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Abstract 

Purpose:  Data are scarce regarding the experience of critically ill patients at high risk of death. Identifying their con‑
cerns could allow clinicians to better meet their needs and align their end-of-life trajectory with their preferences and 
values. We aimed to identify concerns expressed by conscious patients at high risk of dying in the intensive care unit 
(ICU).

Methods:  Multiple source multicentre study. Concerns expressed by patients were collected from five different 
sources (literature review, panel of 50 ICU experts, prospective study in 11 ICUs, in-depth interviews with 17 families 
and 15 patients). All qualitative data collected were analyzed using thematic content analysis.

Results:  The five sources produced 1307 concerns that were divided into 7 domains and 41 sub-domains. After 
removing redundant items and duplicates, and combining and reformulating similar items, 28 concerns were 
extracted from the analysis of the data. To increase accuracy, they were merged and consolidated, and resulted in a 
final list of 15 concerns pertaining to seven domains: concerns about loved-ones; symptom management and care 
(including team competence, goals of care discussions); spiritual, religious, and existential preoccupations (including 
regrets, meaning, hope and trust); being oneself (including fear of isolation and of being a burden, absence of hope, 
and personhood); the need for comforting experiences and pleasure; dying and death (covering emotional and prac‑
tical concerns); and after death preoccupations.

Conclusion:  This list of 15 concerns may prove valuable for clinicians as a tool for improving communication and 
support to better meet the needs of patients at high risk of dying.

Keywords:  Dying patients, Experience, Concerns, Qualitative study

Introduction

Over the last decades, major efforts have been made to 
provide better support for patients at the end of their 
lives. For instance, careful attention has been given to 
symptoms’ management, addressing emotional needs 
as well as spiritual questions. The central role of fam-
ily members has also been recognized [1], with their 
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increased implication in discussions about goals of care. 
In the intensive care unit (ICU), support provided to 
patients and family members has considerably increased 
[2–6]. Quality of dying and death in the ICU has also 
been explored [7–10]. However, if these studies shed 
light on the family and ICU clinicians’ experience, they 
give less emphasis to the needs and experiences of the 
patients themselves, even though they are at the heart of 
the process.

In the ICU, for patients at high risk of death and their 
relatives, one of the main elements of good care is com-
munication—empathic, clear, and timely [11]. However, 
various studies [12, 13] have shown that it is precisely 
communication that can be insufficient in these end-of-
life situations. Fortunately, these communication gaps 
with family members have been investigated and prac-
tices have improved. These improvements are important 
also for the patients who worry about their loved-ones 
[14–16]. However, communication with patients requires 
further attention. Care for patients at the end of life must 
not only include symptoms’ management but must also 
preserve the patient’s dignity, respect their perspective, as 
well as their autonomy by adapting the care plan to their 
expressed wishes, needs, and preoccupations [17–20]. 
Clinicians should thus feel committed to eliciting their 
concerns to better respond to them and to better meet 
their needs.

Breaking the "wall of silence" by allowing patients to 
question those around them, to express their emotions 
and concerns may benefit both the patient and the ICU 
team who can personalize the end-of-life process. It is 
true that many critically ill patients are unconscious or 
incapable of communicating with nurses, doctors, and 
family members. However, when conscious and if pos-
sible, some patients at high risk of dying may choose to 
receive less mechanical ventilation and sedation [21, 22]. 
For those who are conscious and capable of interacting, 
clinicians and researchers should not miss the oppor-
tunity to elicit their concerns. The aim of this study was 
therefore to develop a list of concerns important to criti-
cally ill conscious patients at high risk of death.

Methods
This study was approved by the Comité de Protection des 
Personnes Ile de France III, on January 21st 2020 (Dos-
sier n° 2019-A02267-50; Réf CPP: 3760-NI; Réf CNRIPH: 
20.01.08.58958). An invitation to participate in the study 
was sent to 14 ICUs actively involved in our Famiréa 
research network.

Study population
In this study, patients were considered to be at “high risk 
of death” when their ICU physician estimated their risk 

of dying at over 80% within 3  months (based on team 
discussion that included data such as Simplified Acute 
Physiology Score (SAPS) II score between 55 and 62). 
Patients were considered “conscious” if they were capa-
ble of expressing themselves and able to actively interact 
with clinicians and/or with researchers (i.e., patients with 
a normal vigilance status, a Glasgow Coma Scale (GCS) 
at 15, and capable of answering baseline questions).

Sources of data
We used a multiple source approach [23] targeting data 
from five different sources: a literature review (source 1); 
ICU physicians and nurses working in the field of end-of-
life (source 2); a 6-month study in the participating ICUs 
in which physicians and nurses recorded all questions 
and preoccupations expressed by patients at high risk 
of dying (source 3); in-depth qualitative interviews with 
families of patients at high risk of dying (source 4); and 
in-depth qualitative interviews with patients at high risk 
of dying (source 5).

