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Abstract

consent.

Introduction: Only limited data are available on consent and satisfaction of patients receiving specialized
neurocritical care. In this study we (i) analyzed the extent of retrospective consent to neurocritical care-given by
patients or their relatives—depending on functional outcome one year after hospital stay, and (i) identified
predisposing factors for retrospective agreement to neurocritical care.

Methods: We investigated 704 consecutive patients admitted to a nonsurgical neurocritical care unit over a period
of 2 years (2006 through 2007). Demographic and clinical parameters were analyzed, and the patients were
grouped according to their diagnosis. Functional outcome, retrospective consent to neurocritical care, and
satisfaction with hospital stay was obtained by mailed standardized questionnaires. Logistic regression analyses
were calculated to determine independent predictors for consent.

Results: High consent and satisfaction after neurointensive care (91% and 90%, respectively) was observed by
those patients who reached an independent life one year after neurointensive care unit (ICU) stay. However, only
19% of surviving patients who were functionally dependent retrospectively agreed to neurocritical care.
Unfavorable functional outcome and the diagnosis of stroke were independent predictors for missing retrospective

Conclusions: Retrospective agreement to neurocritical care is influenced by functional outcome. Especially in
severely affected stroke patients who cannot communicate their preferences regarding life-sustaining therapy,
neurocritical care physicians should balance the expected burdens and benefits of treatment to meet the patients’
putative wishes. Efforts should be undertaken to identify predictors for severe disability after neurocritical care.

Introduction

In the past, physicians did not routinely seek permission
from patients before initiating diagnostic and therapeu-
tic procedures, regardless of the risk [1]. However, in
recent years, emphasis has been shifted from physician
sovereignty to patient autonomy, obliging physicians to
expect and encourage patient participation in decision
making after having given them all available relevant
information, thus obtaining the patient’s informed con-
sent to perform the given procedure [2,3]. Neurologic
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patients in need of intensive care, however, may not be
capable of participating in the informed-consent process,
because of reduced consciousness or severe aphasia.
Moreover, further clinical deterioration and complica-
tions may occur within the first hours after admission.
Rapid identification and implementation of a suitable
legal representative for participation in the consent pro-
cess can be difficult and, in some instances, not feasible.
Hence, in life-threatening situations, physicians perform
procedures without consent, assuming that most indivi-
duals would assent to be treated in this situation. This
approach has been widely discussed and agreed on
[1-3]. However, taking into account the possibility of an
unfavorable outcome after neurointensive care, would
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patients really agree to a treatment that increases the
chance for survival with, conversely, the potential per-
spective of severe disability with the need for constant
nursing care or even delayed death?

Our objective was to assess patients’ retrospective will-
ingness to undergo neurocritical care, given that func-
tional outcome may be very poor. Furthermore, patients
and relatives, regardless of the functional outcome, were
asked whether they were satisfied with their treatment
on our neurocritical care unit.

Materials and methods

Patients and Setting

Between January 2006 and December 2007, 796 neuro-
logic patients were admitted to our 10-bed neurocritical
care unit (tertiary University Hospital). As we aimed to
investigate the retrospective consent to specialized neu-
rocritical care, we excluded 92 patients from this analy-
sis because of (a) being temporarily monitored only
after neuroradiologic procedures (n = 21), (b) represent-
ing outsourced patients from general ICUs (n = 42), or
(c) being lost to follow up (n = 29). A total of 704
patients remained eligible for the final analysis. The
institutional review board approved the study, and con-
sent was obtained in written or oral form from all
patients or their relatives/legal guardians.

Data collection

We obtained age, diagnoses, and medical history by
reviewing the patients’ hospital charts and institutional
electronic databases. Patients were grouped according to
their neurologic diagnoses (1, ischemic stroke; 2, intra-
cerebral hemorrhage (ICH); 3, subarachnoid hemorrhage
(SAH); 4, meningoencephalitis; 5, epileptic seizures; 6,
Guillain-Barré syndrome (GBS) and myasthenia gravis
(MG); 7, neurodegenerative diseases and encephalopa-
thy; 8, cerebral neoplasm; and 9, intoxication).

