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Abstract

Uninsured primary care patients tend to experience barriers to autonomy in clinical decision-making due to limited choices of
healthcare facilities and low health literacy. This study examined whether certain factors, including the component of patient-
centeredness, are associated with patient autonomy among these populations and contribute to reducing disparities in health-
care. This was a cross-sectional study using a convenience sample of free clinic patients aged |8 years and older who spoke
English and/or Spanish. Multiple regression analyses were performed to understand factors associated with Ideal Patient’s
Autonomy. Data were collected from September to December 2019. Findings conclude that Spanish-speaking patients at
the free clinic have a stronger belief in a paternalist model of the provider—patient relationship (P <.01). Better communication
between patients and providers results in higher levels of autonomy (P <.01). Higher levels of educational attainment and bet-
ter communication partnership were associated with higher levels of a free clinic patient’s understanding of treatment risks (P
<.0l). This research study found that components of patient-centeredness are important considerations for improving
patient autonomy among free clinic patients.
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Patient autonomy is a critical component of shared
decision-making (SDM) in healthcare. When patients are
given the opportunity to make informed decisions about
their care, they are more likely to have better health out-
comes. Shared decision-making involves a collaborative

Introduction

According to the self-determination theory, autonomy is one
of the fundamental human rights." Autonomous decision-
making results in more consistent behavior and overall

better well-being.? Patient autonomy is a core principle in
the healthcare system, and centers on a patient’s right to
experience independent freedom of choice about their
health and medical treatment without their care provider
unduly influencing the decision.” Patient autonomy in clini-
cal settings can lead to more successful outcomes and
increases in patient levels of satisfaction with healthcare.”
Therefore, healthcare providers are encouraged to be suppor-
tive of patient autonomy in practicing decision-making
regarding their treatment that matches their value.’

Research has shown that patients who have limited auton-
omy may not feel empowered to ask questions or advocate
for themselves and may have worse health outcomes
overall.® Additionally, these disparities in healthcare can per-
petuate inequalities, as those with limited access to healthcare
and autonomy in decision-making may be at greater risk for
poor health outcomes.

process in which healthcare providers and patients work
together to make healthcare decisions based on the patient’s
values, preferences, and medical evidence.”®

According to Norman Cousins, patient participation in
decision-making may improve patients’ quality of life;
however, this notion may not apply to all populations as
people may not have equal self-confidence.” For example,
privileged middle-class people have higher access to
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resources and may have higher confidence when it comes to
their participation in clinical settings, leading to better health
outcomes. Existing literature indicates that many factors con-
tribute to the amount of autonomy a patient exhibits in
making medical decisions."”

Uninsured primary care patients tend to experience barri-
ers to autonomy in clinical decision-making. These barriers
may include limited access to healthcare resources, low
health literacy, and cultural or linguistic barriers.
Additionally, uninsured patients may face challenges com-
municating with their healthcare providers and understanding
complex medical information. These barriers can impact
patients’ ability to participate actively in SDM and make
informed choices about their care. Factors associated with
patient autonomy among uninsured populations is an impor-
tant but understudied topic due to limited choices regarding
access to providers, specialty care, and healthcare facilities
among these populations. This study will fill that gap and
contribute to reducing disparities in healthcare evaluating
and describing the level of free clinic patients’ agreement
to ideal patient autonomy.

The purpose of this study is to examine the factors associ-
ated with levels of autonomy among free clinic patients.
More specifically, we examined whether certain factors,
including the component of patient-centeredness, are associ-
ated with patient autonomy. Communication and partnership
with healthcare providers can enhance patient autonomy by
facilitating informed decision-making, empowering patients
to express their needs and preferences, and supporting
patients in navigating the healthcare system. Studies have
shown that economically disadvantaged people and ethnic
minorities have less autonomy and worse health than their
counterparts.'' The British epidemiologist Michael Marmot
has argued that individuals in the lower levels of the social
hierarchy have less autonomy regarding their health.'?
Therefore, having a lower socioeconomic status correlates
with worse health outcomes due to decreased autonomy.
Because higher levels of patient involvement are associated
with increased patient-centered care levels, it is important
for providers to involve patients in treatment, diagnosis,
and medication instructions.'?

