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Abstract 

BACKGROUND:  

Multimorbid patients have worse outcomes following acute hospitalisation. These 

include increased mortality as an in-patient and after hospital discharge, and 

increased morbidity and dependence requiring greater use of care facilities. The 

literature is unclear on the views and wishes of multimorbid patients regarding the 

outcomes of acute hospitalisation, specifically regarding survival with additional 

functional disability following acute illness.  This is increasingly relevant, with the 

recent National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) guidance on 

admission to hospital and critical care being based on the presence of comorbidities 

and function as opposed to numerical age. 

Objectives: We performed a systematic review to assess the current qualitative 

literature exploring attitudes, wishes and perspectives of adult patients with 

multimorbidity on surviving future acute illness and subsequent acquired functional 

disability.  

METHODS:  

Eligibility criteria: Eligible studies addressed the attitudes, wishes and perspectives of 

multimorbid adults to illness and treatment-acquired disability using qualitative 

methods. 

Information sources: A search of PubMed, Embase, and CINAHL databases was 

conducted from database inception through April 2020. References lists from 

selected papers and NICE Guidelines on Multimorbidity (NG56) were searched 

iteratively for additional relevant articles. 

Review methods: Two researchers reviewed candidate full texts independently. 

Relevant data was extracted to an evidence table. The risk of bias was avoided by 

adhering to the previously published extensive search strategy and use of qualitative 

methodology. 

RESULTS:  

From 35606 records of which 6370 were duplicates, 20 full texts were reviewed for 

inclusion, but none met the eligibility criteria. Coverage of domains of importance to 

multimorbid adults and those highlighted in the NICE guidelines on multimorbidity 
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(NG56) by the 20 short-listed papers was determined; no publications were found to 

address all domains. 

DISCUSSION:  

No studies were identified which have applied appropriate qualitative methodology 

to understand the wishes, attitudes, and preferences of multimorbid adults 

regarding treatment and outcomes of acute illness. Such enquiries need to be 

urgently undertaken to inform and progress policy and clinical practice relating to 

decisions around admission to hospital and critical care. 

OTHER: 

Funding:  National Institute of Health Research (NIHR) Research for Patient Benefit 

grant; NIHR Programme grant; NIHR Doctoral Research Fellowship. 

Registration: PROSPERO International Prospective Register of systematic reviews 

(CRD: 42019155028) https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/PROSPERO/ 
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Introduction 

A quarter of the United Kingdom population are multimorbid, defined as the 

presence of two or more long-term medical conditions.
1
 This proportion increases to 

two-thirds of those over the age of 65,
2
 reflective of a global trend of increasing 

chronic disease amongst the aging population of high-income countries.
3
 

Furthermore, multimorbidity is becoming increasingly prevalent in the middle-aged 

population.
4 5

 Consequently we expect the multimorbid population will grow, 

representing a global health challenge. Multimorbid patients have worse outcomes 

following acute hospitalisation. These include in-hospital and post-hospital rates of 

death, as well as greater morbidity and dependence resulting in the use of care 

facilities instead of being cared for at home.
6
 
7
 

8
 Attitudes to this acquired disability 

are ill defined regarding the consequences of acute hospitalisation - specifically in 

the context of survival with additional illness and acquired functional disability. 

 Surveys of healthy people reveal that for many, loss of independence, being a 

burden to family, or being admitted to a care facility are considered worse than 

death
9-11

; however it is unclear whether individuals retain these attitudes over time. 

The James Lind Alliance lists maintaining independent living as one of the top 10 

priorities for patients with multimorbidity.
12

 Similar findings were seen in patients 

with chronic disease,
13

 although for some of these patients, relatively higher levels 

of disability were considered to be better than death, findings potentially explained 

by response shift phenomena (i.e. a change in an individual’s values regarding their 

health, in the way they perceive severity of disability, or their definition of an 

unacceptable level of health) and/or underestimation of adaptation (the degree to 

which a person learns to adjust to a new level of disability and maintain subjective 

quality of life). 
14

 
15

 However, how multimorbid patients view the trade-off between 

quality of life and survival post-acute illness is not known.  

