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ABSTRACT 

Aim 

To understand patient/family perspective of inappropriate intensive care unit (ICU) admissions and 

treatment. 

 

Methods 

Rapid literature review of English language articles published between 2001 and 2017 in Medline or 

PsycInfo.  

 

Results 

Thirteen articles covering 6,194 elderly patients or surrogate decision-makers from four countries 

were eligible. Perceived inappropriateness of ICU treatments was mainly expressed as 

dissatisfaction with clinicians’ as surrogate decision-makers, inconsistency with patient/family 

values, family distrust of physician’s predictions on poor prognosis, and inadequate communication 

on over-aggressive treatment causing suffering. Consultation on opinion before ICU admission 

varied from 1% to 53.6%, and treatment goals from 1.4 to 31.7%. Satisfaction with the decision-

making process in ICU was higher for those who had certain level of control and involvement in the 

process.   

 

Conclusions  

The patient/family perspective on inappropriateness of ICU treatments involves preferences, values 

and social constructs beyond medical criteria. Earlier consultation with families before ICU 

admission, and patient education on outcomes of life-sustaining therapies may help reconcile these 

provider-patient disagreements.    
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Take-home message 

 

The patient/family perspective on inappropriateness of ICU at the end of life often differs from the 

clinician’s opinion due to the non-medical frame of mind. To improve satisfaction with 

communication on treatment goals, consultation on patient values and inclusion of social 

constructs in addition to clinical prediction are a good start to reconcile differences between 

physician and health service users’ viewpoint.  
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Background 

Elderly patients at the end of life are high consumers of hospital and intensive care unit (ICU) 

services, yet their outcomes remain poor, many die during admission and others die within months 

of ICU discharge.  [1, [2] Moreover, of those that survive an ICU stay, their long term quality of life 

and physical health are often severely compromised after hospital discharge. [3] High quality end-

of-life care in ICU has been defined by families as encompassing timely and compassionate 

communication, shared decision-making incorporating patient treatment goals and values, 

avoidance of prolongation of dying, and preservation of comfort and dignity. [4]  Despite this, with 

increasingly available technology to prolong life -the medicalisation of death- [5] has resulted in 

many of these ICU admissions deemed inappropriate from a medical perspective [6] and in some 

cases unwanted by the patients themselves, who would largely prefer less aggressive treatments at 

the end of life. [7] 

 

Clinicians may generally have some understanding of what constitutes inappropriate care at the end 

of life. [8] Treatments are considered medically inappropriate due to many factors: the intensity of 

resource use deemed more substantial than warranted, [9]  patients being too ill to benefit from 

ICU management, [10] unnecessary treatments when there is no hope of surviving the ICU stay, [11] 

the intervention is expected to have a negligible impact on recovery of independence, [8]  or the 

treatment having no bearing on the health outcome or quality of life of the person. [12]  Yet doctors 

still administer aggressive treatments to patients at the end of life, [13] even though recognition of 

dying has occurred. [14] This may create confusion among patients’ and family’s understanding of 

the expected trajectory.  It is then not surprising that no consensus on the patient or family 

perception of what constitute appropriate admission to ICU or appropriate treatment in an ICU are 

available. 
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A first step in decision-making about continuing or suspending aggressive care implies the delivery 

of negative prognostic information to families, [15] a practice that more often than not involves 

spending more time speaking to families and less time listening to their concerns.  [16, [17] The 

central theme of these conversations is clarifying the treatments goals. That is, deciding whether 

the aim of treatment is curative, palliative, or terminal depending on the expected response and 

clinical outcomes and giving the patient or family opportunity to decline treatments if they so 

wish. [18]  Patients or families are often asked to participate in decisions to withdraw or withhold 

treatment after a patient has been admitted to ICU [19, [20] but conflict over the end-of-life care 

in ICU and strategies to resolve this conflict are still a concern. [21]  

 

To our knowledge there has been no accepted definition of what intensivists agree is appropriate. 

Limited research also appears to be available on the health service user perspective. [8, [22, [23] 

Hence we conducted this review in an attempt to understand the concept and illustrate the 

perception of inappropriateness of ICU treatments from the patient and family perspective when 

there was no longer a true prospect of benefit for the patients but a possibility of treatment causing 

more harm than good.  

 

Specific objectives 

 

This review aims to address the following questions: 

1. To what extent are older patients and their families involved in decisions about appropriateness 

of intensive care admission or treatments? 

2. How do patients/families define inappropriate intensive care admission or treatments?  
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Methods 

 

We searched for English language articles published from January 2001 to November 2017 in two 

databases: Medline and PsycInfo.  For details of the methods search, study types, eligibility criteria 

and data extraction see Supplement 1.  

 

 

Results 

 

Thirteen publications produced over the past 16 years and covering 6,194 patients or surrogate 

decision-makers addressed at least one of our research questions (Table 1).  The eight quantitative, 

four qualitative and one legal report from five countries (9 from USA, 2 from Canada, 1 Australia 

and 1 from France-Hungary) mainly targeted surrogate decision-makers (10/13) but half (7/13) also 

involved elderly patients themselves. We found only two studies directly offering the patient or 

family definitions of or a perspective on inappropriateness of treatment at the end of life, [12, [24] 

one study sought to determine if elderly patients were consulted before admission to ICU, [25]and 

one study specifically addressing inappropriateness of care in ICU. [26] All other studies mostly 

investigated satisfaction with end-of-life care or discordance between healthcare providers and 

families about the need for or benefits of certain ICU procedures or treatments. 

 

In the absence of a published definition in most studies, and due to the reported significant 

association between inappropriateness and dissatisfaction with medical treatments in ICU 

(p=0.0003) [26] we accepted dissatisfaction measurements as a proxy definition of appropriateness 

from the health service user perspective.  Search results and exclusions based on title and abstract 

are presented in the PRISMA diagram (Supplement 1). 
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Patient/family definitions 

 

The terms inappropriate or futile were generally not used in the reviewed studies but a recent 

survey of ICU patients and their surrogates in the US and Hungary reported that “too much 

treatment” was perceived inappropriate mainly due to misalignment with either patient or family 

wishes, or because it caused unacceptable suffering, or was too costly. [26]  A small fraction (5.4%) 

of respondents deemed some ICU interventions inappropriate by this definition. 

