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Abstract 

Rationale & Objective: Person-centered care (PCC), which incorporates patients’ preferences 

and values not only for medical care but also for their life, in decision making has been 

proposed for promoting advance care planning (ACP) among patients with kidney failure. 

However, how variations in PCC affect ACP participation remain unclear. Therefore, we 

examined variations in PCC across facilities and examined the association between PCC and 

ACP participation. 

Study Design: Multicenter cross-sectional study. 

Setting & Participants: Japanese adults receiving outpatient hemodialysis at six dialysis 

centers. 

Exposures: PCC was measured using the 13-item Japanese version of the Primary Care 

Assessment Tool-short form. 

Outcome: ACP participation as defined by discussion with the attending physician or written 

documentation or notes regarding treatment preferences. 

Analytical Approach: A general linear model was used to examine the correlates of the 

quality of PCC. Modified Poisson regression models were used to examine the associations 

of ACP participation. 

Results: A total of 453 individuals were analyzed; 26.3% participated in ACP. Compared to 

respondents with no usual source of care (USC), higher PCC was associated with greater 

ACP participation in a dose-response manner (vs. no USC, adjusted prevalence ratios for the 

first to fourth quartiles: 1.36, 2.31, 2.64, and 3.10, respectively). Among the PCC sub-

domains, first contact, longitudinality, comprehensiveness (services provided), and 

community orientation were particularly associated with ACP participation. There was a 

maximum of 12.0 points of facility variation in the quality of PCC. 

Limitations: Possible reverse causation and unmeasured confounders. 
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Conclusions: High PCC quality was associated with ACP participation. The substantial 

disparity in PCC between facilities provides an opportunity to revisit the quality improvement 

in PCC. 

 

Index words: kidney failure, hemodialysis, advance care planning, person-centered care, 

facility variation 

 

Introduction 

Advance care planning (ACP) is a process involving discussion and documentation of the 

patient’s wishes regarding goals and preferences for future medical treatment and care, 

especially for patients who may lose physical capacities and communication skills in the 

future. 1,2 The importance of ACP in end-of-life care is highlighted by benefits such as fewer 

invasive medical procedures, improved quality of life, and fewer hospitalizations. 1,3–5 The 

relevance of ACP for patients on dialysis is particularly high because of the unique decision-

making requirements, such as dialysis withdrawal, at the end of life. According to a United 

States Renal Data System report, dialysis withdrawal, including that secondary to acute 

conditions, accounts for 17% of all deaths. 6 Although dialysis providers play an important 

role in helping patients reconstruct what they imagine and desire for their future treatment as 

their disease progresses, 7 there is insufficient evidence on how dialysis providers should 

implement ACP. 

 

Previous studies suggested that facilitators of ACP implementation should include staff 

training and clarifying core values of one’s life for patients on dialysis through dialogue. 8–10 

Such “person-centered care” that focuses on patient preferences, needs, and values not only 

related to healthcare but also to one’s whole life is emphasized in the field of nephrology. 11,12 
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Patients undergoing hemodialysis are likely to rely on their dialysis provider for person-

centered care about day-to-day problems because they visit the same dialysis provider thrice 

a week. 13 Thus, for these patients, the dialysis provider can be viewed as a usual source of 

care (USC) providing primary care. 14 However, whether person-centered care for patients on 

dialysis is indeed associated with ACP preparedness and participation has not been 

adequately examined. Focusing on person-centered care quality will allow us to examine the 

association between such care and ACP preparedness as demonstrated in outpatients and 

patients with chronic disease on homecare. 15,16 Additionally, it is possible to identify and 

visualize variations in person-centered care across facilities and improve it, considering the 

reality that some dialysis providers disagree with making time or going beyond their regular 

job description. 11,17 

 

Therefore, we conducted a multicenter cross-sectional study to clarify whether person-

centered care is associated with ACP preparedness among Japanese patients on hemodialysis. 

We also assessed variations in person-centered care across dialysis facilities. 