While literature exists on perceptions and wishes of the elderly patient, direct 

transposition to the multimorbid cannot be assumed when it comes to acute illness 

decision-making.
16

 Numerical age is considered to be less important than functional 

age.
17

 In the recent guidance related to acute coronavirus infections (NG159), the 

National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) stated that decisions to 

admit to critical care need to take into account the likelihood of recovery with an 
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outcome acceptable to the patient. They further state that these decisions should be 

based on “acute pathology, comorbidities and severity of illness” as opposed to 

numerical age.
18

 This is in keeping with NICE guidance on multimorbidity (NG56) 

which also prioritises function and does not consider numerical age an important 

factor.
19

 

Improving the care of multimorbid patients is considered a high research priority and 

central to this is the involvement of patients in decision making, or in the setting of 

an incapacitated patient, facilitating their previously expressed wishes.
20

 However, 

the breadth of existing research in this important area has not been well 

documented. Accordingly, we performed a systematic review, with a primary 

objective of assessing the current body of qualitative literature that explores the 

attitudes, wishes and perspectives of patients with multimorbidity on surviving 

future acute illness and subsequent acquired functional disability.  

 

Methods 

The study protocol was registered prior to starting our review with the PROSPERO 

International Prospective Register of systematic reviews (CRD: 42019155028) and is 

reported in line with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and 

Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines. 

 

Information Sources and Eligibility Criteria 

We electronically searched MEDLINE, the Excerpta Medica database (EMBASE) and 

the Cumulative Index of Nursing and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL) database for 

English language original articles in peer reviewed journals, excluding conference 

proceedings and publications in abstract form only. 

We included any study that used qualitative methods, i.e. thematic analysis of 

findings derived from patient interviews, narratives, observations, and reports. 

Eligible participants were adult patients with multimorbidity (defined as age ≥18 

years and ≥2 chronic stable diseases) and did not include family members or 

healthcare workers.
19

 We included studies on a research question or topic of enquiry 

focussed on the perspectives, opinions, or perceptions of multimorbid patients on 

decision making concerning hospitalisation and likely outcomes. 
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We excluded studies that collected  only quantitative data (including from structured 

surveys and validated questionnaires) as well as reviews, commentaries, opinion-

pieces, and editorials.  

 

Search Strategy 

Three searches were undertaken to ensure all relevant publications were identified. 

MEDLINE, EMBASE and CINAHL were searched from the start of indexing until 28th 

October 2019 for the first search, to March 12
th

 2020 for the second and to April 24
th

 

2020 for the third one, using the Healthcare Databases Advanced Search 

portal[https://hdas.nice.org.uk/]. Terms were combined with Boolean operators to 

identify studies reporting important qualitative patient outcomes amongst adults 

with multiple chronic illnesses. The full search strategies that were performed are 

listed in tables 1-3 in the Supplementary Appendix. After the first round of record 

screening and full text eligibility for each search, additional potentially relevant 

terms were extracted from short-listed papers, and further searches were 

performed to capture any other relevant records. In addition, snowball methods, 

pursuing references of references and electronic citation tracking, were used as is 

recommended for reviews of complex evidence.
21

 

 

Selection Process 

For each search, two authors (ZAP and AM search 1; ASM and LF searches 2 and 3) 

independently screened records (titles and abstract). Full papers were retrieved for 

records with relevant abstracts and reviewed by the two researchers. Full texts of 

potentially eligible articles were then screened for inclusion by the two authors 

acting independently. Disagreements were resolved by discussion and consensus or 

with a third author (TJS) where consensus could not be reached. 

