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Abstract

Background: Non-verbal proxemics between doctors and patient considered as important factors for medical
communication. The patient satisfaction level were campared between opposite doctor-patient positions with
barrier & side position without barrier.

Methods: The satisfaction level was measured with 5-point Likert scale between two types of outpatient
clinics. One clinic was opposite position with barrier between doctor and patient, and the other clinic was
side position without barrier between doctor and patient.

Results: A total of 138 patients complete the questionnaire between A type (opposite position with barrier)
and B type (side position without barrier) clinic. Mean satisfaction value was 4.36£0.05 and 4.38%0.06
(p>0.05) between A and B type clinic. Mean value of environmental satisfaction was 4.15£0.06 and 4.2440.04
(p<0.05). Sex, age, follow up length, total number of visit were not significantly associated with patient
treatment satisfaction. Male, age (<60) were significantly associated with environmental satisfaction (p<0.05).
Conclusion: Patients’ satisfaction was similar between opposite and side doctor-patient position. Physician
should recognize and try to improve the verbal and nonverbal factors that affect patients’ satisfaction.
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Table 1. Characteristics of subjects (N=185)

Variable Type A* (N=89) Type BT (N=96) p-value

Sex Male 38 (42.7) 37 (38.5) 0.89
Female 51 (57.3) 59 (61.5)

Age (years) <60 56 (62.9) 46 (47.9) 0.03"
=60 33 (37.1) 50 (52.1)

Follow up length <44 49 (55.1) 43 (44.3) 0.047
(years) >4.5 40 (44.9) 53 (55.2)

Number of visit <21 49 (55.1) 41 (42.7) 0.04"
=22 40 (44.9) 55 (57.3)

Underlying disease

Diabetic mellitus Y 30 (33.7) 36 (37.5) 0.90
N 59 (66.3) 60 (62.5)

Hypertension Y 38 (42.7) 43 (44.8) 0.87
N 51 (57.3) 53 (55.2)

Dyslipidemia Y 35 (39.3) 39 (40.6) 1.00
N 54 (60.7) 57 (59.4)

Osteoporosis Y 31 (34.8) 29 (30.2) 0.92
N 58 (65.2) 67 (69.8)

Hypothyroidism Y 5 (5.6 7 (7.3) 0.96
N 84 (94.4) 89 (92.7)

*sit opposite with barrier (table) between doctor and patient.

doctor and patient. fp<0.05.

Tsit side by side without barrier (table) between

Table 2. Association between patients’ satisfaction and variable

Variable Type A* (N=89) Type BT (N=96) p-value

Sex Male 4.410.08 4.4£0.08 0.93
Female 4.440.08 4.31+0.06 0.74

Age (years) <60 4.410.07 4.310.07 0.59
=60 4.410.10 4.410.07 0.97

Follow up length <44 4.410.07 4.51+0.09 0.23
(years) =45 4.41+0.09 4.31+0.06 0.28
Number of visit <21 4.410.07 4.510.09 0.82
=22 4.3£0.09 4.310.06 0.82

Mean value 4.41£0.05 4.410.06 0.72

*We defined that there is edge of table between doctor and patient. "We defined that there is no edge of table

between doctor and patient. Tp<0.05
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Table 3. Association between satisfaction of space and variable

Variable Type A* (N=89) Type B T (N=96) p-value
Sex Male 4.2+0.08 4.6+0.08 <0.0017
Female 4.1£0.08 4.2140.08 0.78
Age (years) <60 4.11+0.07 4.310.08 0027
>60 4.3£0.10 4.3+0.09 0.79
Follow up length <4.4 4.210.07 4.310.12 0.21
(years) >45 4.11+0.11 4.310.07 0.09
Number of visit <21 4.1£0.07 4.440.13 0.09
>22 4.240.10 4.310.07 0.38
Mean value 4.2+0.06 4.2+0.04 003"

* We defined that there is ed§6: of table between doctor and patient.

between doctor and patient. p<0.05

Table 4. Association between preferred office and variable (N=185)
. Preferred office
Variable Type A* Type BT p-value
Sex Male 49 26
Female 59 51 0.13
Age (years) <60 75 27 +
=60 33 50 <0.001
Follow up length <44 63 29 0.007"
(years) >4.5 45 48
Number of visit <21 63 27 +
=22 45 50 0.003
Office type A 71 12 «0.001 T
type B 31 65

* We defined that there is edge of table between doctor and patient.

between doctor and patient. T p<0.05.
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