The value of this study lies in its contribution to the under-
standing of factors associated with patient autonomy and
reducing disparities in healthcare for uninsured primary
care patients. Thus, we hypothesized that higher levels of
patient-centered care are associated with higher levels of
patient autonomy.

Methodology
Setting

This cross-sectional study was approved by the Institutional
Review Board. Free clinics are a suitable setting as they are
often the only source of healthcare for uninsured individuals,
making them an important setting for studying the healthcare

needs and experiences of this population. This study was
conducted at one of the free clinics located in the metropoli-
tan area in the Intermountain West of the United States. The
clinic has been open since 2005 and has been providing
primary and preventative services, including adult family
medicine, diabetes specialty care, and healthy living
classes. The clinic provides care to uninsured individuals
who are not receiving Medicare, Medicaid, or employer-
sponsored health insurance. In addition, uninsured individu-
als need to have a household income less than 200% of the
federal poverty line to be eligible to enroll as a patient of
the clinic.

Data Collection

Self-administrative paper surveys were collected in the clinic’s
waiting room area among 559 participants. Data were collected
from September to December 2019. Participants were clinic
patients 18 years or older who could speak English and/or
Spanish. All survey materials, including a consent letter and
survey instrument, were available in both English and
Spanish. All English materials were prepared using the
forward translation into Spanish and a second translator con-
ducted the back translation. In addition, a third translator
checked for the accuracy of the translated survey. Within the
study period, a research assistant approached and recruited eli-
gible participants during clinic hours in the designated waiting
room area of the clinic before they are called to visit the health-
care provider. The consent cover letter and the survey instru-
ment were handed to participants who exhibited an interest in
taking the survey. Consent was obtained from each participant
and their identity remained anonymous. Upon completion of
the survey, each participant received a small compensation
(eg, hygiene/sanitary product) for their participation.

Measures
Consultation Care Measure

The consultation care measure scale has been tested for valid-
ity and reliability and measures an individual patient’s per-
ceptions of patient-centered care during their most recent
visit with a primary care or family physician.'* The original
questionnaire contained 5 subscales, however, in this study,
we only used the first 2 domains of communication and part-
nership (11 items) and personal relationship (3 items) due to
participants’ limited time and burden. Both subscales from
the consultation care measure instrument use a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from (1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree). Higher scores for both subscales indicate
the more a doctor is interested in the patient’s outcome and
their needs. For the aspect of data analysis, the grand mean
was computed as a total score for each domain. Each subscale
had been tested for reliability. The Cronbach alpha for com-
munication and partnership is .96 and Cronbach alpha for
personal relationship is .89.
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Ideal Patient Autonomy Scale

The Ideal Patient Autonomy Scale (IPAS) instrument has
been tested for validity and reliability and is measured
based on 14 normative questions.'> The IPAS instrument is
inspired by 4 different domains about ideals of patient auton-
omy and can be assessed among both patients and providers.
The 4 domains are defined as “Doctors Know Best Scale,”
“Patient Should Decide Scale,” “Obligatory Risk
Information Scale,” and “Right to Nonparticipation Scale.”
All statements use a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1 =
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). For data analysis,
the grand mean was calculated for each of the subscales.
For each subscale, the higher score indicates the highest
level of patient’s agreement to the statements. The
Cronbach alpha level for each of the subscales of “Doctors
Know Best,” “Patient Should Decide,” “Right to
Nonparticipation,” and “Obligatory Risk Information” were
0.83, 0.63, 0.66, and 0.63, respectively.

Sociodemographic Covariates

On the self-reported survey instrument, each patient reported
age, gender, place of birth, race/ethnicity, educational attain-
ment, employment status, marital status, self-reported
general, country of origin, length of years living in the
United States (for non-U.S.-born participants), and how
long a participant had been a patient at the clinic.

