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ABSTRACT

Objective: To assess family satisfaction in the intensive care unit with a validated family satisfaction survey.

Matherials and Methods: With the ethical commitee approval, family satisfaction survey was applied to
family members of 553 patients admitted in Anestesiology and Reanimation Intensive Care Units. 133 family
members who meet the inclusion criteria were included in the study. Patients’ age, educational status, health
insurance, additional diseases, cause of admission, duration of stay, coma status, mechanichal ventilation need
and cardiopulmoner resutation need was recorded. Family members’ age, sex and relationship with the patient
were recorded. Also family members were asked to specify who gave them information about the patient
along with how many times and for how long they visited the patient. Acute physiology and chronic health
evaluation Scores of the patients were recorded in the first twenty-four hours of admission. A survey combined
from two verified forms were used to assess family satisfaction.

Results: Family members of patients that differ in the means of socio-cultural status, diagnosis, treatment plans
and prognosis were highly satisfied (%86,4) from the ICU care. Family members were most satisfied . The
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most satisfactory subjects were identified as “proximity*, “comfort” and “trust”.

Conclusion: In order to increase family satisfaction in our ICU, visiting hours can be increased in order to
provide more closeness to the family members. Family members can also benefit from a more comfortable

environment. Family meetings can be arranged at given intervals.

Keywords: Communication, family, satisfaction, care goals /

Background

Intensive care units are defined as hospital units
that give 24 hours continuous care for seriously ill
patients with vital organ deficiencies that causes
life threatening dysfunctions, until the primary
cause is eliminated and the patient is stable.
ICU patients are at more risk compared to other
patient groups in terms of clinical properties
and prognosis (1). Considering the alterations
in general condition and consciousness of the
patients, family members have an important role
in decision and maintenance of treatment of the
patients (2). Patients and their families should be
considered as a whole in the treatment process.

One of the most important duties of the
ICU doctors is to give family members clear
information about their patient and to treat the
family members with compassion (3). Assessing
the needs of the family members gives critical
information about improving family satisfaction
and decision making capacity of the families (4).

Meeting the needs of family relatives and family
satisfaction levels are considered as the most
important variables of improved quality of care
(5). Communication between the family members
and the caregivers is essential and meeting the
need to be “informed” is an important branch of
communication (1,7,8,9).

In this study, we aimed to assess family satisfaction
in our intensive care units using a valid satisfaction
assessment survey.

Material and Methods

With the ethical committee approval, family
members of the patients who are admitted from
external facilities, in-hospital wards or for post
anesthesia care are planned to be included in the
study. Family satisfaction survey was applied to
those who stayed for more than 24 hours in the
ICU. Patients who stayed for less than 24 hours,
are pregnant, cannot speak the native language of
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the caregivers or has a psychiatric condition were excluded from
the study. The medical condition of the patient and the physical
and psychiatric coherence of the family members were considered
and the survey was applied at the first convenient visiting hour
accordingly.

Patients’ age, educational status, medical insurance, marital status,
additional diseases, cause of admission, duration of stay, coma
status, mechanical ventilation need; whether the ICU admittance
is planned or emergent and whether CPR is performed or not are
noted. Age, sex, relativity of the family members along with the
times and duration of visitation are also noted. Patients’ APACHE
II scores were determined in the first 24 hours of stay (10)

Two validated forms were used to assess family satisfaction. The
first form was specifically designed for ICU patients’ family
members (11,12). This questionnaire was translated to Turkish
Language by Akinci et al and following validity and credibility
study’s authors used this form in family satisfaction evaluations
in the ICU (2). The second form is the critical care family needs
inventory, validated by Molters et al. A questionnaire was prepared
using these two forms combined and family members were asked
to fill this if they agree to (Form 1).

