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APPENDIX E

Multivariate Logistic Regression Results
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FINAL THESIS MODEL
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS FORM AFFECTS DECISION
FOR THE ENTIRE DATA SET

The LOGISTIC Procedure

Data Set: WORK.NEW_DAT

Response Variable: FORMAFF1 C-II FORM AFFECTS PRESCRIBING
Response Levels: 2

Number of Observations: 419

Link Function: Logit

Response Profile

the response

Ordered
Value FORMAFF1 Count
1 AGREE 199
2 DISAGREE 220
WARNING: 242 observation(s) were deleted due to missing values for
or explanatory variables.
Simple Statistics for Explanatory Variables
Standard
Variable Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
RXNUMX 0.809069 0.393504 0 1.00000
RI1979X 0.427208 0.495264 0 1.00000
SEX1 0.152745 0.360171 0 1.00000
AGE1l 0.572792 0.495264 0 1.00000
SPECLTYX 0.847255 0.360171 0 1.00000
REVIEWX 0.529833 C.499706 o 1.00000
DEG1 0.816229 0.387760 0 1.00000
PRACTYPX 0.594272 0.491619 0 1.00000
LICYEARX 0.565632 0.496266 0 1.00000
Criteria for Assessing Model Fit
Infercept
Intercept and
Criteriocn Only Covariates Cni-Sguare for Covariates
AIC 581.804 576 .269
SC 585.842 616 .648 . .
-2 LOG L 579.804 556.269 23.8535 with 9 DF (p=0.0051)
Score . .

22.648 with 9 DF (p=0.0070)
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FINAL THESIS MODEL
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS THERAPEUTIC PREFERENCE
FOR THE ENTIRE DATA SET

The LOGISTIC Procedure

Data Set: WORK.NEW_DAT

Response Variable: THERPRE1 PREFER TO PRESCRIBE NON-C-II
Response Levels: 2

Number of Observations: 499

Link Function: Logit

Response Profile

Ordered
Value THERPRE1 Count
1 AGREE 191
2 DISAGREE 308

WARNING: 162 observation(s) were deleted due to missing values for the response
or explanatory variables.

Simple Statistics for Explanatory Variables

Standard
Variable Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
RI1979X 0.420842 0.494190 0 1.00000
SEX1 0.164329 0.370945 0 1.00000
AGE1 0.563126 0.496497 0 1.00000
SPECLTYX 0.825651 0.379790 0 1.00000
RXNUMX 0.805611 0.396127 0 1.00000
DEG1 0.7895%9 0.408017 0 1.00000
PRACTYPX 0.589178 0.492477 0 1.00000
LICYEARX 0.557114 0.497226 0 1.00000
REVIEWX 0.533066 0.499406 0 1.00000
Criteria for Assessing Model Fit
Intercept
ntercept and .
Criterion Only Covariates Chi-Square for Covariates
AIC 666.071 668.987
SC 670.284 - 711.113 .
-2 LOG L 664.071 648.987 15.084 with 9 DF (p=0.0887)
Score . . 15.095 with 9@ DF (p=0.0884)
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Variable

INTERCPT
RI1979X
SEX1
AGE1l
SPECLTYX
RXNUMX
DEG1
PRACTYPX
LICYEARX
REVIEVWX

FINAL THESIS MODEL

FOR THE ENTIRE DATA SET

The LOGISTIC Procedure

Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Parameter Standard
Estimate Error
0.3103 0.3450
-0.2570 0.3030
0.1461 0.2683
0.4860 0.3175
0.0586 0.2816
~-0.5353 0.2334
-0.3343 0.2644
-0.4172 0.2041
-0.2656 0.3303
0.0946 0.1894

Wald

Chi-Square

OO —UOONMDOOO

.8090
.7198
.2965
. 3440
.0433
.2626
.5981
L1794
.6467
.2495

Pr

y

Chi-Square

O0O0O0O0OO0OO0OO0O00O

. 3684
.3962
.5861
.1258
.8352
.0218
.2062
.0409
.4213
.8175

Association of Predicted Probabilities and Observed

Concordant
Discordant
Tied

(58828 pai

5
3

Bonon

rs)

9.3%
8.1%
2.6%
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Somers’
Gamma
Tau-a
]

D

[
o000

]

THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS THERAPEUTIC PREFERENCE

Standardized

Esti

Responses

.212
.217
.100
.606

mate

.070033
.029884
. 133045
.012269
.116916
.075192
.113282
.072813
.026049



Data

FINAL THESIS MODEL
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS FORM AFFECTS DECISION
FOR THOSE IN PRACTICE BEFORE 1979
The LOGISTIC Procedure

Set: WORK.BEFORE7Q

Response Variable: FORMAFF1 C-II FORM AFFECTS PRESCRIBING

Resp

onse Levels: 2

Number of Observations: 194

Link

WARNING:

Function: Logit

Response Profile

Ordered
Value FORMAFF1 Count
1 AGREE 97
2 DISAGREE 97

101 observation(s) were deleted due to missing values for
or explanatory variables.

