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Abstract

Purpose of the Study: In India, the rate of population aging, the greater burden of chronic
disease-related care, and smaller families question the sustainability of traditional family based,
home long term support and services (LTSS). However, little is still known about Indians’
perception of formal LTSS.

Design and Methods: A mixed-methods design of family caregivers for older adults from
Jodhpur, Rajasthan (n=30 in-depth interviews; n=100 guantitative survey). Inductive qualitative
data analysis identified emergent themes about perceptions of either informal or formal LTSS.
Caregivers self-reported which common LTSS they needed in a quantitative survey.
Multivariable Poisson and logistic regression models were used to estimate the average total
number of LTSS and probabilities of self reporting wanting individual LTSS, respectively.

Results: The central theme was a negative perception of formal LTSS, especially the idea of paid
helpers. A second theme served as the rationale for the first theme: caregivers reported a “duty”
to provide care to one's family that “others” and those “doing it for money” could not meet.
Caregivers reported on average 2.8 LTSS needs of 10 options. Formal LTSS, like home-health
care assistance with instrumental activities of daily living, were least frequently reported;
caregiver education and self-care activities were the most reported.

Implications: Despite providing intensive amounts of informal LTSS and care for their family
members, Indian caregivers consistently reported disinterest in using formal LTSS alternatives in
qualitative and quantitative data. Caregivers reported a stronger desire for services that support
their ability to carry out their caregiving roles.

Keywords: caregiving, India, long-term care, long-term supports and services, qualitative
research; quantitative research



Introduction

In lower- and middle-income countries, the care needs of older persons nearly always fall
to family members alone, overwhelmingly to women.(Apt & Gricco, 1994; Wachter, 1997) The
number of older persons to care for is falling on fewer and fewer shoulders: globally, there will
be 24 persons aged 65+ for everyone aged 15-64 in 2050 compared to 11:1 in 2010. ("World
Population Prospects: The 2015 Revision," 2015) Although low and middle-income countries are
home to over 2/3rds of the world’s population aged 65+, it remains unclear what are the best
approaches — either formal health care or informal family care systems — to support this
unprecedentedly large number of older adults in these settings. In particular, there are crucial
gaps in our understanding of individuals’ perceptions of their caregiving roles and their
preferences for supportive interventions to facilitate carrying out their ideal perception of care

for older adult family members.

Older adults in India often lack access to health care, especially to geriatricians, which
remains a rare specialty throughout the country.(Lloyd-Sherlock, 2000, 2002; Shrestha,
2000) Generally speaking, despite efforts to improve access to health care and for the
government-sponsored health care system to address the health of Indians (Vikram Patel et al.,
2015), much of the health care Indian adults receive is from private providers of varying
quality,(Powell-Jackson, Acharya, & Mills, 2013) and with significant out-of-pocket
expenditures. (Balarajan, Selvaraj, & Subramanian, 2011; Duran, Kutzin, & Menabde, 2014;
Kumar et al., 2011; Prinja, Aggarwal, Kumar, & Kanavos, 2012; Shankar Prinja et al., 2012;
Reddy et al., 2011; van Doorslaer et al., 2006) Non-communicable diseases are associated with

significant health care utilization and out-of-pocket expenditures. (Pati et al., 2014)
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Formal care infrastructure, such as long-term or residential care facilities (Lloyd-
Sherlock, 2002) are often scarce. In India, historically, the family is the most socially acceptable
place to age (Rajan & Kumar, 2003; Jamuna, 2003). However, there is some indication that these
patterns are steadily changing, as evidenced by a steady increase in nuclear living arrangements
among older adults, and the number of older adults living alone or only with their spouse has
increased over time. These patterns naturally raise the question, “Where are older adults going to
age and who is going to care for the elderly in India?” Despite a perceived cultural stigma
associated with formal long-term care use, this evidence remains more anecdotal than empirical.
Many older adults living in a formal, residential “old age home” reported having been threatened
by their children with being kicked out of their home and taken to such a home.(Kalavar,
Jamuna, & Ejaz, 2013)

The broader study drew largely from Pearlin’s stress-coping model(Leonard I. Pearlin,
Mullan, Semple, & Skaff, 1990), which argues that stressors, of which caregiving is one, can
affect physical health and psychological well-being. However, the relationship between stress
and caregiving is moderated by caregiving support. A recent study on long-term care of adults
with Autism in India used a similar theoretical model to identify factors associated with long-
term planning (Ghosh, 2022). In the absence of caregiving models developed and tested in low
and middle-income countries, we chose this model to maximize comparisons to the wide
evidence from the U.S. and other higher income country contexts where this model has been
employed. (Pearlin, 1999; Pearlin et al., 1990) This analysis focused on perceptions of

alternative supports and services to offset this caregiving stress process.
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This paper uses evidence from a mixed-methods study of caregivers of older adults in a
city in northwest India (Jodhpur, Rajasthan) to address these gaps about long-term care needs

and preferences. This paper has two aims:

1. Explore family caregivers’ perceptions about formal care services, and

2. ldentify which kinds of LTSS caregivers report needing and are likely to use.