 

Data Collection 

Data was extracted pertaining to (i)details of the qualitative methodology used; 

(ii)the specific participant cohort studied; and (iii) participants attitudes, wishes and 

perspectives on the topic and/or hypothetical situations presented to them for their 

responses. ASM and LF extracted data independently and checked whether studies 
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met the eligibility criteria. Disagreements were resolved by discussion and 

consensus, with a third author (TJS) if needed. As these are qualitative studies, no 

protocol was required for missing data.  

 

Quality Assessment and Risk of Bias 

It was planned that methodological quality of studies meeting search criteria would 

be  assessed by two independent authors before inclusion in the review using the 

CASP tool for qualitative studies and would be included in the Supplementary 

Appendix.
22

 Reporting bias was minimised by adhering to the previously published 

extensive search strategy, and there were no competing interests to introduce bias. 

There is no method to assess publication bias for qualitative studies.   

 

Synthesis 

Data analysis was planned according to established guidelines on thematic 

synthesis.
23

  We a priori stipulated that a narrative synthesis would be produced if 

there were few thematic data, including analysis of the domains of importance to 

multimorbid adults discussed in each of the short listed papers (table 1).   These 

findings would be mapped back to the personal goals, values and priorities set out in 

the NICE guidance on multimorbidity and the likely outcomes (as per analysis of 

subgroups or subsets) for these patients were they to develop an acute illness. 
19

 

 

Patient-Public Involvement  

PPI representatives worked with us to refine the research question and are 

supportive of research on patient views of acquired disability post-critical illness. PPI 

representatives will write a plain language summary and assist with dissemination to 

patient groups. 

 

Results 

Search 1 identified 8524 records, of which a short-list of 8 was extracted after 

removing duplicates; Search 2 identified 13366 references, of which a short list of 8 

was extracted (after removing 1 duplicate from Search 1); Search 3 identified 13708 

references, of which a short-list of 4 was extracted (figures 1-3).  Eight additional 
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records were identified by snowball methods, including one from the references of 

the NICE multimorbidity guidelines (NG56).
19

 However, when the 20 full texts were 

reviewed, none of the papers in any of the short-lists met the pre-specified criteria 

either as a result of methodological issues, patient cohort definitions or topic focuses 

(table 2). 

 

Exclusion for methodological reasons 

(i)Surveys/quantitative analysis: Ten papers used surveys or questionnaires to collect 

primary quantitative data from participants, which was, then subject to a 

subsequent quantitative analysis.
13 24-32

 Despite this, insights could be gained from 

some of the excluded studies: for example, the survey-based study by Rubin et al 

reported that hospitalised patients with multiple serious illnesses often viewed 

commonly encountered health states as worse than death.
13

 

 

(ii)Interviews: Nine studies used structured or semi-structured interviews with 

thematic or Grounded theory analysis. 
33-41

 One additional study did use qualitative 

interviews but analysed the data using time trade-off analysis.
42

 

This latter study found that patients would refuse extended mechanical ventilation 

unless it was likely to improve prognosis, concluding that predicted Quality of Life 

may contribute to a similar extent to estimates of ICU survival in decision-making.   

 

Exclusion on basis of patient cohort 

Only seven studies specifically stated that participants were multimorbid.
32 35 38-42

 

However, several excluded studies appeared to address attitudes relevant to 

patients with chronic illness, and one stated that more than 90% of patients are 

aware of situations worse than death.
24

 Similarly, Milnes et al. concluded that 

patients’ priorities may be of equal or greater importance than death.
26

 Another 

study investigated patient expectations and experiences in a chronic critically ill 

population (but not specifically described as multimorbid), quoting a ventilator-

dependent patient with COPD, “It’s torture... All day like this. It’s awful”. 
34

 A study 

by Ohnsorge et al. focused on Wish-to-Die decisions in different hypothetical 
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scenarios using qualitative methodology; however, this research studied an End-of-

Life population, rather than those with chronic multimorbidity.
33

 

 

Exclusion on basis of topic focus 

Only 8 of the short listed studies were considered to be on-topic.
13 24-26 33 34 37 42

 

