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PROCESS OF PHYSICIAN-PATIENT COMMUNICATION. HOW CAN A PATIENT 
RECEIVE DOCTOR’S SINCERE SYMPATHY? 

T. VEKOV 
Bulgarian Heart Institute 
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Summary. Physicians’ real criteria for evaluating patients’ behavior were analyzed in this study. 
For majority of physicians (36%), patient’s behavior, i.e. patient being polite, smiling and 
friendly, is most important. On a second place, physicians have stated patient’s logical behavior 
and questions, without demonstrating specific manners (31%). Physicians’ impressions with pa-
tient’s neat appearance and personal hygiene remain on a middle distance (14%). Patient’s 
ability to present clearly and concisely her/his problem is of least importance for receiving doc-
tor’s sympathy. Several negative factors of patient’s behavior, such as complaints from other 
physician’s examinations, patient’s thesis for diagnosis and treatment of a disease, presence of 
hyperactive and protective companions, as well as questions, related with the cost of examina-
tions and treatment, preceding their initiation, influence physician’s attitude. Effective physician-
patient communication should be bilateral and symmetrical – as much it is important for the pa-
tient to like and respect her/his doctor, so much it is important for the physician to like and re-
spect her/his patient. For this purpose, both parties should comply with the established positive 
communication and behavioral factors. 

Key words: physician-patient communication, sociological study 
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