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Abstract Research on patients’ choice of healthcare practitioners has focussed on countries
with regulated and controlled healthcare markets. In contrast, low- and middle-
income countries have a pluralistic landscape where untrained, unqualified and
unlicensed informal healthcare providers (IHPs) provide significant share of
services. Using qualitative data from 58 interviews in an Indian village, this paper
explores how patients choose between IHPs and qualified practitioners in the
public and formal private sectors. The study found that patients’ choices were
structurally constrained by accessibility and affordability of care and choosing a
practitioner from any sector presented some risk. Negotiation and engagement with
risks depended on perceived severity of the health condition and trust in
practitioners. Patients had low institutional trust in public and formal private
sectors, whereas IHPs operated outside any institutional framework. Consequently,
people relied on relational or competence-derived interpersonal trust. Care was
sought from formal private practitioners for severe issues due to high-competence-
based interpersonal trust in them, whereas for other issues IHPs were preferred due
to high relationship-based interpersonal trust. The research shows that patients
develop a strategic approach to practitioner choice by using trust to negotiate risks,
and crucially, in low- and middle-income countries IHPs bridge a gap by
providing accessible and affordable care imbued with relational–interpersonal trust.
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Healthcare decisions require patients to make choices – they must choose when to seek care,
where to seek care and, in most instances, how long to be under care. Current scientific under-
standing of patient choice, along with the narrower field of patients’ choice of healthcare prac-
titioners, is predominantly shaped by research conducted in rich, industrialised and western
societies. To illustrate, all 118 studies on patients’ choice of healthcare providers examined by
Victoor et al. (2011) were conducted in the USA, Canada, Australia, the UK or other western
European countries. Evidence from these countries suggests that healthcare choices of patients
are shaped by a range of factors including cost, accessibility, waiting time, continuity of treat-
ment, patient and provider demography, and availability of relevant information to make deci-
sions. However, two issues must be noted with regard to the current understanding of patient
choice.
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First, patient choices are constrained and limited by a range of factors. Policy ideas empha-
sising the importance of choice often tend to assume that patients carefully consider all avail-
able choices and make ‘rational’ choices (Victoor et al., 2011). However, burgeoning evidence
contradicts this assumption and suggests instead that patients seldom possess all pertinent
information, unlimited resources (time, money, cognitive bandwidth, etc.), capacity to weigh
their options or even have stable preferences when presented with choices (Hibbard et al.
1997, Kooreman and Prast 2010, Moser et al. 2010). An unqualified promotion of choice must
also be questioned as evidence suggests that it is often not always valued highly by patients
(Anell et al. 1997, Lambrew, 2005), and choice does not necessarily enhance patients’ agency
(Bryan et al. 2006).

Second, it is crucial to consider and theorise the issue of patient choice outside rich and
developed economies. In developed industrialised economies, patients choose between health-
care providers that are qualified, trained, and accredited professionals working in either private
clinics or the public health systems like the National Health Service (NHS) in the UK. While
complementary and alternative medicine (CAMS) may be provided by non-accredited practi-
tioners, the biomedical sector remains well-regulated (see, for example, NHS, 2020). In con-
trast, healthcare markets of low- and middle-income countries are messy and often less strictly
regulated. These healthcare markets also present patients with an additional choice of seeking
care in the third sector comprised of untrained, unlicensed and unqualified informal healthcare
providers (IHPs). Past research studies have noted that IHPs provide a large share of health
services in both urban and rural areas of many developing countries (Ahmad et al., 2011, Cou-
sins, 2019, Crabbe et al., 1996, Diamond-Smith et al. 2016, Kruk et al. 2011, Memon, 2006,
Peltzer and Pengpid 2015, Saha and Hossain 2017, Thac et al., 2016). Scholarly interest in
this third sector has largely been limited to exploring the quality of the care provided by IHPs
(Das et al. 2015, May et al. 2014, Pulla, 2016). Yet, there is a need to understand how the
IHPs fit in the puzzle of patients’ choice of practitioners in low- and middle-income countries.

A key starting point in understanding how patients choose practitioners in pluralistic health-
care markets of low- and middle-income countries is in exploring how patients frame the risks
associated with seeking care in each of the three sectors. The next section outlines why
patients’ framing of risk and their trust-based negotiation of risk are appropriate starting points
in exploring practitioner choices.

Risk, trust and practitioner choices

Risk is intertwined with living in modern societies (Beck, 1992), and when it comes to health
care, patients’ decisions are shaped by construal and negotiation of risks. The very decision to
seek care involves a recognition of risk to well-being or survival. However, being under care
is risky too, for example, due to the possibilities of incorrect diagnosis, unsuccessful treatment
and adverse reactions to medicines. Such healthcare decisions involve deliberate, situation-dri-
ven engagement with risk, akin to what Tulloch and Lupton (2003) describe as voluntary risk-
taking. Indeed, when commencing any health treatment, patients are generally aware of the
possibilities of harm associated with it (Zinn, 2015). Thus, in the context of this research,
when patients choose a healthcare provider from public, formal private and informal sectors to
manage their health, they also choose the risks associated with their choice. Therefore, a key
route to understanding patients’ choice of practitioners is in examining how they negotiate the
risks associated with their choice. Understanding how people negotiate healthcare risks
requires a sociocultural approach that takes into account the local knowledge, culture and the
overall social context within which people make decisions (Douglas, 1992).
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Within sociocultural approaches, trust is regarded as playing a crucial role in mitigating per-
ceptions of risk and shaping people’s engagement with uncertainty. Patient–practitioner trust is
necessarily bidirectional (Petrocchi et al., 2019); however, this research requires examination
of patients’ trust in practitioners. Accordingly, trust is conceptualised as the manifestation of
patients’ belief that a practitioner can guide them towards desired health outcomes without
deliberately harming them. Like all trustor–trustee relationships, the origin of patients’ trust in
practitioners rests in institutional and interpersonal bases (Birungi, 1998, Gilson, 2003, Pearson
and Raeke 2000, Rowe and Calnan 2006).

There are significant overlaps between institutional and interpersonal bases of trust and they
seldom operate independent of each other; yet, there are important distinctions between them
(Campos-Castillo et al., 2016, Zheng et al. 2017). Interpersonal trust emerges from personal
relationship between trustees and trustors and develops through social interactions–encounters
that Giddens (1990) calls ‘facework’. With interpersonal trust, the reason for trusting is primar-
ily relational. On the other hand, institutional trust stems from people’s trust in the abstract
systems that support institutions in modern societies. Giddens (1990) conceptualises it as
sytems based trust that enables people to trust strangers. Arguably, complex modern societies
are possible only because institutional trust mitigates the inherent risk of engaging with stran-
gers. To illustrate, if one did not trust the quality of medical schools in a country (an institu-
tion supported by numerous systems), would one trust the competence of doctors (strangers)
trained there? Institutional trust ‘rubs-on’ to agents that represent a trusted institution and lends
them familiarity and individual-level trustworthiness. Any engagement with uncertainty
involves trust of some kind (Luhmann, 2017), but its importance is amplified in the case in
patient–practitioner relationships. Trustee–trustor relationships in health care are asymmetric
due to practitioners’ greater knowledge, power and control over the direction and outcome of
the relationship and patients’ markedly higher vulnerabilities (Lewis and Weigert 1985). There-
fore, understanding how patients draw upon trust will provide crucial insights about how prac-
titioner choices are made while negotiating risks inherent in the choice.