There are 25 questions in the family satisfaction assessment form
about information (whether the families were informed realistically
and in time about the patients’ condition), trust (whether there
is confidence that the patients’ condition will improve), closeness
(whether family members can be physically and emotionally
available for their patient), support (emotional support and
assistance for the family members) and comfort (personal comfort
of the families). Family members were asked to answer these
questions: a) always, b) most of the time (1 points), c)sometimes, d)
never (0 points). Points for the 25 questions were added up to obtain
a total satisfaction score (0-25 points). Information subgroup scores
from questions 12 to 17; trust subgroup scores from questions 6-11;
closeness subgroup scores from questions 1-5; comfort subgroup
scores from questions 24 and 25 and support subgroup scores
from questions 18-23 were added up and divided to the respective
subgroup number of questions.

Data analysis were made using SPSS for Windows 11.5.
Kolmogorov Smirnov test was used to determine whether the
distribution of discrete numeric variables was normal. Definitive
statistics for discrete numeric variables were defined as mean
+ standard deviation or median (lowest — highest), categorical
variables were represented as number of cases and percentages.

For each subscale and scale total score level, raw scores were
calculated by first considering the original scores. Raw scores
were considered then to convert the fore mentioned scores to a
system of 100. For each sub-dimension and scale overall score,
the raw scores obtained from the relatives of the patients were
subtracted from the lowest possible raw score. The result obtained
was proportioned to the highest possible and lowest possible raw
score difference and then multiplied by 100. The calculation is
obtained by the following formula:

[(Raw score - lowest possible score) / (highest possible score -
lowest possible score)] x 100
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FAMILY SATISFACTION INQUIRY FORM

DEMOGRAPHICS

SEX: MALE: O FEMALE: O

AGE

a) 18-24 b) 25-34 ) 35-60 d) over 60

NUMBER OF DAYS YOUR PATIENT STAYED IN ICU

a)0-3 b)4-7 810 d) over 10

WHAT IS YOUR RELATION TO THE PATIENT?

a) Spouse b) father ) mother d) child e) sibling f) other

WHOM DID YOU RECEIVE INFORMATION ABOUT THE PATIENT?
a) doctor b) nurse ¢) doctorand nurse  d) patient care taker

HOW MANY TIMES DID YOU VISIT YOUR PATIENT DURING THE ICU STAY?

€) cleaning personnel

a) none b)1-3 Q47 d)7-10 e) over 10
HOW LONG WAS THE DURATION OF YOUR VISITATIONS?
a) 1-3min b) 3-5min ¢) 5-7 min d) 7-10 min e) over 10 min

1. WERE YOU INFORMED ABOUT THE INTERVENTIONS, DIAGNOSTIC PROCESSES AND TREATMENTS CONCERNING
YOUR PATIENT?

a) almost all the time

2. DID YOU THINK THAT YOU HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO TALK TO YOUR PATIENT’S DOCTOR IN A REGULAR
MANNER?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never

3.D0 YOU BELIEVE THAT ALL THE DECISIONS CONCERNING YOUR PATIENT SHOULD BE DISCUSSED WITH YOU?

b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ) sometimes d) never
4, WERE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE NOISE LEVEL OF THE ICU?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ) sometimes d) never
5. WERE PATIENT VISITATIONS IN THE ICU COMFORTABLE FOR YOU?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never

6. WERE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE DURATION OF DIAGNOSIS PROCESSES AND PERSONNEL'S REACTION TIME FOR
EMERGENCY SITUATIONS OR ASSISTANCE REQUESTS?
a) almost all the time b) most of the time

7.D0 YOU BELIEVE THAT THE ICU PERSONNEL PROVIDES HONEST INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR PATIENT?