 

Methods 

Study design and subjects 

This was a multicenter study conducted across six medical institutions in Chiba, Tokyo, and 

Kanagawa. The study enrolled adult patients undergoing maintenance hemodialysis at the 

participating facilities. Patients who medical professionals thought were unable to respond on 

their own to this survey were excluded. Before participation, the research participants were 

provided with information about the study and asked to express their consent to participate. 

Written informed consent was obtained from all participants. We requested the participants 

who provided informed consent to respond to a questionnaire. The questionnaires were 
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collected by staff, ensuring anonymity in content discernment. Additionally, the attending 

physicians extracted data related to dialysis from the medical records. As an incentive, 

respondents were offered monetary gratification in the form of a 500-yen (equivalent to 

US$ 4.1, based on the exchange rate of 122 yen to US$ 1 at that time) gift card. Data were 

collected from April 2022 to February 2023. This study adhered to the principles enshrined in 

the Declaration of Helsinki and received approval from the Institutional Review Board at 

Fukushima Medical University (Approval No. number ippan2021-292). 

 

Outcome: Participation in ACP 

Aligned with the administration of a treatment preference questionnaire among patients with 

kidney failure in the United States, 18 the subsequent instructional statement was provided as 

follows: “This section asks about thoughts on your health care if you were to become very 

sick in the future.” Subsequently, the ensuing query was presented as: “Have you thought 

about the kinds of treatments you would want or not want if you were to become very sick 

and were unable to speak in the future? (check all items that apply).” Multiple options were 

offered, encompassing the ensuing responses: “I have not thought about this,” “I have 

thought about this, but have not talked about it to a family member, others (including a 

friend), or my doctor,” “I have talked about this with a family member or others (including a 

friend),” “I have talked about this with my doctor,” or “I have written a document or memo 

about my preferences.” The inclusion criterion for ACP participation was operationalized 

when participants selected either the response option “I have talked about this with my doctor” 

or “I have written a document or memo about my preferences” because recent studies 

concerning ACP interventions have employed a combination of effective communication and 

the formalization of advance directives. 15,16,19,20 
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Exposure: Patient experience of person-centered care 

To assess the quality of person-centered care, we used the 13-item Japanese version of the 

Primary Care Assessment Tool-short form (JPCAT-SF). 21 The full version of the JPCAT-SF 

is a modified version of the Primary Care Assessment Tool, which was developed by B. 

Starfield, L. Shi, and colleagues at the Johns Hopkins Primary Care Policy Center and 

comprehensively assesses the primary care characteristics, to fit the Japanese context. 22,23 

It is one of the quality indicators of healthcare measuring person-centered care, which is the 

cornerstone of primary care, by asking about events that patients experience during the care 

process. 23,24 The JPCAT-SF consists of the same six domains as the JPCAT, which represent 

five primary care attributes: first contact (2 items), longitudinality (2 items), coordination (3 

items), comprehensiveness (2 items for services available and 2 items for services provided), 

and community orientation (2 items). The JPCAT-SF has good internal consistency reliability 

(Cronbach’s α = 0.77 for total scores and Cronbach’s α > 0.76 for each domain score) and 

excellent criterion validity (Pearson correlation coefficient with the original 29-item JPCAT 

and the overall rating for usual care facilities: 0.94 and 0.43, respectively). 21 Details of the 

JPCAT-SF items and domains are shown in Supplementary Items S1 and S2. 

  

Subjects chose “Yes” or “No” to the first question of the JPCAT-SF “Is there a doctor that 

you usually go to if you are sick or need advice about your health?” If they chose “Yes,” they 

were considered as having a USC. Next, scores on the JPCAT-SF items were calculated for 

those having a USC. The subjects rated each item on a 5-point Likert scale. Scores for each 

domain were calculated from 0 to 100 according to the established algorithm. The JPCAT-SF 

total score was calculated as the mean score for each domain. Higher scores indicated higher 

quality of person-centered care. 
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Data collection and covariates 

Age, gender, education, household income, questions regarding ACP, and the JPCAT-SF 

were collected by a self-administered questionnaire. 