To conclude, this research considers patient choices and decisions to be embedded in socio-
cultural contexts, shaped by marketisation of healthcare, and neoliberal ideologies (Gabe et al.
2015). In addressing the neglected issue of patient choice in low- and middle-income countries
with pluralistic healthcare markets, it examines how patients choose between public practition-
ers, formal private practitioners, and IHPs. In doing so, the paper focuses on how choices are
shaped by patients’ understanding of general risk associated with the three sectors and how
trust shapes the engagement with the risks inherent in practitioner choices.

The context of practitioner choices in Bholi, India

The study was conducted in the village of Bholi in Bihar, India. Bholi (pseudonym) is a vil-
lage of about 350 households, located approximately 150 kilometres from the state capital
Patna, and 16 kilometers from the administrative centre of the district. An agrarian economy
where most land was owned by few families, most of Bholi populace lived in deprivation. The
nearest public health facilities were 6 kilometres away in the district town and charged a nomi-
nal consultation fee of 5 rupees (5 pence). In India, public health system promises the most
affordable care which is either free or incurs a nominal cost to patients. However, as one of
the lowest spenders on public health globally, India’s public health institutions are ill-equipped
and poorly resourced (Balarajan et al. 2011, Dreze and Sen 2013, GOI, 2001, 2016).

As a result, private sector health care has grown rapidly from providing 10 per cent of ser-
vices at the time of Indian independence, to an astounding 80 per cent in the previous decade
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(GOI, 2016, Sengupta and Nundy 2005). Not surprisingly, the district town closest to Bholi
had over 400 registered private practitioners charging between Rs 300 and Rs 700 (£3 to £7)
per consultation. Formal private sector is expensive, and patients mostly pay directly for ser-
vices (Bhat and Jain 2006, Doorslaer et al., 2005, Gupta, 2007, Karan et al. 2017). In Bholi
and elsewhere, out-of-pocket healthcare expenses are a common pathway into poverty and cre-
ate a trap through debt and asset losses (Krishna, 2006, 2010, Marmot, 2002, 2005, Phipps,
2003). To combat this, a national health insurance up to Rs 30,000 (£300) in the form of
Rashtriya Swasthya Bima Yojana (RSBY), and more recently, Ayushman Bharat Yojana, is
available, but their effectiveness remains unclear (Gupta et al. 2017, Karan et al. 2017).

In India and other developing countries, the space between affordable but unreliable public
health system, and the more expensive formal private sector is occupied by IHPs (also called
quacks, non-degree allopathic providers, unqualified private healthcare providers). Over 56 per
cent of active healthcare workers in rural India are without formal qualifications or training
(Rao et al. 2016) and equally high numbers are observed in other developing countries (Ade-
leke et al. 2019, Chandra and Bhattacharya 2019, Ecks and Basu 2009, Morgan et al. 2016,
Naidu et al. 2003, Rao and Peters 2015, Rao et al. 2016, Wahed et al. 2010). These practi-
tioners lack formal training and qualifications, tend to collect payments directly from users in
cash or kind, and work outside the influence of regulatory bodies (Sudhinaraset et al. 2013). It
has also been noted that without proper medical knowledge, they tend to overprescribe drugs
and engage in risky and non-evidence-based procedures, and their intervention often delays
patients’ access to life-saving treatment (Gautham et al., 2014). Bholi had four IHPs who lived
in the village itself and provided a wide range of services including first aid, antibiotic injec-
tions and even surgeries, as reported by people in the village.

Bholi provided an ideal site for this study because it had IHPs living in the community and
its proximity to the district town also provided people with the option of visiting qualified and
accredited practitioners in public and formal private sectors (cf. methodology used by May
et al., 2014).

A qualitative approach to understanding risk and trust-based practitioner choices

The use of a qualitative approach reflects the study’s commitment to stepping away from beha-
vioural models of healthcare access (original iteration in Anderson, 1995) and developing a
more contextualised sociocultural perspective on patients’ choices. Behavioural models are
extremely well utilised by scholars in developed countries (for a review, see Babitsch et al.
2012), but their suitability to pluralistic and complex healthcare markets of the developing
world has been questioned (Adhikari et al. 2013, Brinda et al. 2015, Thind et al. 2008). A
qualitative approach is also valuable in capturing the nuances that shape patients’ choice of
healthcare practitioners, especially as decisions are often based on partial and incomplete infor-
mation, while dealing with ambiguity and operating under constraints (Damman et al. 2009,
Fasolo et al. 2010, Haynes et al. 2003, Hibbard et al., 1997, Lubalin and Harris-Kojetin 1999,
Moser et al., 2010).

The study was funded and approved by the ethics committee of the London School of Eco-
nomics and Political Science (LSE). Data were collected using individual (n = 19) and group
(n = 8) interviews from a total of 58 participants. As the first author had been visiting the
community for five weeks prior to formal data collection, participant recruitment was an
organic process – some participants were approached for an interview, and others learnt about
the study and contacted the researcher. No participant expressing an interest to participate was
refused. Participants were not a priori categorised on their SES. Instead, a self-identification
© 2020 The Authors
Sociology of Health & Illness published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Foundation for SHIL (SHIL)

4 Apurv Chauhan and Catherine Campbell



strategy was used. 41 participants self-identified as ‘poor’ and 17 did not – while crude, the
paper refers to the former as ‘poor’ and the latter as ‘affluent’. Participants were not asked to
provide reasons for their self-identification. Interviews were conducted in the native dialect of
the region by the first author and covered themes such as recent healthcare episodes in partici-
pants’ family, perspectives on healthcare providers in the three sectors, and overall experience
of seeking health care. Interviews and consent were audio recorded as many participants were
unable to read or write. Interviews incorporated elements of narrative interviewing insofar as
participants were explicitly encouraged to share stories about their own life and lives of others.
However, unlike a strict narrative technique, following Chase (2003), interruptions were made
to seek clarification. Therefore, the method is best understood as semi-structured interviews
where participants were invited to share stories of their experiences.

Data analysis followed principles of thematic analysis (Boyatzis, 1998). The coding strategy
was inductive; yet, the research goals framed the process of analysis and naturally introduced
a deductive aspect to the process. As DeSantis and Ugarriza (2000) note, themes did not
‘spontaneously fall out or emerge’ but were developed for their explanatory power. Identifica-
tion of themes was guided by an iterative process of examining data considering the goals of
the research, and while they are well-substantiated by the data, no criteria of repetition were
used.