Source 1. Concerns were identified in the literature 
by performing a search for articles published with an 
abstract, in English, between January 2000 and October 
2020 using PubMed, Sciencedirect and Cairn, with the 
following Mesh terms: [« Patients End of Life»] AND [« 
questions» OR « concerns» OR « experience»] AND [« 
Intensive Care Unit» or « Palliative Care»]. We included 
research articles (quantitative, qualitative, or mixed) as 
well as literature reviews focused on the patient’s per-
spective/experience of end of life in the ICU or in pal-
liative care. We excluded articles focused on euthanasia, 
assisted suicide, or therapeutic obstinacy with specific 
legal frameworks as well as articles dealing with end of 
life in the traditional cultures with little or no access to 
the intensive-care unit or focusing on end of life in the 
context of a specific rare chronic disease. Relevant arti-
cles found during the review were added to the analysis.

Source 2. In February 2020, 50 ICU physician and nurse 
experts (i.e., who published at least one article focused on 
end of life care in the ICU) were each invited to complete 
a table to list the questions and concerns ever expressed 
by their patients at high risk of dying. Participants were 
allowed to generate as many concerns as they wished.

Source 3. Between October 2020 and March 2021, we 
conducted a prospective study on concerns expressed by 

Take‑home message 

Data are scarce regarding the experience of critically ill patients at 
high risk of death. This list of 15 concerns expressed by conscious 
patients at high risk of dying in the ICU provides clinicians with a 
tool for improving communication and support to better meet the 
needs of patients in end-of-life situations
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patients at high risk of dying. In each participating ICU, 
two panels were displayed to record in a real-time man-
ner any questions/preoccupations expressed by patients 
at high risk of death, including a blue panel for physicians 
and a white panel for nurses and other allied profession-
als. These panels were displayed in areas inaccessible to 
patients and families. The recorded questions were tran-
scribed verbatim by two of us (VS and NKB).

Source 4. Between February 2020 and May 2022 (the 
study was temporarily interrupted due to the coronavi-
rus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic between the end 
of March 2020 and the beginning of May 2021), in two 
ICUs, in-depth structured interviews with family mem-
bers of patients at high risk of dying were performed and 
audiotaped by three researchers (VD, ALP, and EB). Dur-
ing interviews, families were asked to report what they 
believed to be their loved-one’s concerns (Supplementary 
Table  1). Interviews were audiotaped, transcribed, and 
anonymized, and the concerns were extracted.

Source 5. Between February 2020 and May 2022 (study 
was temporarily interrupted due to COVID-19 pandemic 
between the end of March 2020 and beginning of May 
2021), in five ICUs, in-depth structured interviews with 
conscious patients at high risk of dying were performed 
and audiotaped by four researchers (ALP, CG, CG, and 
AR). The interviews focused on the patient’s concerns 
(Supplementary Table  2). Questions were phrased sen-
sitively and respected recommendations for interviews 
with people in palliative care settings [24, 25]. Interviews 
were audiotaped, transcribed, and anonymized, and the 
concerns were extracted.

Selection of concerns
All concerns were recorded exhaustively, and data were 
exported into a unique file. Two researchers, NKB 
(sociologist) and ALP (psychologist), read through the 
whole set and excluded concerns or items that were out 
of scope. They then independently reviewed the set of 
concerns from source 2 and identified key domains that 
occurred throughout the set. They used thematic con-
tent analysis that allows to identify significant data out 
of a data corpus gathered from different sources [26]. A 
tentative codebook was then developed through an itera-
tive process that started with the systematic comparison 
of the investigators’ respective codes and ended when 
they achieved consensus [27]. Data from source 2 were 
recoded using this refined codebook. After consolidation, 
the codebook was then used for independent analysis of 
data from sources 1 and 3 by the two researchers. Once 
again, a systematic comparison of their respective codes 
was organized, discrepancies were resolved by discus-
sion, and new codes were added if necessary. Data from 
sources 4 and 5 were split between the two researchers, 

coded, and then systematically discussed. Once coding 
was finalized, thematic domains and sub-domains were 
generated and defined, and were reviewed and consoli-
dated during a multidisciplinary team meeting (NKB; 
ALP; EA; FP; CG; VS; AR). We used descriptive statis-
tics to describe and summarize the distribution of each 
domain in each source.

In each domain, researchers then identified and listed 
all duplicates and redundant concerns. These were 
defined as concerns and questions that could be formu-
lated in exactly the same way, or with different synony-
mous words, so that the meaning of the concern was the 
same. For example, “What will happen to my children 
after I die?” and “I’m concerned about my children once 
I’m gone” were considered duplicates. These duplicates 
where then summarized into a single generic question, 
representative of the overall meaning of the concern. In 
the case of the previous example, the generic concern 
would be “I’m preoccupied about my loved-ones after I 
die”.

