies are mainly aimed at
determining the psychosocial problems (Hacial-
ioglu et al. 2010; Karabulutlu et al. 2013; Yikilkan
et al. 2014). There are no qualified and compre-
hensive scales to thoroughly evaluate the reac-
tions of caregivers yet. There is a lack of studies
measuring the possible reactions of caregivers
in Turkey. Determining of the reactions of care-
givers will be useful in planning interventions
for caregivers.

Objective

 The purpose of this study was to determine
the reliability and validity of the CRA to fill this
gap.

METHODOLOGY

Design and Sample

The phases of the testing of the scale in-
cluded translation and language adaptation of
the CRA Scale (CRA) (Beaton et al. 2007), con-
tent analysis by a expert group, and pre-test and
psychometric evaluation (factor analysis, reli-
ability coefficient and inter-item correlations).
Sample size was determined by considering the
principle that the sample size should be at least
five times bigger than the total item number in
validity and reliability studies (Akgül 2005). Sam-
ple size was calculated as at least five times big-
ger than the scale items and the sample for this
study included 158 caregivers who care for their
patients with cognitive and physical disabilities
in their home. The inclusion criteria for the care-
givers are a family member of the patient who is
primarly responsible for the care of the patient,
who can not perform at least two activities of
daily living because of physical or cognitive
impairment, ability to speak and understand
Turkish, willing to participate in this study, pro-
vide care to patients at least three hours a day,
and older than 18 years old.

Data Collection

The study was conducted between June
2011 and March 2012, in the one of the universi-
ty hospital’s outpatient’s clinics of the neurolo-
gy, the cardiology and the oncology and the
office of the Alzheimer Association in Izmir, Tur-
key. Informed consent was obtained from all car-
egivers. Written permission was obtained from
Dorothy Luckie to adapt the CRA into Turkish
and use the instrument in this study. Approval
to conduct the study was obtained from the one
of the University Ethical Committees of the In-
stitute of Health Sciences.

Instruments

Data was collected using a sociodemographic
characteristics questionnaire, the Caregiver Re-
action Assessment scale and the activities of
daily living scale.

Sociodemographic Characteristics
Questionnaire

The questionaire contains questions about
age, gender, education status, economic status,
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working status, how many years and how many
hours spent for their care responsibilities.

The Caregiver Reaction Assesment (CRA)

The scale aims to determine how the person
taking care of a family member is affected by the
process of caring. It involves a total of 24 items
and five subscales regarding the condition of
the caregiver. These subscales are as follows:
 Impact on Finances: Involves three items

and measures the economic effect of the
process of caring upon the caregiver.

 Lack of Family Support: Involves five
items and measures the lack of family sup-
port for the caregiver and the perception
of desolation.

 Impact on Health: Involves four items and
measures the impairment of the health of
the caregiver.

 Impact on Schedule: Involves five items
and measures the effect of the process of
caring upon the daily life of the caregiver.

 Caregiver’s Self-Esteem: Involves seven
items and measures the effect of caring
upon the self-esteem of the caregiver and
the positive experiences regarding the pro-
cess of caring.

The impact of caregiving is evaluated with a
five-point likert scale. For each subscale, a total
score was computed as the average of the sub-
sequent item scores, with a range between 1.00
and 5.00 (one point for “strongly disagree”, two
points for “disagree”, three points for “unde-
cided”, four points for “agree” and five points
for “strongly agree”). As the scale items evalu-
ate different dimensions in caregivers’ lives, there
are no overall sum scores. A higher score indi-
cates a stronger impact of caregiving (either neg-
ative or positive). The explanatory factor analy-
sis evaluated five subscales (Given et al. 1992).
All the subscales of the scale displayed a highly
stable factor structure in cross-sectional and
longitudinal studies that were performed in dif-
ferent cargiver populations (Ge et al. 2011; Mal-
hotra et al. 2012; Misawa et al. 2009; Yang et al.
2013). Besides, the subscales score of CRA were
observed to have a significant correlation with
objective burden, caregiver’s depression, men-
tal health of caregivers and the life quality of
caregivers. An internal consistency was deter-
mined in studies that were conducted with dif-
ferent caregiver groups. The reliability coeffi-

cient varies between .56 (caregiver’s health) and
.84 (economic effects). The Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient is .85 for the entire sample and the
entire scale. It has been determined as .79 for
caregiver’s self-esteem, .88 for lack of family sup-
port, .82 for impact on finances, .82 for impact on
schedule, and .81 for impact on health (Given et
al. 1992). The reliability and validity of the scale
was studied in different cultures and languages
(Ge et al. 2011; Malhotra et al. 2012; Misawa et
al. 2009; Stephan et al. 2013; Yang et al. 2013).

