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The Effect of Outpatient Cost Sharing on Health Care Utilization
of the Elderly

Myunghwa Kim', Soonman Kwon’

'Health Insurance Review & Assessment Service; “The Graduate School of Public Health, Seoul National University

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to analyze the effect of outpatient cost-sharing on health care utilization by the

elderly.

Methods: The data in this analysis was the health insurance claims data between July 1999 and December 2008 (114 months).
The study group was divided into two age groups, namely 60-64 years old and 65-69 years old. This study evaluated the
impact of policy change on office visits, the office visits per person, and the percentage of the copayment-paid visits in total
visits. Interrupted time series and segmented regression model were used for statistical analysis.

Results: The results showed that outpatient cost-sharing decreased office visits, but it also decreased the percentage of
copayment-paid visits, implying that the intensity of care increased. There was little difference in the results between the two
age groups. But after the introduction of the coinsurance system for those patients under age 65, office visits and the percentage
of copayment-paid visits decreased, and the 60-64 years old group had a larger decrease than the 65-69 years old group.
Conclusions: This study evaluated the effects of outpatient cost-sharing on health care utilization by the aged. Cost sharing of

the elderly had little effect on controlling health care utilization.
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Figure 1. Monthly trend of office visits. (unit: 1000days)
Table 1. Office visits(log)
) Ages 60-64 Ages 65-69
Variables
B SE t B SE t
Intercept 6.185 0.105 58.68' 5.814 0.096 60.65'
Time 0.020 0.003 8.13 0.019 0.002 8.26°
Intervention 1 0.125 0.031 3.98 0.106 0.029 3.73f
Time after intervention 1 0.014 0.011 1.28 0.011 0.010 1.13
Intervention 2 0.002 0.026 0.07 -0.005 0.024 -0.20
Time after intervention 2 -0.019 0.011 -1.74 -0.013 0.010 -1.30
Intervention 3 -0.021 0.018 -1.20 -0.014 0.016 -0.87
Time after intervention 3 -0.012 0.004 -3.251 -0.013 0.003 -3.84
Intervention 4 -0.055 0.012 -4.50 -0.009 0.011 -0.83
Time after intervention 4 0.001 0.001 0.58 0.000 0.001 0.19
Healthcare facilities -0.723 0.004 -179.55' -0.710 0.004 -193.74
Region -0.359 0.004 -89.14 -0.288 0.004 -78.47
Medical fee -0.004 0.001 -4.15 -0.002 0.001 -2.13%
Month 2 -0.030 0.010 -2.971 -0.025 0.009 -2.651
Month 3 0.025 0.010 2421 0.043 0.009 461
Month 4 -0.009 0.010 -0.82 0.014 0.009 1.44
Month 5 -0.003 0.011 -0.33 0.019 0.010 2.001
Month 6 -0.015 0.011 -1.39 0.006 0.010 0.64
Month 7 -0.006 0.010 -0.59 0.011 0.009 1.14
Month 8 -0.031 0.010 -3.007 -0.019 0.009 -2.011
Month 9 -0.045 0.010 -4.35 -0.030 0.009 -3.17¢
Month 10 -0.032 0.011 -3.01° -0.014 0.010 -1.45
Month 11 -0.044 0.010 -4.22 -0.027 0.009 2911
Month 12 -0.010 0.011 -0.95 0.002 0.010 0.26
Durbin-Watson 2.0351 2.1495
AIC -1552.0 -1638.6
Regress R-square 0.9903 0.9920

SE: standard error, AIC: Akaike’s information criterion.
'p<0.0001, "p<0.001, ' p< 0.05, *clinic=0, oriental medical clinic=1, ' metropolitan area=0, rural area=1.
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Figure 2. Monthly trend of office visits per person.
Table 2. Office visits per person (log)
. Ages 60-64 Ages 65-69
Variables
A SE t B SE t