Simple Statistics for Explanatory Variables

Standard
Variable Mean Deviation Minimum
RXNUMX 0.829897 0.376695 0
REVIEVWX 0:592784 0.492587 0
PRACTYPX 0.438144 0.497443 0
RXISSUX 0.943299 0.231869 0
Criteria for Assessing Mocdel Fit
Intercept
Intercept ) and- -
Criterion Only Covariates Chi-Sgquare for Covaria
AIC 270.941 273.495
SC 274 .209 289.835 .
-2 1LOG L 268.941 263.495 3'44€ with ¢ DF (p
Score 5.319 with 4 DF (p
Analysis of Mazimum Likelihood Estimates
Parameter Standard Wald Pr > St
Variable Estimate Error Chi-Square Chi-Square
INTERCPT ~-0.6887 0.7246 0.9033 0.3419
RXNUMX -0.3699 0.4657 0.6309 0.4270
REVIEWX -0.4487 0.2969 2.2838 0.1307
PRACTYPX 0.0543 0.2946 0.0339 0.8539
RXISSUX 1.3089 0 2.6142 0.1059

.8095
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the response

Maximum

1.00000
1.00000
1.00000
1.00000

tes

andardized
Estimate

-0.076829
-0.121854
0.014882
0.167328






FINAL THESIS MODEL
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS THERAPEUTIC PREFERENCE
FOR THOSE IN PRACTICE BEFORE 1979

The LOGISTIC Procedure

Data Set: WORK.BEFORE79

Response Variable: THERPRE1 PREFER TO PRESCRIBE NON-C-II
Response Levels: 2

Number of Observations: 216

Link Function: Logit

Response Profile

Ordered
Value THERPREL Count
1 AGREE 81
2 DISAGREE 135
WARNING: 79 observation(s) were deleted due to missing values for the response
~or explanatory variables. -
Simple Statistics for Explanatory Variables
Standard -
Variable Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
SPECLTYX 0.851852 0.356072 0 1.00000
DEG1 0.833333 0.373544 0 1.00000
PRACTYPX 0.402778 0.491596 0 1.00000
REVIEWX 0.592593 0.492493 0 1.00000
RXISSUX 0.935185 0.246771 0 1.00000
Criteria for Assessing Model Fit
Intercept -
Intercept and
Criterion Only Covariates Chi-Square for Covariates
AIC 287.795 288.174
sC 291.171 308.426
-2 10G L 285.795 276.174 _ 9.621 with 5 DF (p=0.0867)
Score . . ©.514 with 5 DF (p=0.0902)
Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates
Parameter Standard vald Pr - Standardized
Variable Estimate Error Chi-Square Chi-Square Estimate
INTERCPT 0.9578 0.7320 1.7120 0.1907 -
SPECLTYX -0.0685 0.4288 0.0255 0.8731 -0.013440
DEG1 0.000708 0.4103 0.0000 0.9986 0.000146
PRACTYPX -0.6066 0.3052 3.9508 0.0468 -0.164411
REVIEWX -0.5184 0.2910 3.1732 0.0749 -0.140757
RXISSUX -0.9430 0.5706 2.7307 C.0984 -0.128292
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FINAL THESIS MODEL
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS THERAPEUTIC PREFERENCE
FOR THOSE IN PRACTICE BEFORE 1979
The LOGISTIC Procedure

Association of Predicted Probabilities and Observed Responses

Concordant = 54.7% Somers’ D = 0.253
Discordant = 29.4% Gamma = 0.300
Tied = 15.9% Tau-a = 0.119
(10935 pairs) c = 0.626
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FINAL THESIS MODEL

THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS FORM AFFECTS DECISION

FOR THOSE IN PRACTICE AFTER 1979
The LOGISTIC Procedure
Data Set: WORK.AFTER79

Response Variable: FORMAFF1 C-II FORM AFFECTS PRESCRIBING

Response Levels: 2
Number of Observations: 244
Link Function: Logit

Response Profile

Ordered
Value FORMAFF1 Count
1 AGREE 112
2 DISAGREE 132
WARNING: 111 observation(s) were deleted due to missing values for the response
or explanatory variables. N
Simple Statistics for Explanatory Variables
Standard .
Variable Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
SEX1 0.237705 0.426552 0 1.00000
AGE1l 0.282787 0.451279 0 1.00000
RXNUMX 0.7903884 0.407442 0 1.00000
REVIEWX 0.483807 0.500758 0 1.00000
DEG1 0.78278%7 0.413196 0 1.00000
PRACTYPX 0.704918 0.45%01%7 0 . 1.00000
LICYEARX 0.254098 0.436248 0 1.00000
Criteria for Assessing Model Fit
Intercept
Intercept and
Criterion Only Covariates @~ Chi-Square for Covariates
AIC 338.615 334.113
sC 342.112 . 362.091 .
-2 LOG L 336.615 318.113 18.501 with 7 DF (p=0.0099)
Score . . 17.892 with 7 DF (p=0.0125)
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Variable