) sometimes d) never

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ) sometimes d) never
8. WERE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE ATTENTION OF THE NURSES?
a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never

9.D0 YOU BELIEVE THAT YOU WILL RECEIVE A CALL IN CASE OF A CHANGE IN YOUR PATIENT’S CONDITION?
a) almost all the time b) most of the time ) sometimes d) never

10. DO YOU FEEL THAT THE ICU PERSONNEL GIVES ENOUGH ATTENTION TO YOUR PATIENT?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ) sometimes d) never
11. ARE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE MEDICAL CARE YOUR PATIENT RECEIVES?
a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never

12. WERE THE INFORMATION GIVEN REGARDING THE MEDICAL INTERVENTIONS AND THEIR REASONS ADEQUATE?
a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never

13. WERE YOU ABLE TO UNDERSTAND THE GIVEN INFORMATION ABOUT THE PATIENT’S CONDITION?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ) sometimes d) never
14. WERE YOU ABLE TO RECEIVE CLEAR ANSWERS TO YOUR QUESTIONS?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never
15. WERE YOU PLEASED TO BE INVOLVED IN THE CARE PROCESS OF YOUR PATIENT?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never
16. DID YOU FIND THE VISITATION HOURS TO BE SUFFICIENT?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never
17.WERE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE ATTENTION REGARDING PATIENT PRIVACY?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ) sometimes d) never

18. DID YOU HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO TALK TOU YOUR PATIENT’S NURSE REGULARLY?
a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never

19. WERE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE DOCTOR’S ATTENTION REGARDING YOUR PATIENT'S NEEDS?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never
20. WERE THE ICU PERSONNEL'S BEHAVIOUR RESPECTFUL TOWARDS YOU?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ) sometimes d) never
21. WERE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE QUALITY OF CARE?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never

22. WERE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE COURAGE AND SUPPORT PROVIDED FOR YOU IN THE ICU?
a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never

23.WERE YOU CONTENT WITH THE PREPERATIONS MADE DURING THE ICU RELEASE PROCESS?
a) almost all the time b) most of the time ¢) sometimes d) never

24, WERE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE APPEARANCE AND CLEANLINESS OF THE WAITING ROOMS?

a) almost all the time b) most of the time ) sometimes d) never
25. WERE YOU SATISFIED WITH THE COMFORT OF THE WAITING ROOMS?
a) almost all the time b) most of the time ) sometimes d) never

DO YOU HAVE ANY SUGGESTIONS REGARDING THE ICU INFORMATION PROCESSES AND YOUR ICU VISITS?
YOU MAY MENTION THE NAMES OF THE PERSONNEL WHOSE ATTENTION AND BEHAVIOUR WERE ESPECIALLY
SATISFACTORY FOR YOU.
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In accordance with the calculations above, the frequency
distributions of the scores were obtained according to the system
of 100 for each subscale and overall scale scores. Since the scores
obtained by more than half of the patient's relatives for each
subscale and scale-general were 80 and higher, 80 points were
accepted as the cut-off point for each subscale and scale-general
according to the 100-point system. Statistical evaluations were
made according to 80 cut-off points.

The significance of the difference between the groups in terms of
mean values was examined by Student's t test and the significance
of the difference in terms of median values was examined by Mann
Whitney U test. Categorical variables were evaluated by Pearson's
Chi-Square, Fisher's Exact Chi-Square or Likelihood Ratio tests.

Multivariate Logistic Regression Analysis was used to determine
the most important factor or factors in distinguishing the family
members who received less than 80 points in terms of subscales
and total score and those who scored 80 points or higher. As a
result of univariate test statistics, the variables determined as p
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<0.25 were included in the multivariate logistic regression models
as candidate factors. In addition, odds ratio and 95% confidence

intervals were calculated for each variable.

Results were considered statistically significant for p <0.05.

Family members of a total of 553 patients were included in the
study and a family satisfaction questionnaire was planned to be
applied to the family members. 33 of the subjects did not return
the given form, 317 of them had a patient who stayed in the ICU
for less than 24 hours and 59 of them stated that they did not want
to participate in the study. 3 family members did not speak the
native language Turkish and 8 patients were pregnant, therefore
excluded from the study. A total of 133 family members were
included in the study overall.

Definitive statistics related to patients and family members are
shown in Table 1 and Table 2.

