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Object: To analyze the relation between mental health institutes
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attitude

toward quality-based payment system and the change of mental health services.

Method: This cross-sectional study was conducted by the same responders

of the mental health institutes that provide mental health services. Author used

questionaires to survey psychiatric rehabilitation institutions and psychiatric

clinics in Taiwan. Author surveyed their attitudes and alterations of their ser-

vices, I used bivariate analysis to analyze their attitudes and used logic regres-

sion to analyze the alterations of mental services. Author mailed 267 question-

aires, 166 was returned and the response rate was 62.5% 

Result: Their attitudes to quality-based payment system were pessimistic.

More than 60% of responders thought that insurance unit can set appropiate

money for services and set the psychiatry budget more easily. More than 70%

responders thought that conflicts between institutes may happen and deviant be-

haviors may be induced. In general, most mental institutes havn
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t done any alter-

ation in their services. If there is service volume changes, most of them prefer

increasing their service items which cost lower such as OPD, day-care ward, and

home visit services. Community service is related to institute profitability and

institute level. Community psychiatry set up under quality-base payment system

is related to institute profitability, institute level and institute belonging. 
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Conclusion: About 70% of our responders thought that there are more dis-

advantages than advantages about the design of quality-based payment system.

Furthermore, the majority of mental institutes haven
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t changed their service be-

cause of the change of payment system. Most of the responders were pessimistic

to the profitability after the quality-based payment is started.
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