Activities of Daily Living Scale

The Activity of Daily Living (ADL) index was
used to determine the function levels of patients.
The ADL index was developed by Katz et al. in
1963 in an attempt to evaluate the dependence
of individuals in fulfilling their daily life activi-
ties. The ADL index involves six questions about
the activities of bathing, dressing, toileting,
transferring, continence and feeding. Each title
of the ADL involves answer choices as ‘depen-
dent, partially dependent and independent’. In
the ADL index, the scores between 0-6 are eval-
uated as dependent, 7-12 semi-dependent and
13-18 independent. The independence of elder’s
increases in parallel with the increase of scores
(Shelkey 1999).

Data Analysis

Analysis was conducted using descriptive
statistics and appropriate reliability and validity
statistical tests using the Statistical Package for
the Social Services SPSS 15.0 (SPSS Inc., Chica-
go, IL, USA). Validity of the instrument was test-
ed with the exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). To de-
termine the appropriateness of exploratory fac-
tor analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
measure of sampling adequacy was used. By
using the Barlett sphericity test, the meaning-
fulness of intervariable correlation coefficients
was determined (Büyüköztürk 2007). For reliabil-
ity analysis, Cronbach’s alpha, item correlation
and Hotelling T2 test analysis were adminis-
tered. Internal consistency was examined us-
ing Cronbach’s alpha (coefficient alpha). The
item-total item correlations were included in the
analysis. Significance level was examined as
.05 in all analyses.



344 ZUHAL BAHAR, AYFER ELÇIGIL, AYSE BESER  ET AL.

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics of the Caregivers and
Their Patients

Descriptive data for caregivers and their pa-
tients is shown in Table 1. The average ages of
caregivers were 49.58 years, 71.5 percent werefe-
male, 32.9 percent were higher education gradu-
ates, eighty-one percent were married and 76.6
percent were not working. It was also determined
that 33.5 percent of the caregivers consisted of
partners, 89.2 percent had social security, 74.7
percent had middle income and lived with the
patients (77.2%), 42.4 percent had worked be-
fore with caregiving, 36.1 percent had been car-
egiving for 4 years or a longer period, and they
provided caregiving for approximately 14.27
hours a day. The average ages of care recipients
were 64.55 years and fifty-seven percent were
female, 37.3 percent were cancer patients and
their ADL score was 11.66.

Reliability

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .81 for
the total scale. It shows that the internal consis-
tency was sufficiently high for the total scale
(Factor 1: .83, Factor 2: .84, Factor 3: .81, Factor
4: .80, Factor 5: .70). Item total score correlation
coefficients of CRA ranged from .01 (lowest) to
.71 (highest). Except for seven items (1, 3, 7, 17,
19, 20, 23) on the scale, the correlation coeffi-
cients were greater than .20, which is generally
accepted as the lower bound by researchers. In
the Hotelling T2 test (Hotelling T2 = 170.069, p =
.000), it was revealed that the sample was not
response biased in the scale. This shows that
items in CRA were perceived similarly by care-
givers.

Examining the general variance distributions
of items in the scale, it was determined that they
displayed a distribution between .496-26.898 and
the factor loading was for items of factor one
between .514-.830, for factor 2 between .288-.873,
for factor 3 between 0.651-.818, for factor 4 be-
tween .199-.809 and for factor 5 between .241-
.796 and the results were statistically significant
(p<0.001) (Table 2).

Examining the results of the Principle Com-
ponent factor analysis that was conducted to
determine the subscales of the scale, it was found

that five factors. The Cronbach Alpha coeffi-
cients of subgroups were between .70-.84 and the
variances between 4.535-26.898, and the cumula-
tive variance distribution of these groups varied

Table 1: Descriptive information regarding care-
givers and patients (n: 158)

Descriptive information          Number Percentage

Caregiver Variables
Age (year)                                 X: 49.58 (SD: 11.50)
Gender

Female 113 71.5
Male 45 28.5

Education
Literate/elementary school 61 38.6
High school graduate 45 28.5
University graduate 52 32.9

Marital Status
  Married 128 81
Single 30 19

Working Status
Full time working 28 17.7
Part time working 9 5.7
 Not working 121 76.6