Patients or their relatives were contacted by using a
mailed standardized questionnaire, which was answered
by either the patient or the next of kin or the legal guar-
dian (the legal guardianship was reassessed in regular
intervals by the responsible courts). In all cases in which
this questionnaire did not return within 6 weeks, a
structured phone interview was conducted with the
patients or their closest relatives. The telephone inter-
views were performed by a stroke physician who was
trained and certified for data collection on disability,
quality of life, and the modified Rankin Scale (mRS).
Consent to participate in this study was obtained in
written or oral form from all patients or their relatives/
legal guardians. Because of functional impairment or
death, a proportion of patients were not able to answer
themselves (see Table 1).
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Table 1 Retrospective consent

mRS  Patient replied (n/%) Relatives replied (n/%) P value
0 57 (100%) 0 <0.0001
1 98 (100%) 0 <0.0001
2 36 (100%) 0 <0.0001
3 44 (73.3%) 16 (26.7%) <0.0001
4 50 (79.4%) 13 (20.6%) <0.0001
5 9 (9.2%) 89 (90.8%) <0.0001
6 0 292 (100%) <0.0001
Total 294 (41.8%) 410 (58.2%)

Numbers of patients versus relatives who answered to the question of
retrospective consent for neurocritical care. Data are separately given,
depending on functional outcome of patients.

mRS, modified Rankin Scale; n, number.

End-point definition
Patients were asked to answer four questions: (a) func-
tional status (expressed as mRS) before hospital admis-
sion, and (b) functional outcome (expressed as mRS)
12 months after hospital stay. Furthermore, patients
were asked (c) if they retrospectively agreed with the
treatment (that is, whether they would again consent to
neurocritical care, given the experienced functional out-
come 1 year after hospital stay). Consent was defined as
the retrospective approval of the applied life-saving
emergency procedures (for example, intubation, place-
ment of ventricular drains) on admission to the neuro-
critical care unit (thereby explaining that withdrawal of
consent would probably have correlated with rapid clini-
cal worsening and the probability of early death). The
possibility of answering the question of retrospective
consent to neurocritical care was dichotomized. Finally,
(d) patients were asked whether they were satisfied with
their hospital stay. Satisfaction was defined as general
contentment with the neuro-ICU (NICU) stay, wilfully
neglecting the functional outcome (that is, contentment
with how the patient and family members were covered
by the staff, educated with regard to the prognosis and
future course of the disease, and experienced decision
making). The questionnaire provided five possible
answers: very satisfied, satisfied, neither satisfied nor dis-
satisfied, dissatisfied, and very dissatisfied. The answers
‘very satisfied’ and ‘satisfied’ were categorized as satis-
fied, whereas ‘neither satisfied nor dissatisfied,” ‘dissatis-
fied,” and ‘very dissatisfied’ were scored as dissatisfied.
Functional outcome was defined as favorable (mRS 0 to
1), mild to moderate disability (mRS 2 to 3), severe disabil-
ity (mRS 4 to 5), and dead (mRS 6) [4], and also as indepen-
dent (mRS 0 to 2) versus dependent or dead (mRS 3 to 6).

Statistical analysis
Statistical analyses were performed by using the SPSS
17.0 software package (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL). Statistical
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tests were two-sided, and the significance level was set at
o = 0.01. The distribution of the data was assessed with
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. Continuous and categoric
variables are expressed as median and range, or as per-
centage, as appropriate. Proportions between two groups
were compared by using the 3 test, Fisher’s Exact test,
or the Mann-Whitney U test, as appropriate.

One stepwise forward-inclusion multivariate logistic
regression model was calculated to determine para-
meters that independently predisposed for retrospective
consent. Those parameters that showed at least a trend
in univariate testing (P < 0.1) were included into the
multivariate analysis. The parameter mRS was entered
as a nominal variable. Interaction terms did not reveal
significant interaction between the variables.

Results

The demographic and clinical characteristics of the ana-
lyzed 704 patients, as well as overall amount of consent
and satisfaction, are given in Table 2. Of 241 patients
with cerebral ischemia, 14 received decompressive sur-
gery for malignant middle cerebral artery infarction, 11
of whom retrospectively consented to neurointensive
care. Of 205 patients with ICH, hematoma evacuation
was performed in 27 patients, nine of whom retrospec-
tively consented.

Overall satisfaction was high (>90%) and did not
depend on age, functional status before admission, sex,
or the necessity of mechanical ventilation. Analysis of
satisfaction according to diagnoses, however, revealed
that patients with epilepsy were less satisfied than the
general cohort (P < 0.01). The declared satisfaction
depending on the possible answers is shown in Figure 1.