Tablo 1. Demographic and Clinical Characteristics of Patients

Tablo 2. Demographic and Clinical Characteristics of Patient Relatives

Variables N:133 Variables N:133
Age (year) 39,1+23,7 Gender
Education Status Male 70 (%52,6)
Mlliterate 25 (%18,8) Female 63 (%47,4)
Primary Education 64 (%48,1) Age
High School 24 (%18,0) 18-24 year 9 (%6,8)
University 20 (%15,0) 25-34 year 39 (%29,3)
Social Security 35-60 year 79 (%59,4)
Not 4 (%3,0) >60 year 6 (%4,5)
SGK 126 (%94,7) Length of Stay in the ICU (Day)
private health insurance 3 (%2,3) 0-3 day 114 (%85,7)
Marital status 3-7 day 13 (%9,8)
Married 80 (%60,2) 7=10 day 2 ()
Single 47 (%35,3) =lDcky 4 (%3,0)
Degree of Family Proximity
widow B3] P 27 (%20,3)
Additional Disease First Degree Relative 100 (%75,2)
Not 34 (%25,6) Another 5 (%3,8)
i 41 (%30,8) The Number of Visitors
Two 28 (%21,1) Any 6 (%4.5)
Three 30 (%22,6) 1-3 Times 86 (%64,7)
Admission to the ICU 4-7 Times 17 (%12,8)
Emergency 45 (%33,8) 7-10 Times 8 (%6,0)
Planned 88 (%66,2) =110 Thnes 16 (%12,0)
Length of Stay in the ICU (Day) 2 (1-25) Vizit Time
APACHE Scor 11 (1-40) 1-3 minute 66 (%49,6)
Reason for Admission to the ICU 35 matimtie 32 (%24,1)
Respiratory 42 (%31,6) 5-7 minute 17 (%12,8)
cardiovascular 10 (%7,5) A 4 (%3,0)
Neurogenic 3 (%2,3) >10 minute 13 (%9,8)
Sepsis 1 (%0,8) Received Information From
Another 77 (%57,9) oo 37 (%27,8)
CPR 3 (%2,3) Nurse 13 (%9,8)
Coma 1 (%0,8) Doctor + Nurse 82 (%61,7)
Mekanik Ventilator 28 (%21,1) Sick Nurse 1 (%0,8)
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Tablo 3. Frequency Distribution in Terms of Responses of Patient
Relatives to Questions

Tablo 4. Frequency Distribution in Terms of Sub-Dimension and
Total Scores of Patient Relatives According to 100-System

Almost Most of the  OnlySome
Always Time Times Never
N % N % N % N %
question 1 65 489 39 293 29 21,8
question 2 39 293 51 383 40 30,1 3 2,3

278 23 173 58 436 15 113
684 29 21,8 12 90 1 08
556 42 316 15 113 2 15
647 40 301 6 45 1 08

question 3 37
question 4 91
question 5 74

question 6 86

question 7 97 729 22 165 13 98 1 0,8
question 8 70 526 37 278 21 158 5 3,8
question 9 59 444 54 40,6 18 13,5 2 1,5
questionl0 70 526 49 368 12 9,0 2 1,5
question]l1 73 549 47 353 12 90 1 0,8

question]2 97 729 28 21,1 8 6,0 - -
759 27 203 5 3,8 - -
77,4 28 21,1 1 0,8 1 0,8
questionl5 92 69,2 35 26,3 6 4,5 - -
questionl6 48 36,1 41 308 26 195 18 13,5

744 26 195 7 53 1 08

question13 101
question14 103

questionl7 99

questionl8 90 67,7 35 263 7 53 1 08
questionl9 67 504 52 391 13 98 1 08
question20 85 639 40 301 6 45 2 15
question2] 81 609 39 293 11 83 2 15
question22 81 609 41 308 8 60 3 23
question23 84 632 43 323 5 38 1 08
question24 62 466 50 376 18 135 3 23
question25 57 429 47 353 20 150 9 68

The suggestions made by the family members were as follows: 82
(61.7%) relatives did not make any suggestions, 43 (32.3%) thanked
the health personnel, 1 (0.8%) requested psychologic support, 5
(3.8%) requested more information and time, and 2 (1.5%) family
members requested to be given information over the phone.

