
Comment
Doctors do not risk being swamped by their patients’
complaints if they listen until a patient indicates that his
or her list of complaints is complete. Even in a busy
practice driven by time constraints and financial
pressure, two minutes of listening should be possible
and will be sufficient for nearly 80% of patients. We gath-
ered data in a tertiary referral centre that is characterised
by a selection of difficult patients with complex histories.4

Patients in less selected groups might need even less
time to complete their initial statement.

We thank our colleagues at the outpatient clinic for providing
the data and the administrative staff for collecting patient ques-
tionnaires.

Contributors: WL participated in the design and conducted
most of the analyses. AKe contributed to data collection and

analyses, MD was the project manager. AKi was involved in
design and analysis. SR (then head of the outpatient clinic)
organised data collection and coordination with standard
routines in the clinic; BW provided training in patient centred
communication. The paper was written mainly by WL and MD.
WL is guarantor.

Funding: WL was supported by a grant from the Verein zur
Frderung von Wissenschaft, Aus-, Weiter- und Fortbilding
(VFWAWF) of the Department of Internal Medicine, University
Hospital Basle, Switzerland.

Competing interests: None declared.

1 Marvel MK, Epstein RM, Flowers K, Beckman HB. Soliciting the patient’s
agenda: have we improved? JAMA 1999;281:283-7.

2 Blau JN. Time to let the patient speak. BMJ 1989;298:39.
3 Martina B. [Reasons for consultation in ambulatory general internal

medicine]. Schweiz Rundsch Med Prax 1994;83:147-8.
4 Martina B, Bucheli B, Stotz M, Battegay E, Gyr N. First clinical judgment

by primary care physicians distinguishes well between nonorganic and
organic causes of abdominal or chest pain. J Gen Intern Med 1997;12:
459-65.

Women’s attitudes to the sex of medical students in a
gynaecology clinic: cross sectional survey
Norma O’Flynn, Janice Rymer

In Tomorrow’s Doctors the General Medical Council
recommended that medical schools construct a list of
procedures in which students should show competence
by the time they qualify.1 There is general acceptance
that such core skills include passing a speculum, taking a
smear, and performing a competent pelvic examination.
Anecdotal evidence from medical students, particularly
male students, is that experience in this area is difficult to
obtain. This is not a problem confined to the United
Kingdom. In response to a similar perception among
their male students, staff at the University of California
studied patients’ views on the involvement of medical
students in the women’s visits in an outpatient gynaeco-
logical and obstetric setting.2 They found that 81% of
patients accepted the involvement of students during a
gynaecological visit, with no preference for a particular
sex. However, the study did not directly address the issue
of intimate examinations. We surveyed women attend-
ing a gynaecology clinic in an inner London teaching
hospital to examine women’s experience of and
attitudes to the sex of medical students.

Methods and results
We surveyed women attending a gynaecology clinic in
the academic year 1999-2000. Women were approached
only when a student was working with the doctor they
had seen. Questionnaires were given out by nursing staff
after the consultation. Two hundred questionnaires were
distributed and 181 were returned. The age range of

respondents was 17-79 years (mean 40 (SD 13) years).
Just under a quarter (44) of the women were attending a
gynaecology clinic for the first time. Ten women had
never been sexually active, and 64 had no children. In
the sample 166 women had interacted with students. Six
women who saw more than one student at the same
consultation were omitted from the analysis. Ninety
seven women had interaction with male students and 63
with female students.

Students had low levels of interaction with patients.
Just under half (73) of the women reported that students
asked questions, 25 that students did general examina-
tions, and 31 that students did intimate examinations.
There was a trend towards female students being more
actively involved in examination: in 12 of the 63 visits
(19%) involving female students the student did a
general examination, compared with 13 of the 97 visits
(13%) involving a male student, and the corresponding
figures for intimate examinations were 14 (22%) for
female students and 15 (15%) for male students.

The women were asked to consider the potential
involvement of a student during a consultation. Their
attitudes differed according to the sex of the student,
with a preference for female students in all types of
interaction. More women said they would allow a
female student than a male student to observe their
genital area (140 v 93 of the 181 women; ÷2=45,
P < 0.001), and more said they would allow a female
student than a male student to do an intimate
examination (114 v 72; ÷2=63, P < 0.001).

Numbers (percentages) of women responding to the question “Would you allow a student to do an intimate examination?”