For each sub-domain, the two researchers (NKB and 
ALP) then proposed a single concern representative of 
the issues identified and grouped similar concerns and 
questions together. This final list of concerns was vali-
dated by the whole team (NKB; ALP; EA; FP; CG; VS; 
AR).

Role of the funding source
The funder of the study had no role in study design, data 
collection, data analysis, data interpretation, writing of 
the report, or decision to submit the manuscript.

Results
Eleven ICUs (characteristics reported in Supplemen-
tary Table  3) participated in the 6-month study (source 
3, ICU panels), two ICUs participated in source 4 (family 
interviews), and five participated in source 5 of the study 
(patient interviews).

Data collection
We collected 1307 concerns as shown in Fig.  1. Twelve 
items were deleted because of irrelevance (for example, 
in source 2, the following statement was excluded “Stress 
attitudes and non-verbal questions”) leaving 1295 items 
that were divided into 7 domains and 41 sub-domains.

The literature review included 45 relevant articles (out 
of 3037) and allowed us to identify 135 concerns. The 50 
physicians and nurses reported 280 concerns (162 from 
physicians, 118 from nurses). In the 6-month study, 
physicians and nurses recorded a total of 289 concerns, 
respectively 199 and 90. Seventeen family members 
and fifteen patients participated in qualitative inter-
views. Characteristics of participants are presented in 
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Supplementary Tables  4–5. Interviews lasted between 
9 and 53 min (median 38 min) for family members and 
between 2 and 46  min for patients (median 29  min). 
Two hundred and fifty concerns were obtained from the 

in-depth interviews with family members and 341 from 
the in-depth interviews with patients themselves. At this 
stage, 19 items were deleted, because too specific or out 
of scope, leaving 1276 items.

Domains

All sources
N =1276

Merging and consolidation of domain related questions

Concerns

All sources
N =1307

N =1295
7 domains, 41 subdomains

12 deleted = irrevelant

Sources

Literature review =135
(n =45 articles)

ICU experts =280
(physicians n=162; nurses n =118)

ICU panels =289
(physicians n =199; nurses n =90)

Family interviews =250
n =17

Patient interviews =341
n =15

Perception of quality 
of care + symptom 

management
=457

Spiritual, religious, 
existential 

preoccupations
=163

Concerns about 
loved ones

=83

Soothing environment 
and pleasure

=58

/ out of scope
=19

Being oneself
=341

Dying and death
=104

Redundancies / duplicates
=1248

28 concerns

After death 
preoccupations

=70

Fig. 1  Study flowchart
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Classification
The 1276 items were classified according to the seven 
domains of analysis (Table  1). From the most repre-
sented to the least represented: Perception of quality of 
care and symptom management (n = 457; 36%); Being 
oneself (n = 341; 27%); Spiritual, religious, existential pre-
occupations (n = 163; 13%); Dying and death (n = 104; 
8%); Concerns about loved-ones (n = 83; 7%); After death 
preoccupations (n = 70; 5%); Soothing environment and 
pleasure (n = 58; 5%) (Fig.  2). According to the sources, 
some domains were more prevalent than others: Being 
oneself was more prevalent in source 1 (literature review); 
Perception of quality of care and symptom management 
more prevalent in source 2 (more specifically from physi-
cian experts), and 4. Spiritual, religious, existential preoc-
cupations was particularly prevalent in source 5.

Qualitative analysis
Among the 1276 concerns, 1248 were independently 
identified by two researchers (ALP and NKB) as dupli-
cates/redundant, leaving a total of 28 concerns that cov-
ered all seven domains. Some domains required several 
questions to be fully covered, such as Perception of qual-
ity of care and symptom management (8 questions), Spir-
itual, religious, existential preoccupations (6 questions), 
and Being oneself (5 questions), whereas others required 
less, such as Concerns about loved-ones.

As described in Table 2, to reduce the number of con-
cerns while being attentive to domain accuracy, we 
merged and consolidated domain related concerns that 
resulted in the final list of 15 concerns, consensually 
validated by the multidisciplinary steering committee of 
the study (Table  3). All seven initial domains remained 
represented. Concerns about loved-ones domain was 
reduced to one question. Perception of quality of care and 
symptom management was reduced to three questions 
that cover trust in the team, discussing goals of care and 
symptom management. Spiritual, religious, existential 
preoccupations domain was reduced to three questions 
that cover regrets, meaning, and hope and trust. Being 
oneself was the domain with the most questions (4) that 
cover fear of isolation, fear of being a burden, absence of 
hope, and personhood. Soothing environment and pleas-
ure remained one question that covers the need for com-
forting experiences. Dying and death was reduced to two 
questions that cover emotional and practical preoccupa-
tions. Last, After death preoccupations was reduced to 
one question.