The frequency distributions of the responses of the family members
to the questions in the questionnaire are presented in Table 3.

The most satisfactory subgroups were found to be support and
information, while the least satisfactory subgroups were closeness,
comfort and trust respectively (Table 4).

According to multivariate logistic regression analysis, the only
statistically significant factor was admission to the ICU in
emergency conditions. When the corrections were made according
to other factors, it was observed that the probability of receiving
scores of 80 or more from the closeness subgroup were increased
2,539 times if the patient was admitted to the ICU in emergent
conditions (95% Confidence Interval: 1.003-6.429) (p = 0.049).

Variables Score <80 Score 280
Relationship 46 (%34,6) 87 (%65,4)
Trust 29 (%21,8) 104 (%78,2)
Information 13 (%9,8) 120 (%90,2)
Support 12 (%9,0) 121 (%91,0)
Comfort 38 (%28,6) 95 (%71,4)
Total 26 (%19,5) 107 (%80,5)

According to the multivariate logistic regression analysis, it was
found that the most determinant factor in the comfort subgroup
was the educational status of the patient. As the education level
of the patient increased, the probability of getting a higher score
from the comfort dimension of the family members decreased
(OR: 0.510; 95% Confidence Interval: 0.356-0.848; p = 0.009).
It was also found to be statistically significant to be admitted
in ICU in emergency conditions, and when the correction was
made according to other factors, it was seen that the probability
of getting scores 80 and above from comfort sub-dimension
increased 3,668 times of those who were in ICU for emergency
reasons (95% Confidence Interval: 1,280-10,512) (p = 0.016).
Finally, not being connected to mechanical ventilator was found
to be a statistically significant factor and when corrections were
made, it was observed that the probability of getting 80 points
or more from comfort sub-dimension was increased by 2,723-
fold (95% Confidence Interval: 1,044-7,098) in family members
whose patients were not mechanically ventilated (p = 0.040).

Several variables have been identified that increase the quality of
intensive care, along with the need to continuously improve the
quality of care of ICUs. Meeting the needs of sick family members
is considered one of the most important variables (5).

In our study; 96.2% of the family members answered the question
“Are you satisfied with the medical care your patient received?”
as almost always or most of the time. Similarly, 98.5% of the
family members answered the question “Are you satisfied with
the quality of care given to your patient?” as almost always or
most of the time. These percentages are higher than most of the
family satisfaction levels in the literature (5, 13, 14). By designing
the study in the form of a questionnaire instead of a face to face
interview, we tried to ensure that family members were objective
and we tried to avoid to cause the family members to think that if
they answer the questions somewhat negatively, the treatment of
their patients may get affected.

Sharing information about the patient's prognosis and making
sure that family members understand the situation is an important
communication skill for the ICU physician (15). In their study,
White et al. found that doctors rarely asked the patients’ family
members if they were ready to talk about prognosis; also the
physicians rarely check whether the family understood the
situation of the patient fully when they were informed about the
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prognosis (16). Mack et al. found no evidence that explaining the
prognosis to family members either disrupted the family's hopes
or decreased their expectations (17). In our study, 94.8% of the
family members responded positively to the question “Do you
believe that ICU staff provide honest information about your
patient's condition?”. Explaining decisions about the patient
and explaining the prognosis and treatment in a comprehensible
language are effective in the high satisfaction scores (88.2%)

obtained from the trust subgroup in this study.