 

In a small US veteran’s clinic study, elderly outpatients defined futility as those treatments 

administered when the patient “has nothing to look forward to”, or “is a vegetable”, or the 

treatments are “a waste of time and money”. [12] Factors predisposing participants to categorise 

end-of-life interventions as futile were a low likelihood of treatment success, a limited expected 

effect on patient’s longevity and quality of life, and an anticipated emotional and financial cost to 

the family. [12] 

 

A smaller qualitative study also reported that families felt more in control if patients were admitted 

to ICU where care, although traumatic, is more personalised and perceived to be of higher quality. 

By contrast, palliative care was perceived as abandonment of patients or providing interventions to 

hasten their death. [27]   From this health service user perspective, survival was more important 

than palliation and thus aggressive care in the ICU was paradoxically associated with higher levels 

of surrogate satisfaction. [27]  On the other hand, bereaved family members in a large retrospective 

study of Medicare beneficiaries, were less likely to consider admission to an ICU within 30 days of 

death for patients with advanced stage cancer as excellent quality of care. [28] This view was 

associated with the place of death not being consistent with the patient’s wishes.   
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Extent of patient/family consultation 

 

Consulting patients about their perceptions, values, fears, risks and preferences was not 

commonplace (Table 3). Lack of consultation with patients or lack of control over decision on 

treatment discontinuation by families (5/13 studies) or inadequate communication (4/13 studies) 

were reported to cause dissatisfaction with ICU management (Table 2). The extent of satisfaction 

with family involvement varied depending on the completeness of information given to them and 

on the coverage of the priority issues in the communication.  

While prognostic issues before admission to ICU should be discussed with health service users, [29, 

[30] the role of initiating the end-of-life discussion or consultation on patient preferences for 

transfer to IC may vary across health systems from the emergency physician on admission in some, 

to the bioethics expert or the palliative care team during hospitalisation in others. [31, [32, [33] 

These grey areas can sometimes have serious emotional and legal implications [34] as decisions are 

usually carried out from a medical perspective. Discussion on preferences or rationale for ICU 

admission can be affected by the patient’s mental competence to communicate preference; [25] 

the predicament of doctors to witness the grief of relatives while balancing prognostic estimates 

and  decision making; [35] and the family preparedness to accept the inevitable without attempting 

further care. [36] Other diverse factors contributing to communication failure regarding prognosis 

are shown in Table 3.  

Health care service user- provider discordance  

Even after discussions on treatment goals take place, there is a risk that insufficient communication 

can lead to conflict if prognosis, values, care preferences, and fears or concerns are not adequately 
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addressed. [37]   Family disagreement with health professional advice, hereby assumed as 

disagreement with the medical definition of inappropriateness, was reported in 5 publications. The 

most commonly cited domain of patient dissatisfaction with (inappropriateness of) ICU treatment 

was inconsistency with patient or family values (8/13 publications, Table 2). Refusal to accept 

prognosis (4/13) and aggressive care causing suffering (4/13) were also reported as contributors of 

dissatisfaction with ICU management. The least frequently reported reasons for dissatisfaction with 

ICU treatments were high cost (2/13), presumable due to differential in funding arrangements 

across health systems, where in some cases costs to the individual may not be relevant. Family 

disagreements due to prolonged length of ICU stay or lack of understanding of the aim of limitations 

of life-sustaining therapies were also rarely reported (1/13 each).  

 

Overall in our review the main reasons for dissatisfaction with ICU care were inconsistency of 

medical decisions and consumer values, poor understanding of the aims of life-sustaining therapy 

and lack of acceptance of poor prognosis (Tables 2 and 3).  

 

 

Discussion 

 

The patient/family perspective on inappropriateness of ICU interventions at the end of life has had 

limited attention in the medical and nursing literature, but the few studies found confirm that there 

is a difference in the interpretation of inappropriateness between health service users and 

healthcare providers. Actual definitions and reports of the extent of patient/family perceived 

inappropriateness are scarce but based on the few articles found it is clear that inappropriateness 

encompasses factors such as personal and religious beliefs, alignment with patient preferences and 

values, quality of life post-intervention, treatment costs, and emotional impact. 
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The terms satisfaction with healthcare and quality of death are more often investigated, and usually 

measured in terms of scores or scales.  

 

Reported dissatisfaction with selected ICU treatments originated predominantly from the 

discordance between medical decisions and consumer values rather than from lack of consultation. 

Patient/caregivers were found to describe ‘inappropriate’ as not being consistent with their wishes, 

whereas clinicians generally describe it from a knowledge-base where the delivered intensive 

procedures exceeded expected benefit [38] does not match the patient’s poor prognosis or the 

treatment has no impact on quality of remaining life. [39, [40, [41] As end-of-life decisions to 

withdraw or withhold treatments from patients who cannot communicate for themselves, [42] are 

usually delegated to surrogates who may be unaware of patients wishes and therefore request  

futile treatments, [43]  the discordance between the medical and family constructs reflects the 

difference in that knowledge base.  This dissonance may be the reason for the unrealistic 

expectation by families that the purpose of ICU is to attempt everything including prolongation of 

care and death with the advent of technology. [36] 

 

It is acknowledged that some places may be conducting Intensive communication with ICU 

patients and relatives and this has shown to be associated with lasting reductions in ICU length of 

stay and reduced mortality in critically ill adult medical patients. [44] Yet there is no indication that 

the practice is widespread. In some countries (including the USA, Australia and New Zealand) 

doctors are not obliged to seek consent from surrogate decision-makers or patients to cease 

inappropriate treatments. [45, [46] Instead they have long been considered to be in first line to 

determine appropriateness or futility [47] as they are by default acting in the best interest of 

patients.  As such families do not have the legal right to insist on specific interventions. [34]  In 
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many cases the urgency of the decision required can trample these good intentions if a prior end-

of-life discussion has not been held. [25]  The dilemma is that not arriving at a joint decision 

contravenes the principle of patient autonomy, [12] but If the patient is incapacitated, the 

autonomy cannot be delegated unless a family member who possesses the relevant legal right 

through a power of Attorney to act in the patient’s best interest for health matters. [46, [48]  