INTERCPT
SEX1
AGE1l
RXNUMX
REVIEVX
DEG1
PRACTYPX
LICYEARX

FINAL THESIS MODEL
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS FORM AFFECTS DECISION
FOR THOSE IN PRACTICE AFTER 1979

The LOGISTIC Procedure

Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Parameter Standard Wald

Estimate Error Chi-Square
0.0207 0.4218 0.0024
-0.8632 0.3323 6.7491
-0.0114 0.3537 0.0010
-0.8234 0.3438 5.73%7
-0.1321 0.2683 0.2424
0.6814 0.3429 3.9048%7
0.1468 0.3031 0.2347
0.3469 0.3637 0.9100

Pr

>

Chi-Square

[cXoloJoRoNoNoNe]

. 9608
.0094
. 9742
.0166
.6225
. 0469
.6281
. 3401

Association of Predicted Probabilities and Observed

Concordant = 62.5%
Discordant = 33.5%
Tied = 4.0%
(14784 pairs)
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Somers’
Gamma
Tau-a
¢}

D

[ ]
[oXeoNoje]

rdized
mate

.203008
. 002847
. 184967
.036461
. 155217
.036994
.083438

Standa
Esti
-0
-0
-0
-0
0
0
0
Responces
.290
. 302
. 145
.645



FINAL THESIS MODEL
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS THERAPEUTIC PREFERENCE
FOR THOSE IN PRACTICE AFTER 1979

The LOGISTIC Procedure

Data Set: WORK.AFTERY7Q

Response Variable: THERPRE1 PREFER TO PRESCRIBE NON-C-II
Response Levels: 2

Number of Observations: 289

Link Function: Logit

Response Profile

Ordered
Value THERPRE1 Count
1 AGREE 112
2 DISAGREE 177

WARNING: 66 observation(s) were deleted due to missing values for the response
or explanatory variables. -

Simple Statistics for Explanatory Variables

o Standard
Variable Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum
SEX1 0.238754 0.427062 0] 1.00000
AGE1l "0.266436 0.442862 0] 1.00000
SPECLTYX 0.802768 0.3985¢29 0 1.00000
DEG1 0.761246 0.427062 0] 1.00000
PRACTYPX 0.723183 0.448201 0] 1.00000
RXNUMX 0.77854%7 0.415945 0 1.00000
LICYEARX 0.245675 0.431233 0] 1.00000
REVIEWX 0.487889 0.500720 0 1.00000
Criteria for Assessing Model Fit
Intercept
Intercept and

Criterion Only Covariates Chi-Square for Covariates

AIC 387.894 387.797

SC 391.560 420.795 .

-2 LOG L 385.824 369.797 16.097 with 8 DF (p=0.0410)
Score . . 15.950 with 8 DF (p=0.0431)
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Variable

INTERCPT
SEX1
AGE1l
SPECLTYX
" DEG1
PRACTYPX
RXNUMX
LICYEARX
REVIEWX

FINAL THESIS MODEL
THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE IS THERAPEUTIC PREFERENCE

The LOGISTIC Procedure

FOR THOSE IN PRACTICE AFTER 1979

Analysis of Maximum Likelihood Estimates

Parameter
Estimate

0.2394
0.0408
0.5253
0.103%
-0.5013
-0.2068
-0.7879
-0.1636
0.4793

Standard

Error

.4210
.3049
. 3389
L3779
.3559
.2821
.2992
.3433
.2515

O0O0O0OO0O00OO0O0

vald

Chi-Square

OO~ ONOO

. 3235
.0179
.4018
.0753
.9842
.5375
. 9361
L2271
.B6337

Pr

>

Chi-Square

O0O0O00O00O0O0

.5695
.8336
.1212
.7838
.1589
.4635
.0084
.6337
.0566

Association of Predicted Probabilities and Observed

Concordant = 62.4%
Discordant = 34.7%
Tied = 2.8%

(19824 pairs)

157

Somers’
Gamma
Tau-a
c

D

0
[oNeoRoNe)

Standardized
Estimate

.009603
. 128255
.022788
.118025
.051109
.180686
-038901
. 132324

Responses =

.277
.285
.132
.639
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