Data on the underlying kidney disease, type of hemodialysis therapy (hemodialysis or 

hemodiafiltration), comorbidities, and dialysis duration were collected by attending 

physicians at each dialysis facility from the patient’s medical records. Comorbidities were 

scored based on the modified Charlson comorbidity index (CCI) for patients on dialysis. 25 

Age, gender, education, household income, modified CCI, dialysis duration, and dialysis 

facility were chosen as covariates. 

 

Statistical analysis 

Statistical analyses were conducted using Stata/SE, version 17 (StataCorp, College Station, 

TX, USA). Patient characteristics are presented as means and standard deviations (SDs) for 

continuous variables and as numbers and proportions for categorical variables. 

To estimate the association between the JPCAT-SF score and ACP participation, a modified 

Poisson regression model was fitted. ACP participation was considered the outcome variable, 

while the JPCAT-SF total score, age, sex, education, household income, modified CCI, 

dialysis vintage, and dialysis facility were included as explanatory variables. The choice of 

the model aimed to directly estimate the prevalence ratio (PR) of the primary outcome 

variable with a non-rare proportion. 26 The JPCAT-SF total score was classified into five 

categories. The reference category comprised participants who reported not having a USC. 27 

The remaining four categories were determined based on the JPCAT-SF total score, aiming to 

achieve equal participant numbers in each group. 

Similar to the main analysis, modified Poisson regression models adjusted for the 

aforementioned covariates were used to estimate the associations between the five 
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categorized JPCAT-SF subdomains (with no USC as the reference) and ACP participation. 

As supplementary analyses, the associations between ACP participation and both the JPCAT-

SF total and subdomain scores as continuous values were evaluated. This was done using the 

aforementioned model and covariates and limited to patients who reported having a USC. 

Furthermore, a general linear model was applied to patients who reported having a USC to 

assess differences in JPCAT-SF total scores across different dialysis facilities, with 

adjustment for the aforementioned covariates. Finally, the model was used to estimate the 

predicted mean JPCAT-SF total score for the entire analysis population using Stata’s margin 

command, 28 assuming that each individual belonged to a specific facility. 

To account for covariates with missing data, we employed the multiple imputation with 

chained equations method, generating 20 imputations to impute the missing data. This 

approach assumed that the missing data occurred at random. For each analysis, we used a 

two-tailed significance level of P < 0.05. 

 

Results 

Study flow and participant characteristics 

Of the 651 patients undergoing hemodialysis at the six facilities, 484 (74.3%) participated in 

this study. Of these, 25 and 6 patients were excluded because of missing data on ACP 

participation and JPCAT total score, respectively, resulting in a total of 453 patients for the 

analysis (Fig. 1). 

 

Table 1 shows the characteristics of the study population. 

The mean age was 69 years (SD, 12.3); 46.1% completed high school, and 49.9% had an 

annual household income of <3 million yen. The median (interquartile range [IQR]) dialysis 

duration was 5.7 years (2.8–10.6). Overall, 86.5% of the respondents reported having a USC. 
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Association of ACP participation with person-centered care 

Among those analyzed, 107 (23.6%) patients had discussed ACP with their physicians, and 

34 (7.5%) had recorded it. A total of 119 (26.3%) participated in ACP. 

 

Table 2 and Figure 2 show the association between the JPCAT-SF total score and ACP 

participation, demonstrating that the JPCAT-SF total score has a dose-dependent association 

with ACP participation: with no USC as a reference, the aPR increased from 1.36 (95% 

confidence interval [CI], 0.36–2.95) in the lowest quartile to 3.10 (95% CI, 1.56–6.17) in the 

highest quartile. A higher modified CCI was associated with higher ACP participation (per 1-

point increase, aPR: 1.08 [95% CI, 1.01–1.15]). 

