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The Impact of Online Communication on
Doctor-Patient Relationship: Plastic Surgeon's
Perspectives

Suk Wha Kim’, Jeong Eun Kim2’3, Sun Young Lee?

'Department of Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery, College of
Medicine, Seoul National University, Seoul, Korea, 2College of
Nursing, Seoul National University, Seoul, Korea, *Institute of
Nursing Science, Seoul National University, Seoul, Korea

Purpose: The objective of the study is to identify
plastic surgeons’ views on the effects of online com-
munication between doctors and patients.

Methods: Cross-sectional online survey of members
of the Korean Society of Plastic and Reconstructive
Surgeons was made to identify their evaluation on the
accuracy and the relevance of the internet health
information and their perceptions of the effects of
discussing the information with the patients on time-effici-
ency, requests for specific interventions, health outcomes,
and the doctor-patient relationship. A questionnaire with
25 items was sent to the surgeons’ e-mails, and 111
replied. SPSS Win version 12.0 was used to analyze the
statistical differences and meanings among data.

Results: The percentage of the plastic surgeons who
were experiencing the online communication was 65.8%,
and the most frequent medium used was homepage of
the clinic/hospital. Even though the percentage of the
plastic surgeons who were using the online communica-
tion for their everyday practice was high, the percentage
of patients who visited the clinic/hospital after using the
website of the clinic/hospital was relatively low. The effects
of online communication on doctor-patient relationship
were neutral in 40(36.0%) and positive in 39(35.1%).
The effects on the efficiency of the practice was positive
in 45(40.5%), and the effects on the quality of care and
the patients’ outcome were positive in 46(41.4%)
respectively.
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Conclusion: The ratio of surgeons who are ex-
periencing the online communication is relatively high,
whereas the ratio of patients who are using online
communication is low. Most of plastic surgeons are
positive on the effects of the online communication on
doctor-patient relationship, quality of care, and patients’
outcome.

Key Words: Online communication, Doctor-patient relationship
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QA “HEo|T} 7} 26 (234%) 02 FAZ ¢l HES-o]
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RUACIAS A3 Aolo] 2o PAE HFTh”
A= “HFolty’ 7| 439 (38.7%), “IAgA| &t} 7} 38
H(342%)0]| k. “2ekel AR YA o|AL Autzog
= 0 AEoA F2 G nT = “EEold 7t
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o o wet.

Ty FAA WE o Baold uehgig)
‘2l AxyAlel A AR stofg Aol BHE
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A A A whgo] worth “2ekel ARl
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7 olM e “EEoIH" 7t 4578 (40.5%), “1FA| okt
7} 31WQ7.9%) 02 RAH uso] o SARTE ‘&
gl AFgyAelde Aol diste] E2dast AHS
SHA| RrEt ol Ae "R 7} 447(39.6%), “H50]
o}’ 7F 2778(24.3%) 012, “28kel AFYA oL 9
AL RS RS A7 DA BED R T
7} 4578 (40.5%), “EZo|t}" 7} 277(24.3%) ] ] tH(Table
10).

¢

Table I, General Characteristics of the Respondents n=111
n %
Age Under 30 4 3.6
30-39 38 34.2
40-49 44 39.6
50 - 59 25 22.5
Over 60 0 0
Missing 0 0
Sex Male 108 97.3
Female 3 2.7
Missing 0 0
Geographic region Seoul 55 49.5
Other than Seoul 56 50.5
Types of practice Private practice 73 65.8
Employed in hospitals 13 11.7
Faculty in college of medicine 23 20.7
Missing 2 1.8

ol ieh. B3 “2ekel AFryAolde: =28t
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Table Il. General Evaluation of Online Communication n=111
Strongly disagree Disagree  Neutral Agree  Strongly agree(%)
Gives patients confidence to talk to their 2(1.8) 11 (9.9) 26(23.4) 64 (57.7) 8(7.2)
doctor about their concerns
Encourages people to follow treatment 8(7.2) 38(342) 36(324) 25(22.5) 4 (3.6)
instructions or advice from their doctors
Drives up the cost of health care 2(1.8) 40 (36.0) 21(18.9)  45(40.5) )
Promotes unnecessary concern of their 28 (25.2) 27 (24.3) 44 (39.6) 10 (
health conditions
Helps patients get treatments they would 5(4.5) (27.9) (40.5) 9 (26.1) 1(0.9)
not otherwise get
Improves people’s understanding of 1(0.9) 13(11.7) 26(23.4) 64(57.7) 7 (6.3)
medical conditions and treatments
Causes patients to take up more of their 0 (0%) (29.7) 27 (24.3) (40.5) 6 (5.4)
doctors’ time
Promotes unnecessary visits to doctors 5(4.5) 53 (47.7)  28(25.2) 22(19.8) (2.7)
Interferes with good relationships between 38(34.2) 43(38.7) 22(19.8
doctors and patients
Causes positive effects to patient in the 7 (6.3) 16 (14.4) (38.7) (36.9) 4 (3.6)

