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Family Surrogates’ Decision Regret and Psychological Stress about End-of-Life Cancer
Treatments: Path Analysis

Kim, Su Hyun

College of Nursing, Research Institute of Nursing Science, Kyungpook National University, Daegu, Korea

Purpose: This study aimed to understand the mechanisms of decision regret and stress of family surrogates’ end-of-life decision making using an
exploratory path model. In particular, the research identified the direct effects of perceptions of uncertainty and effective decisions on decision
regret and stress, and examined the indirect effects of being informed, having clear values, and being supported for decision regret and the
stress of end-of-life decision making through the mediating variables of perceptions of uncertainty and effective decisions, Methods: Data were
collected from 102 family surrogates who had participated in end-of-life decision making for patients with terminal cancer in a tertiary hospital,
Results: Perception of effective decisions was a significant direct predictor of decision regret, and uncertainty was a significant predictor of
stress among the participants. Being informed, having clear values, and being supported had a significant indirect influence on decision regret
through the perception of effective decisions among family surrogates, However, only having clear values had a significant indirect influence on
stress through the perception of uncertainty. The model explained 63.0% of decision regret and 20.0% of stress among the participants and
showed a good fit with the data, X2:12.40 (df=8, p=.134), TLI=97, and RMSEA=.07. Conclusion: Nurses can support family surrogates in end-of-
life decision-making processes to decrease their decision regret by providing information about end-of-life care choices, clarifying personal val-
ues, and supporting the decision-making process, and to relieve their stress by facilitating the clarification of personal values,
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— Significant path; -» Non-significant path

Figure 1. Path analysis on family surrogates’ decision regret and stress about end-of-life treatments decision making.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the Participants

Variables n (%)/MzSD
Age (yr) 50.78+11.97
Gender, female 68 (66.7)
Relationship with patients
Spouse 58 (56.9)
Offspring 37 (36.3)
Sibling, others 7(6.8) Tol=
Days since end-of-life decision making 10.28+18.37
Patients’ type of cancer
Gastric /lung cancer 32(31.4)
Colorectal cancer 25(24.5)
Hepatobiliary/pancreatic cancer 21(20.6) 1l ¢
Breast cancer/bladder cancer/thymic cancer 3(12.7)
Others 11(10.8) 224 BT
Decision regret 45.39+10.29 AR 22
Psychological stress 25.3948.31

M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation.
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Table 2. Item Scores for Effective Decisions, Uncertainty, and Modifiable Factors in Decision Making among Family Surrogates

ltem Mean (95% Cl) Median (IQR)
Effective decisions 54.60 (51.83, 57.36) 50.00 (12.50)
| feel I have made an informed choice. 57.11 (54.07, 60.15) 50.00 (25.00)
My decision shows what is important to me. 55.39 (51.96, 58.82) 50.00 (25.00)
| expect to stick with my decision. 49.75 (46.34, 53.17) 50.00 (0.00)
| am satisfied with my decision. 56.13(52.93, 59.33) 50.00 (25.00)
Uncertainty in decision making 70.91 (67.42,74.41) 75.00 (25.00)
I am clear about the best choice for me. 61.52 (57.45, 65.59) 75.00 (25.00)
| feel sure about what to choose. 64.95 (60.68, 69.23) 75.00 (25.00)
This decision is easy for me to make. 86.27 (82.85, 89.70) 100.00 (25.00)
Modifiable contributing factors Informed 52.70(49.29,56.11) 50.00 (25.00)
I know which options are available to me. 44.36 (40.22, 48.50) 50.00 (25.00)
I know the benefits of each option. 56.13 (52.64, 59.61) 50.00 (25.00)
I' know the risks and side effects of each option. 57.60 (54.23, 60.97) 50.00 (25.00)
Value clarity 62.99 (59.89, 66.09) 75.00 (25.00)
I am clear about which benefits matter most to me. 63.48 (60.42, 66.55) 75.00 (25.00)
| am clear about which risks and side effects matter most. 62.75 (59.52, 65.97) 75.00 (25.00)
| am clear about which is more important to me (the benefits or the risks and side effects). 62.75 (59.45, 66.04) 75.00 (25.00)
Support 40.93 (38.54, 43.33) 41.67 (8.30)
| have enough support from others to make a choice. 47.06 (43.80, 50.32) 50.00 (25.00)
| am choosing without pressure from others. 28.92 (26.18, 31.66) 25.00 (0.00)
I have enough advice to make a choice. 46.81 (43.25, 50.38) 50.00 (25.00)

IQR=Interquartile range; Cl=Confidence interval.
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Table 3. Zero-Order Correlations among the Study Variables

583

Informed Value clarity Support Effective decision Uncertainty Decision regret
Spearman’s rho (p)
Values clarity .70 (£.001)
Support .36 (<.001) 31 (.001)
Effective decision .57 (<.001) 60 (<.001) 45 (<.001)
Uncertainty 41 (<.001) 77 (<.001) .31 (.001) 52 (<.001)
Decision regret? 51 (£.001) 55 (<.001) .29 (.003) 74 (<.001) 53 (.001)
Stress .17 (.090) 35 (.001) .33 (.001) .39 (€.001) 49 (<.001) .32 (.001)

Table 4, Direct and Indirect Effects Associated with Decision Regret and Stress

Total effects

Direct effects Indirect effects

Variables Decision regret Stress Decision regret Stress Decision regret Stress
Standardized beta coefficients (p)
Informed 24 (.024) -.01(.065) 24 (.024) -.01(.965)
Value clarity .28 (.008) .34 (.001) .28 (.008) .34 (.001)
Support .18 (.002) .05(.229) .18 (.002) .05 (.229)
Effective decision .74 (<.001) 17 (.082) 74 (<.001) .17(.082) - -
Uncertainty 12(.078) 35 (£.001) 12 (.078) 35 (<.001)
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