Intercept 0.389 0.022 17.76 0.404 0.024 17.14
Time -0.002 0.000 -4.42 -0.002 0.001 -4.33
Intervention 1 0.009 0.007 1.18 0.012 0.008 1.48
Time after intervention 1 -0.008 0.002 -3.371 -0.007 0.003 -2.521
Intervention 2 0.015 0.006 2.40* 0.011 0.006 1.76
Time after intervention 2 0.011 0.003 420 0.010 0.003 3.891
Intervention 3 -0.012 0.004 -3.30° -0.007 0.004 -1.78
Time after intervention 3 0.000 0.001 -0.63 -0.002 0.001 2311
Intervention 4 -0.016 0.002 -7.06° -0.002 0.002 -0.78
Time after intervention 4 0.000 0.000 1.19 0.000 0.000 1.74
Healthcare facilities$ 0.083 0.009 8.82' 0.072 0.008 8.63
Region -0.032 0.015 212 -0.037 0.019 -1.88
Medical fee 0.001 0.000 4.64 0.001 0.000 4.87
Month 2 -0.019 0.003 -7.38 -0.020 0.003 -7.28
Month 3 0.008 0.002 3171 0.014 0.003 5.36°
Month 4 -0.006 0.003 -2.387 -0.001 0.003 -0.38
Month 5 0.000 0.002 -0.13 0.006 0.003 2.32f
Month 6 -0.003 0.002 -1.07 0.004 0.003 1.41
Month 7 0.006 0.002 2.367 0.012 0.003 471
Month 8 -0.007 0.002 2771 -0.002 0.003 -0.71
Month 9 -0.013 0.002 -5.44 -0.008 0.003 -3.177
Month 10 -0.004 0.003 -1.72 0.002 0.003 0.89
Month 11 -0.007 0.002 -2.881 -0.002 0.003 -0.63
Month 12 0.004 0.003 1.72 0.008 0.003 2.99¢
Durbin-Watson 2.0238 1.9777

AIC -2867.7 -2790.2

Regress R-square 0.7577 0.5796

SE: standard error, AIC: Akaike’s information criterion.
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"p< 0.001, "p< 0.05, *clinic=0, oriental medical clinic=1, 'metropolitan area=0, rural area=1.
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Figure 3. Monthly trend of percentage of copayment-paid visits.
Table 3. Percentage of copayment-paid visits (%)
. Ages 60-64 Ages 65-69
Variables
B SE t B SE t
Intercept 109.322 6.844 15.97 100.470 5.935 16.93'
Time -0.190 0.153 -1.24 -0.277 0.150 -1.85
Intervention 3.897 1.704 2.29* 5.227 1.433 3.65°
Time after intervention1 0.755 0.618 1.22 1.056 0.557 1.90
Intervention2 -0.720 1.441 -0.50 -1.020 1.217 -0.84
Time after intervention2 3.051 0.668 457 2.631 0.609 4.32
Intervention3 -0.339 1.068 -0.32 0.903 0.969 0.93
Time after intervention3 -3.496 0.231 -15.16' -3.283 0.213 -15.41°
Intervention4 -17.254 0.760 -22.71 -1.948 0.769 -2.531
Time after intervention4 -0.547 0.069 -7.93 0.057 0.071 0.81
Healthcare facilities -7.349 6.149 -1.20 2.767 2.370 117
Region* -0.518 0.572 -0.91 0.407 0.851 0.48
Medical fee -0.397 0.060 -6.58' -0.357 0.057 -6.26°
Month2 -0.924 0.445 -2.087 -0.763 0.368 -2.07¢
Month3 -1.187 0.543 -2.191 -1.020 0.457 -2.23°
Month4 -1.695 0.620 -2.73F -1.640 0.530 -3.097
Month5 -1.904 0.615 -3.091 -1.829 0.549 -3.337
Month6 -2.353 0.604 -3.897 -2.010 0.558 -3.607
Month7 -1.825 0.572 -3.191 -1.700 0.541 -3.147
Month8 -1.304 0.592 -2.207 -1.428 0.552 -2.591
Month9 -1.618 0.610 -2.65° -2.088 0.549 -3.807
Month10 -1.513 0.640 -2.36° -2.044 0.556 -3.681
Month11 -1.121 0.554 -2.021 -1.498 0.473 -3.17¢
Month12 -1.408 0.481 -2.921 -1.834 0.410 -4.48°
Durbin-Watson 1.8472 1.8971
AlC 2059.2 1845.0
Regress R-square 0.9433 0.9147
SE: standard error, AIC: Akaike’s information criterion.
'p<0.0001, "p<0.001, "p< 0.05, *clinic=0, oriental medical clinic=1, ' metropolitan area=0, rural area=1.
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