Table 2 Demographic and clinical data
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Figure 1 Declared satisfaction, depending on the possible
answers (very satisfied, satisfied, neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied).

In contrast, retrospective consent was given in 51% of
all patients only and was lowest in patients with stroke
(P < 0.001; Table 2). The specific analysis of retrospec-
tive consent according to functional outcome is shown
in Figure 2. Patients without disability (mRS 0 to 1), or
who were only mildly to moderately disabled (mRS 2 to
3), consented to neurocritical care in 94%, and 76%,
respectively, whereas patients with a mRS of 4 to 5 con-
sented in only 19%. Relatives of patients who had died 1
year after disease onset gave retrospective consent in
38% (comparison between all groups: P < 0.001).

An outcome-based analysis of retrospective consent
according to the specific diagnoses is given in Table 3.
The logistic regression analysis of parameters that

All Ischemia ICH SAH Meningoencephalitis Epilepsy GBS/ Neurodeg./ Cerebral Intox.
MG Enceph. neoplasm
n (%) 704 241 205 37 (53) 47 (67) 86 (12.2) 24 (34) 20 (298 19 (2.7) 25 (3.6)
(34.2) (29.1)
Age (median, range) 67 (18- 72 (21- 70 (35- 56 (19- 63 (27-85) 59 (18- 58 (23- 66 (23-85) 65 (39-78) 53 (29-
95) 93) 95) 84) 93) 78) 78)
Female sex (n, %) 328 107 95 19 24 (51.1) 42 (488) 13 13 (65.0) 7 (36.8) 8 (32.0)
(46.6) (44.4) (46.3) (514) (54.2)
Mechanical ventilation 447 143 141 20 40 (85.1) 44 (512) 15 17 (85.0) 7 (36.8) 20
(n, %) (63.5) (59.3) (68.8) (54.1) (62.5) (80.0)
Preadmission 628 226 180 34 42 (894) 63 (73.3) 23 9 (45.0) 6 (31.6) 45
mRS 0-2 (n, %) (892  (937) 878 (919 (95.8) (96.0)
Consent of all patients 361 98 (40.7) 76 23 38 (80.9) 62 (72.1) 19 11 (55.0) 14 (73.7) 20
(n, %) (513) 371 (620 (79.2) (80.0)
Satisfaction (n, %) 643 224 195 35 45 (95.7) 65 (756) 22 18 (90.0) 16 (84.2) 23
(913) (92.9) (95.1) (94.6) (91.7) (92.0)

Demographic and clinical characteristics as well as overall consent and satisfaction of all patients (n = 704) separated for diagnoses.
ICH, Intracranial hemorrhage; SAH, subarachnoid hemorrhage; GBS, Guillain-Barré syndrome; MG, myasthenia gravis; Neurodeg, neurodegenerative disease;
Enceph, encephalopathy; Intox, intoxication; n, number; mRS, modified Rankin Scale.
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Retrospective consent and satisfaction one year after neurocritical care
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Figure 2 Consent and satisfaction depending on functional outcome 1 year after discharge. Although no differences in overall satisfaction
were noted among the outcome groups, the x? Test for retrospective consent revealed significant differences between the four groups (P < 0.001).
J
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independently predicted consent is given in Table 4.
Independent predictors for retrospective withdrawal of
consent to neurocritical care were (a) worse functional
outcome (expressed as an increase in the mRS), and (b)
the diagnoses of ischemic and hemorrhagic stroke.

Discussion
In this study, we investigated the frequency of retrospec-
tive agreement to the applied neurocritical care in corre-
lation to neurologic disease and functional outcome. As
a key finding, consent was high in patients with good
functional outcome, whereas survival with a poor func-
tional condition was related to the lowest rates of con-
sent, especially in stroke patients.

First, it must noted that patients with acute onset of
severe neurologic disease frequently are not capable of

Table 3 Consent to treatment

expressing their preferences regarding acceptance or
decline of life-sustaining procedures [5,6]. Moreover, in
the acute situation, a potentially existing advance direc-
tive may not be at hand [7], and relatives, if present, may
be too distraught to participate appropriately in the deci-
sion process [8]. In addition, a dissociation of patients’
and relatives’ perception appears to exist in that regard,
that survival itself does not necessarily imply survival
with excellent outcome [9]. This may be caused partly by
shortcomings during the informed-consent process for
planned procedures [9].

