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[ Abstract] Objective To explore the latent profiles and influencing factors of illness uncertainty among
surrogate decision-makers for critically ill patients.Methods The convenience sampling method was used
to select 271 family members of critically ill patients from a tertiary A hospital in Nanjing from December
2023 to May 2024.Data were collected using General Information Questionnaire, Mishel Uncertainty In IlI-
ness Scale-Family Member Form,and Surrogate Decision-Making Self-Efficacy Scale.latent profile analysis
was performed to categorize illness uncertainty among surrogate decision-makers, and logistic regression
was used to identify influencing factors.Results Three latent profiles of illness uncertainty among surro-
gate decision-makers were identified: Low Uncertainty (16.61%), Moderate Uncertainty (61.99%), and
Fluctuating High Uncertainty (21.40%).Decision-making self-efficacy, surrogate-patient relationship, and
patient self-care capacity were key influencing factors(all P<C0.05).Conclusions Illness uncertainty among
surrogate decision-makers for critically ill patients exhibits subgroup heterogeneity,providing a theoretical
foundation for personalized interventions.
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