However, in each of these cases either a different population was studied or non-

qualitative methods were used, meaning that none of these studies met the 

eligibility criteria. In four of the five qualitative studies performed in the correct 

patient cohort (but off-topic), the focus was on current self-management 

approaches,
35

 and issues around care, rather than patients’ views on acquired 

disability post-acute illness.
39-41

 This latter author reported that patients viewed 

illnesses creating discomfort as more troublesome than those that could cause 

death.
41

 Experiences of recovery of multimorbid individuals, rather than perspectives 

on future health states, were the focus for the remaining qualitative study.
38

 

 

Mapping of data to patient goals, values and priorities 

Despite the lack of papers with appropriate methodology addressing the topic in 

question within our defined patient cohort, some papers relevant to the topic of 

interest had been identified. Mapping short listed papers to subgroup domains of 

importance to multimorbid patients, and personal goals, values and priorities 

identified in the NICE guidance on multimorbidity was therefore undertaken (figure 

4). Two papers met 11 of the 16 combined domains of interest,
31 33

 but no domain of 

interest was investigated by all papers. 

 

Discussion 

We set out to explore the attitudes, wishes and perspectives of patients with 

multimorbidity on surviving future acute illness and subsequent acquired functional 

disability. Despite repeated searches with expanded terminology, and the iterative 

methods recommended for searching complex evidence, we were unable to extract 

a body of literature to do so. Further, the existing literature mapped poorly to the 

personal goals, values and priorities set out in the NICE guidance on multimorbidity, 

or potential outcomes resulting from surviving acute illness. Since we did not find 
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qualitative research meeting our criteria, the planned quality assessment using the 

CASP tool for qualitative research was not undertaken. 

 

We identified some striking disconnections in the coverage of domains of 

importance to multimorbid adult patients (figure 4): the importance of health-

related quality of life and loss of functional independence were highlighted in 14 and 

13 out of the 20 papers respectively; however, the need for ICU admission, a factor 

strongly influencing both these domains, was raised by patients in only 2 of the 20 

studies. Likewise amongst the NICE parameters, 13 of the 20 reports mentioned the 

importance to patients of maintaining their independence; however, only 2 papers 

reported that preventing specific adverse outcomes (e.g. stroke) was a personal goal 

– despite its potential for a major and long-lasting effect on patients’ independence.  

 

Implications for future work 

With an increasingly multimorbid population, patients need to be engaged at both 

policy and individual practice levels as regards preference integration into decision-

making. To do so effectively, the onus fall on clinicians to describe alternative 

decisions, and elicit preferences.
43 44

 Communication is required with multimorbid 

patients about their views on accepting treatment options which could lead to 

subsequent disabilities. This needs to occur with patients directly to avoid intense 

emotional end-of-life decisions made by surrogates with clinicians, which can be 

overwhelming, impersonal and traumatic.
45

 In the acute care setting, there is 

evidence of poor systems of communication between older patients, their families 

and acute and critical care clinicians, resulting in delivery of potentially inappropriate 

treatments.
46-48

 Given the overlap between aging and multimorbidity, it is likely that 

these issues are also seen in multimorbid individuals. While some patients may not 

wish to discuss theoretical aspects,
27

 specific conversations on goals and values may 

be more acceptable.
25

 It seems important to highlight that 20% of patients go on to 

survive after institution of limitations in life prolonging therapies that may result in 

poor quality of life i.e. therapy limitations do not automatically lead to death.
49

 It 

may be that this is a reflection of a need for a critical care-specific measure of health 

related quality of life.
50

 Discussion should also highlight the findings that individuals 
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who survive critical care support have yet to demonstrate convincing improvements 

in function following physical rehabilitation.
51 52

 This is likely related to loss of muscle 

mass,
53

 as muscle protein synthesis (the major determinant of muscle protein 

homeostasis and therefore muscle mass and strength) is more difficult to stimulate 

in the older,
54

  or inactive patient,
55

 two conditions that are increasingly common in 

those suffering from multimorbidity. Such patients have an attenuated response to 

rehabilitation
56

 and expectations therefore need to be managed appropriately. 