We address the first aim with qualitative data from in-depth interviews with caregivers
(n=30) and the second aim with quantitative data from a survey of caregivers (n=100).
Specifically, for the second aim, we describe stated preferences for long-term care services and
test the hypothesis that family caregivers state a lower preference for formal care options than

informal/in-home care options.

Methods

This sequential mixed-methods study of caregivers for older adults was conducted in
urban Jodhpur, the second largest city in its state (Rajasthan) and home to approximately 2.4
million residents, in two sequential waves — qualitative and then quantitative. Participants for
both the qualitative and quantitative study were recruited from the geriatrics clinic at Mathura
Das Mathur Hospital, a large public hospital affiliated with the largest medical college in
Jodhpur. The geriatrics clinic was the second regional center for geriatrics excellence established
as part of India’s National Program for Health Care of the Elderly.(Verma & Khanna, 2013) In
line with the NPHCE goals, the clinic primarily serves as an outpatient clinic unit with dedicated
clinicians, a pharmacy, and a laboratory to improve older adults’ quality of care at public
hospitals. Although the Jodhpur clinic is a referral point for primary health centers from around

the region, this study focused only on families within the limits of Jodhpur city.
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The study population was adults (aged 18+) caring for a family member who was able to
provide informed consent. Study staff introduced the study goals and procedures to potential
participants when an older adult presented at the clinic. Those interested and eligible provided
the telephone number of the primary caregiver for the older adult who came to the clinic. Study
staff then called the primary caregiver, screened them for eligibility, and scheduled appointments
with eligible participants upon commencement of data collection. The study was approved by the
University of Minnesota in Minneapolis and Tata Institute of Social Sciences in Mumbai

Institutional Review Boards, respectively.
Quialitative Study Design

The qualitative wave conducted one-on-one, in-person, semi-structured interviews with
30 family caregivers stratified by care recipient condition. The semi-structured interview topics
were informed by Pearlin’s stress and coping model, commonly invoked by caregiving studies in
Western settings. (Pearlin, 1999; Pearlin et al., 1990) The data analysis was a mix of inductive

and deductive coding.
Sampling Design and Study Recruitment

The study used a stratified, purposive sampling approach for caregivers of older adults.
The sample was stratified a priori by intensity of care demands: (1) severe physical impairment
or at least mild cognitive impairment; (2) mild-to-moderate physical impairment; (3) little-to-no
physical impairment. The sample was stratified for two reasons. First, there is often a baseline of
care or help that most older adults in India receive as a function of multigenerational living
arrangements; older adults in homes with younger people would be unlikely to cook. Including
the little-to-no care group was intended to represent this baseline care that older Indian adults

receive and would serve as a comparison to the specific kinds of care for limitations and health
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conditions. Second, we included two categories of caregivers providing care to older adults with
severe to mild impairments to capture the unique challenges posed as care needs progressively
increase. The study was introduced to clinic patients in person while they were at the clinic

between September and December 2014.
Data Collection

Study interviews were completed in the caregiver’s home after reviewing study
procedures, and the caregiver provided informed consent to participate in the study. The semi-
structured interviews covered several domains of caregiving responsibilities, including the
temporal narrative of how care demands emerged, the caregiver’s current daily duties, and
subjective processes of stress and coping. In line with Pearlin’s model, caregivers were asked
throughout the semi-structured interview to offer insights into the care-recipient characteristics,
and their experience of the objective instrumental and financial caregiving demands, other life
demands, secondary role strain and benefit, caregiver physical and mental health, perceived
social support, and family dynamics. In addition to suggested questions and anticipated relevant
probes included in the interview guide, interviewers were encouraged to probe on relevant

themes and topics to comprehensively explore the caregivers’ experience providing care.