 

Table 3 shows the association between the JPCAT-SF subdomain scores and ACP 

participation. Across all subdomains, categories in which patients reported receiving higher 

person-centered care were associated with greater ACP participation compared to those who 

reported not having a USC. 

 

Supplemental Table 1 shows the continuous relationship between the JPCAT-SF score and 

ACP participation among patients who reported having a USC. Greater scores on first contact, 

longitudinality, comprehensiveness (services provided), and community orientation were 

associated with greater ACP participation. 

 

Quality of person-centered care by dialysis facility 

Among those with a USC, the mean total JPCAT-SF score was 59.8 (SD, 14.4). Figure 3 

shows the predicted means of the JPCAT-SF total score by facility, which corresponds to the 
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mean JPCAT-SF total score if all patients in the analysis population received care at a 

specific facility. Supplementary Table 2 shows the association of the JPCAT-SF total score 

with the dialysis facility and other covariates. A difference of 12 points was found between 

the facilities with the highest and lowest total scores. 

 

 

Discussion 

In this study, we showed that a higher level of person-centered care, as measured by the 

JPCAT-SF, was associated with a higher likelihood of ACP participation among patients on 

maintenance hemodialysis. This association was consistent across most of the subdomains of 

the scale (i.e., first contact, longitudinality, comprehensiveness (services provided), and 

community orientation). Furthermore, the variation in the level of person-centered care across 

dialysis facilities demonstrated the potential for improving care on a facility-level basis. 

 

The observed relationship between better quality of person-centered care and greater ACP 

participation in this study confirms the theoretical importance of the person-centered 

approach in ACP among patients with kidney failure, as described in a previous review and 

synoptic articles. 10,12,20 First, the person-centered approach emphasized in previous studies, 

such as exploring understanding of patients’ conditions and incorporating their values and 

preferences about care, were largely grounded from theoretical papers for practicing ACP. 

10,11 For example, dialysis providers were expected to initiate ACP discussions with patients 

with kidney failure through care triggered by day-to-day communication, with a focus on 

building rapport and shared decision-making such as by paying attention to conversations and 

relationships grounded in daily life. 20 However, the studies that examined ACP participation 

that was associated with day-to-day person-centered care were reported only in the non-
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kidney primary care outpatient setting and in home medical care settings. 15,16 Second, 

although one study quantitatively evaluated nephrologists’ person-centered care toward 

patients with chronic kidney disease (CKD), 13 the measures associated with it were confined 

to physician–patient relationships (degree of reliance on nephrologists for care) and were not 

directed toward decision-making processes such as ACP. Consequently, our study is the first 

to quantitatively demonstrate the potential for greater levels of day-to-day person-centered 

care for patients undergoing dialysis to foster favorable physician–patient interactions 7 and 

increase the opportunity for ACP participation. 

 

This study has several implications for dialysis providers regarding person-centered care and 

ACP participation. First, the frequent proportion of patients (13.5%) who did not consider 

their dialysis facility as a USC provides an opportunity to investigate whether its reasons are 

attributed to their dialysis provider or not.  

This is underscored by the fact that the rate of ACP participation among respondents who 

reported not having a USC is the lowest. Patients who responded with not having a USC 

among American adult general health care users reportedly perceived insufficient person-

centered communication between physician and patient. 29 Given that many patients on 

dialysis seek primary care from their nephrologists 14 and that greater reliance on 

nephrologist care is found among patients who perceive they receive such adequate care, 13 

dialysis providers may need to pay close attention to the patient’s needs. An alternative 

explanation is that these patients may perceive their dialysis facility’s care as less person-

centered because they may already have established relationships with other specialists 

providing necessary care for them. 13 Therefore, their relationship with their dialysis 

physician may be relatively weaker. 
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Second, significant relationships between total scores and most subdomains of person-

centered care with ACP participation provide opportunities for dialysis providers to focus on 

specific day-to-day care that can serve as clues for ACP discussions. 