We recommend using qualitative approaches initially as has been the focus of this 

systematic review. We chose to limit this review to studies that use a qualitative 

approach as these methodologies facilitate a detailed description, exploration and 

understanding of the phenomena in question, from the point of view of our 

population of interest.
57

 We chose to exclude quantitative questionnaire research 

for two reasons: the risk of bias and the lack of true patient perspective. While 

questionnaires do offer an objective means of collecting and reporting information 

about people's perspectives, beliefs and attitudes,
58

 questionnaire research has a 

high potential risk of bias. This may be especially true when the topic is complex and 

relatively poorly understood.
59 60

 In addition, the nature of the quantitative 

questionnaire approach (where topics and questions are a priori defined by 

researchers) means the findings lack the richness and depth required if one wishes 

to explore and understand an issue from the perspective of those it affects.
61

 

 

Strengths and limitations 

The strengths of this systematic review relate to the extensive searches undertaken 

to identify eligible papers to include in the synthesis. Two reviewers using 

standardised methods conducted study selection, data extraction and analysis 

independently. Pre-publication of our protocol on PROSEPERO ensured 

methodological transparency. That we did not find records eligible in methodology, 

population of interest and topic of discussion is a limitation of this work. We also 

only included abstract in the English language. We were unable to perform thematic 

synthesis since no studies met all the eligibility criteria, although a narrative review 

was performed as per the protocol. 
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Conclusion 

Based upon the lack of quality evidence documented in this systematic review and 

given the pressing need for the perspectives of multimorbid patients on treatment 

choices to be more clearly understood, rigorous qualitative enquiry into this complex 

topic is required to inform and progress policy and clinical practice. 
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SUMMARY BOXES 

Section 1: What is already known on this topic 

• Multimorbid patients have worse outcomes following acute 

hospitalisation 

• The NICE guidance on multimorbidity (NG56) prioritises function over 

numerical age in assessment and treatment planning 

• NICE guideline (NG159, published March 2020) on hospital and ICU 

admission is based on the presence of comorbidities and function not 

numerical age 

Section 2: What this study adds 

• Our review did not identify any studies which have applied appropriate 

qualitative methodology to understand the attitudes and preferences of 

multimorbid adults regarding treatment and outcomes of acute illness 

• There is an urgent need for the perspectives of multimorbid adults on 

treatment choices to be understood, to inform and progress policy and 

clinical practice relating to hospital and ICU admission 
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FIGURE LEGENDS 

 

 

Figure 1: PRISMA diagram of study selection process for search 1. 

CINAHL=Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied health Literature, EMBASE= Excerpta 

Medica Database. 

Figure 2 PRISMA diagram of study selection process for search 2. 

CINAHL=Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied health Literature, EMBASE= Excerpta 

Medica Database. 

Figure 3. PRISMA diagram of study selection process for search 3. 

CINAHL=Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied health Literature, EMBASE= Excerpta 

Medica Database. 

Figure 4: Heatmaps. I Reported views on subgroup domains of importance to 

multimorbid adult patients II Clarifying what’s important to people with 

multimorbidity from NICE Guidelines (NG56). HRQOL: Health-related quality of life; 

MV: Mechanical ventilation; ADL: Activities of daily living; LOS: Length of stay; ICU: 

Intensive care unit; CPR: Cardio-Pulmonary Resuscitation.       