Insurance
Available 141 89.2
N/A        17 10.8

Income
Income more than 26 16.5
  expenditure
Income equal to expenditure 118 74.7
Income less than ependiture 14 8.9

Relationship to Care Recipient
Mother/Father 40 25.3
Daughter/Son 44 27.8
Spouse 53 33.5
 Other Relatives 21 13.4

State of Living Together
Yes 122 77.2
No 36 22.8

Working Status Before The Care
Yes 67 42.4
No 91 57.6

Caregiving Period (Year)
Less than 1 year 49 31
1-3 years 52 32.9
4 years or more 57 36.1

Daily caregiving duration (hr)       X: 14.27 (SD: 9.01)
Patient Variables

Age (year)                                X: 64.55 ( SD: 15.57)
Gender

Female 90 57
Male 68 43

Diagnosis
 Cancer 59 37.3
Dementia 52 32.9
Parkinson’s Disease 38 24.1
 Others 9 5.7

ADL scores                              X:11.66 (SD: 3.57)
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between 26.898-65.172 (Table 2). The results were
evaluated as statistically significant (p<0.001).

Validity Analysis

Construct Validity: As a result of exploratory
factor analysis of CRA, it was found that KMO coef-
ficient was .835 and Bartlett’s Test result was 2128.311.
The factor loadings of the CRA ranged from .33 to .94.
The explained total variance was sixty-five percent.
Figure 1 illustrates the model of CRA.

In the confirmatory Factor Analysis of the
CRA, five subscales of the original scale were

tested in this study. Model concordance indi-
ces were determined as follows: χ2 = 684.07, df =
242, RMSEA = .108; GFI = .73; CFI = .89; NFI =
.84, and NNFI = .87.

DISCUSSION

This study confirms the reliability and valid-
ity of the CRA in the Turkish population. The
appropriateness of the Turkish version of the
scale for the Turkish language and culture was
assessed by 10 experts. Content validity of the
CRA was assessed via Kendall W analysis of
assessment scores given by experts to all items.

Table 2: Descriptive statistics of CRA and Pearson correlation coefficient between the items and the
total scale (n = 158)

Item Items of CRA M (SD) Item-total If item
correlation   deleted

Factor 1: Impact on Schedule (á = .83)

4  My activities are centered around care for ___. 2.40 ± 1.22 .47 .79
8 I have to stop in the middle of work. 2.63 ± 1.34 .63 .58
11 I visit family and friends less since I have been caring for ___. 2.30 ± 1.26 .62 .79
14 I have eliminated things from my Schedulesince caring for ___. 2.25 ± 1.23 .59 .79
18 The constant interruptions make it difficult to find time for relaxation. 2.59 ± 1.21 .70 .78

Factor 2: Caregiver’s Self-esteem (á = .84)

1 I feel privileged to care for ___. 2.58 ± 1.40 .08 .81
7 I resent having to take care of ___. 2.22 ± 1.21 .02 .82
9 I really want to care for ___. 2.15 ± 1.21 .21 .81
12 I will never be able to do enough caregiving torepay ___. 2.06 ± 1.22 .22 .81
17 Caring for ___ makes me feel good. 2.32 ± 1.26 .01 .82
20 Caring for ___ is important to me. 2.04 ± 1.16 .18 .81
23 I enjoy caring for ___. 2.14 ± 1.15 .04 .81

Factor 3: Impact on Finances (á = .81)

3 My financial resources are adequate to pay for things that are 3.28 ± 1.25 .15 .81
  required for caregiving.

21 Caring for ___ has put a financial strain on thefamily. 3.01 ± 1.33 .50 .79
2 4 It’s difficult to pay for ___ ‘s health needs andservices. 2.99 ± 1.32 .52 .79

Factor 4: Lack of Family Support (á = .80)

2 Others have dumped caring for ___ onto me.  3.38 ± 1.33 .28 .80
6 It is very difficult to get help from my family in taking care of ___.  3.10 ± 1.29 .47 .79
13 My family works together at caring for ___.  3.25 ± 1.39 .30 .80
16 Since caring for ___, I feel my family hasabandoned me.  3.27 ± 1.36 .37 .80
22 My family (brothers, sisters and children) left me alone to care for ___.  3.49 ± 1.30 .28 .80

Factor 5: Health Problems (á = .70)

