
2004

69.7% [1]

[2]

[1]

[3,4] (perceived value)

[4-8] Dodds Monroe

220

1148

36.1% 15.1%

(p < 0.05)

2007;12:220-9

1 2

1

2

717 60

2006 9 13 2007 6 25
2007 8 27
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(perceived quality attribute)

(perceived sacrifice attribute) [9]

Zeithaml

(monetary) (nonmonetary)

[10]

Lane Lindquist 

[8] Gooding

[5-7]

[4,11-17]

( )

1/5 4

10

1/5 10

40

(convenience sampling)

15

300 ( 75 ) 350

( 35 ) 250 ( 25

) 400 ( 10 )

1300 1148

298 245 211

394 88.3%

25

10-15

1-5
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( )

Andersen Phillips

[11,18]

( )

( )

( )

Likert (7-point

Likert’s scale)

Cronbach’s α

Cronbach’s α 0.94 0.93

6

2

4

(one-way ANOVA) t test

(p < 0.05)

Tzeng

(ordinal logisitc regression analysis)

proportional odds model

[19] Sun

[20]

proportional odds model

[21]

(59.8%) 35 69.2%

40 50 11.9% 50.0%

( )

33.5% 18.6% 59.8%

55.6%

78.4%

3

6( ) 40.3% 0.5%

4.2%

47.2%

7.8%

( )

18.7%

64.3%

17.0% ( )

82.6%

( )

(41.3%)

(15.9%) (11.3%) (

) (159 )

18.2% (23 )

23

(43.5%)

(8.8%) (

)
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88.8% 85.3%

( )

(

)

(5.5 ) (5.4 ) (5.4

)

(4.8 ) (4.7 )

(4.5 )

9 11 13

( )

3.3 ( 1-5

) 0.94 (1 )

2 . 9% (2 )

(%)

( )
29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60

( )
3 ( )
3-6 ( 6)
6-9 ( 9)
9

460 (40.2)
683 (59.8)

435 (38.1)
356 (31.1)
216 (18.9)
78 (  6.8)
58 (  5.1)

157 (13.8)
414 (36.2)
570 (50.0)

383 (33.5)
134 (11.7)
212 (18.6)
204 (17.9)
195 (17.1)
14 (  1.2)

683 (59.8)
460 (40.2)

634 (55.6)
479 (42.0)
27 (  2.4)

888 (78.4)
245 (21.6)

260 (22.9)
457 (40.3)
241 (21.2)
177 (15.6)

6 (  0.5)
1136 (99.5)

1095 (95.8)
48 (  4.2)

9 (  0.8)
80 (  7.0)
514 (45.0)
389 (34.0)
151 (13.2)

(%)

213 (18.7)
194 (17.0)
734 (64.3)

199 (17.4)
943 (82.6)

983 (86.1)
130 (11.4)
29 (  2.5)

391 (34.2)
210 (18.4)
244 (21.4)
298 (26.1)

128 (11.2)
1015 (88.8)

168 (14.8)
971 (85.2)

33 (  2.9)
140 (12.3)
556 (48.6)
273 (23.9)
140 (12.3)
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12.3% (3 ) 48.6%

(4 ) 23.9% (5 ) 12.3%

( )

t test

t test

(p < 0.05)

(p < 0.05)

(p < 0.05)

(p < 0.05)

(p < 0.05)

-2

2522.79

(%)

(N = 875)
361 (41.3) 
139 (15.9) 
99 (11.3)
81 (  9.3) 
58 (  6.6) 
44 (  5.0) 
34 (  3.9) 
33 (  3.8) 
10 (  1.1) 
10 (  1.1) 
5 (  0.6) 
1 (  0.1)

(%)

(N = 23)
10 (43.5) 
4 (17.4) 
2 (  8.8) 
2 (  8.8) 
1 (  4.3) 
1 (  4.3)
1 (  4.3)
1 (  4.3)
1 (  4.3)
0 (  0.0)
0 (  0.0)
0 (  0.0)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

5.5 1.8
5.4 1.9
5.4 1.9
5.4 1.9
5.3 1.9
5.3 1.9
5.2 1.9
5.2 1.9
4.8 1.8
4.8 1.8
4.7 1.9
4.6 1.9
4.5 1.8
4.5 1.8

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

5.2 1.3
5.1 1.3
5.1 1.3
5.0 1.4
5.0 1.4
4.9 1.4
4.9 1.4
4.9 1.3
4.9 1.3
4.9 1.4
4.8 1.3
4.8 1.3
4.6 1.3
4.6 1.5

(N = 1143)

1 7
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(p < 0.05)

(p

> 0.05)

R Cox and Snell R2

R Nagelkerke

Cox and Snell R2 0-1

Nagelkerke

0.275 [22]