Discussion
This study is the first to establish a list of concerns 
important to patients at high risk of dying in the ICU. 
The multiple source approach and multicentre design as 

well as the involvement of nurses, physicians, and family 
members in addition to patient interviews helped us to 
identify many concerns. This list brings important infor-
mation to clinicians, as interacting with patients at risk 
of dying is often experienced as emotionally difficult by 
physicians and nurses who feel helpless in the absence 
of a curative project [28, 29]. As hospital mortality rates 
are high for ICU patients [30], these conversations are 
not uncommon. Moreover, as ICU resources are increas-
ingly used in the sickest patients, including frail, elderly, 
and sometimes dying patients [31], it can be expected 
that ICU clinicians will progressively face more and more 
end-of-life situations. Finally, there is a continuum in 
communication needs, meaning that this list could also 
apply to other patients with longer term mortality.

Qualitative research with patients at high risk of dying 
in the ICU is scarce: first, because in this environment, 
many of these patients are sedated/unconscious and can-
not participate in study protocols; and second, because 
these interviews can only be done by trained researchers, 
able to navigate these delicate discussions without adding 
burden to the patients themselves.

In end-of-life situations, Being oneself is a major domain 
that covers different concerns. Isolation, that refers to the 
factual state of being separated from others and away 
from home is a reality for many ICU patients and can also 
be accompanied by a feeling of loneliness, which can be 
mentally distressing. Loneliness [32] was a frequent emo-
tion in our set of dying patients and included social, emo-
tional, and existential loneliness [33]. It can be related to 
a lack of connectedness with loved-ones and/or clinicians 
and can be generated also by the inability to find mean-
ing in their situation [33]. This concern “I’m afraid of feel-
ing isolated, I need to feel connected to others” refers to 
patients’ need to feel supported in their experience and 
to potentially openly discuss their situation and reinforce 
relationships [17, 34]. Related to this is the need, as for 
families [35], to express important things and pass on 
information to loved-ones before death, including the 
possibility of saying good-bye [17, 20, 36].

Patients also worry about their loved-ones and are con-
cerned that their illness and ICU stay will generate bur-
den [37]. Incurable illness changes the social status of 
patients who may feel that they can no longer fulfill their 
social and familial roles [38]. However, continuity is an 
important aspect of the patient’s trajectory during end 
of life. Thus, the worry that loved-ones will suffer should 
be addressed early during the ICU stay, and all the more 
so, because self-perceived burden has been shown to be 
associated with increased motivation for death-hastening 
practices [39, 40]. In parallel, the feeling of abandonment 
is strong in dying patients and covers fear of abandon-
ment from the ICU clinicians [11] and from relatives, and 
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Table 1  Initial domains and sub-domains

Domains Subdomains

1. Concerns about loved-ones

1. Communicating about illness

2. Intergenerational transmission

2. Perception of quality of care, including symptom management

3. Pain and symptom management

4. Diagnosis and treatment (goals of care)

5. Prognosis

6. Leaving the ICU/hospital

3. Spiritual, religious, and existential preoccupations

7. Regret

8. Despair

9. Meaningless experience, injustice

10. Unacceptance

11. Hope

12. Trust

13. Meaningful experience

14. Acceptance and completion

15. Connectedness

4. Being oneself (physical and psychological integrity)

16. General anxiety

17. Dependence

18. Incompetence

19. Feeling useless

20. Being a burden

21. Weariness

22. Advanced directives

23. Feeling isolated

24. Dignity

25. Independence

26. Competence

27. Feeling useful

28. Social recognition

29. Personhood

5. Soothing environment and pleasure

30. Soothing environment and pleasure

6. Dying and death

31. Feeling death coming

32. Anxiety and Fear of death

33. Death wish

34. Fear of abandonment

35. The dying process

36. Place of death

7. After death preoccupations

37. Concerns about loved-ones after the death

38. Concerns about pets

39. Financial concerns

40. Funeral arrangements

41. Inheritance, estate



814

the fear that loved-ones will feel abandoned by the dying 
patient him–herself, specifically after their death -con-
cerns that emerged in other domains.

These previous concerns are also connected to the 
patient’s feeling of dignity and being respected as a per-
son, thus creating a bridge between Being oneself and the 
importance of quality of care and symptom management, 
another major domain. Indeed, discussing goals of care 
with the team as well as management of physical and 
psychological symptoms, and having ones’ choices taken 
into account are pillars of the patient’s experience [17–
19] as found in all sources of our project. Being free from 
pain is one of the most frequent preoccupations [41]. 
Improving communication in end of life (EOL) situations 
is crucial, using personalized strategies that empower the 
patients and give them space for expression of emotions 
and wishes as well as doubts and regrets [41].