Statistical Analysis

Data were analyzed using Rstudio, version 1.4.1717.
Descriptive statistics were used to describe the study partici-
pant characteristics and present the summary distribution of
the variables. Means and standard deviations (SDs) were
used to summarize continuous variables, while frequency
distributions were used to summarize discrete outcomes.
Participants were classified and analyzed into 3 groups of
U.S.-born English speakers, non-U.S.-born English speakers,
and Spanish speakers, using analysis of variance.
Multicollinearity was tested using variance inflation factor,
and there was no significant multicollinearity among the
variables.

Multivariable regression was performed using the 4 ideals
autonomy scale domains including “Doctors Knows Best,”
“Patient Should Decide,” “Right to Nonparticipation,” and
“Obligatory Risk Information” as an outcome. The 2 sub-
scales  of  consultation care scale, including
“Communication and Partnership” and “Personal
Relationship,” were used as the main independent variables.
The 3 study groups of U.S.-born English speaker,
non-U.S.-born English speaker, and Spanish speakers were
also used as independent variables. The following sociode-
mographic variables were included as covariates: age, race,
ethnicity, gender (male = 1, female = 2), whether partici-
pants were born in the United States or not (U.S.-born = 1,

non-U.S.-born = 0), whether the participant was a patient
of the clinic for more than 2 years or not (less than 2 years
= 1; 2 years or longer = 2), self-reported general health
ranging from (excellent = 1 to poor = 5), educational attain-
ment, employment status, and marital status.

Results

Table 1 indicates the descriptive summary measures of the
free clinic participants’ sociodemographic characteristics
(total N =559, U.S.-born English speaker n = 92;
non-U.S.-born English speaker n = 140; Spanish speaker n
= 327). Approximately 71% of the total participants were
females. The total number of participants who were self-
identified as Hispanic/Latino/Latina was more than 70% (n
=401, 71.7%, P>.01) and more than 67% of U.S.-born
English speakers were White-non-Hispanic (n = 62,
67.4%, P>.01).

Among the 3 study groups, more than 40% reported to
have at least some college as their educational attainment
(n = 236, 42.2%, P<.01). U.S.-born English speakers had
the highest percentage of educational attainment at the
level of some college or higher (n = 49, 53.3%) compared
to other study groups. Approximately 50% of the participants
reported being employed (n = 278, 49.7%). Among the total
sample, more than 45% of the participants reported being
currently married (n = 257, 46%, P <.01). More than 45%
of the participants reported being a patient of the free clinic
for 2 years or longer (n = 278, 49.7%).

The average age of all participants was 47.5 (SD = 13.6)
with U.S.-born English speakers being the youngest (39.8
[SD = 13.3]; P<.01). On average, non-U.S.-born English
speakers reported having the worst health (3 [SD = 1.05])
compared to U.S.-born English speakers (3.30 [SD =
1.05]) and Spanish speakers (3.14 [SD = 0.81]).

As for the components of patient-centeredness, on average
Spanish-speaking patients reported the highest level of com-
munication and partnership and personal relationship with
their provider compared to the comparison group (4.44 [SD
= (0.54]; P<.01) and (4.25 [SD = 0.69]; P<.01), respec-
tively. In addition, on average U.S.-born English speakers
reported having the lowest level of communication and part-
nership and personal relationship with their provider (4.15
[SD = 0.92]; P<.01) and (3.69 [SD = 1.09]: P<.01),
respectively. On the domain of Patient Autonomy, on
average Spanish-speaking patients were the highest reporting
that they believed their providers are the experts and know
the best (3.60 [SD = 0.67]; P<.01), and they were also the
highest in reporting that they received all the obligatory
risk information regarding their treatment compared to
others in the study groups (4.67 [SD = 0.57]); P<.01). On
the other 2 main domains of patient autonomy, on average,
the non-U.S.-born English speakers’ group was the highest
in reporting that patients should decide, and physicians
should respect patients’ decisions (3.48 [SD = 0.80]; P<
.01) compared to the total participants (3.34 [SD = 0.73];
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Table I. Sociodemographic Characteristics of Participants and Descriptive Statistics.”