Consent to neurointensive care measures the indivi-
dual’s satisfaction with being alive. Other studies of non-
neurologic patients have shown that an age-related
correlation might exist between older age and an incline
in life satisfaction in women; however, this has not been

Ischemia ICH SAH Meningoencephalitis Epilepsy GBS/MG Neurodeg./ Cerebral Intox.
Enceph. neoplasm
mRS 0-1 (n, %) 24/25(96.0) 28/30 (93.3) 9/9 (100.0) 23/24 (95.87) 44/49 (89.8) 10/10 (100.0) 1/1 (100.0)  0/0 7/7 (100.0)
mRS 2-3 (n, %) 35/44 (799)  13/17 (76.5) 1/2 (500) 5/7 (714) 1/4 (2500 7/9 (77.9) 2/3 (66.7) 2/2 (100.0)  7/8 (87.5)
mRS 4-5 (n, %) 4/68 (5.8) 3/41 (7.3) 4/8 (50.0)  5/9 (55.6) 8/19 (42.1)  1/4 (25.0) 2/6 (333) 1/2 (500)  2/4 (50.0)
mRS 6 35/104 (33.7) 32/117 (274) 9/18 (50.0) 5/7 (71.4) 9/14 (64.3)  1/1 (100.0) 6/10 (60.0)  11/15 (73.3) 4/6 (66.7)
(n, %)

Consent to treatment (%) according to diagnosis and separated by functional outcome, that is, the proportion of patients with a specific disease and with a

specific outcome who retrospectively agreed and consented to neurocritical care.

ICH, Intracranial hemorrhage; SAH, subarachnoid hemorrhage; GBS, Guillain-Barré syndrome; MG, myasthenia gravis; neurodeg, neurodegenerative disease;
Enceph, encephalopathy; Intox, intoxication; n, number; mRS, modified Rankin Scale.
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Table 4 Parameters predicting retrospective consent

Consent to treatment P value
OR (95% Cl)
Univariate analysis
Demographic data
Age 2.800 (0.350-5.808) 0.1057
Sex: female 3407 (0.438-8.071) 0.1853
Mechanical ventilation 3.082 (0.414-22.923) 02716
Funct. status preadmission  1.263 (0.380-4.203) 0.7033
Diagnosis
Ischemia 0.440 (0.316-0.612) <0.0001
ICH 0.441 (0.312-0.625) <0.0001
SAH 1408 (0.689-2.880) 0.3482
Meningoencephalitis 4.019 (1.908-8.470) 0.0003
Epilepsy 2.627 (1.581-4.363) 0.0002
GBS/MG 3.560 (1.313-9.650) 0.0126
Neurodeg./Encephalopathy 0872 (0.764-1.031) 00219
Cerebral neoplasm 0.623 (0.453-0.824) 0.0038
Intoxication 1.259 (0.853-1.738) 0.6432
Functional status at 1 year
after discharge
mRS 0.588 (0.538-0.642) <0.0001
Multivariate analysis
Ischemia 0.294 (0.169-0.509) <0.0001
ICH 0.306 (0.173-0.541) <0.0001
Meningoencephalitis 1.076 (0426-2.721) 0.8764
Epilepsy 0.568 (0.274-1.179) 0.1289
GBS/MG 0.698 (0.218-2.230) 0.5426
Neurodeg./Encephalopathy 0.821 (0.691-1.368) 0.2574
Cerebral neoplasm 0.572 (0.378-0.911) 0.0097
mRS 0.610 (0.555-0.671) <0.0001

Univariate and multivariate regression analysis to identify predisposing
parameters for retrospective consent to neurocritical care. Parameters that
reached significance (P < 0.01) are expressed in bold.

OR, odds ratio; Cl, confidence interval; Funct, functional; ICH, intracranial
hemorrhage; SAH; subarachnoid hemorrhage; GBS, Guillain-Barré syndrome;
MG, myasthenia gravis; Neurodeg, neurodegenerative disease; mRS, modified
Rankin Scale.

revealed in men [10,11]. In our study, no correlation
was found between consent and age or sex. Further-
more, several studies showed a relation between chronic
neurologic illnesses and less life satisfaction [12-15]. As
experienced, severe neurologic diseases, which led to
neurointensive care, may have a long-term outcome
similar to that of severe chronic diseases; this is in line
with our results that more-severe long-term conse-
quences lead to less retrospective consent.