Respondents
Yes to male or
female students

Yes to female students,
no to male students

No to both male and
female students ÷2

All respondents (n=170) 72 (40) 41 (23) 57 (31) —

Respondents who had had children (n=105) 53 (50) 25 (24) 27 (25) 10 (P=0.007)*

Respondents aged >41 years (n=86) 45 (52) 27 (25) 15 (17) 20 (P<0.001)†

*Compared with women who have not had children.
†Compared with women aged <40 years.
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From a practical perspective we were interested in
ways of identifying women who would agree to
intimate examination by students of either sex. This
would reduce the difficulty of the encounter and
embarrassment for patient and student. We chose par-
ity and age as easily identifiable markers, both
suggested during the questionnaire design process.
Older women were more likely than younger women
to agree to intimate examination by students of either
sex, as were women who had had children, compared
with women who had not (table). Although older,
parous women were more accepting of the involve-
ment of students, the difference according to sex of the
student was maintained.

Comment
Our findings support the claim of male medical
students that it is more difficult for them than for
female students to get experience of gynaecological
examination. Some women attending this outpatient
clinic were agreeable to examination by students of

either sex. It may be necessary to target such women
for involvement with student education.3 It may be
appropriate to use different teaching methods and set-
tings for different aspects of teaching gynaecology: the
teaching of consultation skills could be confined to the
outpatient clinic, while pelvic models and volunteers
could be used to teach clinical skills.
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Commentary: Patients as partners in medical education
Val Wass

It is important that students practise their clinical skills
with patients. Learning core skills, such as pelvic exam-
ination, on plastic models alone is not enough. Practice
is necessary in real life situations if the desired commu-
nication skills and attitudes are to be developed,
particularly in the intimate examinations of women
and men. O’Flynn and Rymer are to be congratulated
on highlighting the dilemma male students face in a
hospital gynaecology clinic.

Ensuring that students have access to patients is not
always easy; shorter hospital stays and increasing
student intakes add to the problems in finding enough
patients for teaching purposes. There has been a
tendency to assume that students have the right to
clinical teaching involving patients and that patients
have a moral obligation to participate. Yet it is difficult
to find valid arguments to place such an obligation on
patients.1 The duties of a doctor to “keep professional
knowledge and skills up to date” and “respect a
patient’s dignity and privacy” can conflict.2

Patients’ choice is paramount. Although evidence is
emerging that some patients value their role as educa-
tors,3 some may be unwilling to participate, as O’Flynn
and Rymer have shown. Ensuring that patients’ choices
are respected enables key objectives to be addressed.
Patients must be fully informed that they have the right
to refuse to take part in training of medical students.
Students must learn to respect issues of consent and
always seek consent from patients. Many of us are
aware of students’ concerns when they are asked to
examine an anaesthetised patient. Has the patient
given consent or not? Medical schools must have
explicit mechanisms for ensuring that consent is
obtained for teaching, whether it is in outpatient clinics
or a general practice, on the ward or in theatre. Obtain-

ing consent ensures patients’ cooperation and encour-
ages appropriate attitudes in our students. There must
be overt, defensible recognition of the patient’s rights.

At the same time we must respect students’ needs
and guard against disadvantage. Students are becom-
ing equally aware of their rights. So how can we solve
this dilemma? Asking patients to volunteer to become
“partners in education,” with acknowledgement of
their role as active teachers, is essential. The
professionalisation of the patient is inevitable. Patients
increasingly see themselves as the “experts” on their
disease and that they have specific contributions to
make to the development of a student’s skills and atti-
tudes.4 At the same time, patients benefit through shar-
ing and reflecting on their problems with students, and
they achieve satisfaction from helping.

Some medical schools already give patients active
teaching roles, which can be as successful as consultant
teaching.5 Inevitably this raises issues of payment and
training for patients in medical schools already
struggling with limited resources. However, we must
look forward. Patients’ involvement in medical educa-
tion is essential. They need to be acknowledged as
partners in the process, for both their own and the stu-
dents’ sake. As a regular “patient teacher” of mine tells
the students: “I do this for my grandchildren. They’ll
need good doctors.”

1 Waterbury JT. Refuting patients’ obligations to clinical training: a critical
analysis of the arguments for an obligation of patients to participate in
the clinical education of medical students. Med Educ 2001;35:286-94.

2 General Medical Council. Tomorrow’s doctors. London: GMC, 1993.
3 Wykurz G. Patients in medical education: from passive participants to

active partners. Med Educ 1999;33:634-6.
4 Stacy R, Spencer J. Patients as teachers: a qualitative study of patients’

views on their role in a community-based undergraduate project. Med
Educ 1999;33:688-94.

5 Hendry GD, Schreiber L, Bryce D. Patients teach students: partners in
arthritis education. Med Educ 1999;33:674-7.

Papers

Guy’s, King’s
College, and
St Thomas’s
Hospitals Schools
of Medicine
Val Wass
senior lecturer in
medical education

valerie.wass@
kcl.ac.uk

684 BMJ VOLUME 325 28 SEPTEMBER 2002 bmj.com

 on 18 A
pril 2024 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://w

w
w

.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J: first published as 10.1136/bm

j.325.7366.683 on 28 S
eptem

ber 2002. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://www.bmj.com/