The interviews lasted between 60-90 minutes and were conducted between December
2014 and February 2015. Two study research assistants were present at each interview: one who
conducted the interview and the other who took notes to capture non-verbal communication and
contextual insights that complemented the interview data. The interviews were conducted in the
local language of the caregiver’s preference; the majority of interviews were conducted in Hindi
and a minority were conducted in Marwadi, the local language in Jodhpur. Interviews were audio

recorded, transcribed, and translated into English; a sub-sample of the translations was quality



checked by an independent research assistant fluent in Hindi and Marwadi. Data analysis was

conducted using the English transcripts.
Data Analysis

Data analysis was informed by thematic analysis approaches(Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Inductive and deductive codes were applied based on the structure of the interview guide, our
conceptual framework, and themes that emerged from the data. For this particular analysis, a
hybrid approach of an emic process of coding new themes and an etic process of applying
established Pearlin’s model(Leonard I. Pearlin et al., 1990) to further organize themes was used
to maximize implications for future research and practice; emic themes that emerged from the
data. Initial coding and subsequent organization of codes into hierarchical categories was
conducted in Microsoft Excel. The codes were then grouped into hierarchical categories as a
means of organizing the coded data, akin to parent/child nodes.(Corbin & Strauss, 2008) For
example, codes such as “prayer” and “dharma” were clustered under a category of “religious
explanations and coping behaviors. The coding process integrated insights and input from the

investigator team, including the investigator who led the coding/categorization.
Quantitative Study Design

The quantitative wave consisted of individual surveys with 100 family caregivers
recruited from Mathura Das Mathur Hospital. The survey covered multiple domains, informed
by both Pearlin’s model and evidence from the qualitative data. This analysis focuses specifically
on a module of questions pertaining to preferences for additional supportive services to care for

the older adult in their family for whom the respondent was currently providing care.

Study Sample, Recruitment, and Data Collection
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The quantitative data comes from a clinic-based sample of patients who sought care at
MDM Hospital’s Regional Centre for Geriatric Excellence between December 2014 and May
2015. When seeking care, patients and their caregivers were asked if they would be willing to be
contacted about the study; if so, they provided their contact information to connect with the
caregiver. Study recruitment began in April 2015, and potential caregivers were contacted and
recruited to participate. In the case of multiple caregivers, the caregiver who was enrolled in the

study was the patient’s primary caregiver as identified by the patient or household head.

Data collection consisted of an individual interview with the primary caregiver at the
caregiver’s home. The interview involved several domains, including background demographic
characteristics and socioeconomic status; perceptions of social norms for care for older adults;
care recipient’s needs; network of all the patient’s caregivers and the kinds of care each
provided; the care provided to other older adults in addition to the patient; caregiver physical
well-being, physical health and mental health; caregiver social support; and preferences for and
perceived unmet needs for additional supports to provide care to the patient. Interviews lasted
about one hour and were conducted in Hindi or Marwadi. Respondents’ answers were recorded
on paper surveys by the interviewer; data were entered separately into a database using a double-
data entry approach. Missing data or enumeration errors identified during data entry were
addressed by the interviewer/enumerator, including contacting the caregivers as needed. Data
collection was completed by June 2015, and data entry, cleaning, and management were carried
out through the end of 2015. Participant characteristics of the qualitative sample are presented in

Table 1.

Service Needs Measure



Based on qualitative data, literature reviews, existing measures, and insights from local
clinicians and key informants, we developed a series of questions to ascertain preferences for and
likelihood of using supportive services to facilitate care for older adults. Specifically, the service
needs and preferences module asked caregivers to report whether they needed a number of
services (yes/no). If the caregiver reported that they needed the service, they were asked to
respond on a four-point Likert scale (very unlikely to very likely): “how likely would you be to
take advantage of this service if it was provided?” The specific items included respite care, stress
management, learning more about care-related tasks, self-care, trained nursing/home health care
staff, assistance with instrumental activities of daily living, medical social work/care
management at the hospital, support group, financial help, instruments and devices (e.g.,
wheelchair). We also calculate the sum, or total number, of supportive services the caregiver

reported needing.
Predictors of Supportive Service Needs and Preferences

For this analysis, we include additional factors captured in the survey that likely explain
supportive service preferences and needs — caregiver characteristics and socioeconomic status,
care recipient characteristics, caregiving burden and intensity, and caregiver health. Background
characteristics included age (continuous, centered at mean), gender (binary, reference: male), and
education (categorical: none, primary/middle school, secondary (reference), graduate/post-
graduate). Care recipient characteristics included relationship to caregiver (categorical: spouse,
parents, parents-in-law (reference), other family) and reasons for care (categorical: old age,
physical health (reference), cognitive/mental health). Caregiving burden and intensity included
the 12-item version of the Zarit Caregiver Burden Inventory(Bédard et al., 2001) (tertiles) and

self-reported hours per week of care provided (continuous). Caregiver physical health was
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assessed with the physical components score of the 12-1tem Short Form Health Survey (SF-12)
(Ware, Kosinski, Turner-Bowker, & Gandek, 2005), where self-reported domains of physical
health-related quality of life are scored on a scale of 0-100, with higher scores being higher