The literature on the correlation of retrospective
agreement to specific invasive treatment and functional
outcome is less conclusive. Although Foerch and collea-
gues [16] reported a correlation between the retrospec-
tive decision against treatment and rather unfavorable
outcome, and Walz and co-workers [17] also concluded
that consent might depend on outcome in patients

Page 5 of 7

undergoing hemicraniectomy, other authors did not find
a relation between functional outcome and retrospective
agreement to therapy [18-20]. In another study, the will-
ingness of patients to undergo intensive care to achieve
even 1 additional month of survival was high; however,
when asked if this would also apply if the patients were
in a vegetative or severely neurologically impaired state,
willingness to undergo intensive care was much less
[21]. This again shows that there may be a difference in
accepting general intensive care compared with neuro-
intensive care, as the latter is associated with a higher
likelihood of cognitive impairment.

Several novel issues presented here add to this discus-
sion. Consent to neurocritical care declines with increas-
ing disability. However, in patients who died in the
course of the disease, increased rates of consent were
presumed by the families. This reflects a previously
unnoticed and highly important finding. These results
indicate that death may not be judged to be the worst
outcome by some patients or their relatives, and a pro-
portion of patients may prefer death to severely disabled
survival or a vegetative state [7,22-26].

The data presented here have several shortcomings.
Data were collected in a single center, and the sample
size may have limited the statistical power. Furthermore,
because of intercultural differences, the results may not
be internationally valid. In addition, consent was
assessed one year after neurocritical care; however,
answers given in questionnaires or telephone interviews
have an inherent dependence on how the questions are
stated, thus possibly leading to discrepancies across
similar studies. Furthermore, other possibly important
parameters, such as depression, were not collected.
Finally, the fact that exclusively relatives have answered
the questionnaires in all cases in which patients had
died, represents a systemic bias, as the provision of
time, money, and manpower when caring for patients at
home versus transferring them into a nursing home may
affect the given answers.

Conclusions

Two aspects — (a) incapability to state preferences
regarding life-sustaining therapies after symptom onset
and missing advance directive, and (b) absent consent to
neurocritical care if survival is poor — lead to a thera-
peutic dilemma in neurocritical care. Precisely because
the majority of patients are not capable of stating their
treatment preferences, a general initiation of neurocriti-
cal care assumes the patients’ agreements in the acute
phase [27-30]. This may result in prolonged disease
duration and partly delays the decision to limit treat-
ment until severe complications occur during the course
of the disease [22,31,32]. The finding that patients con-
sent to neurocritical care mainly if the functional
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outcome is favorable, or death, respectively, results in
the following two issues that need further societal, ethi-
cal, and legal clarification: (a) efforts should be underta-
ken to achieve a greater public awareness of the
necessity of advance directives, and (b) future investiga-
tions ultimately must focus on the identification of
highly sensitive and specific predictors for outcome
according to neurologic disease. Nonetheless, it will, in
all likelihood, remain an ethical discussion whether to
initiate neurocritical care in patients in whom palliative
therapy may to be more appropriate.

Key messages

« Retrospective consent in neurointensive care was
in patients with good functional outcome, whereas
survival with a poor functional condition was related
to the lowest rates of consent, especially in stroke
patients.

» Missing advance directives and assumed patients’
agreements in the acute situation may lead to a gen-
eral initiation of neurocritical care, which leads to
prolonged disease duration.

Abbreviations

GBS: Guillain-Barré syndrome; ICH: intracerebral hemorrhage; MG: myasthenia
gravis; mRS: modified Rankin Scale; NICU: neurocritical care unit; SAH:
subarachnoid hemorrhage.

Authors’ contributions

ICK and HBH designed the study and wrote the manuscript. ICK, JBK, LB, and
CM obtained clinical data by reviewing institutional databases and the
patient’s medical charts. ICK and MK obtained outcome data by mailed
questionnaires and telephone interviews. MK, PDS, and SS co-interpreted the
data and critically reviewed the manuscript. All authors approved the final
version of the manuscript.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Received: 5 February 2010 Revised: 1 June 2010
Accepted: 30 July 2010 Published: 30 July 2010

References

1. Levine RJ: Informed consent: some challenges to the universal validity of
the Western model. Law Med Health Care 1991, 19:207-213.

