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<Table 1> General characteristics of the study subjects

Variables Total(N=2510) Male(N=832) Female(N=1678)
N % N % N %

Age

18-64 956 45.1 416 63.1 540 359

65+ 1554 54.9 416 36.9 1138 64.1

Mean(S.E) 61.7 (0.49) 55.9 (0.83) 64.6 (0.58)
Marital status

Married 750 27.5 368 37.0 382 22.7

Bereaved/Divorced/Separated 1434 54.8 282 335 1152 65.7

Unmarried 326 17.7 182 29.6 144 11.6
Education

No educated 1094 41.3 201 224 893 50.9

Elementary-Middle school 974 37.2 396 449 578 334

High school + 442 21.5 235 32.7 207 15.7
Length of benefit

Before 1999 1341 50.3 419 44.7 922 53.1

2000 - 2003 933 36.6 329 40.5 604 34.7

2004 - 2006 236 13.1 84 14.8 152 122
Region

Big City 965 41.9 327 39.6 638 43.0

Middle City 933 37.1 321 41.2 612 35.0

Country 612 21.0 184 19.2 428 21.9
Job status

No 2397 93.8 776 90.0 1621 95.8

Yes(+ irregular) 113 6.2 56 10.0 57 4.2
Cohabiting members

0 1095 40.8 249 304 846 46.2

1 934 36.5 395 42.6 539 334

2+ 481 22.7 188 27.0 293 204
Household income

< 500,000 Won 1698 66.4 500 60.9 1198 69.3

> 500,000 Won 812 33.6 332 39.1 480 30.7
Disability

No 1586 65.9 414 52.3 1172 72.9

Moderate(G4-6) 232 7.0 85 7.1 147 6.9

Severe(G1-3) 692 27.1 333 40.6 359 20.2
Limitation of ADL

No 736 31.0 240 29.5 496 31.8

Yes 1774 69.0 592 70.5 1182 68.2
Multimorbidity

0-1 568 36.8 223 432 345 335

2-3 1367 51.1 432 47.0 935 53.1

4 + 575 12.1 177 9.8 398 13.3
HRQOL score

<90 1600 61.4 525 61.0 1075 61.6

> 90 910 38.6 307 39.0 603 38.4

Note; Analyses are weighted. Unweighted N=2,510
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<Table 2> Differences in health services utilization and costs before and after copayment

gabA] e AnE wolEm YoM FEAAE Rl
WIS 1SR et T TN ok
TC

2 RIS e Ao ek

o I xlgH] x}o]

1% FaaAe] 67/M€1t 1909 et AEH= A=A A
1489F 7oA ATAI = (135 P o R Het 357 1
A(23.64%) 7Aoo ol FAHOE {olskrhi=5.76,
p<.001). Z, FW7|%x 159 ¢/1€7F B AEH|E AEAY
A 14951l A A=A & 114%F 6 4%1 2 B 347 33-
A(23.06%) A2 71E # ?JZM & AmHE ARA
3 A 1457 4H LN A
449 231 9(30.41%) A3 AOE—_ L}E}L‘r 71el FaEAke]
g & 02 e TTable 2>

% Amn) izl

HOIMEE Al M3 /208 Kol FER9l

o oA AJolo] P wHE= Qo

AEA As 9
SEHARA A3 HA49 AEY RE 8% AuA 2
o wge b ﬂo} ThF=3. 7
S Aolof= £

|y
T, %‘i‘l’a:ﬂ' T, Z

(unit: days, won)

2006.7.1 — 12.31

2007.7.1 — 12.31

Difference (2006—2007)

N Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. t

Outpatient days

NBLS* 2,296 2225 0.68 15.26 0.52 6.98 0.53 13.28 ***

Others” 214 25.14 2.89 16.04 1.85 9.09 2.04 4.46 ***

Total 2,510 22.48 0.67 15.33 0.50 7.15 0.51 14.00 ***
Outpatient expense

NBLS* 2,296 526,145 36,395 374,375 22,769 151,770 23,344 6.5 ***

Others” 214 722,753 189,052 440,201 90,204 282,552 138,807 2.04 *

Total 2,510 542,149 36,823 379,734 22,155 162,415 24,254 6.7 ***
Medication days

NBLS* 2,296 137.78 3.35 120.14 2.94 17.64 2.36 TAT *x*

Others” 214 128.46 12.62 108.96 11.32 19.50 8.57 228 *

Total 2,510 137.02 3.25 119.23 2.85 17.79 2.28 7.81 ***
Medication expense

NBLS* 2,296 391,378 11,646 362,917 18,365 28,461 17,806 1.6

Others” 214 356,181 39,905 307,991 34,016 48,190 29,570 1.63

Total 2,510 388,513 11,178 358,446 17,097 30,067 16,532 1.82
Total expense

NBLS* 2,296 1,490,253 72,373 1,146,661 52,677 343,592 63,709 5.39 **x*

Others” 214 1,454,729 344,713 1,012,311 179,150 442,418 211,561 2.09 *

Total 2,510 1,487,361 72,115 1,135,725 50,520 351,636 60,998 5.76 ***

Note; Analyses are weighted. * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

* NBLS : Recipients of National Basic Livelihood Security
® Others :
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Recipients by other laws such as national merit recipients, human cultural assets, victims of disaster etc.
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<Table 3> Surveyregression analyses of affecting variables on differences® in health services utilization before and after

copayment

(unit: days, won)

Outpatient days

Medication days Total expense

Independent variables

Coefficients(b) Coefficients(b) Coefficients(b)
Predisposing factors
Gender 2.085 * 7.442 120,785
Age 0.085 * 0.366 * 2,849
Education 0.075 -0.712 11,462
Marriagel (bereaved/divorced/etc.) 1.607 15.313 ** 27,186
Marriage2(unmarried) 3.038 20.100 ** 572,343 **
Enabling factors
Length of benefit 0.120 0.529 13,233
Regionl(middle city) 0.227 2.350 -26,387
Region2(rural) -1.208 4.747 -9,506
Job status 4218 * 2.343 -343,254 **
Cohabiting members 0.691 -0.273 37,966
Household Income 0.031 0.152 71
Need factors
Disability 0.275 0.357 75,611 **
Limitation of ADL -2.343 -7.815 -311,639 *
Multimorbidity 1.449 *** 3.563 70,805
HRQOL -0.057 * -0.107 -6,586 *
Health Behavior factors
Drinking -0.182 -8.470 -128,890
Smoking -0.619 -2.152 -86,028
Regular exercise 0.540 0.954 91,505
Regular meals -0.740 3.954 -79,907
Health checkup 1.344 -0.729 -118,552
Intercept 4.683 -6.377 1,415,356
R? 0.0279 0.0230 0.0240
d.f 2386 2308 2405
F-value(sig.) 3.40 (p<.001) 2.70 (<.001) 2.93 (<.001)

Notes: Analyses are weighted. *p< .1, ** p< .05, *** p< .01

* difference=the number of days or expense in 2006 - the number of days or expense in 2007
Gender(male=1, female=2) Marriagel(Married=0, Bereaved/Divorced/Separated=1) Marriage2(Married=0 unmarried=1)

Regionl(big city=0 middle city=1) Region2(big city=0, rural=1)
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The Effects of Copayments on Health Services Utilization
in the Type I Medicaid Beneficiaries*

Hong, Sun-Woo"

1) College of Nursing, Seoul National University

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of copayments for doctor visits and
prescription drugs on health services utilization in the Type I Medicaid beneficiaries in Korea. Method: This study
examined data from the 2007 survey on Health Services Use and Health Status of Medicaid Beneficiaries
performed by the Ministry for Health Welfare and Family Affairs. To analyze these sample survey data, the
SURVEYFREQ, SURVEYMEANS, and SURVEYREG procedures which incorporate the sample design into the
analyses were used. Results: Findings of this study indicate that copayments for doctor visits and prescription
drugs of Medicaid Type I beneficiaries have cut overall medical costs. However, although results should be
interpreted very carefully because of the relatively low R, copayments have cut more health services utilization of
people who need more health services because of their complex diseases and disability. In addition, besides
copayment, several factors are affecting differences in health services utilization before and after copayments
implementation. Conclusion: These results highlight the need to examine the effects of copayments more
thoroughly according to the kinds of disease, the severity of disease, and the level of copayment.

Key words : Copayment, Health services utilization, Medicaid beneficiaries
* This study is a part of PhD. thesis.
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