Eliciting the patient’s own “existential and spiritual per-
spectives” is a component of palliative care. Our results 
show that these perspectives can diametrically differ 
from one patient to the other (feeling of injustice vs. feel-
ing death has meaning). It is thus the clinicians’ responsi-
bility to not have closed expectations and to leave space 
for conversations about what the patient at high risk of 
dying really needs from the team as well space to search 
for their own answers to their questions [42].

Finally, the Dying and death domain shows that some 
patients need to have reference points for the journey 
they are on (“How will I die?”) to be able to anticipate the 
end-of-life process. Conversations addressing these con-
cerns are needed to reassure the patients and give them 
opportunities to express their preferences, such as dying 
at home. The multidisciplinary team, as well as relatives, 
can play important roles in this respect. This is true also 
for After death preoccupations that can be addressed 
early during ICU stay. Interestingly, although it was the 
least strong domain, the need for Comfort and pleas-
ure was present and needs addressing, especially in the 
highly technical ICU environment. A focus on both dying 
and living well [43] could help enhance patients’ sense of 
security.

The qualitative approach of the study revealed that, for 
many participating patients, these interviews were expe-
rienced as a safe opportunity to express themselves and 
to share difficult emotions, as well as to not feel aban-
doned, confirming that the need for connectedness is 
strong. We, therefore, suggest that clinicians should not 
hesitate to initiate these discussions, starting with an 
open-ended question (such as “Are there any concerns 
you would like to express, any preoccupations you would 
like to share?”) and then using the list of concerns to 
guide the conversation.

Seven domains

Percep�on of quality 
of care and symptoms 

management
36%

Being oneself
27%

Spiritual, religious, 
existen�al 

preoccupa�ons
13%

Dying and …

Concerns about loved 
ones
6%

A er death 
preoccupa�ons

5%

Soothing 
environment and 

pleasure
5%

Percep�on quality care and …
Domain represents

15% of Literature review preoccupa�ons

42% of Experts’ preoccupa�ons

35% Panels’ preoccupa�ons

42% of Family interviews preoccupa�ons

35% of Pa�ent interviews preoccupa�ons

Being oneself
Domain represents

38% of Literature review preoccupa�ons

23% of Experts’ preoccupa�ons

27% of Panels’ preoccupa�ons

21% of Family interviews preoccupa�ons

24% of Pa�ent interviews preoccupa�ons

Spiritual, religious, …
Domain represents

10% of Literature review preoccupa�ons

8% of Experts’ preoccupa�ons

7% of Panels’ preoccupa�ons

10% of Family interviews preoccupa�ons

23% of Pa�ent interviews preoccupa�ons

Dying and death
Domain represents

4% of Literature review preoccupa�ons

14% of Experts’ preoccupa�ons

13% of Panels’ preoccupa�ons

4% of Family interviews preoccupa�ons

4% of Pa�ent interviews preoccupa�ons

Concerns about loved ones
Domain represents

1% of Literature review preoccupa�ons

3% of Experts’ preoccupa�ons

6% of Panels’ preoccupa�ons

16% of Family interviews preoccupa�ons

5% of Pa�ent interviews preoccupa�ons

A�er death preoccupa�ons
Domain represents

2% of Literature review preoccupa�ons

9% of Experts’ preoccupa�ons

7% of Panels’ preoccupa�ons

3% of Family interviews preoccupa�ons

4 % of Pa�ent interviews preoccupa�ons

Soothing environment and pleasure
Domain represents

30% of Literature review preoccupa�ons

1% of Experts’ preoccupa�ons

5% of Panels’ preoccupa�ons

4% of Family interviews preoccupa�ons

5 % of Pa�ent interviews preoccupa�ons

Fig. 2  The circle represents the distribution of the 7 domains across all sources. The tables show the distribution of domains by source
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This study has several limitations. First, the number 
of qualitative interviews could imply that some ques-
tions were missed. However, recruitment of new par-
ticipants was interrupted when data saturation was 
reached, i.e., when no new themes emerged from the 
interviews. Moreover, the final list was generated using 
multiple sources of concerns processed through qualita-
tive analysis. Of note, qualitative interviews were done 
both pre- and post-epidemic peaks, but no differences 
were found between the two time periods. Second, the 
study was performed in France and concerns may arise 
about the generalizability of the list. However, the study 
was performed in 11 ICUs and involved all clinicians, in 
addition to relatives and patients, as well as international 
literature related to the subject. Third, this study might 
be exposed to cognitive bias as our data do confirm the 
existing domains of concern identified in clinical prac-
tice. However, the two main investigators (NKB and ALP) 
are humanities and social science researchers, and all 
findings were crosschecked to limit subjectivity. Fourth, 
we did not conduct formal member checking as this 
would have been challenging in the context. However, 
at the end of each interview (with patients and families), 
the researcher summarized the main concerns expressed 
by the participants to check for accuracy and resonance. 
Finally, a dedicated trial using a communication strategy 
based on this list of concerns is needed to confirm that it 
improves quality of dying and death.