 

The growing demand for ICU admission for the very elderly and a need to respect patient autonomy, 

[25] are acknowledged, as loss of self-determination is associated with perceived loss of control of 

the dying process and corresponding loss of dignity. [49] The question emerging is whether there is 

a point where a balance or satisfactory negotiation can be achieved on the extent of ICU care or 

decision to admit to ICU without prolonging suffering and death. The ideal situation would be where 

the decision is neither doctor-driven nor patient/surrogate-driven [45]  but a reconciliation of the 

two perspectives. Patient and family priorities such as number of available staff or ability to interact 

with family while admitted to hospital may influence desirability of ward admission over ICU 

admission, reflecting lack of understanding in general populations of the type of care required for 

the level of illness severity. [50] Further, family involvement in critical decisions in ICU is known to 

lead to psychological distress, anxiety and depression regardless of whether patients die or survive 

the ICU admission.  [51] Hence, consultations on appropriateness of ICU treatments for terminal 

patients may be undertaken early to give families time to observe the deterioration and adjust to 

the inevitable;  [52]  and detailed information provided with caution to certain subpopulations who 

are not fully informed of the concepts of severity or the consequences of their involvement in 

decision-making.  

 

When there are discordant opinions between families and health professionals, decisions to admit 

the dying elderly for short periods to trial care in ICU in an attempt to address the discordance. [53] 
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This practice is motivated by prognostic uncertainty, the medicalisation of death and professional 

fear of failure.  [54, [55] Clinicians may advocate for these time-limited ICU intensive treatments 

until prognosis is more certain or until differences of opinion within families are reconciled as 

families realise the treatment goals need to change from curative to palliative. [53]  Paternalism is 

said to detract from the ethical obligation of involving families in ICU decisions [56] but lack of 

consultation may reflect the nature of the ICU environment where patients are critically ill and 

cannot be consulted and their surrogate decision-makers may not be present. [57] Is there an 

alternative? Consultation before ICU admission, if feasible, could contribute to less dissatisfaction 

as it is known that the timing of negative prognostic communication is associated with the 

preparedness of families and the complexity of decision-making [15] While many families accept 

recommendations for withdrawing or withholding treatment, [42] unreasonable expectation of 

recovery still contributes to patient or family requests for medically inappropriate treatments. [24] 

On the other hand, some relatives of patients on long dying trajectories only seek information and 

reassurance rather than direct input into decisions whilst others prefer to only decide on treatment 

goals and place of death rather than choose specific treatments. [58] For surrogates wanting an 

honest prognosis and an involvement in decision-making, communication should go beyond the 

passing of information [59] and into consultation and support.   

 

A way forward 

 

Given the domains considered in the reviewed studies, we suggest that the concept of 

patient/family perceived inappropriateness of ICU admission or treatments should cover both the 

medical and social constructs. That is, evidence of consultation, inclusion of patient values and 

preferences, resolution of patient-physician discordance and measures of family satisfaction with 

quality of death. If the main reasons for discontinuing treatments such as poor prognosis, perceived 
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non-beneficial therapies and patient preference, [60] were communicated to families before 

admission and formalised in an advance care plan, [61] patients and families may be able to better 

grasp the concept of inappropriateness and better fulfil their role in representing the patient’s best 

interest.  

 

It is feasible to interview or survey bereaved relatives and even patients in ICU about this topic and 

more research is required into the trade-offs that the community will be willing to accept. Much 

education on the difference between withdrawing, withholding, and allowing to die [62] is still 

needed to improve public understanding of the role and implications of palliative and comfort care 

and the potential inappropriateness of ICU admission. More importantly, education is also essential 

to enhance medical and nursing understanding of these differences and prevent conflict within the 

profession and between professionals and the public.   In the face of some certainty of irreversibility, 

the end-of-life transition in ICU is a coordinated effort and in the medical world orders for limitations 

of life-sustaining treatment do not necessarily imply abandonment of patient care. [63] However, 

when it is clear the treatment goals will not be achieved, prolonging life is a violation of ethical 

principles [64].  

 

Strategies that have been shown to reassure families of the appropriateness of the ICU treatments 

and generate more satisfaction include: obtaining consent, [65] better step-by-step communication 

updates as status and indications for treatment changes, sufficient time for information exchanges, 

consistent information and knowing the role of each service provider. [66] While surviving the ICU 

to discharge is heralded as a ‘success’ even if from the patient’s perspective, communicating the 

expected long-term quality of life after ICU discharge may in theory assist families in making 

informed decisions that match the patient’s personal values and treatment goals.  [67] This 
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prognostic information is not usually disclosed (or known) by intensivists and extrapolation from 

observational datasets may amount to ‘best guess’. 

 

Health service user consultations in this review were short of proposals for strategies to negotiate 

disagreements between the scientific and the belief-based sections of the community on the time 

and the type of end-of-life interventions. Other gaps identified by us and others for future research 

include: the perception by different decision-maker roles within a family; the rationale for 

discordance with the treating team; investigation of variations in perception of inappropriateness 

by socioeconomic level and across cultures; and evaluation of the effect of interventions to increase 

listening by critical care clinicians. 

 

Limitations 

 

Most of the reviewed studies did not offer a definition inappropriateness from the patient/family 

perspective or analysed the results by population subgroups such as ethnic minorities or various 

health systems. Satisfaction with involvement in decision-making rather than its extent was 

generally reported. This may have been due to our searches been limited to two major databases 

(Medline and PsycInfo). The generalisability of the findings is limited by the few articles found, 

publications predominantly from English speaking countries, and largely ethnically homogeneous 

participants. It is possible that we missed some keyword in our online search but we also conducted 

extensive manual searches of reference lists for eligible articles. 

 

Implications for practice 

 

It is clear that using medical criteria alone for decision-making on ICU transfers at the end of life 
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carries the ethical dilemma of overlooking patient values and preferences. [68] In routine practice 

it is feasible to consult families of critically ill patients or bereaved relatives [35] and it would be 

useful to document patient/family preference for the balance between quality and quantity of life 

and consult them on how this perception changes with age or progressive disability. 