general sense
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Table Ill. Experience of Online Communication
n %
Use of online communication  Yes 73 65.2
No 37 339
Missing 1 0.9
Total 111 100.0
Reasons for not No time to invest 21 65.6
using online communication No direct payer reimbursement 2 6.3
Anxieties about medico legal responsibilities 1 3.1
Others 10 31.3
Total 34 106.3
Type of online communication =~ Homepage 92 69.2
for care(multiple responses) Cyber cafe 20 15.0
Blog 14 10.5
Webzine 3 2.3
Others 4 3.0
Total 97 100.0
Duration of operation(year) under 1 8 8.8
1-2 16 17.6
2-3 9 9.9
3-4 10 11.0
4-5 48 52.7
Total 91 100.0
Function of online communica- Online consultation (using bulletin board) 78 134
tion(multiple responses) Hospital introduction 66 11.4
Online consultation (using E-mail) 55 9.5
Medical information 55 9.5
Peri operational care 48 8.3
Post operational consultation (using bulletin board) 43 74
General bulletin board 41 71
Post operational consultation (using E-mail) 32 5.5
News data 29 5.0
Sharing experiences 26 45
Webzine 26 45
Operation guide 25 43
Virtual estimate about operational fees 23 4.0
Complains 13 22
Virtual operation 10 1.7
Picture gallery for before & after operation (Homepage) 5 0.9
Picture gallery for before & after operation (E-mail) 4 0.7
Others 2 0.3
Total 97 100.0
Reason of patient’s need for Collecting information before hospital visits 87 35.2
online communication Operational fee 61 24.7
(multiple responses) Comparison of operational techniques with other hospitals 55 223
Wanting to have operation at the hospital 19 7.7
Wanting to know the surgeon’s opinion 19 7.7
Others 6 24
Total 110 100.0
Frequency of actual visiting Under 1 10 9.0
after online communication 1-9 52 46.8
(cases/ week) 1049 28 25.2
50-99 4 3.6
Over 100 1 0.9
Missing 16 14.4
Total 111 100.0
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Table 1V, Effects of Online Communication

Improved Neutral Worsened Don’t know Missing

Effect on doctor patient relationship 39(35.1%) 40(36.0%) 23(20.7%) 6(5.4%) 3(2.7%)
Effect on efficiency of care 45(40.5%) 30(27.0%) 25(22.5%) 7(6.3%) 4(3.6%)
Effect on quality of care 46(41.4%) 43(38.7%) 20(18.0%) 0 (0%) 2(1.8%)
Effect on patient outcome 46(41.4%) 34(30.6%) 25(22.5%) 5(4.5%) 1(0.9%)

Table V., Difference of Recognition Associated with Use of Online Communication

Use of online communication

Yesn=73)  Nom=dz) P Ve
Gives patients confidence to talk to their doctor about their concerns 3.71+£0.754 3.32+£0.944 0.034
Encourages people to follow treatment instructions or advice from their doctors 2.92 +1.010 2.62+£0.924 0.138
Drives up the cost of health care 3.05+1.026 311+0875  0.783
Promotes unnecessary concern of their health conditions 3.15+£1.036 3.54 £ 0.900 0.054
Helps patients get treatments they would not otherwise get 3.03 £ 0.897 2.70£0.777 0.064
Improves people’s understanding of medical conditions and treatments 3.77 £ 0.698 3.16 £ 0.898 0.001
Causes patients to take up more of their doctors’ time 3.21 £ 0.897 3.24 £1.038 0.844
Promotes unnecessary visits to doctors 2.62 £ 0.995 2.84 £ 0.800 0.243
Interferes with good relationships between doctors and patients 2.78 +0.932 3.00+0.850  0.233
Causes positive effects to patient in the general sense 333+0867 284+1.014  0.009
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