2. Blackhall LJ, Murphy ST, Frank G, Michel V, Azen S: Ethnicity and attitudes
toward patient autonomy. JAMA 1995, 274:820-825.

3. Etchells E, Sharpe G, Walsh P, Williams JR, Singer PA: Bioethics for
clinicians, 1: consent. CMAJ 1996, 155:177-180.

4. Juttler E, Schweickert S, Ringleb PA, Huttner HB, Kohrmann M, Aschoff A:
Long-term outcome after surgical treatment for space-occupying
cerebellar infarction: experience in 56 patients. Stroke 2009, 40:3060-3066.

5. Sprung CL, Eidelman LA: Worldwide similarities and differences in the
foregoing of life-sustaining treatments. Intensive Care Med 1996,
22:1003-1005.

6. Terao Y, Miura K, Ichinomiya T, Higashijima U, Fukusaki M, Sumikawa K:
Admission microalbuminuria and neurologic outcomes in intensive care
unit patients with spontaneous intracerebral hemorrhage. J Neurosurg
Anesthesiol 2008, 20:163-168.

7. Lynch HF, Mathes M, Sawicki NN: Compliance with advance directives:
wrongful living and tort law incentives. J Leg Med 2008, 29:133-178.

8. Handy CM, Sulmasy DP, Merkel CK, Ury WA: The surrogate’s experience in
authorizing a do not resuscitate order. Palliat Support Care 2008, 6:13-19.

20.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Page 6 of 7

Nelson JE, Mercado AF, Camhi SL, Tandon N, Wallenstein S, August Gl,
Morrison RS: Communication about chronic critical illness. Arch Intern Med
2007, 167:2509-2515.

Beutel ME, Glaesmer H, Decker O, Fischbeck S, Brahler E: Life satisfaction,
distress, and resiliency across the life span of women. Menopause 2009,
16:1132-1138.

Beutel ME, Glaesmer H, Wiltink J, Marian H, Brahler E: Life satisfaction,
anxiety, depression and resilience across the life span of men. Aging
Male 13:32-39.

Aymerich M, Guillamon |, Jovell AJ: Health-related quality of life
assessment in people with multiple sclerosis and their family caregivers:
a multicenter study in Catalonia (Southern Europe). Patient Prefer
Adherence 2009, 3:311-321.

Hermann BP, Vickrey B, Hays RD, Cramer J, Devinsky O, Meador K, Perrine K,
Myers LW, Ellison GW: A comparison of health-related quality of life in
patients with epilepsy, diabetes and multiple sclerosis. Epilepsy Res 1996,
25:113-118.

Tarsuslu T, Yumin ET, Ozturk A, Yumin M: The relation between health-
related quality of life and pain, depression, anxiety, and functional
independence in persons with chronic physical disability. Agri 22:30-36.
Wang SJ, Fuh JL, Lu SR, Juang KD: Quality of life differs among headache
diagnoses: analysis of SF-36 survey in 901 headache patients. Pain 2001,
89:285-292.

Foerch C, Lang JM, Krause J, Raabe A, Sitzer M, Seifert V, Steinmetz H,
Kessler KR: Functional impairment, disability, and quality of life outcome
after decompressive hemicraniectomy in malignant middle cerebral
artery infarction. J Neurosurg 2004, 101:248-254.

Walz B, Zimmermann C, Bottger S, Haberl RL: Prognosis of patients after
hemicraniectomy in malignant middle cerebral artery infarction. J Neurol
2002, 249:1183-1190.

Benejam B, Sahuquillo J, Poca MA, Frascheri L, Solana E, Delgado P,
Junque C: Quality of life and neurobehavioral changes in survivors of
malignant middle cerebral artery infarction. J Neurol 2009, 256:1126-1133.
Fumis RR, Nishimoto IN, Deheinzelin D: Families” interactions with
physicians in the intensive care unit: the impact on family’s satisfaction.
J Crit Care 2008, 23:281-286.

Wall RJ, Curtis JR, Cooke CR, Engelberg RA: Family satisfaction in the ICU:
differences between families of survivors and nonsurvivors. Chest 2007,
132:1425-1433.