 

One role of the physician is to deliver prognostic news sensitively, help families accept the 

imminence of death, involve families in decision-making when the patient is incapacitated, and co-

ordinate healthcare providers in the effective application of end-of-life-care extending to limitations 

of life-sustaining treatment. [69] This could be assisted by recognising and effectively using the 

informal roles of family members as they emerge during crisis situations. These have been identified 

as Primary Care Giver, Primary Decision Maker, Family Spokesperson, Out-of-Towner, Patient 

Wishes Expert, Protector, Vulnerable Member, and Health Care Expert. [70] Consultation with them 

can minimise conflict and facilitate negotiations on prevention of inappropriate ICU admission or 

interventions. 

 

The family conference or other approaches to joint decision-making are opportunities for 

reconciling differences of opinion and for enhancing families understanding of the consequences of 

inappropriate ICU care at the end of life. It is important to understand factors beyond religious 

objections that make surrogate decision-makers disagree with medical recommendations and insist 

on interventions when the chances of survival are extremely low or non-existent. Our findings on 

what matters to patients and families can help design education or communication programs for 

clinicians and families. For over two decades guidelines have stated that restricting ICU admission 

for the elderly is unethical if the decision is made on the grounds of age. [25, [71] However, 

limitations of life support are shown to be more acceptable for them and their families, [72] and 

probably this debate needs to be reignited to include the prospects of recovery, functional 
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autonomy and quality of life the elderly patient will have following discharge. [25]  Drawing the line 

on medically inappropriate ICU care could start with discussions within the various treating 

specialists about those elderly patients who have multiple factors for poor prognosis to reach 

consensus on whether the time is right for withdrawing or withholding treatments.  Conflict 

resolution with families can involve compassionate approaches to managing requests for potentially 

inappropriate treatments, understanding what the family hopes to achieve, and explaining realistic 

expectations of the benefit of aggressive interventions. [32, [62]  

 

Conclusions 

 

Perceived inappropriateness of ICU treatments for families and patients is multifactorial and it 

involves social constructs beyond the medical rationale. Health service users appreciate 

consultation on their values and improved communication for shared decisions about ICU 

admissions and treatments, but their definition of inappropriateness appears to clash with the goal-

of-treatment orientation of the medical perspective. Discordance between healthcare provider and 

health care user perceptions and satisfaction with end of life management in ICU continues to be a 

consistent finding across studies. Much work lies ahead in clinicians’ understanding the family 

experience and consulting families before ICU admission to reconcile these differences.     

 

Funding 

This work was supported by a program grant from the Australian National Health and Medical 

Research Council [#1054146] 

 

Conflicts of interest 

None to declare 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted September 20, 2019. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

Page 17 of 29 
 

 

Author contributions 

KH conceived the research question. MC designed the study protocol, conducted independent 

online searches in parallel, cross-checked eligibility/ exclusions, contributed manual searches, 

prepared manuscript tables and wrote the first and all subsequent drafts incorporating all co-

authors comments. SS conducted the online and manual literature searches and eligibility 

assessment in parallel, prepared some of the manuscript tables and contributed intellectual input 

to manuscript versions. EL, AP, MA and KH contributed clinical commentary to interpretation of 

results, provided references for the discussion and reviewed all versions of the manuscript. All 

authors approved the final version. 

 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted September 20, 2019. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

Page 18 of 29 
 

References 

1. Andersen FH, Flaatten H, Klepstad P, Romild U, Kvåle R, (2015) Long-term survival and quality of life 
after intensive care for patients 80 years of age or older. Annals of Intensive Care 5: 13 

2. Fuchs L, Chronaki CE, Park S, Novack V, Baumfeld Y, Scott D, McLennan S, Talmor D, Celi L, (2012) 
ICU admission characteristics and mortality rates among elderly and very elderly patients. Intensive 
Care Med 38: 1654-1661 

3. Cuthbertson BH, Roughton S, Jenkinson D, MacLennan G, Vale L, (2010) Quality of life in the five 
years after intensive care: a cohort study. Critical Care 14: R6-R6 

4. Nelson JE, Puntillo KA, Pronovost PJ, Walker AS, McAdam JL, Ilaoa D, Penrod J, (2010) In their own 
words: patients and families define high-quality palliative care in the intensive care unit. Critical 
care medicine 38: 808-818 

5. Seymour JE, (2000) Negotiating natural death in intensive care. Social science & medicine (1982) 
51: 1241-1252 

6. Giannini A, Consonni D, (2006) Physicians' perceptions and attitudes regarding inappropriate 
admissions and resource allocation in the intensive care setting. British journal of anaesthesia 96: 
57-62 

7. Fowler R, Hammer M, (2013) End-of-life care in Canada. Clinical and investigative medicine 
Medecine clinique et experimentale 36: E127-132 

8. Sibbald R, Downar J, Hawryluck L, (2007) Perceptions of “futile care” among caregivers in intensive 
care units. CMAJ : Canadian Medical Association Journal 177: 1201-1208 

9. Piers RD, Azoulay E, Ricou B, Dekeyser Ganz F, Decruyenaere J, Max A, Michalsen A, Maia PA, 
Owczuk R, Rubulotta F, Depuydt P, Meert AP, Reyners AK, Aquilina A, Bekaert M, Van den 
Noortgate NJ, Schrauwen WJ, Benoit DD, (2011) Perceptions of appropriateness of care among 
European and Israeli intensive care unit nurses and physicians. JAMA 306: 2694-2703 

10. Thiery G, Azoulay E, Darmon M, Ciroldi M, De Miranda S, Levy V, Fieux F, Moreau D, Le Gall JR, 
Schlemmer B, (2005) Outcome of cancer patients considered for intensive care unit admission: a 
hospital-wide prospective study. Journal of clinical oncology : official journal of the American 
Society of Clinical Oncology 23: 4406-4413 

11. Vincent JL, (1999) Forgoing life support in western European intensive care units: the results of an 
ethical questionnaire. Critical care medicine 27: 1626-1633 

12. Rodriguez KL, Young AJ, (2006) Perceptions of patients on the utility or futility of end‐of‐life 
treatment. Journal of Medical Ethics 32: 444-449 