Conclusion
Conversations with patients about end of life, dying and 
death may be the most challenging of all communication 
scenarios. Communication strategies that target patients’ 
preoccupations and questions should be seen as a 

priority. In clinical practice, this list of 15 concerns could 
provide guidance for clinicians in their communication 
with patients at high risk of dying. It could also be used 
in research projects aiming to improve the quality of life 
at the end of life, as well as the quality of dying and death.
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10. I’m tired of all this, I have no hope, leave me alone

11. I am a person, I care about my dignity, I want to remain competent and for my choices to be respected

12. I need to be in a soothing environment and experience pleasure

13. I’m preoccupied about death coming and related emotions

14. How will I die? What will happen? Where will I die?

15. I’m preoccupied about my loved-ones after I die

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-023-07112-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-023-07112-w


818

acquisition of data. All authors had full access to all the data in the study and 
had final responsibility for the decision to submit for publication.

Funding
French Ministry of Health.

Data availability
Data will be made available on request to the principal investigator, based on 
a legitimate request (research).

Declarations

Conflicts of interest
NKB reports having received a fee for a lecture from GE Healthcare. EA reports 
receiving fees for lectures from Gilead, Pfizer, Baxter, GE Healthcare, and Alex‑
ion. His research group has been supported by Ablynx, Fisher & Payckle, Jazz 
Pharma, and MSD, outside the submitted work. AC reports receiving fees for 
lectures from Bard, outside the submitted work. DF reports receiving fees for 
lectures from Alexion, outside the submitted work. ALP, EB, VD, CG, CG, AR, VS, 
AR, LCL, OG, SM, AM, OL, and FP have no conflicts of interest to declare.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds exclusive 
rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the author(s) or other 
rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted manuscript version of 
this article is solely governed by the terms of such publishing agreement and 
applicable law.

Received: 16 April 2023   Accepted: 28 May 2023
Published: 24 June 2023

References
	1.	 Curtis JR, Vincent J-L (2010) Ethics and end-of-life care for adults in the 

intensive care unit. The Lancet 376:1347–1353. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
S0140-​6736(10)​60143-2

	2.	 Emanuel EJ, Emanuel LL (1998) The promise of a good death. Lancet 
Lond Engl 351(Suppl 2):SII21-29. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​s0140-​6736(98)​
90329-4

	3.	 Rubenfeld GD, Curtis JR, End-of-Life Care in the ICU Working Group (2001) 
End-of-life care in the intensive care unit: a research agenda. Crit Care 
Med 29:2001–2006. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​00003​246-​20011​0000-​00025

	4.	 Scarre G (2012) Can there be a good death?: Can there be a good death? 
J Eval Clin Pract 18:1082–1086. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1365-​2753.​2012.​
01922.x

	5.	 Cook D, Rocker G (2014) Dying with dignity in the intensive care unit. N 
Engl J Med 370:2506–2514. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1056/​NEJMr​a1208​795

	6.	 Byock I (2006) Improving palliative care in intensive care units: identify‑
ing strategies and interventions that work. Crit Care Med 34:S302-305. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​01.​CCM.​00002​37347.​94229.​23

	7.	 Patrick DL, Engelberg RA, Curtis JR (2001) Evaluating the quality of dying 
and death. J Pain Symptom Manage 22:717–726. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
s0885-​3924(01)​00333-5

	8.	 Curtis JR, Patrick DL, Engelberg RA et al (2002) A measure of the quality of 
dying and death. J Pain Symptom Manage 24:17–31. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/​S0885-​3924(02)​00419-0

	9.	 Long AC, Curtis JR (2014) Quality of dying in the ICU: understanding ways 
to make it better. Intensive Care Med 40:1793–1793. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s00134-​014-​3512-4

	10.	 Kentish-Barnes N, Seegers V, Legriel S et al (2016) CAESAR: a new tool to 
assess relatives’ experience of dying and death in the ICU. Intensive Care 
Med 42:995–1002. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00134-​016-​4260-4

	11.	 Nelson JE, Puntillo KA, Pronovost PJ et al (2010) In their own words: 
Patients and families define high-quality palliative care in the intensive 

care unit*. Crit Care Med 38:808–818. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​CCM.​0b013​
e3181​c5887c