quality of life.
Analysis

First, we described the prevalence of preference for individual supportive services as well
as the number of supportive services reportedly wanted, as little is known about the population of
older adult caregivers’ needs and preferences for long-term supportive services in India. To
estimate the predictors of the extent of supportive services needed, we fit multivariable-adjusted
Poisson regression models of the number of services required. Poisson models best fit the count
nature of the dependent variable, the sum of the number of supportive services needed. To
identify predictors of specific kinds of supportive services, we fit a series of logistic regression
models of each kind of supportive service as dependent variables in its respective model. We
also calculated and plotted predicted probabilities of reporting needing each of these kinds of
supportive services; we estimated these probabilities in the full sample (i.e., not sex-stratified)
because the frequency of needing some of the kinds of supportive services prevented fitting sex-

stratified models in our relatively small sample.

Results

Sample characteristics

Qualitative sample characteristics

Caregivers were mostly women (28 of 30), average age of 49 years old. Most provided

care for a mother-in-law (n=13) or spouse (n=8). Others were caring for their father-in-law
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(n=4), their mother (n=3), or a grandparent (n=2). Eighteen caregivers (60%) were providing
physical care, six were providing normal aging care, and six were caring for elders with

cognitive issues.

Quantitative sample characteristics

Characteristics of quantitative wave participants, stratified by gender, are presented in Table 2.
The average participant was 50 years old with higher education, caring for a parent (men) or
parent-in-law (women) with age-related limitations, low caregiver burden, high caregiver
benefits, 60.8 hours per week, and with average HRQOL. As the HRQOL measure is normed to
the American standard average on a 0-100 scale, all participants have lower than average

HRQOL (<50).

The median number of LTSS caregivers needed was 2 (interquartile range: 0-5; Figure 1).
Caregivers most commonly reported wanting self-care activities and care education; respite care,
hospital services / medical social work services, financial help, and devices/instruments were the
next most commonly reported LTSS, each reported as being needed by a similar number of
caregivers (Figure 2). In bivariate analysis (t-test of number of LTSS needs; chi-square of

frequency of specific LTSS needs), there were no significant differences in total number of



Table 1. Characteristics of Quantitative Study Participants by Caregiver Sex
Male Caregiver

Caregiver Age

Caregiver
Education

Care Recipient
Relationship

Care Needs Type

Caregiving
subjective Burden

None
Primary
Secondary

Graduate/Post-
Grad

Spouse

Parent
Parent-in-law
Other

Old Age
Physical Health

Cognitive/Mental
Health

Caregiving Intensity (hr/wk)
Physical Health Related Quality of Life

Female

All Caregivers

(n=23) Caregiver (n=77) (n=100)
mean/n sd/% mean/n sd/% mean/n

50.78 16.63  49.53 1555  49.82 15.73
1 43% 12 15.6% 13 13.0%
2 8.7% 12 15.6% 14 14.0%
7 30.4% 23 29.9% 30 30.0%
13 56.5% 30 39.0% 43 43.0%
3 13.0% 19 24.7% 22 22.0%
15 65.2% 8 10.4% 23 23.0%
0 0.0% 46 59.7% 46 46.0%
5 21.7% 4 5.2% 9 9.0%
12 52.2% 58 75.3% 70 70.0%
11 47.8% 15 19.5% 26 26.0%
0 0.0% 4 5.2% 4 4.0%
948 517 10.36 7.07 10.16 6.67
56.01 61.39 62.23 60.36  60.80 60.34
45.15 6.58 43.17 7.68 43.62 7.46

Figure 1. Distribution of Number of LTSS Needs Caregivers Reported
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Figure 2. Prevalence of Individual LTSS Needs
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Study goal 1:

The first goal of the study was to explore family caregivers’ perceptions about formal

care services. The following are the main themes:

1. Disinterest in formal care services

Caregivers typically stated themes of disinterest of formal care services, either of in-home or
residential services. For the in-home case, one caregiver (“R”) articulated the theme that a
paid helper providing care for money instead of by duty or affection was inherently lower

quality in this exchange with the interviewer (“M”):

R-1f we would have had money, we would have hired a servant to make him get up and sit. Today the



servant is asking for Rs.1500/-for each day. That means Rs.45,000/-so where from will we bring 48,0007

We needed only for latrine etc. Like for bathing and washing him. Where from to bring this much money! So we
cannot hire. Main is keeping the servant, what else? On contrary there is a risk in hiring a servant. | also
cannot walk much so again and again I can’t go behind him/her, nowadays there is theft, so keeping him and
then taking Acres of his food, etc, what is not there at home, so what will I know what they have carried away.
What will | learn! So better than that we do ourselves. If | have to pay attention to him, better | pay attention to

my father in law and take care of him.