First contact, which ensures care when a patient becomes suddenly sick, allows dialysis 

providers more opportunity to understand patients’ preferences and values on treatment for a 

critical condition that makes the patient unable to express their wishes, and consequently, to 

discuss ACP. Thus, first contact supports Kidney Disease: Improving Global Outcomes’s 

advocacy that ACP should be a part of the process that occurs when patients experience 

sentinel events such as hospitalization or acute illness. 30 Longitudinality, which reflects 

understanding patients as whole persons (holistic) and capturing their priorities, may facilitate 

personalized discussions about future health conditions they may experience and related 

treatment choices through a focus on life-oriented conversations and relationships. 20 Indeed, 

longitudinality is an essential component of person-centeredness in patients with kidney 

failure; 31 a systematic review indicated that lack of it poses a barrier to person-centered care 

for patients with CKD. In addition to elaborating on interactions with patients, efforts to 

understand patients and their priorities through active collaboration and communication 

between dialysis physicians and nurses may also promote ACP participation. 32 

Comprehensiveness (services provided), which guarantees advice on over-the-counter 

medications and media health information, may promote ACP participation through a 

dialogue with their dialysis providers regarding their concerns about their future health 

condition and negative preconceptions about treatment, which are augmented by lay stories 

and gathered information from mass media. 33,34 Community orientation, which reflects a 

community-oriented approach, may enable the presentation of pragmatic options for end-of-

life care through the effective use of healthcare resources where patients on dialysis live. 16 
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Third, observed differences in the level of person-centered care among dialysis facilities 

demonstrated in this study suggest an opportunity to consider quality improvement on a 

facility level. This difference may reflect differences in facilities’ care policies or structural 

resources. Particularly, the largest difference in total score between facilities may exceed a 

minimally important difference (12.0 > 0.5 x 14.4 = 7.2, given that the rule of thumb for a 

minimally important difference is 0.5 x SD of the instrument employed 35).  

 

This study has several strengths. First, the multicenter study design with high participation 

rates ensures the generalizability of our findings. Second, we were able to demonstrate the 

association between person-centered care and ACP participation while adjusting for case-mix 

differences. The interesting finding of higher comorbidity scores (i.e., modified CCI) being 

associated with increased ACP participation raises a reality that dialysis providers prepare for 

ACP by expecting relatively short prognoses based on accumulated comorbidities. 

 

At the same time, our study has several limitations. First, we did not inquire about detailed 

life-extending treatments such as discontinuation of dialysis therapy or other invasive 

treatments. 2,36 Indeed, previous studies pointed out that patients with kidney failure who 

completed advance directives typically do not mention discontinuation of dialysis therapy 

within them. 20 Second, it might be obvious that person-centered care, as measured by the 

JPCAT-SF, and ACP participation has an association because the item about the availability 

of counseling on one’s end of life is included in the JPCAT-SF subdomain of 

comprehensiveness (service available). However, those that were actually associated were 

other sub-domains. The “end of life in one’s own way,” as measured by the 

comprehensiveness (service available) subdomain, is not limited to medical care, and perhaps 

patients on dialysis may be discussing non-ACP aspects of their lives, such as the 
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achievement of their remaining life goals, with their dialysis providers. Third, there are 

unmeasured confounding factors such as the presence of family members and the duration of 

the relationship with the healthcare provider. The role of family members is important for 

person-centered care. However, whether family members facilitate ACP discussions between 

patients and their dialysis providers remains unclear because the percentage of patients’ 

families being able to predict their patients’ ACP preferences was no more accurate than 

would be expected by chance in Japan, 37 and the role of their family members in ACP has 

been noted to vary from patient to patient. 7 Additionally, longer relationships with the same 

dialysis provider may result in receiving better person-centered care. However, although we 

adjusted for dialysis vintage as a surrogate for the length of the relationship with their dialysis 

provider, we could not find an association between dialysis vintage and ACP participation. 