In the study of Bijttebier et al., it was emphasized that the most
important requirement for family members is information (1).
Helping the family in terms of physical comfort and other personal
needs such as shelter, transportation and financial support will
reduce the stress experienced by the family members (18). In our
study 6.8% of the participants were not satisfied about the waiting
room conditions where as 11.3% stated that visiting the ICU is
never comfortable. These findings are consistent with the study
of Molter that emphasizes the personal needs of family members
(4). Physical presence for the patient was also identified as a
requirement for family members (19). In our study, 13.5% of the
participants stated that they did not find the patient visiting hours
sufficient in the intensive care unit. Being unable to see their
patients at any time may cause anxiety for the family members.

A previous study was made by Akinci et al. in the same intensive
care units as our study. We saw that family satisfaction scores
were higher in this study compared to the previous one @, New
arrangements that were made according to the results of that
study were seem to be effective in improving family satisfaction
scores as well.

There is still debate about patient visits (20, 21, 22). There are
some studies suggesting that frequent visits may exhaust the
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patient, consume time and energy of the staff, cause confusion,
prevent care and medical treatment, prevent the privacy of other
patients and create security problems (20, 23). In our ICU visiting
hours are between 13 p.m. -14 p.m. and one person at a time is
allowed. Apart from these routine visits, family members can be
contacted by telephone for acute changes (intubation, extubation,
mobilization, revision, discharge, death) or urgent requests. Since
the satisfaction scores were lower in the closeness subgroup it
is obvious that the family members are not satisfied with this
application. Increasing visiting hours can increase the satisfaction
of both the patient and family members, but the specific conditions
of intensive care units and the health of patients should not be
compromised.

Limitations of the study

The general status of the patients is variable and the discharge
period is long. In order to obtain more realistic results, more
and more long-term surveys are required.Since many different
parameters affect the level of satisfaction, the effectiveness of the
studies with more variable parameters will be more.

In our study evaluating family satisfaction, which is an indicator
of ICU quality, we found that family members of patients with
diagnosis, treatment and prognosis at different sociocultural levels
were very satisfied with the care given in our intensive care unit.
Increasing the visiting hours and keeping the family members closer
to their patients will increase the service quality of our intensive
care unit. Furthermore, we believe that family satisfaction can be
increased by creating a comfortable space for patient relatives and
organizing family interviews with family members.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS:

Concept: AAE, SBA; Design: AAE, SBA; Supervision: AAE, SBA, AGP;
Fundings: AAE, AGP; Materials: AAE, ESA, BK; Data Collection and/or
Processing: AAE, ESA; Analysis and/or Interpretation: BK, AGP; Literature
Search: AAE, AGP; Writing Manuscript: AAE; Critical Review: SBA.

Ethics Committee Approval: Ethics committee approval was received for this
study from the ethics committee of Hacettepe University (Approval Date: 2012).

Informed Consent: Written informed consent was obtained from relatives of
patients or patients who participated in this study.

Peer-review: Externally peer-reviewed.
Conflict of Interest: Authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.

Financial Disclosure: The authors declared that this study has received no

financial support.

References

1. Bijttebier P, Vanoost S, Delva D, et al. Needs of relatives of critical
care patients: perceptions of relatives, physicians and nurses.
Intensive Care Med 2001; 27:160-5. [ CrossRef]

2. Akinct SB, Salman N, Kanbak M, et al. Yogun bakimda aile
memnuniyetinin degerlendirilmesi. Tiirk Anest Rean Der Dergisi
2004; 32:130-8.

3. Azoulay E, Pochard F, Chevret S et al. Meeting the needs of intensive
care unit patient families. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 2001; 160:135-
9. [CrossRef]

4. Molter NC. Needs of relatives of critically ill patients. Heart Lung
1979; 8:332-9.

5. Shortell SM, Zimmermann JE, Rousseau DM, et al. The performance
of intensive careunits: does good management make a difference?
Medcare 1994; 32:508-25. [ CrossRef]

6. Iuce JM, Rubenfeld GD. Can health care costs be reduced by limiting
intensive care at theend of life. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 2002;
165:750-4. [CrossRef]