13. Earle CC, Neville BA, Landrum MB, Ayanian JZ, Block SD, Weeks JC, (2004) Trends in the 
aggressiveness of cancer care near the end of life. Journal of clinical oncology : official journal of 
the American Society of Clinical Oncology 22: 315-321 

14. Trovo de Araujo MM, Paes da Silva MJ, (2004) Communication with dying patients--perception of 
intensive care units nurses in Brazil. Journal of clinical nursing 13: 143-149 

15. Gutierrez KM, (2013) Prognostic categories and timing of negative prognostic communication from 
critical care physicians to family members at end-of-life in an intensive care unit. Nursing inquiry 
20: 232-244 

16. Curtis JR, (2004) Communicating about end-of-life care with patients and families in the intensive 
care unit. Critical care clinics 20: 363-380 

17. McDonagh JR, Elliott TB, Engelberg RA, Treece PD, Shannon SE, Rubenfeld GD, Patrick DL, Curtis JR, 
(2004) Family satisfaction with family conferences about end-of-life care in the intensive care unit: 
increased proportion of family speech is associated with increased satisfaction. Critical care 
medicine 32: 1484-1488 

18. Thomas RL, Zubair MY, Hayes B, Ashby MA, (2014) Goals of care: a clinical framework for limitation 
of medical treatment. The Medical journal of Australia 201: 452-455 

19. Riessen R, Bantlin C, Wiesing U, Haap M, (2013) [End-of life decisions in intensive care units. 
Influence of patient wishes on therapeutic decision making]. Medizinische Klinik, Intensivmedizin 
und Notfallmedizin 108: 412-418 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted September 20, 2019. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

Page 19 of 29 
 

20. Downar J, Barua R, Sinuff T, (2014) The desirability of an Intensive Care Unit (ICU) clinician-led 
bereavement screening and support program for family members of ICU Decedents (ICU Bereave). 
Journal of critical care 29: 311 e319-316 

21. Luce JM, (2010) A history of resolving conflicts over end-of-life care in intensive care units in the 
United States*. Criticval Care Medicin 38: 1623-1629 

22. Singal RK, Sibbald R, Morgan B, Quinlan M, Parry N, Radford M, Martin CM, (2014) A prospective 
determination of the incidence of perceived inappropriate care in critically ill patients. Canadian 
respiratory journal : journal of the Canadian Thoracic Society 21: 165-170 

23. Somogyi-Zalud E, Zhong Z, Hamel MB, Lynn J, (2002) The use of life-sustaining treatments in 
hospitalized persons aged 80 and older. Journal of the American Geriatrics Society 50: 930-934 

24. Zier LS, Burack JH, Micco G, Chipman AK, Frank JA, White DB, (2009) Surrogate decision makers' 
responses to physicians' predictions of medical futility. Chest 136: 110-117 

25. Le Guen J, Boumendil A, Guidet B, Corvol A, Saint-Jean O, Somme D, (2016) Are elderly patients' 
opinions sought before admission to an intensive care unit? Results of the ICE-CUB study. Age and 
ageing 45: 303-309 

26. Wilson ME, Hinds RF, Zubek L, Gajic O, Talmor DS, Banner-Goodspeed VM, Muller A, Rickett DM, 
Benoit DD, (2015) Perceptions of Appropriateness of Medical Treatment Among Patients And 
Families In Us and Hungarian Intensive Care Units. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 191: A3778 

27. Workman S, Mann OE, (2007) 'No control whatsoever': end-of-life care on a medical teaching unit 
from the perspective of family members. QJM : monthly journal of the Association of Physicians 
100: 433-440 

28. Wright AA, Keating NL, Ayanian JZ, Chrischilles EA, Kahn KL, Ritchie CS, Weeks JC, Earle CC, Landrum 
MB, (2016) Family Perspectives on Aggressive Cancer Care Near the End of Life. JAMA 315: 284-292 

29. Wilkinson DJC, Savulescu J, (2011) Knowing when to stop: futility in the intensive care unit. Current 
opinion in anaesthesiology 24: 160-165 

30. Asch DA, Hansen-Flaschen J, Lanken PN, (1995) Decisions to limit or continue life-sustaining 
treatment by critical care physicians in the United States: conflicts between physicians' practices 
and patients' wishes. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 151: 288-292 

31. Lukin W, Douglas C, O'Connor A, (2012) Palliative care in the emergency department: an oxymoron 
or just good medicine? Emergency medicine Australasia : EMA 24: 102-104 

32. Bosslet GT, Pope TM, Rubenfeld GD, Lo B, Truog RD, Rushton CH, Curtis JR, Ford DW, Osborne M, 
Misak C, Au DH, Azoulay E, Brody B, Fahy BG, Hall JB, Kesecioglu J, Kon AA, Lindell KO, White DB, 
(2015) An Official ATS/AACN/ACCP/ESICM/SCCM Policy Statement: Responding to Requests for 
Potentially Inappropriate Treatments in Intensive Care Units. American Journal of Respiratory and 
Critical Care Medicine 191: 1318-1330 

33. Savory EA, Marco CA, (2009) End-of-life issues in the acute and critically ill patient. Scandinavian 
Journal of Trauma, Resuscitation and Emergency Medicine 17: 21-21 

34. Willmott L, White B, Smith MK, Wilkinson DJC, (2014) Withholding and withdrawing lifesustaining 
treatment in a patient’s best interests: Australian judicial deliberations. Medical Journal of Australia 
201 

35. Donnelly SM, Psirides A, (2015) Relatives' and staff's experience of patients dying in ICU. QJM : 
monthly journal of the Association of Physicians 108: 935-942 

36. Levy M, Carlet J, (2001) Compassionate end-of-life care in the intensive care unit [Editorial]. Critical 
care medicine 29: Suppl N1 

37. You JJ, Dodek P, Lamontagne F, Downar J, Sinuff T, Jiang X, Day AG, Heyland DK, (2014) What really 
matters in end-of-life discussions? Perspectives of patients in hospital with serious illness and their 
families. CMAJ : Canadian Medical Association Journal 186: E679-E687 