5 Since caring for ___, it seems like I’m tired allof the time.  2.61 ± 1.28 .71 .78
10 My health has gotten worse since I’ve beencaring for ___.  2.92 ± 1.21 .68 .78
15 I have enough physical strength to care for ___.  3.26 ± 1.25 .20 .81
19 I am healthy enough to care for ___.  3.51 ± 1.19 .13 .81

Total Scale (á = .81)
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Fig. 1. Confirmatory factor analysis of the CRA-Turkish version
“Factor loading, #Error variance: The part of the total variance caused by anything irrelevant that was not experi-
mentally controlled.
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There were no statistical differences between
scores given by the experts for each item (Ken-
dal W=.076; p = .68) and the experts achieved
consensus concerning all items.

In the factor analysis performed in the origi-
nal scale, MSA (measure of sampling adequacy)
was used. This is measure based on Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin’s Formula and gives an indication
as to how well a variable’s correlation with other
variables in the instrument can be accounted for
on the basis of linear combinations of these oth-
er variables. In the present study, it was found
that KMO coefficient was .835 and Bartlett’s Test
result was 2128.311. The literature emphasizes
that Barlett’s sphericity test should be statisti-
cally significant, and the KMO value should be
at a minimum of .60 to carry out a factor analysis
(DeVellis 2012, Johnson and Christensen 2014).
In this study, Barlett’s sphericity test and the
KMO value were p <.05 and above .60 respec-
tively, indicating that the data were appropriate
and sufficient for factor analysis. In the original
scale, variables with an MSA coefficient of less
than .7 were excluded on the grounds that they
showed little communality with the other vari-
ables in the instrument and thus would not load
on any common factors (Given et al. 1992).

After an exploratory factor analysis in the
original scale, the CRA comprised 24 indicator
items forming five distinct unidimensional sub-
scales. These components accounted for 65.l
percent of the variance among the 24 remaining
study variables (Given et al. 1992). In the explor-
atory factor analysis, the total variance of the
CRA scale was found to be sixty-five percent in
the present study, which was compatible with
the factor analysis results. The final model of
Given et al. (1992) showed an adequate fit (CFI =
.97, NFI = .97). In the CFA analysis of the CRA,
the fit index was as high as in the CRA. In this
study, it is found that CFI = .89 and NFI = .84.
The literature accepts the model fit indicators
higher than .90, X2 / DF value lower than 5 and a
RMSEA value lower than .08 as indicators of
good fit (Simsek 2010). This study’s CFA results
were in line with the literature. Therefore, the
researchers are confident that the scale was suit-
able for use in Turkish society. There were sev-
eral differences between the factor loadings of
this Turkish version and those of the original
scale. Given et al. (1992) did not report any fac-
tor loading less than .20. The literature indicates
that the minimum factor value should be .30 and

above (DeVellis 2012; Johnson and Christensen
2014). But in this study, seven items are lower
than .20. When these items were excluded, there
was no big improvement in Cronbach’s alpha
value so it was decided to leave it in the Turkish
version of the instrument. As these items had a
good fit, they were not excluded from the scale
so as not to weaken the general structure of the
scale. These fit index values indicated that the
CRA was a tool that could be used in Turkish
society and these values supported its construct
validity.

In the original scale, the internal consisten-
cy was calculated for subscales and the Cron-
bach alpha values of the CRA subscales were
found to be higher than .70 (Impact on schedule
α= .82, caregiver’s self-esteem α= .90, impact on
finances α= .81, lack of family support α= .85,
impact on health α= .80). In the present study,
impact on schedule α= .83, self-esteem α= .84,
finances problems α= .81, lack of family support
α= .80 and health problems α= .70. These values
showed that the subscales had a generally high
level of reliability. There is only one subscale
(health problems) that is just slightly less than
the internal consistency reliability coefficient of
the original scale. Thus, it is suggested that im-
pact on health subscale of CRA is a moderately
reliable, but the other subscales were found to
be reliable for Turkish culture. The Japanese
version of CRA was studied by Misawa et al.
(2009) and in the result of factor analysis they
found five factor structures same as the current
study. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient score
of impact on health subscale were found weak
in the Japanese version of CRA (Misawa et al.
2009). On the other hand, there are studies that
recommend four factor CRA scales with merg-
ing of the impact on schedule and health sub-
scales (Malhotra et al. 2012; Petrinec et al. 2016).