Where was care sought? A preliminary note

Bholi was a strongly collectivist culture, evident in its day to day life, practices and espoused
codes of conduct (Chauhan, 2015). This reflected in the consultative nature of most decision-
making issues faced by people and families, including those pertaining to healthcare needs.
The decision of where people should seek care was almost always a collective decision.
Whether going to the IHPs, formal private practitioner or government hospitals, people would
talk to their friends, relations and neighbours, even during emergencies. This is strongly indi-
cated in the data in statements such as ‘I then asked Ramkripal: What should we do?’, or
‘Nanhe’s mother heard about it and suggested going to see Dr [omitted] in town. She had a
similar pain and the doctor was very good.’

During both individual and group interviews, participants were asked to recall the last
healthcare episode in their family and where care was sought. The specific health issues
recalled by participants were not used in the analysis as very few participants provided a
named diagnosis. Educated participants that sought care from qualified medical practitioners
too tended to describe general symptoms or used broad terms such as ghao (wound). Simi-
larly, treatments were generally described in broad terms as those involving goli (tablets), mar-
ham (ointment) or injection. Diagnostic tests too were described broadly as khoon ka jaanch
(blood report) and photograph (X-ray/CT scan/ultrasound). As a preliminary analysis, the
choices made by participants provide several insights. First, affluent people of Bholi did not
visit a public practitioner even once. Second, monetary capacity was not associated with either
avoidance or patronage of IHPs – over half of both ‘poor’ and ‘affluent’ participants received
IHPs care. Table 1 provides the details.

Thematically, data show that accessibility and affordability of care, and perceptions of qual-
ity play an important role in practitioner choices. While these formed the bedrock, practitioner
choices were eventually shaped by trust-based negotiations and engagements with risk. As a
result, the thematic areas are intertwined and influence each other and only collectively they
build the overall picture of how practitioner choices were made.
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Accessibility and affordability

Easy availability of care is a well-recognised determinant of healthcare utilisation (Bose and
Dutta 2015, Mahapatro, 2016). Peters et al. (2008) unpack accessibility in terms of geographic
accessibility, financial accessibility, availability of care as and when needed, and acceptability
of patients’ health beliefs. The first three of these factors framed accessibility in Bholi. Com-
pared to both public and formal private sector practitioners in the town, IHPs lived in the vil-
lage and provided the most geographically accessible care. All four IHPs (locally called ‘jhola
chaap doctors’; literally, sling-bag doctors) took a biomedical approach (called allopathy
locally) and were usually the first port of call for poor and affluent people alike.

At government [facilities] there is no fee but we have to buy medicine, pay for photo
[scans], pay for transport. It is not free. (SD, poor female)

If there is a sudden need [for medical attention] in the village, whatever it is, people run
to [one IHP]. He is our doctor sir. We go there, get some medicines. If it is serious, he
comes with us, gives injections, IV medications, saline drips. Whatever the patient needs. If
the problem is extremely serious and [the IHP] cannot treat, we take the patient to the
town. (BP, poor male)

In terms of affordability, public practitioners provided the cheapest option. However, govern-
ment care involved hidden costs such as travel and charges for diagnostic tests in private facil-
ities. As Table 1 shows, while seven out of 17 affluent participants made private practitioners
their first port of call, only one poor participant did the same – the high cost of private care
presents a financial barrier for the poor. In comparison, the consultation fee of local IHPs was
25 rupees. The most organised IHP in the village maintained a stock of prescription drugs,
antibiotics and injectable medicines eliminating the need to visit a pharmacy in town. IHPs
also made care more affordable by keeping specific patients’ monetary capacity in mind while
developing treatment plans. Ethical and quality issues aside, such personalised approach gave
poor patients a greater sense of being in control.

Table 1 A profile of participants’ healthcare choices

Choice of provider Poor Affluent (not poor)

First and only port of call Public Practitioners (PP) 5 None
Formal Private Practitioners (FPP) 1 7
Informal Healthcare Providers (IHP) 15 4

Combination first IHP then PP 1 None
first FPP then PP 1 None
first PP then IHP 1 None
first FPP then IHP None None
first IHP then FPP 11 5
first PP then FPP None None
All three (in any order) 1 None
Did not see anyone
(or self-medicated using home remedies)

5 1
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[IHP] is like my brother. Very thoughtfully, he made a prescription for 78 rupees [78p] and
she got fine after. It was only 78 rupees [c. 78p]! She had no problems at all. . .where was
the need to open her stomach? It has been 15 years now and she is fine. [. . .] Just 78
rupees. He knows how much I can pay as an unemployed disabled man. She followed that
prescription and is fine now. (WCM, poor male)

Overall, both public and private practitioners had low geographic accessibility and additional
latent costs. IHPs were more accessible both geographically and financially and were often the
first port of call for poor as well as affluent people. Interestingly, of the 17 affluent partici-
pants, nine made IHPs their first port of call. However, when patients from Bholi did go to
the district town for their health needs, both poor and affluent preferred relatively much more
expensive private practitioners. This was linked to the perceptions of quality of care.

Perceptions of quality of care

Patients made assessments of the quality of care provided by practitioners in the three sectors
on the basis of four issues: perceived medical competence, infrastructure and emergency care,
invasiveness of treatment and friendliness of consultation.

In line with findings of Russell (2005), participants regarded both public health and formal
private practitioners as skilled, knowledgeable and competent. There was a clear awareness of
their proper training and qualifications. However, participants’ perceptions of quality of public
sector were undermined by poor infrastructure, understaffing, overcrowding, intermittent sup-
ply of medicines, ill-equipped emergency departments, long waiting periods, short consulta-
tions and apparent apathy amongst practitioners. Formal private practitioners were evaluated to
be significantly better on these issues and were, therefore, preferred by both poor and affluent
people whenever they decided to go to the town for consultation. IHPs were regarded as trying
‘do their best’, but simultaneously, there was an unequivocal understanding of their limited
medical competence.

I took him to a quack in the village. He gave some injections and some medicines, and my
child was all right. These are the things that kill poor people. We go to people who have no
license to treat my buffalo. (AM, poor male)

If things get worse, they [government doctors] raise their hands and say, ‘Take the patient
to a private hospital’. So it is better to start treatment at a private clinic. They take money,
but they treat you well. They have all the machines. (SW, poor female)

Research on doctor–patient consultation has routinely evidenced that high-quality interactions
are related to higher patient satisfaction with treatment (Ahmed and Bates 2016, Ward, 2018).
While people had familiarity and friendships with the local IHPs, establishing an interpersonal
relationship with public health practitioners was difficult as patients often saw different doctors
in separate visits. In terms of interpersonal experience of seeking care, formal private practition-
ers were between the two extremes. Working in a ‘for-profit’ model, they were perceived to
invest more effort in building personal relationships with patients and being friendly.