Total Spanish
sample U.S.-born English Non-U.S.-born English speakers P
(N = 559) speakers (n = 92) speakers (n = 140) (n = 327) value

Frequency (%)
Female 400 (71.6) 62 (62.4) 92 (65.7) 246 (75.2) NS
Race/Ethnicity
White—Non-Hispanic 83 (14.8) 62 (67.4) 12 (8.6) 9(2.8) <.0l
Hispanic/Latino/Latina 401 (71.7) 20 (21.7) 75 (53.6) 306 (93.6) <.0I
Asian or Pacific Islander 39 (7.0 2(22) 33 (326) 4(1.2) NS
Other 36 (6.4) 8(8.7) 20 (14.3) 8(24) NS
Some colleges or higher 236 (42.2) 49 (53.3) 65 (46.4) 122 (37.3) <0l
Currently employed 278 (49.7) 51 (55.4) 64 (45.7) 163 (49.8) NS
Currently married 257 (46.0) 1 (12.0) 74 (52.9) 172 (52.6) <0l
Patient of the clinic—2 years 278 (49.7) 51 (55.4) 64 (45.7) 163 (49.8) NS

or longer
Mean (SD) F
Age
Self-reported general health ~ 47.4 (13.6) 39.8 (13.3) 48.2 (15.8) 49.1 (11.9) <0l 18.19
Components of patient 3.13 (0.9) 3.30 (1.05) 3.01 (1.05) 3.14(0.81) NS 2.89

centeredness
Communication and 4.36 (0.66) 4.15 (0.92) 4.32 (0.66) 444 (054) <01 76l

partnership
Personal relationship 4.14 (0.83) 3.69 (1.09) 4.17 (0.85) 425 (0.69) <.0I 17.35
Patient autonomy
Doctor knows best 3.44 (0.78) 3.01 (0.92) 3.34 (0.82) 3.60 (0.67) <.0l 23.49
Patient should decide 3.34 (0.73) 3.44 (0.60) 3.48 (0.80) 325(0.89) <.0I 46l
Right to nonparticipation 3.27 (0.90) 3.09 (0.78) 3.40 (0.97) 3.26 (0.89) <.05 3.36
Obligatory risk information 4.60 (0.61) 4.52 (0.56) 4.49 (0.70) 4.67 (0.57) <0l 5.33

Abbreviations: NS, not significant; NA, not applicable; SD, standard deviation; ANOVA, analysis of variance.

?No. (%) or Mean (SD). P value denotes significance from Pearson Chi-square tests between categorical variables, and ANOVA tests for continuous variables
comparing U.S.-born English speakers, non-U.S.-born English speakers, and Spanish speakers. Self-reported health—Higher scores = Worse health.
Components of Patient Centeredness—Hligher score better outcome. Patient’s autonomy measures—Higher score indicates higher level of agreement with

each domain.

P <.01). Interestingly, non-U.S.-born English speakers were
also the highest in reporting their right to nonparticipation
(3.40 [SD = 0.97], P<.05) compared to the total participants
(3.27 [SD = 0.90]; P<.05).