M- if you would not have to think about the money, would you have hired a servant then?
R-No even then | would have not hired. How much the family member or blood relatives are able to take care,
that much an outsider will not. The other person will do it for money but we do it with the affection towards

him. So I would not hire. [ID13].

One caregiver succinctly summarized this sentiment: “Any outsider cannot come and help
you in this.” [ID24].
2. Culture of care:

There was also a strong theme of caregivers perceiving that they were the only people to
provide care (“If I do not look after then who will do?” [ID03]). While this sentiment is imbued
with themes of duty and reflects the caregiver’s motivation to provide care, this rhetorical
question also reflects a perceived absence of alternatives. In other words, this common idea may
simply reflect a lack of acknowledgement, understanding or availability of other sources of long-
term support for this older adult. One caregiver articulated this idea about someone else from
outside the family helping her provide this care, “We do not think to take any one’s service. We
do not keep any expectations. If they wish, they would do by themselves only. [We] cannot tell
him to do it compulsorily.” [ID20] Notably, for those in a joint family household (i.e., multi-
generational household) the larger numbers of people nearby facilitate sharing care duties. “In a

joint family, it is easier to take care. Suppose you have to go somewhere out, whoever is living



with you, will help you in taking care of the person. So you can go out relaxingly if you have to.”

[ID04] Some caregivers noted unpaid help from neighbors as a source of informal support.

For some hiring to provide formal care services would reflect that they were providing
insufficient or inadequate quality care. “According to me I have given 100% to paternal

grandfather in law. If something is lacking then [it is my fault].” [ID0Y].

3. Distrust in paid care

Domestic help (“servant™), is not uncommon in Indian families with financial means to hire help
for cooking and cleaning, could also theoretically be tasked with personal care with activities of
daily living for the care recipient. This caregiver also notes concerns about safety, theft and
oversight of this servant. There is also a concern about paid caregivers not doing or doing
inferior quality work, in part because they were doing the work for money. This sentiment about
distrust of paid work was common: “We take them to the hospital and whatever service is there,
we do. We are not leaving them on the trust of others that the other person will do. We do

ourselves. We are not trusting others.” [ID15].

As such family caregivers perceive the benefit of providing care by themselves. As note
by a respondent caring for her parents- “The biggest benefit is trust, | have that satisfaction that
my parents are with me. They also have that faith in me that | am there for them and whenever

they will call me I shall be there for them.” [ID 27].

4. Hiring to avail expert medical care

A small minority of families did use formal health care services, like home health care

nursing staff, and those who did reported a theme of expertise by these providers. A number



these caregivers mentioned physiotherapists as valuable formal medical care options that came
into their home, though arguably distinct from long-term services and supports. In one case, a
male caregiver was very intentional about wanting to learn from the nursing aid the more
technical skills (wound care for bed sores) so that he could provide better support when,
inevitably, there came a time when the nursing staff could not be there to do it themselves.
Another woman who was providing care for her spouse who was bedridden and severely
physically limited had in-home nursing support and medicalized arrangements in the home (“The
room is like an ICU:”). She notes a similar sense of expertise in the nursing staff, particularly in
the context of triaging care and interfacing with doctors: “The nursing staff here is so expert that
they know what treatment in emergency is needed and they provide it. They talk to the doctor and
ask as what is to be given.” She reports a similar theme of gratitude for such service, noting that
her sons are able to pay: “Yes, all cannot have [nursing staff in home]. We are lucky that our
children are so able. Everything depends on the money. Everyone is not getting all this so they
have to do themselves.” [ID06] A few (<5) caregivers were either themselves nurses or had a
neighbor and family members who are nurses who could provide more medicalized care for free
[ID08]. Other than servants or domestic helpers, only one caregiver noted paying for non-
professional supportive services — she would pay a nominal amount to taxi drivers who waited
nearby while not driving, to help transfer her mother-in-law in and out of a wheelchair to get her

to the toilet. [ID16]

Some caregivers did note services and supports that would be useful; however, many
caregivers had difficulty conceiving of what they might want or need and stated that they wish
for the care recipient’s condition or difficulties to resolve. Many reference wheelchairs, canes,

walkers and other mobility aids as being helpful. One caregiver mentioned that getting her



mother in and out of the house to go to the hospital as particularly challenging: “When my
children are not at home, I have to call neighbor.... I will make [mother] sit on a chair and [the
neighbor and 1] both together will carry her out or to take her to hospital if something happens.”
[ID08] A number of caregivers mentioned the usefulness of machines to help with caregiving —
massage machines, blood pressure or blood sugar monitors. Others noted transportation more
broadly as an issue, especially taking a care recipient with mobility difficulties to the hospital. If
families did not have a car or bicycle available, they had to find and hire an auto-rickshaw;
others noted the cost of transportation to the hospital as challenging. Financial assistance for

medications was nearly universally mentioned.