38. Piers RD, Azoulay E, Ricou B, DeKeyser Ganz F, Max A, Michalsen A, Azevedo Maia P, Owczuk R, 
Rubulotta F, Meert AP, Reyners AK, Decruyenaere J, Benoit DD, (2014) Inappropriate care in 
European ICUs: confronting views from nurses and junior and senior physicians. Chest 146: 267-275 

39. Anstey MH, Adams JL, McGlynn EA, (2015) Perceptions of the appropriateness of care in California 
adult intensive care units. Critical care (London, England) 19: 51 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted September 20, 2019. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

Page 20 of 29 
 

40. Huynh TN, Kleerup EC, Wiley JF, Savitsky TD, Guse D, Garber BJ, Wenger NS, (2013) The frequency 
and cost of treatment perceived to be futile in critical care. JAMA internal medicine 173: 1887-1894 

41. Kim YJ, Kim MJ, Cho YJ, Park JS, Kim JW, Chang H, Lee JO, Lee KW, Kim JH, Yoon HI, Bang SM, Lee JH, 
Lee CT, Lee JS, (2014) Who should be admitted to the intensive care unit? The outcome of intensive 
care unit admission in stage IIIB-IV lung cancer patients. Medical oncology (Northwood, London, 
England) 31: 847 

42. Prendergast TJ, Luce JM, (1997) Increasing incidence of withholding and withdrawal of life support 
from the critically ill. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 155: 15-20 

43. Willmott L, White B, Gallois C, Parker M, Graves N, Winch S, Callaway LK, Shepherd N, Close E, 
(2016) Reasons doctors provide futile treatment at the end of life: a qualitative study. J Med Ethics 
42: 496-503 

44. Lilly CM, Sonna LA, Haley KJ, Massaro AF, (2003) Intensive communication: four-year follow-up 
from a clinical practice study. Critical care medicine 31: S394-399 

45. Clark PA, (2007) Medical Futility: Legal and Ethical Analysis. AMA Journal of Ethics 9: 375-583 
46. Kasman DL, (2004) When Is Medical Treatment Futile?: A Guide for Students, Residents, and 

Physicians. Journal of General Internal Medicine 19: 1053-1056 
47. Hanson LC, Danis M, Garrett JM, Mutran E, (1996) Who decides? Physicians' willingness to use life-

sustaining treatment. Archives of internal medicine 156: 785-789 
48. Lilie B, (2008) [Advance directive and enduring power of attorney--legal implications from a 

notary's perspective]. Zeitschrift fur Evidenz, Fortbildung und Qualitat im Gesundheitswesen 102: 
162-166 

49. Rodriguez-Prat A, Monforte-Royo C, Porta-Sales J, Escribano X, Balaguer A, (2016) Patient 
Perspectives of Dignity, Autonomy and Control at the End of Life: Systematic Review and Meta-
Ethnography. PLoS One 11: e0151435 

50. Wu C, Melnikow J, Dinh T, Holmes JF, Gaona SD, Bottyan T, Paterniti D, Nishijima DK, (2015) Patient 
Admission Preferences and Perceptions. Western Journal of Emergency Medicine 16: 707-714 

51. McAdam JL, Fontaine DK, White DB, Dracup KA, Puntillo KA, (2012) Psychological symptoms of 
family members of high-risk intensive care unit patients. American journal of critical care : an 
official publication, American Association of Critical-Care Nurses 21: 386-393 

52. Koesel N, Link M, (2014) Conflicts in Goals of Care at the End of Life: Are Aggressive Life-Prolonging 
Interventions and a “Good Death” Compatible? Journal of Hospice & Palliative Nursing 16: 330-335 

53. Curtis JR, Engelberg RA, Bensink ME, Ramsey SD, (2012) End-of-Life Care in the Intensive Care Unit: 
Can We Simultaneously Increase Quality and Reduce Costs? American Journal of Respiratory and 
Critical Care Medicine 186: 587-592 

54. Azoulay E, Soares M, Darmon M, Benoit D, Pastores S, Afessa B, (2011) Intensive care of the cancer 
patient: recent achievements and remaining challenges. Annals of Intensive Care 1: 5-5 

55. Gay EB, Weiss SP, Nelson JE, (2012) Integrating palliative care with intensive care for critically ill 
patients with lung cancer. Annals of Intensive Care 2: 3-3 

56. Azoulay E, Chaize M, Kentish-Barnes N, (2014) Involvement of ICU families in decisions: fine-tuning 
the partnership. Annals of Intensive Care 4: 37-37 

57. Papadimos TJ, Maldonado Y, Tripathi RS, Kothari DS, Rosenberg AL, (2011) An overview of end–of–
life issues in the intensive care unit. International Journal of Critical Illness and Injury Science 1: 
138-146 

58. Higginson IJ, Koffman J, Hopkins P, Prentice W, Burman R, Leonard S, Rumble C, Noble J, Dampier 
O, Bernal W, Hall S, Morgan M, Shipman C, (2013) Development and evaluation of the feasibility 
and effects on staff, patients, and families of a new tool, the Psychosocial Assessment and 
Communication Evaluation (PACE), to improve communication and palliative care in intensive care 
and during clinical uncertainty. BMC medicine 11: 213 

59. Gutierrez KM, (2012) Experiences and needs of families regarding prognostic communication in an 
intensive care unit: supporting families at the end of life. Critical care nursing quarterly 35: 299-313 

60. Hartog CS, Schwarzkopf D, Riedemann NC, Pfeifer R, Guenther A, Egerland K, Sprung CL, Hoyer H, 
Gensichen J, Reinhart K, (2015) End-of-life care in the intensive care unit: a patient-based 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted September 20, 2019. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

Page 21 of 29 
 

questionnaire of intensive care unit staff perception and relatives' psychological response. 
Palliative medicine 29: 336-345 

61. Cartwright CM, Parker MH, (2004) Advance care planning and end of life decision making. 
Australian family physician 33: 815-819 

62. Truog RD, Campbell ML, Curtis JR, Haas CE, Luce JM, Rubenfeld GD, Rushton CH, Kaufman DC, 
(2008) Recommendations for end-of-life care in the intensive care unit: a consensus statement by 
the American College [corrected] of Critical Care Medicine. Critical care medicine 36: 953-963 