Green: Domain included; Red: Domain not included.
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TABLES 

 

Quality of Life Specific 

disabilities 

Loss of 

independence 

Healthcare 

interactions 

Importance of 

health related 

quality of life 

Mechanical 

ventilation and 

tracheostomy 

Discharge to 

institutions as 

opposed to 

returning home 

Prolonged 

hospital stays 

and 

readmissions 

Length versus 

quality of life 

Long term 

organ support 

(e.g. home 

ventilation or 

dialysis) 

 

Loss of 

independence 

of function in 

activities of 

daily living 

Cardio-

pulmonary 

resuscitation 

  Survivor burden 

to family 

Admission to 

intensive care 

Table 1: Thematic domains of importance to multimorbid adult patients in regard 

to consequences of surviving critical illness.
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Author Qualitative methods Topic Population 

 Interviews Thematic 

Analysis 

Future Perspective of 

Acquired Disability 

Multimorbid 

Anthony 
36 YES YES NO NO 

Ohnsorge 
33 YES YES YES NO 

Ridgeway 
35 YES YES NO YES 

Lamas 
34 YES YES YES NO 

Ford 
28 NO NO NO NO 

Schoenborn
27 NO NO NO NO 

Karel
31 NO NO NO NO 

Raue
30 NO NO NO NO 

Teno 
32 NO NO NO YES 

Lloyd 
42 YES NO YES YES 

Honeybul 
37 YES YES YES NO 

Karlsson 
38 YES YES NO YES 

Lamas 
25 NO NO YES NO 

Milnes 
26 NO NO YES NO 

Rubin 
13 NO NO YES NO 

Mendelsohn 
24 NO NO YES NO 

Gainer 
39 YES YES NO YES 

Thomas 
29 NO NO NO NO 

Scheunermann
40 YES YES NO YES 

Williams
41 YES YES NO YES 

Table 2: Evidence of eligibility for inclusion of short-listed references. YES = Meets search criteria; NO = Does not meet search criteria.
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Study	  
method	  	   Author	  

Importance	  
of	  HRQOL	  

Length	  
versus	  
QoL	  

MV	  or	  
tracheostomy	  

Discharge	  
home	  vs.	  
Institution	  

Survivor	  
burden	  to	  
family	  

Loss	  of	  
functional	  

independence	  

Prolonged	  
Hospital	  stay	  	  	  
or	  readmission	  

CPR	   Long	  term	  
organ	  
support	  

ICU	  admission	  

Q
U
AL

IT
AT

IV
E	  

Ohnsorge33	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Lamas34	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Gainer39	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Scheunermann40	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Williams41	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Ridgeway35	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	   	  
Antony36	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Honeybul37	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Karlsson38	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

N
O
N
-‐Q
U
AL

IT
AT

IV
E	  

Teno32	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Lloyd42	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Rubin13	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Karel31	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Ford28	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Raue	  30	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Milnes26	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Lamas25	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Schoenborn27	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Mendelson24	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Thomas29	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
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Author	   Maintaining	  
independence	  

Work,	  
social	  	  and	  
family	  

activities	  

Preventing	  
specific	  
adverse	  
outcomes	  

Reducing	  	  
medication	  

harms	  

Reducing	  
treatment	  
burden	  

Lengthening	  
life	  

	  
Lamas34	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

Ohnsorge33	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Williams	  41	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Ridgeway35	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Antony36	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Honeybul37	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Teno32	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Gainer39	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Scheunermann40	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Lloyd42	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Karlsson	  38	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Karel31	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Rubin13	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Milnes26	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Lamas25	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Raue30	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Mendelson24	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Thomas29	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Ford28	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Schoenborn27	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Figure	  4:	  Heatmaps.	   I	  Reported	  views	  on	  subgroup	  domains	  of	  importance	  to	  multimorbid	  adult	  patients	  II	  Clarifying	  what’s	  important	  to	  people	  with	  multimorbidity	  from	  NICE	  
Guidelines	   (NG56).	  HRQOL:	  Health-‐related	  quality	  of	   life;	  MV:	  Mechanical	   ventilation;	  ADL:	  Activities	  of	   daily	   living;	   LOS:	   Length	  of	   stay;	   ICU:	   Intensive	   care	  unit;	   CPR:	  Cardio-‐
Pulmonary	  Resuscitation.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Green:	  Domain	  included;	  Red:	  Domain	  not	  included.	  
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