	12.	 Mularski RA, Heine CE, Osborne ML et al (2005) Quality of dying in the 
ICU: ratings by family members. Chest 128:280–287. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1378/​chest.​128.1.​280

	13.	 Heyland DK (2006) What matters most in end-of-life care: perceptions 
of seriously ill patients and their family members. Can Med Assoc J 
174:627–633. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1503/​cmaj.​050626

	14.	 Lautrette A, Darmon M, Megarbane B et al (2007) A communication 
strategy and brochure for relatives of patients dying in the ICU. N Engl J 
Med 356:469–478. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1056/​NEJMo​a0634​46

	15.	 Curtis JR, Treece PD, Nielsen EL et al (2016) Randomized trial of commu‑
nication facilitators to reduce family distress and intensity of end-of-life 
care. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 193:154–162. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1164/​
rccm.​201505-​0900OC

	16.	 Kentish-Barnes N, Chevret S, Valade S et al (2022) A three-step support 
strategy for relatives of patients dying in the intensive care unit: a cluster 
randomised trial. Lancet Lond Engl 399:656–664. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
S0140-​6736(21)​02176-0

	17.	 Singer PA, Martin DK, Kelner M (1999) Quality end-of-life care: patients’ 
perspectives. JAMA 281:163. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1001/​jama.​281.2.​163

	18.	 Back AL, Young JP, McCown E et al (2009) Abandonment at the end of life 
from patient, caregiver, nurse, and physician perspectives: loss of continu‑
ity and lack of closure. Arch Intern Med 169:474. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1001/​
archi​ntern​med.​2008.​583

	19.	 Prigerson HG, Jacobs SC (2001) Perspectives on care at the close of life. 
Caring for bereaved patients: “all the doctors just suddenly go.” JAMA 
286:1369–1376. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1001/​jama.​286.​11.​1369

	20.	 Steinhauser KE (2000) Factors considered important at the end of life by 
patients, family, physicians, and other care providers. JAMA 284:2476. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1001/​jama.​284.​19.​2476

	21.	 Neville TH, Agarwal N, Swinton M et al (2019) Improving end-of-life care 
in the intensive care unit: clinicians’ experiences with the 3 wishes pro‑
ject. J Palliat Med 22:1561–1567. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1089/​jpm.​2019.​0135

	22.	 Khandelwal N, Long AC, Lee RY et al (2019) Pragmatic methods to avoid 
intensive care unit admission when it does not align with patient and 
family goals. Lancet Respir Med 7:613–625. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​
S2213-​2600(19)​30170-5

	23.	 Peigne V, Chaize M, Falissard B et al (2011) Important questions asked by 
family members of intensive care unit patients. Crit Care Med 39:1365–
1371. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1097/​CCM.​0b013​e3182​120b68

	24.	 Schulman-Green D, McCorkle R, Bradley E (2009) Tailoring traditional 
interviewing techniques for qualitative research with seriously ill patients 
about the end of life: a primer. J Death Dying 60(1):89–102

	25.	 Steinhauser K, Barroso J (2009) Using qualitative methods to explore key 
questions inpalliative care. J Palliat Med 12(8):725–730

	26.	 Braun V, Clarke V (2006) Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res 
Psychol 3:77–101. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1191/​14780​88706​qp063​oa

	27.	 DeCuir-Gunby JT, Marshall PL, McCulloch AW (2011) Developing and 
using a codebook for the analysis of interview data: an example from a 
professional development research project. Field Methods 23:136–155. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​15258​22X10​388468

	28.	 Parry R, Land V, Seymour J (2014) How to communicate with patients 
about future illness progression and end of life: a systematic review. 
BMJ Support Palliat Care 4:331–341. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1136/​bmjsp​
care-​2014-​000649

	29.	 Periyakoil VS, Neri E, Kraemer H (2015) No easy talk: a mixed methods 
study of doctor reported barriers to conducting effective end-of-life 
conversations with diverse patients. PLoS ONE 10:e0122321. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1371/​journ​al.​pone.​01223​21

	30.	 Capuzzo M, Volta CA, Tassinati T et al (2014) Hospital mortality of adults 
admitted to Intensive Care Units in hospitals with and without Intermedi‑
ate Care Units: a multicentre European cohort study. Crit Care 18:551. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s13054-​014-​0551-8

	31.	 on behalf of the VIP1 study group, Flaatten H, De Lange DW et al (2017) 
The impact of frailty on ICU and 30-day mortality and the level of care 
in very elderly patients (≥ 80 years). Intensive Care Med 43:1820–1828. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s00134-​017-​4940-8

	32.	 Rokach A, Matalon R, Safarov A, Bercovitch M (2007) The loneliness expe‑
rience of the dying and of those who care for them. Palliat Support Care 
5:153–159. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S1478​95150​70702​28