 

Conclusion 

The current study demonstrated that higher levels of person-centered care were associated 

with greater ACP participation among patients undergoing hemodialysis. 

Additionally, person-centered care varied by facility. Dialysis providers should strive to treat 

patients as whole persons and provide as much person-centered day-to-day care as possible 

through a good provider-patient relationship. 

 

Supplementary Material 

Item S1. Items and responses for the JPCAT-SF 

Item S2. Description of the concepts of the JPCAT-SF subdomains 

Supplementary Table 1. Association of ACP participation with the JPCAT-SF continuous 

scores (n = 395) 
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Supplementary Table 2. Association of the JPCAT-SF total score with facility and covariates 

(n = 395) 
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Table 1. Characteristics of patients according to ACP participation (n = 453) 
 

 Total 
ACP participation 

- 
ACP participation 

+ 

   N = 453 N = 334 N = 119 

 Age, yr 71.0 (63.0–78.0) 70.0 (62.0–77.0) 73.0 (65.0–79.0) 

 Sex    

    Women 33.8% (153) 32.6% (109) 37.0% (44) 

    Men 66.2% (300) 67.4% (225) 63.0% (75) 

 Education    

    Junior high school graduate or 
less 23.8% (108) 22.8% (76) 26.9% (32) 

    High school graduate 46.1% (209) 50.3% (168) 34.5% (41) 

    University/Graduate school 
graduate 13.2% (60) 11.1% (37) 19.3% (23) 

    Others 13.0% (59) 12.3% (41) 15.1% (18) 

    Missing  3.8% (17)  3.6% (12)  4.2% (5) 

 Household Income    

    <3,000,000 yen 49.9% (226) 50.6% (169) 47.9% (57) 

    3,000,000 to <5,000,000 yen 24.7% (112) 24.0% (80) 26.9% (32) 

    ≥5,000,000 yen 19.0% (86) 19.5% (65) 17.6% (21) 

    Missing  6.4% (29)  6.0% (20)  7.6% (9) 

 Dialysis vintage 5.7 (2.8–10.6) 5.8 (2.9–10.9) 5.0 (2.1–9.1) 

 Cause of kidney failure    

    Diabetic kidney disease 38.4% (174) 36.2% (121) 44.5% (53) 

    Chronic glomerulonephritis 22.5% (102) 23.4% (78) 20.2% (24) 

    Nephrosclerosis 13.7% (62) 14.1% (47) 12.6% (15) 

    Polycystic kidney disease  2.9% (13)  3.0% (10)  2.5% (3) 

    Others 14.8% (67) 15.9% (53) 11.8% (14) 

    Unknown  7.7% (35)  7.5% (25)  8.4% (10) 

Modified Charlson comorbidity 
index 1.0 (0.0–2.0) 1.0 (0.0–2.0) 2.0 (0.0–3.0) 

Data are presented as median (interquartile range) for continuous measures and % (n) for 
categorical measures.  
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Table 2. Association of ACP participation with the JPCAT-SF total score and covariates 
(n = 453) 

  

Adj. PR, point estimate 
(95% CI) P-value 

JPCAT-SF total score   
No Usual Source of Care Reference  
Q1 1.36 (0.63–2.95) 0.437 
Q2 2.31 (1.14–4.71) 0.021 
Q3 2.64 (1.31–5.32) 0.007 
Q4 3.10 (1.56–6.17) 0.001 
Age, per 10-yr increase 1.14 (0.996–1.31) 0.057 
Women vs. Men 0.87 (0.63–1.21) 0.412 
Education   
Junior high school graduate or less Reference  
High school graduate 0.74 (0.49–1.1) 0.138 
University/Graduate school graduate 1.5 (0.93–2.43) 0.097 
Others 1.09 (0.67–1.78) 0.718 
Household Income   
<3,000,000 yen Reference  
3,000,000 to <5,000,000 yen 1.12 (0.79–1.6) 0.523 
≥5,000,000 yen 0.99 (0.64–1.51) 0.955 
Dialysis vintage, per 1-yr increase 0.98 (0.96–1.01) 0.143 
Modified Charlson comorbidity index, 
per 1-pt increase 1.08 (1.01–1.15) 0.018 
A modified Poisson regression model was fitted with adjustment for age, gender, education, 
household income, dialysis duration, modified Carlson Index, and the participating facilities. 
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Table 3. Association of ACP participation with the JPCAT-SF subdomain scores (n = 453) 