The [formal private] doctor asked me many questions. . .he checked my stomach with his
hands and told me that I needed a photo [ultrasound]. . .asked me questions about what I
eat, if I drank pouch [moonshine alcohol] or palm wine. The benefit of going to private
[doctor] is that one gets better sooner. Whatever money they take, they treat us like human
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beings. Not like [government] hospital where I went and [the doctor] did not even lift his
head to look at me. (SML, poor male)

Participants’ idea of ‘good treatment’ was incumbent on greater invasiveness, multiple diag-
nostic tests and lengthy drug prescriptions. As reported in previous studies (Patel et al., 2015),
this research also found that formal private practitioners prescribed arguably unnecessary treat-
ment plans – for example, in quote below RRA was put on month-long antibiotic treatments for
diarrhoea. Due to the symmetry between participants’ idea of good treatment and the approach
adopted by formal private practitioners, quality of care in the sector was perceived to be high.

The [public health] doctor said that it was not a snake bite. [The doctor said] ‘He has
stepped on a nail or something. Take him home’ We then went to a private hospital. There
the doctor said that it was a scorpion bite. . .the boy was lucky to not have died on the way.
He gave him many injections, put him on saline drips. I think he was given 4 or 5 bottles
of saline over two days and the boy lived. At the government hospital, he certainly would
have died. (SD, poor female)

RRA (poor female): I had such bad diarrhoea that I had to sleep under that tree for three
days. People took me to Dr [formal private practitioner]. He did tests and gave me.

Researcher: What kind of tests?

RRA: Stool and blood test. He gave antibiti [antibiotics]. It was. . .I took them for
4 weeks. . .only then I got better. (RRA, poor female)

In summary, people of Bholi regarded formal private practitioners to be the best option in
terms of quality of care received and were clearly aware of the limited medical skills of their
local IHPs. However, as demonstrated in Table 1, IHPs provide a large share of medical care
to both poor and affluent people in the village. This requires an examination of patient frame
and mitigate risks associated with their practitioner choices.

Negotiating risks and the dynamics of trust

The choice between public, formal private or informal practitioners required choosing between
different risks. Data show that participants associated the choice of public practitioners with
the risk unsatisfactory care, apathy and disinterest in patient welfare, lack of infrastructure and
even outright refusal. High cost of care provided by formal private practitioners imbues this
choice with the risk of financial drain, asset loss and debt. IHPs, on the other hand, presented
the risk of incorrect and even dangerous treatment. Quotes presented below illustrate partici-
pants’ framing of these risks.

We had some land. All the land we had was sold during the days of my father. . .for his treat-
ment [at a private hospital]. Now I do not have even one inch of land. (AM, poor male)

Would they [IHPs] be good? (chuckles) Most of them are like me and you. They have no
qualification, but they learn things watching the doctors. [. . .] Sometimes people die because
of wrong treatment also. (PP, poor male)

People negotiated the risks of choosing practitioners by drawing upon their trust in making
their choices. IHPs worked without an institutional framework and offered the possibility of
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interpersonal trust only. Practitioners in the other two sectors could, however, provide both inter-
personal and institutional trust. Data show that participants had low institutional trust in both
public and formal private sectors. People in the village lacked trust in government and its institu-
tions (Author, 2016). Consequently, institutional trust in public health system was low, and as
proximal agents of the institution, public practitioners themselves were not deemed trustworthy.
Institutional trust in formal private sector was low due to a number of issues including practition-
ers receiving kickbacks from pharmacies and diagnostic centres. Most importantly, the for-profit
nature of this sector eroded institutional trust as evident in several stories that patients narrated
about getting defrauded of the insurance cover that RSBY insurance scheme provided to the
poor.

The medicines are all fake. The government medicines never work. [. . .] The Government
sends bogus medicines to the hospital just so that we remain fooled. (KT, poor male)

Government gives [RSBY] card worth 30 thousand but I think that money is robbed and
never benefits the poor. If they get a simple fever and go to Dr [omitted] or one of the pri-
vate hospitals participating in the scheme, [the hospital] puts the card in the computer and
takes all 30 thousand. They rob all the money. (NML, affluent male)

Interpersonal trust draws upon dyadic social interactions and remains tied to specific people
(Zheng et al., 2017). In doctor–patient relationships, interpersonal trust derives from perceived
competence, caring, empathy, clear communication and honesty (Mayer et al. 1995, Poppo
et al. 2016, Thom and Campbell 1997). Two sources of interpersonal trust with practitioners
were evident in the data. The first source was based on medical competence of practitioners
and was calculative-cognitive component of trust people place in expert individuals. In con-
trast, the second source of interpersonal trust was anchored in prior familiarity and deep con-
tinuing relationships with practitioners. It formed the basis of a more stable and thick
interpersonal trust. Patients’ interpersonal trust in practitioners in the three sectors can be
understood in terms of these two bases.

Participants regarded public practitioners as corrupt, dishonest and with low empathy and
respect for patients and patients develop little relational–interpersonal trust in them. Additionally,
patients seldom had the opportunity to see the same public practitioners over a substantial period
for relationships to develop. Interestingly, with regard to medical competence, public practition-
ers were considered competent. However, this did not foster patients’ interpersonal trust as they
doubted if public practitioners would use their competence sincerely in treating them.

[At] government hospital the doctors do not examine you properly. They do no tests. . .they
will just ask you what the problem is and would write those medicines that have ‘special’
prices. (AM, poor male)

[Government doctors] sell all the good medicines and then the poor people go there are they
get all the rejected and expired medicines. (KT, poor male)

In comparison, formal private practitioners were regarded as medically competent and also
demonstrated friendliness during consultations. This facilitated greater interpersonal trust than
public practitioners to develop from both bases and allowed patients to undertake the risk of
financial drain and debt when a health issue was deemed serious or complicated. Nevertheless,
as also noted by Smith (2005), patients were cognizant of the monetary motivation and trans-
actional nature of consultations with these practitioners’ – their situational empathy was a
transactional symbolic act with no deeper relational basis. Thus, perceived medical competence
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was the primary source of patients’ interpersonal trust in formal private practitioners but their
for-profit nature concurrently undermined the development of relational-interpersonal trust.

It doesn’t matter that one has seen the [private] doctor 20 times before. If you do not
have money for their fee, you won’t be allowed to enter their premises. . .forget about
meeting them. Because they don’t treat us. . .we are customers. They treat the money that
we pay. (MP, poor female)

In contrast, interpersonal trust in IHPs had its origin in the second source: familiarity and
continuing relationships. IHPs were a part of village community life outside any care relation-
ships and were well known and respected members of the community. Fostered by familiarity
and relationships, patients held a strong belief that IHPs will not knowingly cause harm and
inform patients if a problem was beyond their ability to treat. This belief underlines the impor-
tance of familiarity and relationship-driven interpersonal trust between patients and their
healthcare providers. Following Jones (1996), it can be said that interpersonal trust in IHPs
was driven by patients’ conviction of moral competence instead of medical competence.

My father suddenly got ill during the wedding festivities. [. . .] We took him to [village IHP].
We know each other since we were toddlers. He gave my father ‘hard’ antibiotics thinking that
it will keep him safe in the interim and then after the wedding he can go to the town. He did
that in ‘good-faith’ but when we took him to the town doctor, he said that the antibiotics are
not working as they should. Eventually he died. . .the doctors couldn’t save him (RJT, affluent
male).