63. Reynolds S, Cooper AB, McKneally M, (2005) Withdrawing life-sustaining treatment: ethical 
considerations. Thoracic surgery clinics 15: 469-480 

64. Rivera S, Kim D, Garone S, Morgenstern L, Mohsenifar Z, (2001) Motivating factors in futile clinical 
interventions. Chest 119: 1944-1947 

65. Clark PA, (2007) Intensive care patients' evaluations of the informed consent process. Dimensions 
of critical care nursing : DCCN 26: 207-226 

66. Azoulay E, Pochard F, Chevret S, Lemaire F, Mokhtari M, Le Gall JR, Dhainaut JF, Schlemmer B, 
(2001) Meeting the needs of intensive care unit patient families: a multicenter study. Am J Respir 
Crit Care Med 163: 135-139 

67. Snider GL, (1995) Withholding and withdrawing life-sustaining therapy. All systems are not yet 
"go". American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine 151: 279-281 

68. Oerlemans AJM, van Sluisveld N, van Leeuwen ESJ, Wollersheim H, Dekkers WJM, Zegers M, (2015) 
Ethical problems in intensive care unit admission and discharge decisions: a qualitative study 
among physicians and nurses in the Netherlands. BMC Medical Ethics 16: 9 

69. Pattison N, Carr SM, Turnock C, Dolan S, (2013) ‘Viewing in slow motion’: patients', families', 
nurses' and doctors' perspectives on end-of-life care in critical care. Journal of clinical nursing 22: 
1442-1454 

70. Quinn JR, Schmitt M, Baggs JG, Norton SA, Dombeck MT, Sellers CR, (2012) “The problem often is 
that we do not have a family spokesperson but a spokesgroup”: Family Member Informal Roles in 
End-of-Life Decision-Making in Adult ICUs. American journal of critical care : an official publication, 
American Association of Critical-Care Nurses 21: 43-51 

71. American College of Critical Care Medicine SoCCM, (1999) Guidelines for intensive care unit 
admission, discharge, and triage. Task Force of the American College of Critical Care Medicine, 
Society of Critical Care Medicine. Critical care medicine 27: 633-638 

72. Lewis-Newby M, Curtis JR, Martin DP, Engelberg RA, (2011) Measuring family satisfaction with care 
and quality of dying in the intensive care unit: does patient age matter? Journal of palliative 
medicine 14: 1284-1290 

73. Gries CJ, Curtis JR, Wall RJ, Engelberg RA, (2008) Family member satisfaction with end-of-life 
decision making in the ICU. Chest 133: 704-712 

74. Teno JM, Mor V, Ward N, Roy J, Clarridge B, Wennberg JE, Fisher ES, (2005) Bereaved family 
member perceptions of quality of end-of-life care in U.S. regions with high and low usage of 
intensive care unit care. Journal of the American Geriatrics Society 53: 1905-1911 

75. Fisher M, Ridley S, (2012) Uncertainty in end-of-life care and shared decision making. Critical care 
and resuscitation : journal of the Australasian Academy of Critical Care Medicine 14: 81-87 

76. Rady MY, Johnson DJ, (2004) Admission to intensive care unit at the end-of-life: is it an informed 
decision? Palliative medicine 18: 705-711 

77. Kirchhoff KT, Beckstrand RL, (2000) Critical care nurses' perceptions of obstacles and helpful 
behaviors in providing end-of-life care to dying patients. American journal of critical care : an 
official publication, American Association of Critical-Care Nurses 9: 96-105 

78. Breen CM, Abernethy AP, Abbott KH, Tulsky JA, (2001) Conflict Associated with Decisions to Limit 
Life-Sustaining Treatment in Intensive Care Units. Journal of General Internal Medicine 16: 283-289 

 

TABLES ON NEXT PAGES

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted September 20, 2019. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/19007138
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 

Page 22 of 29 
 

 
Table 1. Relevant studies, methods and study populations – 2000 to 2016 
 

Authors and publication year  Country  
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Study type Study population 
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s Elderly 
hospital 

inpatients 

Family 
members and 

Surrogate 
Decision 
makers 

Or bereaved 
family 

Wright, A et al. 2016 
 

USA  1,146   ✓   ✓ 

Le Guen, J et al.2016 France  2,115   ✓  ✓  

Wilson, ME et al. 2015 USA  159 ✓    ✓ ✓ 

You J, et al. 2014 Canada 438 ✓    ✓ ✓ 

Wilmott, L et al. 2013 Australia  N/A N/A    ✓ ✓ 

 Zier, L. S et al. 2009 USA  50    ✓  ✓ 

 Gries, C et al.  2008 USA  356 ✓ ✓ ✓    ✓ 

Workman, S & Mann, O.E  2007 Canada  6    ✓ 

 

 ✓ 

 Rodriguez, K & Young, A. J.  2006 
 

USA  30    ✓ ✓  

Teno, JM et al.  2005 USA 778 ✓     ✓ 

Breen, CM et al.  2001 USA  510    ✓ ✓ ✓ 

Rivera, S et al.  2001 USA  331  ✓   ✓  

Lewis-Newby et al.  2001 USA  275 ✓      ✓ 
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Table 2. Domains covered by the definitions of perceived inappropriateness of/dissatisfaction with ICU management   
 

Authors,  
publication year and 

study type 

Inconsistent 
with patient/ 
family values  

Not 
accepting 

prognosis/ 
conflict with 
prediction 

Lack of 
consultation with 
patient/ lack of 

control by family 

 
Inadequate 

Communication§ 

 

Too 
aggressive
/causing 
suffering 

Cost Lack of 
understanding of 
limitations of life-

sustaining 
therapies 

Lengthy 
ICU stay 

Quantitative studies        
Le Guen 2016   ✓      
Wright 2016 ✓    ✓   ✓ 
Wilson 2015 ✓    ✓ ✓   
You 2014    ✓     
Lewis-Newby 2011   ✓ ✓     
Gries 2008 ✓ ✓ ✓      
Teno 2005 ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓    
Breen 2001  ✓       
Rivera 2001 ✓ ✓       
Qualitative studies        
Zier 2009 ✓ ✓       
Willmott 2013 ✓        
Workman 2007   ✓ ✓   ✓  
Rodriguez 2006 ✓    ✓ ✓   

§ includes treatment options, consequences, preferences, treatment goals or values 
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Table 3.  Extent of family involvement and factors contributing to communication failures 
between healthcare providers and patients/families 
 

Family/patient involvement 

Concept Extent 

Consultation about treatment 
goals and level of importance 

• Infrequent addressing of treatment goals in discussions 
(1.4 – 31.7%)  [37] 

• On average only 1-2 of 11 possible key elements were 
discussed in determining goals of care. [37] Importance as 
ranked by seriously ill patients: #1Being consulted about 
end-of-life care preferences and #2 being consulted about 
values.  