Study goal 2:

The second goal of the study was to identify which kinds of services caregiver’s report
needing and likely to use. Female caregivers reported requiring significantly fewer total LTSS
services than men (beta:-0.415, p<0.01, Table 2). This is reflected in the differences in in the
intercepts in the gender stratified models, where female caregivers have a lower intercept of
LTSS services needed (1.378) than men (2.942). (Caregiver age was inversely associated with
needing LTSS; each year of age was associated with fewer LTSS needs (beta: -0.01 (p<0.001),
which was a small but statistically significant association. Caregivers providing health related
care reported higher number of LTSS needs than those providing care for reasons of ‘normal
aging (beta:0.854, p<0.001). Care hours per week were positively associated with LTSS services
needed (beta: 0.00224, p<0.05); in other words, caregivers providing higher amounts of hours of
care per week reported having more LTSS needs than caregivers proving fewer care hours per
week. Caregiver health was inversely associated with LTSS; those with better HRQOL reported

fewer LTSS need (beta: -0.02, p<0.01). Perceived caregiving burden was inversely associated



with LTSS needs for women (p<0.05) and positively, though not statistically significantly,

associated with LTSS need for men.

Table 2. Association of Caregiver and Care Recipient Factors and Number of Identified Long Term

Supports and Services

Caregiver Sex - Female
Caregiver Age
Caregiver Education -

<Secondary
Care Recipient - Parent/In-

law

Care Needs - Health
Caregiver Burden - High
Care Hours/Week

Caregiver Health

Intercept

Male (n=23)

-0.016
[-0.0328,0.000772]
-0.142
[-1.010,0.727]

-0.3

[-0.782,0.182]
0.971%**
[0.419,1.523]
0.343
[-0.474,1.161]
0.0031
[-0.00147,0.00768]
-0.0353
[-0.0837,0.0132]
2.942%
[0.345,5.538]

95% confidence intervals in brackets

Female (n=77)

-0.00985
[-0.0207,0.00100]
-0.244
[-0.572,0.0843]
0.287
[-0.101,0.675]
0.789%**
[0.332,1.246]
-0.543**
[-0.915,-0.171]
0.00314*
[0.000524,0.00575]
-0.0181*
[-0.0322,-0.00391]
1.378*
[0.231,2.526]

Total (n=100)
-0.415**
[-0.695,-0.135]
-0.0141***
[-0.0224,-0.00579]
-0.221
[-0.513,0.0706]
0.0596
[-0.223,0.342]
0.854***
[0.515,1.194]
-0.29
[-0.591,0.0115]
0.00224*
[0.000239,0.00424]
-0.0210**
[-0.0342,-0.00780]
2.224***
[1.304,3.143]

Reference: man with higher education, caring for a spouse with age related limitations, low caregiver burden
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
In general, providing health related caregiving was associated with higher odds of

needing each of the individual LTSS compared to those providing care for “normal” aging older
adults (Table 3). Older age was generally associated with a lower odd of needing each of the
caregiving services, notably care education, support groups, and financial support, respectively
(p<0.05). Female caregivers had a lower odd of needing LTSS’s such as financial support (OR:
0.26, p<0.05) than male caregivers. Higher caregiver burden was associated with lower odds of

needing support groups and stress reduction (OR: 0.24, p<0.05 for each) than caregivers with



low burden. Caregiver health was associated with lower odds of LTSS needs, especially care
education (OR:0.92, p<0.05) and home health care (OR:0.88, p<0.05). Although the coefficients
were not statistically significant, those with lower education had lower odds of needing

supportive services, except for financial support and devices where they had a higher odd,

compared to those with higher education.