Reciprocity and conditionalities of interpersonal trust in IHPs

Trust is dyadic and requires both parties to acknowledge trustworthiness of the other. In this
regard, unlike public and private practitioners, the trust–relationship between patients and IHPs
was reciprocal. Indeed, IHPs also showed trusting behaviour towards their patients, for exam-
ple by providing care on the promise of future payments. But perhaps most importantly, IHPs
function illegally and therefore must trust the community to not report them to the authorities
even in cases where their intervention produced disastrous results. Such reciprocal trusting
relationships were absent from patients’ relationships with practitioners in the other two sec-
tors, as highlighted by MP’s quote above. The presence of vulnerabilities and risks on both
sides made patients’ relationships with IHPs more symmetrical.

But the jhola chaap who are as poor as we are. . .they never turn us away because we
cannot pay them on the same day. And they are economically no better than we are.

(BMP, poor female)

The interplay between trust and risk was dynamic and participants’ relationship-based inter-
personal trust in IHPs was not absolute. Linked to the perceptions of competence and quality
discussed above, when a medical issue was evaluated to be ‘severe’ or ‘complicated’, the com-
munity preferred seeking formal private practitioners. The present research cannot reflect on
what factors contributed to people reaching an assessment of health issue being severe or com-
plicated. Yet, the attachment of this conditionality on their interpersonal trust in IHPs appears
to be the key strategy used by both poor and affluent people in Bholi – indeed, it is a strategy
that allows them to judiciously expend resources that are valuable to them (time, money and
effort) while also limiting and managing the risks.
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There are jhola chaap doctors who can look after small problems. They take 25-30 rupees
plus the cost of medicines. But we don’t go to them if the problem is serious or long term.

(PP, poor male)
Researcher: In town, where do you go. . .government hospital or any private doctor?
SD (poor female): That depends on the case. If someone breaks their leg or arm, they go to
[government] hospital because it is free and they do it quickly. In complicated ill-
nesses. . .fever, gastric, or something very serious, we always go to private.

To conclude, patients associate different risks and draw upon different bases of trust with
practitioners in the three sectors. Pervasively low institutional trust in both public and formal
private sector, and competence and relational basis of interpersonal inform participants’
engagement with risk. These nuanced formulations of trust allow people to manage risks asso-
ciated with choosing a practitioner in a constrained and pluralistic healthcare market.

Discussion and future directions: Strategy and leaps of faith in practitioner choices

The goal of this research was to develop an understanding of how people choose between pub-
lic practitioners, formal private practitioners, and IHPs that occupy the pluralistic healthcare
markets of low- and middle-income countries. This research in rural India found that afford-
ability, accessibility of care when needed and low institutional trust in public present barriers
that prevent both poor and affluent rural patients in this research to consistently seek care from
trained and qualified practitioners either in public or private sector. In this light, the current
research presents a strong case for understanding IHPs as providing care that bridges these
barriers. For affluent people, they bridge geographic barriers, and for the poor, financial barri-
ers. Considering IHPs in the developing world as plugging obvious gaps in the healthcare
landscape integrates evidence from a range of studies on the informal healthcare sector of
developing countries (Ghosh, 2014, May et al., 2014, Raza et al. 2013).

A second important contribution of this research is in developing a socioculturally informed
framing of patient choices of practitioners by examining them with the lens of risk and trust
dynamics at play. Risk can never be eliminated completely but only managed in healthcare
choices and decisions – choosing between practitioners from the three sectors required man-
agement of inherent risks. This research has shown that managing this risk involved people
making a crude, case-by-case assessment of whether the problem was ‘serious’ or not – when
labelled ’serious’, formal private sector was preferred. In making this choice, poor people vol-
untarily undertake the risk of debt, impoverishment and loss of assets but also reduced the risk
of harm to health. When the condition was not deemed ‘serious’, health risks were perceived
to be lower and both affluent and poor people voluntarily took strategic risks – the former for
convenience of access and the latter for their reduced financial burden also. Thus, the use of
IHPs by the Bholi populace was – neither necessarily nor always – out of poverty, lack of
options, or ignorance. In each of these decisions, strategic risks were embraced and this paper
posits that patients’ choices of practitioners involve deliberate and strategic risk-taking. How-
ever, understanding a community’s predominant reliance on IHPs purely in terms of strategic
risk-taking would only reinforce the rationalistic assumptions that behavioural models purport.
Choices in Bholi are also shaped by India’s closeted neoliberal policies on health. Taxes on
private healthcare generate revenue for governments and, arguably, reduce the incentive of
improving welfare-based public health infrastructure.

Patients’ choices and strategic risk-taking are based on fuzzy trust-based decision-making.
Trust has both emotional and cognitive dimensions. Its emotional dimension draws on
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familiarity, similarity, and interpersonal relationships but the cognitive dimension is predomi-
nantly calculative in nature (Lewis and Weigert 1985; Poppo et al. 2016; Reich-Graefe, 2014).
People drew on both calculative and emotional dimensions to develop different kinds of inter-
personal trust in practitioners in an environment where institutional trust was either low (public
and formal private sector) or impossible (IHPs). The research provides evidence that patients
derive calculative interpersonal trust from perceived medical competence of practitioners – this
was highest for formal private practitioners and led people to seek their care for ‘serious’
issues. On the other hand, interpersonal trust based on familiarity, relationships and moral
competence of practitioners was emotional in nature – IHPs were most trusted in this regard.
Crucially, this research shows that patients’ high relational–interpersonal trust in IHPs can
compensate for the lack of trust based on medical competence, qualifications and training.

Rowe and Calnan (2006, p. 5) note that trust is ‘forward looking and reflects a commitment
to an ongoing relationship’. In much of rural India and other developing countries, people’s
ongoing relationships of medical care are usually with local IHPs and people build strong,
interpersonal trusting relationships with them. Trust provides patients what M€ollering (2001)
considers ‘good reasons’ for making their choice of practitioner. Indeed, patients’ trust in any
practitioner was not blind and all-encompassing. Instead, the research has shown the presence
of calculative and cognitive considerations that established conditionalities of trust. In essence,
the research demonstrates that when people in the developing world choose to seek care from
IHPs, they do not merely make ‘leaps of faith’ (Brownlie and Howson 2005, p. 235), but
instead, they make strategic decisions and voluntarily embrace some uncertainties and risks.

Looking ahead, this research has underlined the need to examine the issue of risk and trust
further and data have highlighted several inter-related issues that were not examined in this
study. For example, what factors lead people to consider a health issue as ‘severe’ or ‘compli-
cated’ and when does a health issue or condition cross the threshold for seeking care in expen-
sive formal private sector? What individual-specific factors – socioeconomic status, patients’
gender or age, pre-existing conditions, comorbidities, or indeed, their scientific literacy – con-
tribute to it? To conclude, patient choices in the complicated markets of developing countries
are based on complex decisions. This research demonstrates that both poor and affluent
patients make trust-based strategic decisions and actively engage with risks associated with
practitioner choices in these pluralistic healthcare markets.