The item-total score analysis explains the
relationship between scores on the items and
total score on the scale. It shows whether the
items of the scale assess the desired character-
istic (DeVellis 2012; Johnson and Christensen
2014). The acceptable coefficient in item selec-
tion should be higher than .20 or .25 (Gözüm and
Aksayan 2002). In this CRA item analysis the item-
total score correlation coefficients ranged from
.02 to .71. In general, numerous researchers have
used .20 as the lower boundary in practice, and in
this study, only seven of all items were below this
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level. But the items were good in fit with the sub-
scales, therefore no items were excluded.

CONCLUSION

Determination of the reaction of caregivers
by using the CRA will be useful for planning
effective interventions to caregivers. As the
scale was short, comprehensible, and suitable
for Turkish culture, the researchers feel confi-
dent in its use to assess caregiver reactions to-
ward caregiving. In conclusion, the results of
this study provide support for the reliability and
validity of the CRA for assessing Turkish care-
giver reactions toward caregiving.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This study provided evidence that the CRA
scale is a reliable and valid instrument for as-
sessing Turkish caregiver reactions toward car-
egiving. Results show that the scale is accept-
able for Turkish culture. It is easy and practical
to use for both informants and investigators and
appropriate for the Turkish Culture. The reliabil-
ity and validity of CRA has been studied in many
countries. The curremt study will provide the
opportunity to do international comparative
studies.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors wish to express their apprecia-
tion to Dorothy Luckie for her permission to use
the CRA and all caregivers for their participation
in this study.

REFERENCES

Akgül A 2005. Tibbi Arastirmalarda Istatistiksel Analiz
Teknikleri: SPSS Uygulamalari (Statistical Analy-
sis Techniques in Medical Research: SPSS Applica-
tions). Ankara: Emek Ofset Ltd.sti.

Applebaum AJ, Bevans M,  Son T,  Evans K,  Hernan-
dez M,  Giralt S, DuHamel K 2016. A scoping re-
view of caregiver burden during allogeneic HSCT:
Lessons learned and future directions. Bone Mar-
row Transplantation, 51(11): 1416-1422.

Bachner GY, O’Roucke N, Carmel S 2007. Psycomet-
ric properties of a modified version of  the caregiv-
er reaction assesment scale measuring caregiving
and post-caregiving reactions of caregiver’s cancer
patients. Journal of Palliative Care, 23(2): 80-86.

Beaton D, Bombardier C, Guillemin F, Ferraz MB 2007.
Recommendations for the Cross Cultural Adapta-
tion of the DASH and QuickDASH Outcome Mea-
sures. Toronto: Institute for Work & Health. From

<http://www.dash.iwh.on.ca/sites/dash/files/down-
loads/cross_cultural_adaptation_2007.pdf> (Re-
trieved on 2 March 2017).

Beinart N, Weinman J, Wade D, Brady R 2012. Care-
giver burden and psychoeducational interventions
in Alzheimer’s disease: A review. Dementia and
Geriatric Cognitive Disorders Extra, 2:  638-648.

Bleijlevens MH, Stolt M, Stephan A, Zabalegui A, Saks
K, Sutcliffe C, Lethin C, Soto ME, Zwakhalen SM
2015. Changes in caregiver burden and health-re-
lated quality of life of informal caregivers of old-
er people with Dementia: Evidence from the Euro-
pean RightTime Place Care prospective cohort
study. Journal of Advanced  Nursing, 71(6): 1378-
1391.

Borman P, Gökçe-Kutsal Y, Terzioglu F, Okumus M,
Ceceli E, Karahan S, Senel K, Gökkaya K, DoGan A,
Eskiyurt N, Günaydin R, Eyigör S, Sahin N, Sahin M
2016. A multicenter pilot study of burden among
caregivers of geriatric rehabilitation patients with
neuromusculoskeletal disease. Rehabilitation Nurs-
ing, 1-13.

Büyüköztürk S 2007. Veri Analizi El Kitabi (Data Anal-
ysis Manual). 8th Edition. Ankara, Turkey: Pegem.

DeVellis RF 2012. Scale Development, Theory and
Applications. 3rd Edition. India: SAGEPublication,
Inc.

Etters L, Goodall D, Harrison B 2008. Caregiver bur-
den among dementia patient caregivers: A review of
the literature. Journal of the American Academy of
Nurse Practitioners, 20(8): 423-428.