7. Tilden VP, Tolle SW, Garland MJ, et al. Decisions about life-

sustaining treatment. Impact of physicians behaviours on the family.
ArchInternMed 1995; 155:633-8. [ CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1007/s001340000750
https://doi.org/10.1164/ajrccm.163.1.2005117
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005650-199405000-00009
https://doi.org/10.1164/ajrccm.165.6.2109045
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.1995.00430060097012

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Akdagli Ekici A et al. Intensive Care and Family Satisfaction

. Curtis JR, Patrick DL, Shannon SE, et al. The family conference as

a focus to improve communication about end-of-life care in the
intensive care unit: opportunities for improvement. Crit Care Med
2001; 29:26-33. [ CrossRef]

. Davidson JE, Powers K, Hedeyat KM, et al. Clinical Practice

guidelines for support of the patient-centered intensive care unit.

Crit Care Med 2007; 35:605-22. [ CrossRef]

Knaus WA, Draper EA, Wager DP, et al. APACHE II: a severity
of disease classification system. Crit Care Med 1985; 13:818-29.
[CrossRef]

Wasser T, Matchett S. Final version of the Critical Care Family
Satisfaction Survey Questionnaire. Crit Care Med 2001; 29:1654-5.
[CrossRef]

Wasser T, Pasquale MA, Matchett SC, et al. Establishing reliability
and validity of the critical care family satisfaction survey. Crit Care
Med 2001; 29:192-6. [ CrossRef]

Heyland DK, Rocker GM, Dodek PM, et al. Family satisfaction with
care in the intensive care unit: Results of a multiple center study. Crit
Care Med 2002; 30:1413-8. [CrossRef]

Jastremski CA. Caring for the families of those who die in the critical
care unit. Crit Care Med 1998; 26:1150-1. [ CrossRef]

Kristen G, Schaeferand Susan D Block. Physician communication

with families in the ICU: evidence-based strategies for improvement.
Current Opinion in Crit Care 2009; 15:569-77. [ CrossRef]

16.

17.

18.

20.

21.

22.

23.

J Crit Intensive Care 2020;11(1):15-20

White DB, Engelberg RA, Wenrich MD, et al. The language of
prognostication in intensive care units. Med Desic Making 2008.
[CrossRef]

Mack JW, Wolfe J, Cook EF, et al. Hope and prognostic disclosure. J
Clin Oncol 2007; 25:5636-42. [ CrossRef]

Leske J. Comparison of family stresses, strengths and outcomes after
trauma and surgery. AACN 2003; 14:33-41. [ CrossRef]

. Baz1 cerrahi kilinklerde ve cerrahi yogun bakim {initelerinde yatan

hastalarin ailelerinin gereksinimleri. AUTD 2002; 34:39-42.

Sims JM, Miracle VA. A look at the critical care visitation the case for
flexible visitation. Dimensions of Crit Care Nurs 2006; 25:269-71.
[CrossRef]

Carlson B, Riegel B, Thomason T. Visitation: policy versus practise.
Dimensions of Crit Care Nurs 1998; 17:40-7. [ CrossRef]

Ramsey P, Cathelyn P, Gugliota B, et al. Visitor and nurse satisfaction
with a visitation policy change in critical care units. Dimesions of
Crit Care Nurs 1999; 18:42-8. [ CrossRef]

Farrell ME, Joseph DH, Schwartz-Barcott D. Visiting hours in the
ICU: finding the balance among patient, visitor and staff needs. Nurs
Forum 2005; 40:18-28. [ CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1097/00003246-200102001-00006
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.ccm.0000254067.14607.eb
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003246-198510000-00009
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003246-200108000-00038
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003246-200101000-00038
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003246-200207000-00002
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003246-199807000-00004
https://doi.org/10.1097/mcc.0b013e328332f524
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272989X08317012
https://doi.org/10.1200/jco.2007.12.6110
https://doi.org/10.1097/00044067-200302000-00005
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003465-200607000-00011
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003465-199801000-00008
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003465-199909000-00013
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6198.2005.00001.x

	_GoBack
	_GoBack