Address for correspondence: Apurv Chauhan, School of Applied Social Science (SASS), 204-
Watson Building, Village Way, Falmer, Brighton BN1 9PH, UK.
E-mail: a.chauhan@brighton.ac.uk

Acknowledgements

The first author would like to thank LSE for a generous LSE PhD Scholarship (2012-2016) that sup-
ported this research.

Author Contribution

Apurv Chauhan: Conceptualization (lead); Formal analysis (lead); Funding acquisition (lead);
Methodology (equal); Resources (lead); Software (lead); Validation (equal); Writing-original
draft (lead); Writing-review & editing (lead). Catherine Campbell: Conceptualization (sup-
porting); Methodology (supporting).

© 2020 The Authors
Sociology of Health & Illness published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Foundation for SHIL (SHIL)

12 Apurv Chauhan and Catherine Campbell

mailto:


Data Availability

The data that support the findings of this study are available on request from the corresponding
author. The data are not publicly available due to privacy or ethical restrictions.

References

Adeleke, I.T., Suleiman-Abdul, Q.B., Aliyu, A., Ishaq, I.A., et al. (2019) Deploying unqualified person-
nel in health records practice: Role substitution or quackery? Implications for health services delivery
in Nigeria, Health Information Management Journal, 48, 3, 152–6.

Adhikari, S., Supakankunti, S. and Khan, M. (2013) Decision-making process of Kala Azar care: results
from a qualitative study carried out in disease endemic areas of Nepal, Infectious Diseases of Poverty,
2, 1, 14. https://doi.org/10.1186/2049-9957-2-14.

Ahmad, S., Mehmood, J., Awan, A.B., Zafar, S.T., et al. (2011) Female spouses of injection drug users
in Pakistan: a bridge population of the HIV epidemic?, EMHJ - Eastern Mediterranean Health Journal,
17, 4, 271–6.

Ahmed, R. and Bates, B.R. (2016) To accommodate, or not to accommodate: Exploring patient satisfac-
tion with doctors’ accommodative behavior during the clinical encounter, Journal of Communication in
Healthcare, 9, 1, 22–32.

Anderson, R.M. (1995). Revisiting the Behavioral Model and Access to Medical Care: Does it Matter ?
Author ( s ): Ronald M. Andersen Source : Journal of Health and Social Behavior, Vol. 36, No. 1 (
Mar., 1995), pp. 1–10 Published by : American Sociological Association. Journal of Health and Social
Behaviour, 36(1), 1–10. doi: 10.1007/s.

Anell, A., Ros�en, P. and Hjortsberg, C. (1997) Choice and participation in the health services: a survey
of preferences among Swedish residents, Health Policy, 40, 2, 157–68.

Babitsch, B., Gohl, D. and von Lengerke, T. (2012) Re-revisiting Andersen’s Behavioral Model of Health
Services Use: a systematic review of studies from 1998–2011, GMS Psycho-Social-Medicine, 9, 11.

Balarajan, Y., Selvaraj, S. and Subramanian, S.V. (2011) Health care and equity in India, The Lancet,
377, 9764, 505–15. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)61894-6.Health.

Beck, U. (1992) From industrial society to the risk society: Questions of survival, social structure and
ecological enlightenment, Theory, Culture & Society, 9, 1, 97–123.

Bhat, R. and Jain, N. (2006) Analysis of Public and Private Healthcare Expenditures, Economic and
Political Weekly, 41, January 7, 57–68. https://doi.org/10.2307/4417643.

Birungi, H. (1998) Injections and self-help: Risk and trust in Ugandan health care, Social Science and
Medicine, 47, 10, 1455–62. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(98)00194-4.

Bose, M. and Dutta, A. (2015) Inequity in hospitalization care: a study on utilization of healthcare ser-
vices in West Bengal, India, International Journal of Health Policy and Management, 4, 1, 29.

Boyatzis, R.E. (1998) Transforming qualitative information: Thematic analysis and code development.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Brinda, E.M., Kowal, P., Attermann, J. and Enemark, U. (2015) Health service use, out-of-pocket pay-
ments and catastrophic health expenditure among older people in India: The WHO study on global
AGEing and adult health (SAGE), Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health, 69, 5, 489–94.
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2014-204960.

Brownlie, J. and Howson, A. (2005) Leaps of faith’ and MMR: An empirical study of trust, Sociology,
39, 2, 221–39. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038505050536.

Bryan, S., Gill, P., Greenfield, S., Gutridge, K., et al. (2006) The myth of agency and patient choice in
health care? The case of drug treatments to prevent coronary disease, Social Science & Medicine, 63,
10, 2698–701.

Campos-Castillo, C., Woodson, B.W., Theiss-Morse, E., Sacks, T., Fleig-Palmer, M.M. and Peek, M.E.
(2016). Examining the relationship between interpersonal and institutional trust in political and health
care contexts. In Interdisciplinary Perspectives on Trust: Towards Theoretical and Methodological Inte-
gration (pp. 99–115). doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-22261-5_6.

© 2020 The Authors
Sociology of Health & Illness published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Foundation for SHIL (SHIL)

Risk, trust and patients’ strategic choices 13

https://doi.org/10.1186/2049-9957-2-14
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)61894-6.Health
https://doi.org/10.2307/4417643
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-9536(98)00194-4
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech-2014-204960
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038505050536


Chandra, S. and Bhattacharya, S. (2019) Unqualified Medical Practitioners, Economic & Political Weekly,
54, 5, 37.

Chase, S.E. (2003) Taking narrative seriously: Consequences for method and theory in interview studies.
In Lincoln, Y.S. and Denzin, N.K. (eds) Turning points in qualitative research: Tying knots in a hand-
kerchief, Vol. 3. Walnut Creek, CA: AltaMira Press, pp 273–98.

Chauhan, A. (2015) Plates for slates: the impact of a school feeding programme on community represen-
tations of schools, International Journal of Educational Development, 41, 292–300.

Cousins, S. (2019) Dengue rises in Bangladesh, The Lancet Infectious Diseases, 19, 2, 138.
Crabbe, F., Carsauw, H., Buve, A., Laga, M., et al. (1996) Why do men with urethritis in Cameroon pre-
fer to seek care in the informal health sector?, Sexually Transmitted Infections, 72, 3, 220–2.

Damman, O.C., Hendriks, M., Rademakers, J., Delnoij, D.M.J., et al. (2009) How do healthcare con-
sumers process and evaluate comparative healthcare information? A qualitative study using cognitive
interviews, BMC Public Health, 9, 1, 423.

Das, J., Holla, A., Mohpal, A. and Muralidharan, K. (2015) Quality and accountability in healthcare
delivery: audit evidence from primary care providers in India, Policy Research Working Paper, 7334,
1–77. https://doi.org/10.3386/w21405.

DeSantis, L. and Ugarriza, D.N. (2000) The concept of theme as used in qualitative nursing research,
Western Journal of Nursing Research, 22, 3, 351–72.