Garre-Olmo J, Vilalta-Franch J, Calvo-Perxas L, Tur-
ro-Garriga O, Conde-Sala L, Lopez-Pousa S 2016. A
path analysis of patient dependence and caregiver
burden in Alzheimer’s disease. International Psy-
chogeriatrics, 28(7): 1133-1141.

Ge C, Yang X, Fu J, Chang Y, Wei J, Zhang F, Wang L
2011. Reliability and validity of the Chinese ver-
sion of the caregiver reaction assessment. Psychia-
try and Clinical Neurosciences, 65: 254-263.

Given B, Given WC, Sikorskii A, Jeon S, Scherwood P
2006. The impact of providing symptom manage-
ment assistance on caregiver reactions: Results of a
randomized trial.Journal of Pain Symptom Man-
agement, 32(5): 433-443.

Given CW, Given B, Stommel M, Collins C, King S,
Franklin S 1992. The caregiver reaction assessment
(CRA) for caregivers to persons with chronic phys-
ical and mental impairments. Research in Nursing
and Health, 15(4):  271-283.

Gözüm S, Aksayan S 2002. Kültürlerarasi ölçek uyarla-
masi için rehber II: Psikometrik özellikler ve kültür-
lerarasi karsilastirma. Hemsirelikte Arastirma Ge-
listirme Dergisi, 4:  9-20.

Grant JS, Bartolucci AA, Elliot TR, Giger JN 2000.
Sociodemographic, physical, and psychosocial char-
acteristics of depressed and non-depressed family
caregivers of stroke survivors. Brain Injury, 14(12):
1089-1100.

Grant M, Sun V, Fujinami R, Sidhu R, Otis-Green S, Jua-
rez G, Ferrell B 2013. Family caregiver burden, skills
preparedness, and quality of life in nonsmall cell lung
cancer. Oncology Nursing Forum, 40: 337-346.

Grapsa E, Pantelias K, Ntenta E, Pipili C Kiousi E,
Samartzi M, Karagiannis S, Heras P 2014. Caregiv-
ers’ experience in patients with chronic diseases.
Social Work in Health Care, 53(7):  670-678.



TURKISH VERSION OF CRA 349

Hacialioglu N, Özer N, Karabulutlu EY, Erdem N, Erci
2010. The quality of life of family caregivers of
cancer patients in the East of Turkey. European
Journal of Oncology Nursing, 14(3):  211-221.

Jacobi CE, Berg BVD, Boshuizen HC, Rupp I, Dinant
HJ 2003. Bos GAM Dimension-specific burden of
caregiving among partners of rheumatoid arthritis
patients. Rheumatology, 42(10): 1226-1233.

Johnson B, Christensen L 2014. Educational Research:
Quantitative, Qualitative and Mix Approaches. Cal-
ifornia: SAGE Publication, Inc.

Karabulutlu EY, Akyil R, Karaman S, Karaca M 2013.
Investigation of sleep quality and psychological
problems in cancer caregivers. Turkish Journal of
Oncology, 28: 1–9.

Labbe EE, Lopez I, Murphy L, O’Brien C 2002. Opti-
mism and psychosocial functioning in caring for
children with battens and other neurological dis-
ease. Psychological Reports, 90: 1129-1135.

Lou VWQ, Lau BHP, Cheung KSL 2015. Positive as-
pects of caregiving (PAC): Scale validation among
Chinese dementia caregivers (CG). Arch Gerontol
Geriatr, 60(2): 299-306.

Martín-Carrasco M, Martín MF, Valero CP, Millán PR,
García CI, Montalbán SR, Vázquez AL, Piris SP,
Vilanova MB 2009. Effectiveness of a psychoedu-
cational intervention program in the reduction of
caregiver burden in Alzheimer’s disease patients’
caregivers. International Journal of Geriatric Psy-
chiatry, 24(5): 489-499.

Malhotra R, Chan A, Malhotra C, Østbye T 2012.
Validity and reliability of the Caregiver Reaction
Assessment scale among primary informal caregiv-
ers for older persons in Singapore Aging & Mental
Health, 16(8): 1004–1015.

Misawa T, Miyashita M, Kawa M, Abe K, Abe M, Na-
kayama Y, Given CW 2009. Validity and reliabili-
ty of the Japanese version of the Caregiver Reac-
tion Assessment scale (CRA-J) for community dwell-
ing cancer patients. The American Journal of Hos-
pice &Palliative Care, 26: 334-340.