Table 2 presents factors associated with Ideal Patient’s
Autonomy. The multivariable linear regression results
shows the following outcomes associated with 4 domains
of patient autonomy. First, with each additional year of
age, individuals had a higher level of agreement with
“Doctors Know Best” (P<.05). In addition, being female
and having a higher level of communication and partnership
with a provider was negatively associated with levels of
agreement to “Doctors Know Best” (P<.01). Lastly, speak-
ing Spanish and having a better personal relationship with the
provider was associated with a higher level of agreement to
“Doctors Know Best” (P<.01). Second, the level of agree-
ment to “Patient Should Decide” was negatively associated
with Spanish-speaking patients (P <.01). Third, factors asso-
ciated with a higher level of agreement with patients’ “Rights
to Nonparticipation” was associated with higher levels of
patient—provider personal relationship (P<.01); however, a

higher level of communication and partnership was nega-
tively associated with the level of agreement to “Right to
Nonparticipation” including rights in decision-making (P <
.01). Fourth, factors associated with higher levels of agree-
ment with “Obligatory Risk Information” (that patients
should be fully informed regarding risks) were associated
with higher levels of patient—provider communication and
partnership (P<.01), Spanish speakers (P <.01), and higher
levels of educational attainment (P <.01).

Discussion

This study examined the association between free clinic
patients’ level of autonomy, components of patient-
centeredness, self-reported health, and sociodemographic
characteristics, resulting in 3 main findings. First, being a
Spanish-speaking patient at the free clinic was associated
with a stronger belief that doctors are the experts when it
comes to decision-making about a treatment and that the
patients should trust the doctor’s expertise with less collabo-
rative process, indicating less autonomy in this population.
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S8R _LrLeg_8se_ However, Spanish speakers were still in a position in which
c|l | OdN®OMO AN Nwvwowmnvo . S . . .
5 v v RV IR they wanted to receive all the risk information regarding their
'g treatment. Second, better communication between patients
S 282XIBSIISIBN and providers was associated with a higher level of autonomy
=1lgl¥eeee9999eeS (less belief in doctors know the best and patient’s nonparticipa-
k2 $823=2S585=8 tion). Third, factors associated with a higher level of agreement
< PP Q== PP on). 1hird, . . ghe g
%‘ with patients’ “Obligatory Risk Information” were related to
sl g higher levels of patient—provider communication and partner-
55 'g *252525388s2882 3 ship and higher levels of educational attainment.
E] 1 T 1T T, First, this result is consistent with a previous study, that
when it comes to a sense of autonomy among Hispanic pop-
—oe Ngg@-® ulations, they choose paternalism in their provider—patient
a | RTS8 238355 relationship'®. One of the reasons Hispanic populations
c . . . . .
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= . . . L .
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2 mMoOoocooooococooo primary care doctors” . It is known that Hispanic populations
8 are less likely to have a participatory relationship with their
p=4 w . . . .
®|§)9898°esI8s°xSn 49 provider compared to other ethnic groups'®'®. A qualitative
e« El~ $9gcgoodgcoans research study among Hispanic and non-Hispanic whites
i " also supports the result of this study, concluding that
Hispanic patients, especially those with lower socioeconomic
STR&AN3IT 0338 status, prefer to have their provider play the dominant role in
A | SNN—NUNOOOGKNNM . ..
v v making decisions about treatment and that they rely on the
B d of their physici ke their decision®™*!
2 word of theirr physician to make their decision .
S xo253=-2588Kk2x2¢2 Therefore, since the majority of the free clinic patients in
3|0 $3di424A43dd this study were sglf-ldentlﬁed .as.Hlspam.c, it is poss.lble
< NSodcdococccasags that they do have high trust and intimacy with their provider
g due to their culture and socioeconomic status, and that this is
Bl 8| mmamam®dotoan < leading them to believe that their doctor knows the best;
= . . . .
& glogcececceceegqacee <2 however, these patients still wish to be informed of all the
£ MO OO0ODO0OO0DOO0COO0COOO0O O . . .
a Fol Pl A risks associated with treatment.
Second, patient—provider communications are interactive
Swe_Buomna_n and reciprocal, and as the provider role is important, patients
o Seovv-m@o=90o are also responsible to be engaged, contribute, and communi-
" cate about their needs and preferences™. Patient—provider
2 2SSz oRERITeT communications are the core clinical skills that encompass
% 5|"g99953855333 providers’ ability to gather more information on their patient
gl g Aa8mk22qdcs82n3d and establish a relationship with them, resulting in increased
% 5 fecececoecococcee patient participation®>. Our result represents that better com-
= . . . . . . .
S| 8| . munication between patient and provider is associated with
; g BeR3338583248 = less belief.a.mong patients that doc.:tors know the.begt.
S Elm ?9999°CICTR® In addition, the results of this study also indicate that
=) 7] wn . . . .
& w better communication between patient and provider results
£ in more patient participation in decision-making. Consistent
2 ;g' with prior literatures, increased patient participation in a
3 s . § patient—provider communication promotes patients’ auton-
« =1 . .
g " E g £ omy, resulting in better treatment adherence for the
<‘(£ § 3 QE% patient®*. A previous research study has shown that the
» : % woe B & more providers use communication skills and a participatory
8 o a By g % é " decision-making style, the more patients are satisfied with the
i v | o & - § g g'f' 985 care, resulting in better patient outcomes®. Another study
. < e wn £ p= . . . . .
S 8 g 59 ] %{ & u8)_ c 58 é g has also indicated that a provider communication style
- 5|3, 82EREFER 3 EQ using supportive talk and cultivating a partnership with
] o E%’oggmngvg_vzbo-o(q . . . . . . .
-~ alS<webw2Zu0vuhrDdaU0x their patient is an important factor in patients’ involvement
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in care?®. These results indicate that higher levels of patient
autonomy are associated with patient-centeredness, including
patient—provider communication partnership and SDM.
Third, informing patients regarding risk has been one of the
major challenges in patient—provider relationships. Prior
research supports the results of this study that receiving guid-
ance from providers improves patients’ understanding of risks
and, therefore, results in a satisfactory care outcome®’.
Therefore, higher levels of education are associated with
better understanding of risks corresponding with a treatment.
Lastly, the findings of this study help inform interventions
with the aim of improving patient autonomy among uninsured
patients by emphasizing the importance of patient-
centeredness, effective communication, and cultural sensitivity.