• Priorities as ranked by relatives: 
#1 being told about patient prognosis and 
#2 having an opportunity to express fears and concerns. 
[37]    

Completeness and consistency 
of information and time for 
questions. [72]   

• Satisfaction with these aspects was significantly greater for 
relatives of patients aged >65 years. 

Dissatisfaction with decision-
making process 

• Median satisfaction with own decision-making scores = 80 
(IQR 62.5, 92.5) and median satisfaction with support for 
decision-making = 75 (IQR 50, 100).  

• Higher satisfaction for patients or relatives who had a 
certain level of control in the situation and involvement in 
the choice to withdraw life support. [73]   

Levels of concern with 
physician’s communication 

• Higher levels of concern with physician’s communication 
(27.8% vs. 15.3%) and higher needs for information (49.2% 
vs. 32.7%) among bereaved families of those who received 
more aggressive the end-of-life care. [74]  

 

Lack of consultation with 
health service users 

• One preparation and connectedness were significantly 
higher the older the patient was  [25, [72]  

• Bereaved family satisfaction with communication, 
discussion on end-of-life matters, time for questions and 
quality of death was also higher. [72] 

 

 • Only 12.7% (range 1% to 53.6%) of patients were asked for 
their opinion before admission to ICU even when >80% of 
them were capable of expressing their opinion. [25] 

Reasons for lack of consultation 

• Old age, absence of a relative at the time of the episode of care, dementia, frailty or severe 
functional impairment and poor nutritional status. Importantly, seniority of the medical 
officer was inversely correlated with the probability of asking for the patient’s opinion.  [25] 

• The uncertainty factor which is inherent in most medical decision making.  [75] 

• The culture of setting treatment goals on the behalf of patients without discussing 
alternative care pathways before aggressive treatments are administered.  [23, [76] 
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• The practice of patients or families simply accepting medical decisions on the desirability of 
ICU admission. [42] 

Reasons for conflict with medical recommendation to treat or discontinue ICU treatments 

• Doubt about physician’s prediction; need to digest all information before accepting 
prognosis 

• Need to convince themselves of the irremediable situation.  [24] 

• Difference of opinion on aggressive care.  [26] 

• Reported even in the presence of patient advance care directives, both as a result of 
surrogates’ poor understanding of the term “life-saving measures” or the family’s inability to 
accept poor prognosis.  [77]  

• Timing of the discussion at moments of crisis when families require more time to prepare for 
the patient’s death before agreeing to treatment. [78] 

• Discontinuation of parenteral nutrition or mechanical ventilation sometimes can end in legal 
disputes, as the law does not require doctors to administer treatments they consider to be 
futile or to be “not good medical practice”.  [34]  

• Discordant religious beliefs between staff and families of critically ill patients. [64] 
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SUPPLEMENT 1 – DETAILS OF RAPID REVIEW METHODS  
 
 
Data sources, eligibility and PICOS criteria  
 
For articles targeting (P) older patients (aged 60 years and above) with advanced or terminal illness 

admitted to ICU and/or their families or caregivers. (I) Anticipated articles for review were those 

investigating any approaches or practices with evidence that the treating team disclosed details of 

risks and benefits of treatment options and possible unexpected effects and/or consulted 

family/patient perspective or preference on admission to ICU.  They were included in the review if 

they addressed at least one of our two research questions.  (C) Comparator (if relevant) were patient 

groups or settings where no discussion had been held on patient perspective on appropriateness of 

admission to or treatment in ICU. (O) Outcomes of interest included but were not limited to: 

• Proportions reporting involvement (opportunity) in decision to admit to ICU 

• Proportions involved in/consulted on acceptability of ICU treatments 

• Self-reported or proxy-reported appropriateness/desirability of ICU admission  

• Family or patient satisfaction or regret with ICU admission or treatment 

• Definitions of inappropriate from the patient or family viewpoint 

(S) Study types eligible for this review were all qualitative or quantitative: Delphi studies, focus 

groups, in-depth interviews, qualitative studies and systematic reviews of qualitative studies; and 

quantitative studies such as cohort and cross-sectional surveys included only if the aim or outcomes 

were perceived inappropriateness of ICU admission or treatment.  The following were agreed for 

exclusion:  Case studies, duplicate studies, editorial articles unless they were literature reviews on 

the topic, studies with a focus on clinicians’ perceived inappropriateness, and studies or outcomes 

where inappropriate was defined as “too little” care. 
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Screening and data extraction 

 

Searches were conducted simultaneously by two authors (SS and MC) and inclusion or exclusions 

for all papers were assessed by one author (SS) and cross-checked by another (MC). Discrepancies 

were discussed and resolved with the involvement of a third colleague with expertise in literature 

reviews.  

 

Search Strategy 

 

Search terms as follows were eligible if included in title or abstract only:  

“End of life OR Terminal OR Advanced chronic illness OR Dying” AND “Intensive care OR ICU” 

AND “Patient preference OR Decision making OR Surrogate decision OR Treatment Options OR 

Famil$” AND “Inappropriate$. OR Futil$ OR Non-beneficial OR Cost-ineffective OR Disproportionate 

OR Perceived OR Satisfaction OR ICU Outcomes OR Survival OR mortality”. 

 

 

>>>>>>>>>>>Screenshot of Medline search on next page 
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SCREENSHOT OF MEDLINE SEARCH 
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PRISMA DIAGRAM 
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