( )

( )

(odds ratio) ( )

0.562 (p < 0.05)

0.748

(p < 0.05)

1.950 (p <

0.01)

9

3

1.585 (p < 0.05)

0.552 (p < 0.03) ( ) ( )

0.644 (p < 0.05)

= 1
= 2
= 3
= 4

( )

( )

( )

( )

( )
3 ( ) ( )
3-6 ( 6)
6-9 ( 9)
9

( )

p

0.089 (0.03 0.31)
0.770 (0.23 2.61)
14.027 (4.14 47.47)
72.024 (20.91 247.15)

1.004 (0.99 1.01)

0.562 (0.38 0.84)
0.748 (0.58 0.96)

1.0

1.738 (0.80 3.74)
1.613 (0.75 3.49)

1.0

1.0
1.950 (1.43 2.66)

1.0
1.265 (0.93 1.72)
1.336 (0.93 1.92)
1.585 (1.07 2.34)

2.113 (0.57 7.77)
0.552 (0.32 0.96)
0.720 (0.50 1.04)
0.811 (0.56 1.17)

1.0

< 0.01
0.67

< 0.01
< 0.01

0.51

0.01
0.03

0.16
0.23

< 0.01

0.13
0.11
0.02

0.26
0.03
0.08
0.27

OR (95% )

( )

( )

( )

( )

p

0.664 (0.48 0.91)
0.289 (0.20 0.42)

1.0

0.863 (0.64 1.17)
0.805 (0.58 1.12)
0.807 (0.58 1.13)

1.0

2.702 (1.80 4.01)
1.0

1.035 (0.74 1.45)
1.0

1.051 (0.93 1.19)
1.188 (1.03 1.38)
1.092 (0.94 1.26)
1.132 (0.98 1.30)
1.078 (0.92 1.26)
0.911 (0.79 1.04)
1.087 (0.95 1.25)
0.923 (0.80 1.06)
1.009 (0.90 1.14)
0.944 (0.84 1.06)
1.116 (0.99 1.26)
0.904 (0.79 1.03)
1.071 (0.94 1.22)
1.033 (0.93 1.15)

0.01
< 0.01

0.34
0.19
0.21

< 0.01

0.84

0.41
0.02
0.24
0.08
0.35
0.18
0.23
0.25
0.88
0.33
0.06
0.13
0.28
0.54

OR (95% )

OR = odds ratio



226

0.289

(p < 0.01) ( ) ( )

2.702 (p < 0.01) (

) ( )

(p < 0.05) (

)

( 35

)

(p >

0.05)

60% (64.3%)

82.6%

88.8%

85.3%

66.0%

( )

Zeithaml

[10]

( )

[17]

( )
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( )

9 3

Gooding [5-7]

(major) (minor)

Gooding [5-7]

(confounding effect)

Nagelkerke 0.275

Stratmann

[23]

(cost) (time) (convenience)

(socio-psychological factors)

(technical quality of care)
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PPuurrppoossee.. This study uses the perceived value choice model to analyze the factors
associated with patients’ willingness to visit primary care clinics. The study also
evaluates the applicability of the perceived value choice model to analyze patients’
decisions to choose primary care clinics.  
MMeetthhooddss.. Structured questionnaires were used to systematically interview 1148
outpatients randomly selected from health service organizations. Basic information
about patients’ opinions and assessments of services received from clinics was analyzed
by descriptive statistics. Factors associated with the willingness of patients to visit
clinics were identified using the ordinal logistic regression method.      
RReessuullttss.. We found that 36.1% of patients were very willing to visit primary care clinics,
but that 15.1% were unwilling. When patients had minor illnesses or chronic diseases, the
primary reasons for choosing primary care clinics were “shorter waiting time” and
“shorter transportation time”; these factors belonged to sacrifice attributions. The
perceived value model revealed that the three most important factors determining the
quality of clinic care were the explanations given by physicians about the illnesses,
cleanliness of the clinic and perceived knowledge and competence of the physician.
The leading three factors with high patient satisfaction for clinic services were
physician’s manner and attitude, rapport between physicians and patients, and the
physician’s knowledge and competence. According to the results of the ordinal logistic
regression model, after controlling for the related variables, only the patients’
satisfaction with “physician’s knowledge” and “competence” significantly affected
patients’ willingness to visit primary care clinics (p < 0.05). 
CCoonncclluussiioonn.. The factors affecting the willingness of patients with minor illnesses to
visit primary care clinics were sacrifice attributions. However, when patients visited the
clinic, the most important service factors were quality attributions rather than sacrifice
attributions.  ( Mid Taiwan J Med 2007;12:220-9 )
KKeeyy  wwoorrddss
important factors for medical care, medical care choices, perceived value choice model,
primary care clinics willingness to visit