Limitations

Although this study is the first to contribute to knowledge
regarding predictive factors associated with patient autonomy
among uninsured patients, it has several noteworthy limita-
tions. This study was designed using a cross-sectional meth-
odology; therefore, causal direction between variables cannot
be assessed. However, the result of this study discovered pre-
dictive factors which can be implemented in future longitudi-
nal study. Data for this study were collected at one clinic and
would be generalizable to other clinics with patients with
similar characteristics but may not be generalizable to the
general population. This study was only conducted among
patients of the free clinic who speak English or Spanish;
future studies are needed to explore a more diverse demo-
graphic among free clinic patients.

Conclusion

These results have significant implications for supporting
free clinic motivations to facilitate better health outcomes,
increase patient satisfaction, and support informed healthcare
decision-making. This study highlights the importance of
patient-centeredness and communication in promoting
patient autonomy among this population. The finding that
Spanish-speaking patients at the free clinic have a stronger
belief in a paternalist model of the provider—patient relation-
ship underscores the need for culturally sensitive and tailored
interventions to address these beliefs and promote patient
autonomy. We recommend free clinic providers to spend
more time with patients by listening to them by providing
them with reasonable alternative when it comes to decision-
making. Future studies focusing on a longitudinal approach
will help with understanding the causal relationship
between the domains of patients’ autonomy and components
of patient-centeredness.

Authors’ Note

This project was approved by the Institutional Review Board of the
University of Utah.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect
to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research, author-
ship, and/or publication of this article.

ORCID iD

Akiko Kamimura (2} https:/orcid.org/0000-0001-6528-5770

Supplemental Material

Supplemental material for this article is available online.

References

1. Deci EL, Ryan RM. Self-determination theory. In Van Lange
PAM, Kruglanski AW, Higgins ET, eds. Handbook of
Theories of Social Psychology. Sage; 2012:416-36. doi:10.
4135/9781446249215.n21

2. Entwistle VA, Carter SM, Cribb A, McCaffery K. Supporting
patient autonomy: the importance of clinician-patient relation-
ships. J Gen Intern Med. 2010;25:741-5.

