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Relationships between Perception of Nurses Communication Styles and
Satisfaction among Family Members of Critically 11l Patients

Lee, Jin-Young1 - Kim, Hwasoon®

'Nurse, Inha University Hospital, Incheon
2Professor, Department of Nursing, Inha University, Incheon, Korea

Purpose: This study aimed to investigate the relationships between family members’ perception of nurses
communication styles and family satisfaction. Methods: This study adopted a descriptive correlational design.
Participants were 118 family members of intensive care unit (ICU) patients. The following data were collected
using questionnaires: general characteristics of participant, nurses’ communication styles, and satisfaction of
critically ill patients’ family members. Results: The mean*standard deviation scores for informative, affiliative,
and authoritative communication styles were 4.33+£0.65, 4.06+0.73, and 1.73%0.80, respectively. There were
no significant differences as per critically ill patients’ characteristics. However, family members’ satisfaction
differed significantly by age. Family satisfaction sub-dimension scores on satisfaction with decision-making
(F=3.36, p=.021) and care (F=3.33, p=.022) were significantly higher among family members under 40 than those
between 40 and 49 years. Correlation coefficients among major variables were statistically significant (r=-.25 to
r=.81), particularly those of nurses’ informative and affiliative communication styles with family satisfaction were
higher than moderate. Conclusion: Thus, these results indicate that nurses in ICU should communicate using
informative and affiliative styles to improve the satisfaction among family members of critically ill patients. For this
purpose, all medical staff, especially, nurses and physicians should be provided with appropriate communication
styles practice and continuous education on interaction with family members of ICU patients.
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Table 1. Differences in Family Members’ Perception of Nurses Communication Styles and Satisfaction by Characteristics of

Family Members (N=118)
L Satisfaction among
Communication styles .
family members
. . o Informative Affective Authoritative  Satisfaction with Satisfaction
Variables Categories n (%) .. . .. .. . .
communication communication communication decision making with care
torF tor F torF torF
M=£SD M=£SD M=£SD M=£SD MzSD torF
) ) o) ) v
Gender Men 48 (40.7) 4.2%+0.70 -0.93 41+£068 0.04 391041 -1.04 3.8%0.67 012 4.2+076 049
Women 70 (59.3) 43+057 (354) 414070 (965) 4.1%0.60 (301) 3.8%070 (910) 41+079 (.622)
Age (year) <39° 37 (314) 44%0.68 040 42+059 074 4.1£053 1.03 4.1+054 336 44%057 333
40~49° 44 (37.3) 4.2+0.68 (.750) 4.0+0.81 (.525) 3.9%£0.72 (.380) 3.6+0.80 (.021) 3.8+£0.94 (.022)
50~59° 29 (24.6) 4.3+0.57 4.1%0.68 4.0%0.61 38+058 a>b 411066 a>b
>60° 8(6.8) 4.3+049 411041 3.8+0.51 3.8+0.51 42+0.55
Education < Middle school 4(33) 3.6+048 139 371034 147 341048 171 33+052 132 34%071 1.06
High school 45(381) 3.740.60 (247) 3.6+034 (224) 4.0%064 (168) 41+0.74 (269) 41+074 (.368)
> College 69 (58.5) 4.310.64 4.2+0.66 4.0£0.62 42+0.77 42+0.77
Monthly <100 5(4.2) 42+073 040 4.1+066 040 4.0+0.77 036 3.5%£091 119 4.1+079 0.82
income 100~200 17 (14.4) 441053 (.807) 4.3+0.58 (.806) 4.1+0.64 (.834) 4.1+0.45 (.319) 4.4+0.61 (.515)
(10,000 200~300 28 (23.7) 4.3+0.59 4.1%0.68 3.9+0.66 3.8+0.72 4.0£0.82
won) 300~400 30 (254) 4.4+£0.53 41+0.77 41+0.51 3.910.61 41+£0.69
>400 38 (32.2) 4.2+£0.76 4.0£0.70 4.0£0.69 3.710.68 4.0+0.87
Relationship Father 17 (144) 441064 1.05 4.2+073 167 43+074 138 39+077 092 41£087 092
with Mother 14 (11.9) 41%0.61 (.390) 3.9+0.71 (.146) 3.8+0.58 (.237) 3.6+0.82 (468) 3.7+0.83 (.468)
patients Spouse 16 (13.6) 4.1£0.72 4.010.64 3.8+0.75 3.710.61 41+0.77
Children 66 (55.9) 4.31£0.59 424+0.63 4.0+0.58 3.810.64 41+0.73
Sisters & brothers  5(4.2) 4.3%0.61 3.410.92 3.8+0.46 3.610.84 3.8+£0.83
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Table 2. Differences in Satisfaction among Family Members by Characteristics of Critically Ill Patients

(N=118)

Satisfaction among family members

Variables Categories n (%) Sat1§ f'a ction V\Tlth Satisfaction with care
decision making
M=£SD tor F (p) M=£SD torF (p)
Gender Men 62 (52.5) 3.8510.68 0.36 (.716) 4.12+0.80 0.42 (.673)
Women 56 (47.5) 3.811£0.69 4.06£0.75
Admission from Emergency room 94 (79.7) 3.7910.68 -1.32 (.191) 4.03+0.79 -1.79 (.077)
Wards 24 (20.3) 3.99+0.68 4.34+0.69
Wards 100 (84.7) 3.8610.67 4.12+0.78
Transfer to Other hospital 4(3.4) 3.95+0.83 0.62 (.607) 4.21+0.59 0.60 (.615)
Death 5(4.2) 3.66+0.75 3.84+0.66
Still in ICU 9(7.6) 3.58+0.80 3.83+£0.83
Critical illness Group 3 2(1.7) 3.35+1.06 0.69 (.502) 3.39£1.36 0.94 (.394)
severity Group 4 25 (21.2) 3.7710.63 4.05+0.85
Group 5 91 (77.1) 3.86+0.69 4.12+0.74

ICU=Intensive care unit; Group 3=Illness severity score 33~65; Group 4=Illness severity score 66~89; Group 5=Illness severity score 90~150.

Table 3. Family Members' Perception of Nurses Communication Style and Satisfaction of Family Members of Critically lll Patients

(N=118)
Variables Categories M=SD Min~Max
Communication styles Informative 4.33£0.65 2.33~5.00
Affiliative 4.06£0.73 1.83~5.00
Authoritative 1.73+0.80 2.33~5.00
Satisfaction among family members Decision making 4.10£0.40 2.14~5.00
Care 3.83+0.68 1.90~4.70
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Table 4. Relationships between Family Members’ Perception of Nurses Communication Styles and Satisfaction (N=118)
Communication styles Sat1sf'a ction among
. . family members
Variables Categories Informative Affiliative Authoritative ~ Decision making Care
r(p) r(p) r(p) r(p) r(p)

Communication Informative 1.00

styles of nurses Affiliative .81 (<.001) 1.00

Authoritative -42 (<.001) -.35 (<.001) 1.00

Satisfaction among Decision making 51 (<.001) .51 (<.001) -.25 (<.001) 1.00

family members Care 79 (<.001) .78 (<.001) -29 (<.001) .59 (<.001) 1.00
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