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)60143-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)60143-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(98)90329-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0140-6736(98)90329-4
https://doi.org/10.1097/00003246-200110000-00025
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2753.2012.01922.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2753.2012.01922.x
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMra1208795
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.CCM.0000237347.94229.23
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0885-3924(01)00333-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0885-3924(01)00333-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-3924(02)00419-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-3924(02)00419-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-014-3512-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-014-3512-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-016-4260-4
https://doi.org/10.1097/CCM.0b013e3181c5887c
https://doi.org/10.1097/CCM.0b013e3181c5887c
https://doi.org/10.1378/chest.128.1.280
https://doi.org/10.1378/chest.128.1.280
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.050626
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa063446
https://doi.org/10.1164/rccm.201505-0900OC
https://doi.org/10.1164/rccm.201505-0900OC
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(21)02176-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(21)02176-0
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.281.2.163
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinternmed.2008.583
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinternmed.2008.583
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.286.11.1369
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.284.19.2476
https://doi.org/10.1089/jpm.2019.0135
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2213-2600(19)30170-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2213-2600(19)30170-5
https://doi.org/10.1097/CCM.0b013e3182120b68
https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822X10388468
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjspcare-2014-000649
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjspcare-2014-000649
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0122321
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0122321
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13054-014-0551-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00134-017-4940-8
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1478951507070228


819

	33.	 Ettema EJ, Derksen LD, van Leeuwen E (2010) Existential loneliness and 
end-of-life care: a systematic review. Theor Med Bioeth 31:141–169. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11017-​010-​9141-1

	34.	 Lin H-R, Bauer-Wu SM (2003) Psycho-spiritual well-being in patients 
with advanced cancer: an integrative review of the literature. J Adv Nurs 
44:69–80. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1046/j.​1365-​2648.​2003.​02768.x

	35.	 Kentish-Barnes N, Chaize M, Seegers V et al (2015) Complicated grief after 
death of a relative in the intensive care unit. Eur Respir J 45:1341–1352. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1183/​09031​936.​00160​014

	36.	 Duggleby W, Wright K (2004) Elderly palliative care cancer patients’ 
descriptions of hope-fostering strategies. Int J Palliat Nurs 10:352–359. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​12968/​ijpn.​2004.​10.7.​14577

	37.	 Broom A, Kirby E (2013) The end of life and the family: hospice patients’ 
views on dying as relational: the end of life and the family. Sociol Health 
Illn 35:499–513. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1467-​9566.​2012.​01497.x

	38.	 Dobríková P, Macková J, Pavelek L et al (2016) The effect of social and exis‑
tential aspects during end of life care. Nurs Palliat Care 1:47–51. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​15761/​NPC.​10001​13

	39.	 Chochinov HM (2006) Dying, dignity, and new horizons in palliative end-
of-life care. CA Cancer J Clin 56:84–103. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3322/​canjc​lin.​
56.2.​84

	40.	 McPherson CJ, Wilson KG, Murray MA (2007) Feeling like a burden to 
others: a systematic review focusing on the end of life. Palliat Med 
21:115–128. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​02692​16307​076345

	41.	 Lankarani-Fard A, Knapp H, Lorenz KA et al (2010) Feasibility of discussing 
end-of-life care goals with inpatients using a structured, conversational 
approach: the go wish card game. J Pain Symptom Manage 39:637–643. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jpain​symman.​2009.​08.​011

	42.	 Puchalski C, Romer AL (2000) Taking a spiritual history allows clinicians to 
understand patients more fully. J Palliat Med 3:129–137. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1089/​jpm.​2000.3.​129

	43.	 Flaherty D (2018) Between living well and dying well: Existential ambiva‑
lence and keeping promises alive. Death Stud 42:314–321. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1080/​07481​187.​2017.​13966​43

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11017-010-9141-1
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2648.2003.02768.x
https://doi.org/10.1183/09031936.00160014
https://doi.org/10.12968/ijpn.2004.10.7.14577
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9566.2012.01497.x
https://doi.org/10.15761/NPC.1000113
https://doi.org/10.15761/NPC.1000113
https://doi.org/10.3322/canjclin.56.2.84
https://doi.org/10.3322/canjclin.56.2.84
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269216307076345
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2009.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1089/jpm.2000.3.129
https://doi.org/10.1089/jpm.2000.3.129
https://doi.org/10.1080/07481187.2017.1396643
https://doi.org/10.1080/07481187.2017.1396643

	Giving a voice to patients at high risk of dying in the intensive care unit: a multiple source approach
	Abstract 
	Purpose: 
	Methods: 
	Results: 
	Conclusion: 

	Introduction
	Methods
	Study population
	Sources of data
	Selection of concerns
	Role of the funding source

	Results
	Data collection
	Classification
	Qualitative analysis

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Anchor 20
	References