3. Murgic L, Hébert PC, Sovic S, Pavlekovic G. Paternalism and
autonomy: views of patients and providers in a transitional
(post-communist) country. BMC Med Ethics. 2015;16:65.
Published 2015 Sep 29. doi:10.1186/s12910-015-0059-z

4. Lee YY, Lin JL. Do patient autonomy preferences matter?
Linking patient-centered care to patient-physician relationships
and health outcomes. Soc Sci Med. 2010;71:1811-8. doi:10.
1016/j.socscimed.2010.08.008

5. Sandman L, Munthe C. Shared decision making, paternalism
and patient choice. Health Care Anal. 2010;18:60-84. doi:10.
1007/s10728-008-0108-6

6. Charmel PA, Frampton SB. Building the business case for
patient-centered care. Healthc Financ Manage. 2008;62:80-5.
PMID: 19097611.

7. Adams JR, Drake RE. Shared decision-making and evidence-
based practice. Commun Ment Health J. 2006;42:87-105.
doi:10.1007/s10597-005-9005-8

8. Elwyn G, Frosch D, Thomson R, et al. Shared decision making:
a model for clinical practice. J Gen Intern Med. 2012;27:1361-
7. doi:10.1007/s11606-012-2077

9. Cousins N. Anatomy of an Iliness as Perceived by the Patient:
Reflections on Healing and Regeneration. Norton; 1979.

10. Fortune EE, Shotwell JJ, Buccellato K, Moran E. Factors pre-
dicting desired autonomy in medical decisions: risk-taking
and gambling behaviors.  Health  Psychol  Open.
2016;3:2055102916651267. Published 2016 May 29. doi:10.
1177/2055102916651267

11. Courtwright A. Health disparities and autonomy. Bioethics
2008;22:431-9. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8519.2008.00671.x

12. Marmot MG, Wilkinson RG. Social Determinant of Health.
2nd ed. Oxford University Press; 2005. doi:10.1093/acprof:
050/9780198565895.001.0001


https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6528-5770
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6528-5770
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249215.n21
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249215.n21
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12910-015-0059-z
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12910-015-0059-z
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12910-015-0059-z
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12910-015-0059-z
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.08.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.08.008
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10728-008-0108-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10728-008-0108-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10728-008-0108-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10728-008-0108-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10728-008-0108-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10597-005-9005-8
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10597-005-9005-8
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10597-005-9005-8
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10597-005-9005-8
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-012-2077
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-012-2077
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-012-2077
http://doi.org/10.1177/2055102916651267
http://doi.org/10.1177/2055102916651267
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8519.2008.00671.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198565895.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198565895.001.0001

Panahi et al

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Kamimura A, Weaver S, Armenta B, Gull B, Ashby J. Patient
centeredness: the perspectives of uninsured primary care
patients in the United States. Int J Care Coordin. 2019;22:19-
26. doi:10.1177/2053434519836424

Little P, Everitt H, Williamson I, et al. Observational study of
effect of patient centredness and positive approach on outcomes
of general practice consultations. Br Med J. 2001;323:908-11.
doi:10.1136/bmj.323.7318.908

Stiggelbout AM, Molewijk AC, Otten W, Timmermans DR,
van Bockel JH, Kievit J. Ideals of patient autonomy in clinical
decision making: a study on the development of a scale to
assess patients’ and physicians’ views. J Med Ethics.
2004;30:268-74. doi:10.1136/jme.2003.003095
Pascual-Ramos V, Contreras-Yanez I, Ruiz D, de la Luz
Casas-Martinez M. Attitudes about principle of autonomy in
hispanic patients from a dynamic early rheumatoid arthritis
cohort. Clin Exp Rheumatol. 2019;37:608-14.