Diamond-Smith, N., Thet, M.M., Khaing, E.E. and Sudhinaraset, M. (2016) Delivery and postpartum
practices among new mothers in Laputta, Myanmar: intersecting traditional and modern practices and
beliefs, Culture, Health & Sexuality, 18, 9, 1054–66.

Doorslaer, E.V., Donnell, O.O., Rannan-eliya, R.P., Herrin, A.N., et al. (2005) Paying Out-Of-Pocket for
Health Care in Asia : Catastrophic and Poverty Impact, No. 2.

Douglas, M. (1992) Risk and blame: essays in cultural theory. London: Routledge.
Dreze, J. and Sen, A. (2013) An uncertain glory: India and its contradictions. New Delhi: Allen Lane.
Ecks, S. and Basu, S. (2009) The unlicensed lives of antidepressants in India: generic drugs, unqualified
practitioners, and floating prescriptions, Transcultural Psychiatry, 46, 1, 86–106.

Fasolo, B., Reutskaja, E., Dixon, A. and Boyce, T. (2010) Helping patients choose: how to improve the
design of comparative scorecards of hospital quality, Patient Education and Counseling, 78, 3, 344–9.

Gabe, J., Harley, K. and Calnan, M. (2015) Healthcare choice: Discourses, perceptions, experiences and
practices, Current Sociology, 63, 5, 623–35. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011392115590061.

Gautham, M., Shyamprasad, K.M., Singh, R., Zachariah, A., et al. (2014) Informal rural healthcare provi-
ders in North and South India, Health Policy and Planning, 29, SUPPL. 1, 20–9. https://doi.org/10.
1093/heapol/czt050.

Ghosh, S. (2014) Trends and Differentials in Health Care Utilization Pattern in India, Journal of Health
Management, 16, 3, 337–63. https://doi.org/10.1177/0972063414539597.

Giddens, A. (1990) The consequences of modernity. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Gilson, L. (2003). Trust and the development of health care as a social institution. Social Science & Med-
icine, 56, 1453–68.

GOI (2001) Evaluation study on functioning of Primary Health Centres (PHCs) assisted under Social
Safety Net Programme (SSNP). Retrieved from http://planningcommission.nic.in/reports/peoreport/peo
evalu/peo_ssnp.pdf.

GOI (2016) National health accounts —Estimates for India 2013–14. https://doi.org/10.1017/
CBO9781107415324.004.

Gupta, H. (2007) The role of insurance in health care management in India, International Journal of
Health Care Quality Assurance, 20, 5, 379–91. https://doi.org/10.1108/09526860710763307.

Gupta, I., Chowdhury, S., Trivedi, M. and Prinja, S. (2017) Do health coverage schemes ensure financial
protection from hospitalization expenses? Evidence from eight districts in India, Journal of Social and
Economic Development, 19, 1, 83–93. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40847-017-0040-4.

Haynes, R., Lovett, A. and S€unnenberg, G. (2003) Potential accessibility, travel time, and consumer
choice: geographical variations in general medical practice registrations in Eastern England, Environ-
ment and Planning A, 35, 10, 1733–50.

© 2020 The Authors
Sociology of Health & Illness published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Foundation for SHIL (SHIL)

14 Apurv Chauhan and Catherine Campbell

https://doi.org/10.3386/w21405
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011392115590061
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czt050
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czt050
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972063414539597
http://planningcommission.nic.in/reports/peoreport/peoevalu/peo_ssnp.pdf
http://planningcommission.nic.in/reports/peoreport/peoevalu/peo_ssnp.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/09526860710763307
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40847-017-0040-4


Hibbard, J.H., Slovic, P. and Jewett, J.J. (1997) Informing consumer decisions in health care: implications
from decision-making research, The Milbank Quarterly, 75, 3, 395–414.

Jones, K. (1996) Trust as an affective attitude, Ethics, 107, 1, 4–25.
Karan, A., Yip, W. and Mahal, A. (2017) Extending health insurance to the poor in India: An impact
evaluation of Rashtriya Swasthya Bima Yojana on out of pocket spending for healthcare, Social
Science and Medicine, 181, 83–92. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.03.053.

Kooreman, P. and Prast, H. (2010) What does behavioral economics mean for policy? Challenges to sav-
ings and health policies in the Netherlands, De Economist, 158, 2, 101–22.

Krishna, A. (2006) Pathways out of and into poverty in 36 villages of Andhra Pradesh, India. World
Development, 34, 2, 271–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2005.08.003.

Krishna, A. (2010) One illness away: Why people become poor and how they escape poverty: Why peo-
ple become poor and how they escape poverty. Retrieved from http://www.dawsonera.com/depp/reader/
protected/external/AbstractView/S9780191612978.

Kruk, M.E., Rockers, P.C., Varpilah, S.T. and Macauley, R. (2011) Which doctor? Determinants of uti-
lization of formal and informal health care in postconflict Liberia, Medical Care, 49, 6, 585–91.

Lambrew, J.M. (2005) ). “Choice” in health care: what do people really want? Issue Brief, New York,
The Commonwealth Fund.

Lewis, J.D. and Weigert, A. (1985) Trust as a Social Reality, Social Forces, 63, 4, 967–85.
Lubalin, J.S. and Harris-Kojetin, L.D. (1999) What do consumers want and need to know in making
health care choices?, Medical Care Research and Review, 56, 1_suppl, 67–102.

Luhmann, N. (2017) Risk: a sociological theory. New York: Routledge.
Mahapatro, M. (2016) Does women’s empowerment increase accessibility to healthcare among women
facing domestic violence?, Development in Practice, 26, 8, 1024–36.

Marmot, M. (2002) The influence of income on health: Views of an epidemiologist, Health Affairs, 21,
2, 31–46. https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.21.2.31.

Marmot, M. (2005) Public Health Social determinants of health inequalities, Lancet, 365, 1099–104.
May, C., Roth, K. and Panda, P. (2014) Non-degree allopathic practitioners as first contact points for
acute illness episodes: insights from a qualitative study in rural northern India, BMC Health Services
Research, 14, 1, 182. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-14-182.

Mayer, R.C., Davis, J.H. and Schoorman, F.D. (1995) An integrative model of organizational trust, Acad-
emy of Management Review, 20, 3, 709–34.

Memon, A.S. (2006) Rural surgery in Pakistan, World Journal of Surgery, 30, 9, 1628–9.
M€ollering, G. (2001) The nature of trust: From Georg Simmel to a theory of expectation, interpretation
and suspension, Sociology, 35, 2, 403–20. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0038038501000190.

Morgan, R., Ensor, T. and Waters, H. (2016) Performance of private sector health care: implications for
universal health coverage, The Lancet, 388, 10044, 606–12.

Moser, A., Korstjens, I., van der Weijden, T. and Tange, H. (2010) Themes affecting health-care con-
sumers’ choice of a hospital for elective surgery when receiving web-based comparative consumer
information, Patient Education and Counseling, 78, 3, 365–71.

Naidu, R.S., Gobin, I. and Newton, J.T. (2003) Perceptions and use of dental quacks (unqualified dental
practitioners) and self rated oral health in Trinidad, International Dental Journal, 53, 6, 447–54.