  

Adj. PR, point 
estimate (95% CI) 

          

  

First Contact Longitudinality Coordination Comprehensivene
ss (Services 
Available) 

Comprehensivene
ss (Services 
Provided) 

Community 
Orientation 

JPCAT-SF scores       
 No Usual Source 
of Care Reference Reference Reference Reference Reference Reference 
 Q1 1.99 (0.97–4.07) 2.54 (1.14–5.62) 1.84 (0.91–3.73) 2.42 (1.12–5.22) 1.58 (0.75–3.32) 1.81 (0.83–3.91) 
 Q2 1.87 (0.89–3.9) 1.43 (0.69–2.93) 2.91 (1.44–5.88) 1.92 (0.92–3.99) 2.55 (1.26–5.18) 2.21 (1.12–4.38) 
 Q3 2.38 (1.18–4.78) 2.53 (1.24–5.15) 2.47 (1.22–5.04) 2.53 (1.29–4.96) 2.29 (1.13–4.66) 2.69 (1.36–5.31) 
 Q4 3.56 (1.73–7.36) 3.25 (1.64–6.42) 2.38 (1.16–4.88) 2.45 (1.19–5.06) 3.03 (1.53–6.01) 2.57 (1.21–5.45) 
For each of the sub-domains of the JPCA-SF, modified Poisson regression models were fitted with adjustment for age, gender, education, 
household income, dialysis duration, modified Carlson Index, and the participating facilities. 
JPCAT-SF subscale score quartiles: 
First contact: Q1, 0.0–37.5; Q2, 50.0–62.5; Q3, 75.0; Q4, 87.5–100.0,  
Longitudinality: Q1, 0.0–37.5; Q2, 50.0–62.5; Q3, 75.0; Q4, 87.5–100.0,  
Coordination: Q1, 0.0–50.0; Q2, 62.5–75.0; Q3, 87.5; Q4, 100.0,  
Comprehensiveness (Services Available): Q1, 0.0–37.5; Q2, 50.0; Q3, 62.5–75.0; Q4, 87.5–100.0,  
Comprehensiveness (Services Provided): Q1, 0.0; Q2, 12.5–25.0; Q3, 37.5–50.0; Q4, 62.5–100.0,  
Community Orientation: Q1, 0.0–37.5; Q2, 50.0; Q3, 62.5–75.0; Q4, 87.5–100.0.  . 
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Figure Legends 

Figure 1. Patient flowchart 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 2. Association between person-centered care, as measured by the JPCAT-SF total 

score, and ACP participation 

USC = usual source of care 

Notes: Adjusted for age, sex, education, household income, comorbidities, dialysis vintage, 

and dialysis facility. Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals. JPCAT-SF total score 

quartiles: Q1, 0.0–50.0; Q2, 50.0–60.0; Q3, 60.0–70.0; Q4, 70.0–100.0. 
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Fig 3. Predicted mean of the JPCAT-SF total scores calculated by participating dialysis 

facilities (n = 395).  

Adjusted total scores of the JPCAT-SF scores are predicted using the general linear model 

displayed in Supplementary Table 3. The left vertical axis indicates the adjusted total score of 

the JPCAT-SF. Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals. Gray bars indicate point 

estimates. For example, if the entire analyzed population belongs to the participating facility 

A, the predicted mean total score of the JPCAT-SF would be 53.3 (95% confidence interval, 

50.8–55.7). 
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