Thompson GA, Whiffen LH. Can physicians demonstrate high
quality care using paternalistic practices? A case study of pater-
nalism in Latino physician-patient interactions. Qual Health
Res. 2018;28:1910-22. doi:10.1177/1049732318783696
Ashton CM, Haidet P, Paterniti DA, et al. Racial and ethnic dis-
parities in the use of health services: bias, preferences, or poor
communication? J Gen Intern Med. 2003;18:146-52. doi:10.
1046/j.1525-1497.2003. 20532.x

Xu KT, Borders TF, Arif AA. Ethnic differences in parents’
perception of participatory decision-making style of their child-
ren’s physicians. Med Care. 2004;42:328-35. doi:10.1097/01.
mlr.0000118707.99818.cc

Katz JN, Lyons N, Wolff LS, et al. Medical decision-making
among hispanics and non-hispanic whites with chronic back

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

and knee pain: a qualitative study. BMC Musculoskelet
Disord. 2011;12:78. doi:10.1186/1471-2474-12-78

Levinson W, Kao A, Kuby A, Thisted RA. Not all patients want
to participate in decision making. A national study of public
preferences. J Gen Intern Med. 2005;20:531-5. doi:10.1111/j.
1525-1497.2005. 04101.x

Parker PA, Davison BJ, Tishelman C, Brundage MD; SCRN
Communication Team. What do we know about facilitating
patient communication in the cancer care setting?
Psychooncology. 2005;14:848-60. doi:10.1002/pon.946
Brédart A, Bouleuc C, Dolbeault S. Doctor-patient commu-
nication and satisfaction with care in oncology. Curr Opin
Oncol. 2005;17:351-4.  doi:10.1097/01.cc0.0000167734.
26454.30

Birkeland SF. Informed consent obtainment, malpractice litiga-
tion, and the potential role of shared decision-making
approaches. Eur J Health Law. 2017;24:264-84. doi:10.1163/
15718093-12341410

Sleath B, Carpenter DM, Coyne [, et al. Provider use of a participatory
decision-making style with youth and caregivers and satisfaction with
pediatric asthma visits. Patient Relat Outcome Meas. 2018;9:147-54.
Published 2018 May 10. doi:10.2147/PROM.S152068

Street RL Jr., Gordon HS, Ward MM, Krupat E, Kravitz RL.
Patient participation in medical consultations: why
involved than others. Med
doi:10.1097/01.mIr.0000178172.

some patients are more
Care. 2005;43:960-9.
40344.70

ones JB, Shah NR, Bruce CA, Stewart WF. Meaningful use in
practice using patient-specific risk in an electronic health record
for shared decision making. Am J Prev Med. 2011;40:S179-86.
doi:10.1016/j.amepre.2011.01.017


https://doi.org/10.1177/2053434519836424
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.323.7318.908
http://doi.org/10.1136/jme.2003.003095
http://doi.org/10.1177/1049732318783696
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2003. 20532.x
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2003. 20532.x
http://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2003. 20532.x
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.mlr.0000118707.99818.cc
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.mlr.0000118707.99818.cc
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2474-12-78
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2474-12-78
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2474-12-78
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2474-12-78
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1525-1497.2005. 04101.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1525-1497.2005. 04101.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1525-1497.2005. 04101.x
http://doi.org/10.1002/pon.946
http://doi.org/10.1097/01.cco.0000167734.26454.30
http://doi.org/10.1097/01.cco.0000167734.26454.30
https://doi.org/10.1163/15718093-12341410
https://doi.org/10.1163/15718093-12341410
http://doi.org/10.2147/PROM.S152068
http://doi.org/10.1097/01.mlr.0000178172.40344.70
http://doi.org/10.1097/01.mlr.0000178172.40344.70
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2011.01.017

	 Introduction
	 Methodology
	 Setting
	 Data Collection

	 Measures
	 Consultation Care Measure
	 Ideal Patient Autonomy Scale
	 Sociodemographic Covariates
	 Statistical Analysis

	 Results
	 Discussion
	 Limitations
	 Conclusion
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