NHS (2020) Complementary and alternative medicine. Retrieved August 4, 2020, from https://www.nhs.
uk/conditions/complementary-and-alternative-medicine/.

Patel, V., Parikh, R., Nandraj, S., Balasubramaniam, P., et al. (2015) Assuring health coverage for all in
India, The Lancet, 386, 10011, 2422–35. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)00955-1.

Pearson, S.D. and Raeke, L.H. (2000) Patients’ trust in physicians: Many theories, few measures, and lit-
tle data, Journal of General Internal Medicine, 15, 7, 509–13. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.
2000.11002.x.

Peltzer, K. and Pengpid, S. (2015) Utilization and practice of traditional/complementary/alternative medi-
cine (T/CAM) in Southeast Asian nations (ASEAN) member states, Studies on Ethno-Medicine, 9, 2,
209–18.

© 2020 The Authors
Sociology of Health & Illness published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Foundation for SHIL (SHIL)

Risk, trust and patients’ strategic choices 15

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.03.053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2005.08.003
http://www.dawsonera.com/depp/reader/protected/external/AbstractView/S9780191612978
http://www.dawsonera.com/depp/reader/protected/external/AbstractView/S9780191612978
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.21.2.31
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-14-182
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0038038501000190
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/complementary-and-alternative-medicine/
https://www.nhs.uk/conditions/complementary-and-alternative-medicine/
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)00955-1
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2000.11002.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1525-1497.2000.11002.x


Peters, D.H., Garg, A., Bloom, G., Walker, D.G., et al. (2008) Poverty and access to health care in devel-
oping countries, Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 1136, 161–71. https://doi.org/10.1196/
annals.1425.011.

Petrocchi, S., Iannello, P., Lecciso, F., Levante, A., et al. (2019) Interpersonal trust in doctor-patient rela-
tion: Evidence from dyadic analysis and association with quality of dyadic communication, Social
Science & Medicine, 235, 112391.

Phipps, S. (2003). The impact of poverty on health. In Poverty and Health, CPHI Collected Papers (pp.
1–29). Retrieved from http://dsp-psd.pwgsc.gc.ca/Collection/H118-11-2003-1E.pdf.

Poppo, L., Zhou, K.Z. and Li, J.J. (2016) When can you trust “trust”? Calculative trust, relational trust,
and supplier performance, Strategic Management Journal, 37, 4, 724–41. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.
2374.

Pulla, P. (2016) Are India’s quacks the answer to its shortage of doctors?, BMJ: British Medical Journal,
352, January, i291. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i291.

Rao, K.D. and Peters, D.H. (2015) Urban health in India: many challenges, few solutions, The Lancet
Global Health, 3, 12, e729–e30.

Rao, K.D., Shahrawat, R. and Bhatnagar, A. (2016) Composition and distribution of the health workforce
in India: estimates based on data from the National Sample Survey, WHO South-East Asia Journal of
Public Health, 5, 2, 133.

Raza, W.A., Van De Poel, E., Panda, P., Dror, D., et al. (2013) Healthcare Seeking Behavior among
Self-help Group Households in Rural Bihar and Uttar Pradesh, India, BMC Health Services Research,
575, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-015-1254-9.

Reich-Graefe, R. (2014) Calculative trust: Oxymoron or tautology?, Journal of Trust Research, 4, 1, 66–
82. https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2014.891322.

Rowe, R. and Calnan, M. (2006) Trust relations in health care—the new agenda, European Journal of
Public Health, 16, 1, 3–4. https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckl003.

Russell, S. (2005) Treatment-seeking behaviour in urban Sri Lanka: Trusting the state, trusting private
providers, Social Science and Medicine, 61, 7, 1396–407. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2004.11.
077.

Saha, S. and Hossain, M.T. (2017) Evaluation of medicines dispensing pattern of private pharmacies in
Rajshahi, Bangladesh. BMC Health Services Research, 17, 1, 136.

Sengupta, A. and Nundy, S. (2005) The private health sector in India, British Medical Journal, 331,
1157–8.

Smith, C. (2005) Understanding trust and confidence: Two paradigms and their significance for health
and social care, Journal of Applied Philosophy, 22, 3, 299–316. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5930.
2005.00312.x.

Sudhinaraset, M., Ingram, M., Lofthouse, H.K. and Montagu, D. (2013) What Is the Role of Informal
Healthcare Providers in Developing Countries? A Systematic Review, PLoS One, 8, 2, e54978.

Thac, D., Pedersen, F.K., Thuong, T.C., Lien, L.B., Anh, N., Thi, N. and Phuc, N.N. (2016). South Viet-
namese rural mothers’ knowledge, attitude, and practice in child health care. BioMed Research Interna-
tional, 2016.

Thind, A., Mohani, A., Banerjee, K. and Hagigi, F. (2008) Where to deliver? Analysis of choice of deliv-
ery location from a national survey in India, BMC Public Health, 8, 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-
2458-8-29.

Thom, D.H. and Campbell, B. (1997) Patient-Physician Trust: An Exploratory Study, The Journal of
Family Practice, 44, 2, 169.

Tulloch, J. and Lupton, D. (2003) Risk and everyday life. London: Sage Publications Ltd.
Victoor, A., Delnoij, D., Friele, R. and Rademakers, J. (2011) Determinants of patient choice of health-
care providers: a scoping review, BMC Health Services Research, 12, 272, 1–47. https://doi.org/10.
1186/1472-6963-12-272.

Wahed, T., Moran, A.C. and Iqbal, M. (2010) The perspectives of clients and unqualified allopathic prac-
titioners on the management of delivery care in urban slums, Dhaka, Bangladesh-a mixed method
study, BMC Pregnancy and Childbirth, 10, 1, 50.

© 2020 The Authors
Sociology of Health & Illness published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Foundation for SHIL (SHIL)

16 Apurv Chauhan and Catherine Campbell

https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1425.011
https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1425.011
http://dsp-psd.pwgsc.gc.ca/Collection/H118-11-2003-1E.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2374
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2374
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i291
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-015-1254-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2014.891322
https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckl003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2004.11.077
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2004.11.077
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5930.2005.00312.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5930.2005.00312.x
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-8-29
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-8-29
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-12-272
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6963-12-272


Ward, P. (2018) Trust and communication in a doctor-patient relationship: a literature review, Archivos
De Medicina, 3, 3, 36.

Zheng, S., Hui, S.F. and Yang, Z. (2017) Hospital trust or doctor trust? A fuzzy analysis of trust in the
health care setting, Journal of Business Research, 78, 217–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.12.
017.

Zinn, J.O. (2015) Towards a better understanding of risk-taking: key concepts, dimensions and perspec-
tives, Health, Risk and Society, 17, 2, 99–114. https://doi.org/10.1080/13698575.2015.1023267.

© 2020 The Authors
Sociology of Health & Illness published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of Foundation for SHIL (SHIL)

Risk, trust and patients’ strategic choices 17

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.12.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.12.017
https://doi.org/10.1080/13698575.2015.1023267