Table 3. Odds of Needing Long Term Supports and Services

Stress Home
Reducti  Care Self Health IADL Hospital Support
Respite  on Education Care Care Health Support Group Financial Support
OR OR OR [95% OR OR OR[95% OR[95% OR[95% OR[95% CI]
[95% [95% Cl] [95% [95% CI] CI] Cl] Cl]
Cl] Cl] ClI]
Caregiver 0.462 0.807 0.783 0.832 0.813 0.601 0.295 0.714 0.267*
Sex —
Female [0.149,1 [0.263,2 [0.251,2.44 [0.195,3 [0.167,3. [0.179,20 [0.0725,1. [0.200,2.5 [0.0754,0.944]
435] A475] 1] .548] 948] 16] 203] 57]
Caregiver 1.001 0.971 0.960* 1.024 0.985 0.973 0.968 0.957* 0.964*
Age
[0.969,1 [0.940,1 [0.928,0.99 [0.978,1 [0.942,1. [0.940,1.0 [0.929,1.0 [0.923,0.9 [0.931,0.998]
.034] .003] 3] .072] 031] 07] 08] 93]
Caregiver 0.765 0.387 0.565 0.223 0.636 0.642 0.353 2.265 1.529
Education -
<Secondary  [0.252,2 [0.123,1 [0.188,1.69 [0.0364, [0.135,2. [0.201,2.0 [0.0618,2. [0.722,7.1 [0.489,4.780]
.324] 217] 5] 1.367] 995] 47] 015] 08]
Care 0.976 1.273 1.294 0.601 2.305 0.698 0.263 0.454 0.462
Recipient -
Parent/In- [0.317,3 [0.420,3 [0.419,3.99 [0.134,2 [0.466,1 [0.220,2.2 [0.0632,1. [0.133,1.5 [0.144,1.476]
law .006] .854] 7] .692] 1.40] 14] 096] 48]
Care Needs  3.513 2.524 5.540** 3.709 2.196 5.620* 6.379 13.70** 6.436*
— Health
[0.989,1 [0.802,7 [1.661,18.4 [0.666,2 [0.371,1 [1.315,24. [0.916,44. [2.264,82. [1.360,30.47]
2.48] .947] 7] 0.67] 3.00] 03] 40] 88]
Caregiver 1.141 0.238*  0.606 0.509 0.149 0.268 1.268 0.238* 0.814
Burden —
High [0.379,3 [0.0664, [0.197,1.86 [0.105,2 [0.0150, [0.0681,1. [0.264,6.0 [0.0588,0. [0.231,2.868]
439] 0.857] 4] .456] 1.483] 056] 97] 959]
Care 1 0.999 1.001 1.006 0.982 1.001 1.003 1.002 1.002
Hours/Week
[0.992,1 [0.990,1 [0.993,1.00 [0.996,1 [0.964,1. [0.992,1.0 [0.993,1.0 [0.993,1.0 [0.994,1.011]
.008] .007] 9] .016] 001] 10] 14] 12]
Caregiver 0.958 0.981 0.922* 0.965 0.878* 0.923 1.082 0.971 0.951
Health

[0.898,1 [0.919,1 [0.850,0.99 [0.900,1 [0.780,0. [0.849,1.0 [0.960,1.2 [0.910,1.0 [0.890,1.016]
.021] .047] 9] .035] 989] 02] 20] 37]

Reference: man with higher education, caring for a spouse with age related limitations, low caregiver burden

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001



Discussion

This mixed-methods study of family caregivers for older adults in Jodhpur, Rajasthan
found strong evidence of a cultural relevance for family members providing long-term supports
and services for older adults but also unmet needs for additional services to assist in this care.
Both the qualitative and quantitative data showed in home health care and domestic labor (IADL
care in the quantitative survey) were the least frequently reported LTSS needs. Indeed, self-care
and care education, which would facilitate caregivers to carry out their caregiving roles in home,
were the most commonly reported LTSS needs. In particular, we found evidence that women
reported fewer needs for supportive services and that providing health related care was

associated with significantly higher odds of reporting LTSS than “normal aging” care.

Strengths and Limitations

While this study offers unique insights into the LTSS preferences and needs of caregivers
for older adults in India, our findings should be considered in light of the study limitations. Our
stratified sampling for the qualitative sample was unbalanced more than was planned; there were
also unanticipated blending between caregiving groups (i.e., those with physical and cognitive
issues). Although we had sufficient sample to reach saturation within the normal aging and
cognitive caregivers, we do not make formal comparisons across these groups in this analysis for
brevity. We did not stratify the qualitative sample by caregiver sex; for this analysis, this may
have resulted in us missing some of the LTSS that men would have wanted in the quantitative
survey because we did not capture their needs first qualitatively. In the quantitative sample, we
note that the convenience sample and cross-sectional design limit generalizability and our ability
to identify temporality, respectively. The quantitative sample’s size, while sufficient for crucial

statistical assumptions like the central limit theorem, limited extensive modeling of LTSS needs



as outcomes. Lastly, we note that our primary survey questions for this work were from a newly

designed measure for this population and thus were not previously validated.

These limitations notwithstanding, our study has a number of strengths. It is one of the
first mixed methods studies of caregivers” LTSS needs and preferences in India. The richness of
the qualitative data helped inform a tailored survey measure of relevant LTSS for this
population. Moreover, the combination of results from qualitative and quantitative waves
strengthens the validity of our findings. The classification of “normal aging” related care and
health related care facilitated comparing the needs of those providing health-specific caregiving

to the typical expectations of older adults support common in Jodhpur.