Mota FRN, Victor JF, Silva MJ, Bessa MEP, Amorim
VL, Cavalcante MLSN, Moreira ACA, Barbosa TM
2015. Cross-cultural adaptation of the Caregiver
Reaction Assessment for use in Brazil with informal
caregivers of the elderly. Rev Esc Enferm USP,
49(3): 424-431.

Nijboer C, Triemstra M, Tempelaer R, Sanderman R,
Bos GA 1999. Measuring both negative and positive
reactions to giving care to cancer patients: Psyco-
hometric qualities of the caregiver reactions asses-
ment (CRA). Social Science, Medicine, 48: 1259-
1269.

Northouse LL, Katapodi MC, Song L, Zhang L, Mood
DW 2010.  Interventions with family caregivers of
cancer patients’ meta-analysis of randomized tri-
als. Cancer J Clin, 60: 317–339.

Persson C, Larsen WA, Sundin K, Gustavsson P 2008.
Assessing informal caregivers’ experiences: A qual-
itative and pschometric evaluation of the caregiver
reaction assessment scale. European Journal of
Cancer Care, 17: 189-199.

Petrinec A, Burant C, Douglas S 2016. Caregiver reac-
tion assessment: Psychometric properties in care-
givers of advanced cancer patients. Psycho-Oncol-
ogy. DOI: 10.1002/pon.4159.

Ploeg J, Matthew-Maich N, Fraser K, Dufour S, McAin-
ey C, Kaasalainen S, Markle-Reid M, Upshur R,
Cleghorn R, Emili A 2017. Managing multiple chron-
ic conditions in the community: A Canadian quali-
tative study of the experiences of older adults, fam-
ily caregivers and healthcare providers. BMC Geri-
atrics (BMC Series), 17: 40.

Shelkey M, Wallace M 1999. Katz index of indepen-
dence in activities of daily living. J Gerontology
Nursing, 25(3): 8-9.

Schulz R, Czaja SJ 2017. Family caregiving: A vision
for the future. The American Journal of Geriatric
Psychiatry, (In Press).

Stephan  A, Mayer  H, Guiteras  AR, Meyer G 2013.
Validity, reliability, and feasibility of the German
version of the Caregiver Reaction Assessment scale
(G-CRA): A validation study. International Psycho-
geriatrics, 25(10): 1621-1628.

Simsek ÖF 2010. Yapisal Esitlik Modellemesine Giris
Temel Ýlkeler ve Lisrel Uygulamalari (Introduction
to Structural Equation Modeling, LISREL: Funda-
mental Principles and  Practices). Istanbul: Eki-
noks Yayinlari.

Tang ST, Chang WC, Chen JS, Wang HM, Shen WC, Li
CY, Liao YC 2012. Course and predictors of depres-
sive symptoms among family caregivers of termi-
nally ill cancer patients until their death. Psy-
chooncology, 22(6): 1312–1318.

Turkey Healthy Aging Action Plan and Implementa-
tion Program “2015-2020”. “Saglik Bakanligi, Yayin
No, 960. From <http://kronikhlar.thsk. saglik. gov.
tr/Dosya/Dokumanlar/kitaplar/Saglikli_ yaslanma_
eylem_plani_22_03_2016.pdf.> (Retrieved on 4
March 2017).

Turkish Statistic Institute Report, Family Structure
Research 2016. From <http://www.tuik.gov.tr/
PreHaberBultenleri.do?id=24644> (Retrieved on 12
July 2017).

Weyer WH , Tamm M , Walter P 2016. Evaluation of
the German version of the caregiver reaction as-
sessment questionnaire for informal caregivers of
patients with neovascular age-related macular de-
generation. Ophthalmologe,  113(3): 230-239.

Yang HK, Shin DW, Kim SY, Cho J, Chun SH, Son KY,
Park B, Park JH 2013. Validity and reliability of the
Korean version of the Caregiver Reaction Assess-
ment Scale in family caregivers of cancer patients.
Psycho-Oncology, 22: 2864-2868.

Yeh PM, Wierenga ME, Yuan SC 2009. Influences of
psychological well-being, quality of caregiver-pa-
tient relationship, and family support on the health
of family caregivers for cancer patients in Taiwan.
Asian Nursing Research, 3(4): 154-166.

Yikilkan H, Aypak C, Görpelioglu S 2014. Depression,
anxiety and quality of life in caregivers of long-
term. Home Care Patients, 28(3): 193-196.

Paper received for publication on February 2016
Paper accepted for publication on October 2017