Danis M, Patrick DL, Southerland LI, Green ML: Patients’ and families’
preferences for medical intensive care. JAMA 1988, 260:797-802.

A controlled trial to improve care for seriously ill hospitalized patients:
the study to understand prognoses and preferences for outcomes and
risks of treatments (SUPPORT). The SUPPORT principal investigators.
JAMA 1995, 274:1591-1598.

Barnato AE, Anthony DL, Skinner J, Gallagher PM, Fisher ES: Racial and
ethnic differences in preferences for end-of-life treatment. J Gen Intern
Med 2009, 24:695-701.

Wijdicks EF, Rabinstein AA: Absolutely no hope? Some ambiguity of
futility of care in devastating acute stroke. Crit Care Med 2004,
32:2332-2342.

Broessner G, Helbok R, Lackner P, Mitterberger M, Beer R, Engelhardt K,
Brenneis C, Pfausler B, Schmutzhard E: Survival and long-term functional
outcome in 1,155 consecutive neurocritical care patients. Crit Care Med
2007, 35:2025-2030.

Roch A, Michelet P, Jullien AC, Thirion X, Bregeon F, Papazian L, Roche P,
Pellet W, Auffray JP: Long-term outcome in intensive care unit survivors
after mechanical ventilation for intracerebral hemorrhage. Crit Care Med
2003, 31:2651-2656.

Beck S, van de Loo A, Reiter-Theil S: A “little bit illegal"? withholding and
withdrawing of mechanical ventilation in the eyes of German intensive
care physicians. Med Health Care Philos 2008, 11:7-16.

Granberg A, Bergbom Engberg |, Lundberg D: Patients’ experience of
being critically ill or severely injured and cared for in an intensive care
unit in relation to the ICU syndrome: part . Intensive Crit Care Nurs 1998,
14:294-307.

McKinley S, Nagy S, Stein-Parbury J, Bramwell M, Hudson J: Vulnerability
and security in seriously ill patients in intensive care. Intensive Crit Care
Nurs 2002, 18:27-36.

Stein-Parbury J, McKinley S: Patients’ experiences of being in an intensive
care unit: a select literature review. Am J Crit Care 2000, 9:20-27.


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1779688?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1779688?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7650806?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7650806?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8800075?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8800075?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19574554?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19574554?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8923060?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8923060?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18580345?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18580345?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18569439?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18569439?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18282340?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18282340?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18071175?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19543128?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19543128?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19842788?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19842788?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19936174?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19936174?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19936174?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8884169?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8884169?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20209412?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20209412?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20209412?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11166485?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11166485?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15309915?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15309915?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15309915?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12242536?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12242536?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19288045?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19288045?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18725030?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18725030?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17573519?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17573519?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3392810?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3392810?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19387750?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19387750?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15640651?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15640651?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17855816?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17855816?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14605538?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14605538?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17939061?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17939061?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17939061?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10196913?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10196913?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10196913?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12008875?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12008875?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10631387?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10631387?dopt=Abstract

Kiphuth et al. Critical Care 2010, 14:R144 Page 7 of 7
http://ccforum.com/content/14/4/R144

31. Camhi SL, Mercado AF, Morrison RS, Du Q, Platt DM, August Gl, Nelson JE:
Deciding in the dark: advance directives and continuation of treatment
in chronic critical illness. Crit Care Med 2009, 37:919-925.

32. Cook D, Rocker G, Marshall J, Sjokvist P, Dodek P, Griffith L, Freitag A,
Varon J, Bradley C, Levy M, Finfer S, Hamielec C, McMullin J, Weaver B,
Walter S, Guyatt G: Withdrawal of mechanical ventilation in anticipation
of death in the intensive care unit. N Eng/ J Med 2003, 349:1123-1132.

doi:10.1186/cc9210

Cite this article as: Kiphuth et al: Retrospective agreement and consent
to neurocritical care is influenced by functional outcome. Critical Care
2010 14:R144.

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of:

e Convenient online submission

e Thorough peer review

¢ No space constraints or color figure charges

¢ Immediate publication on acceptance

¢ Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

¢ Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at ( -
www.biomedcentral.com/submit BiolVied Central



http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19237897?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19237897?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/13679526?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/13679526?dopt=Abstract

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Patients and Setting
	Data collection
	End-point definition
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Key messages
	Authors' contributions
	Competing interests
	References