Comparisons with Prior Literature

These results suggested that caregivers prioritized LTSS, like self-care and care
education, that complement or facilitate their caregiving role and expressed disinterest in formal
in-home LTSS like nursing staff or domestic help that would substitute their caregiving roles.
Other studies of caregiving in India have found most care comes from families.(Berkman,
Sekher, Capistrant, & Zheng, 2012; Chakraborty & Bansod, 2014; Gupta, 2009; Gupta, Rowe, &
Pillai, 2009; V. Patel & Prince, 2001) One explanation for this result is the cultural meaning
attributed to providing caregiving; caregivers actively want to provide this care as an expression
of love, duty, and honor to their elder.(S. Lamb, 2005; S. E. Lamb, 2009) The cultural meaning
may be socially enforced — that formal support reflects the family abdicating their responsibility
and may result in negative standing within extended family or neighbors --(S. Lamb, 2013) and
even through cultural nostalgia in media.(Dey, 2016) This process may also stem from
misunderstandings and under-diagnosis of conditions in later life, like dementia, as medical

conditions that are beyond the scope of “normal aging.”(Patel & Prince, 2001) It is thus possible
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that lower support for formal LTSS results from a lower perception of the care needs as medical
needs that requires specialized care. It is worth noting that caregivers providing health-related
care were more likely to report needing these services; caregivers who perceive their care as due
to a health condition rather than a function of old age may have lower stigma about available

formal services.

Female caregivers reported lower number of LTSS needs and having lower odds of
reporting specific LTSS needs than men. This quantitative finding might connect with the largely
female qualitative sample where some caregivers were not necessarily aware or communicative
of their needs. It is possible that women have lower autonomy, bargaining power or resources get
support the need (Bloom, Wypij, & Das Gupta, 2001; Malhotra, Malhotra, Ostbye, &
Subramanian, 2014; Pezzin & Schone, 1999) — this theme is reflected in the examples of
caregivers with formal supports whose sons are able to pay — though this idea is speculative in

our data.

The patterns of the associations’ direction were consistent with a caregiver healthy-
worker selection process; that caregivers are those who are healthy enough to provide
care.(Bertrand et al., 2012) Higher HRQOL was associated with lower odds of reporting needing
care education and home health care suggests that those caregivers are healthy and able to

sustain this extent of caregiving without perceiving need for supplemental LTSS.

Implications for Policy, Practice and Future Research

These findings suggest that additional research is needed on the preferences for LTSS in
India to inform relevant and appropriate health care and social policy investments to support

family caregivers and care recipients. Others have called for an increase in research on LTSS in
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lower and middle-income country settings generally(Lloyd-Sherlock, 2014, 2015) and in India in
particular.(Brijnath, 2012; Evans, Kiran, & Bhattacharyya, 2011) Specifically, future
observational research from large, population-based surveys about needs and preferences for
formal and informal caregiving, experimental studies of effective models of effective
interventions to address these LTSS needs and preferences are also needed; and translational
research to scale and roll out effective interventions in community settings(Dias et al., 2008) are

all needed.

Civil society and health sector investments should prioritize services that support and
facilitate caregivers to remain in their caregiving roles at home. In particular, care education and
training in self-care activities appear most relevant for caregivers; evidence-based models should
be developed and implemented in clinical and community settings. Indeed, it might be relevant
to identify the ideal way to frame or brand such services to avoid stigma of formal LTSS. Many
caregivers reported needing devices, especially wheelchairs; programs that could provide such
devises at a low or no cost would be highly valued. Clinical practitioners’ should prioritize clear
communication about prognosis after discharge for geriatric populations to help families identify

the extent to which they need support.

Conclusions

In sum, this mixed-methods study of Indian family caregivers’ perceptions and
preferences of LTSS needs showed evidence that caregivers prefer LTSS that complement, not
substitute, their roles as caregivers. Caregivers expressed themes of distrust of formal, paid help,
that formal help was of lower quality; caregivers expressed themes of duty and affection. Those

who did have formal help had someone in the family paying for it, or some hybrid where they
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had a nurse in the family who could provide highly skilled informal help. Self-care and care
education were most commonly reported LTSS needs; home health care and domestic help were
the least commonly reported needs. Caregivers for physical health conditions had significantly
higher needs than caregivers or “normal” aging, and women reported fewer LTSS needs than
men. Additional research and evidence-based practice work to provide caregivers with the kinds
of LTSS they need. India’s demographic and epidemiologic transitions require attention on this

issue to support families caring for older adults with more care needs in the coming decades.
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