+ $ Fo* i B R B2 HR AT

BrEER BREMH| A 5TE
Pﬁ SEARMNRSHE b2z

I #® %
B 10 mesE
s Il DR
. fHY #E

S e A 206 M BUER QN RS2 BIIRES] AfEKEEe] A i EH
3L, FH BUffel Aoty g R ol M gk A% o] gkol ke BIK HEES R shuA
b Aol o ¥ BAREOR S A7 HoRE oL Qo 58] BRIe] ek AES K
BAIA BN =0 @S et fR{kstel s RIS S B dEik i B2k B
e kgl el shubE A k@ B Bokel 2 eES AAska vkl

S-Ejukebel A BE Rk I 7 BIiEE S 1R it @ (REEECRS] 48R A pEd A
2 19772 O RO AVl st 19854 K A BEEREES @A AN & BRe
44. 5 A EQ) ol2x lom I EAfNAE 1989FEMAE 4 BIRA B RES #% K
P TS M E obel 19814F 7 AFE 3 EAS WRo = Mgk Lol e gl A
of BRI HIES Mo 2 WiEstAon, 19824l oAl 34 i - kol =l A
6 M 7. fites WHROR MBEEERE S riihEos Wi 23 3l

LR MR AR S IR M B AL, BRI, (REER BEE R Bk S IR
ot R BEdE I SR, BRI RO AT st RIEEESS SR Aste] A e
7b ol & kgl e AAelth 2@y g SRREEAELE Astde A5 @A B
HEOREE S ARE IR Q] LT [ ES IR o2 SRS #EAS Sl

* OB A QRN IERE R P TE AL
1) HERES, BEERGRE Sl BORSUESH RN, (M @B JeEE, 1983), b. 3.
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A vl2 & ATRERE Zl7] wi el oln] RS2 FEE Ol & Mg FESHRE
BEREMRD MmN A 447 - G 2 MEZE ow, ole Itk HiSEEEREES #EAHR
S AT ubAR AT § e Eely MR BORME 2 StElErSl 2.3 Bt
ES 22 FEHEES o] EEMC R gl oF & REMEEL MES Slsldx e prE=

l

A 7HA e R AR ol oh 3 AR - EZ Q] fimEel A o] Bl fmigolyt fiEEEs el e
Sy ¥ - GHilie FRbElel AA o] FojH o1}2.3.4.5.6 Frigpkyg Al AN 2] BHEIY Fiig
FoECS mhE o= A0l AN fImmAMS RS HTE AL Fot B & ok wEkA
A WHgeel e T2 Mg FRmel 2a Hpysta e Ak sEAr = HiEd
fREE R B 13 B ACE BEREMIR] MiEol Mol FEMRE SHTaE st ek

0. MREAE
1. o8H%R 2 &ER

A PEAMY THEHHNES A F 7IAE FEE & Joy, IF Shue  #hisg
REORBE 7T s St IR 0] AT RE e B BE AR AR R ek Hrela, e shde
EREE T skl [Aoi Mol PRGBSI B (B BARSE ArER o] 2RO AM & FTEE ACAY
R oA figed 3 s gl MEERAY watd gHEA e xnE 5
P gez sta ok

A BEZEl A (AT SHEREE F7HREA 2 s s ERE ol HigEa J=
Mool BEHERER B koA, T & dhie 2B AT AR olth

2) Gffi - REH, 2 F IR R R SN R E, (B A DR

7ok, 1983), p. 21.
3) &Sk, “2fE RS BR3P A% ¥ P, BARMRE, '84. 8, pp. 14—~

15.

4) A5G ‘A2 Eoagnd AHAIGeIR 1 A, °8¥H, ’84. 10, pp. 30~353 84
11, pp. 3837

5) EER “AA2F mEEEREIES] HEY, dE¥d, '84.9, pp. 43~50.

6) FHHIEE, ‘2 fE MEEEEHREB S EEEE, BHRAE, pp. 9598




BERG ER 2 MRS 2 % B D) TE S A &% 1,1124)
ohoh 1,00041th & St (systematic sampling) o ©13ke] BEAHh GO ™, IR FF
ZE 19834 WEA O REBI LN A BT (198345 BB FORI T Bl 29
B, D BRIl A Rl B S5 R0 BEREC 2884 2= 527 R
s phgos EEsia

2. DA E

WA FTSREIE B B R HE L ATl B RS A RS R o o) 5te
ZEAE Ao BEE ) W JEEEER vste FrigkiE B AR e R
HE Aol i Toll o1& & sy A HEe =2 HHE 2 lnlk oS FEstRew, &
B2 M SRR S M SRS A2 REEE B R aE X HE, R
o gAY SR RE, TRA= @S TAVLEEE FUE S AR s mel AP S

2 HE st

71 A gk <l = o BERREERS B39 ErRdRENE Ko JEREE
B2 AMPSKES Lo B 3o, 7 EEh HEsts BEERE 2 Bkt
AL Z== AFHY E oS AES AT (409 Fi3EERE 5 28)

ol F ¢ AA 1 stEl B o3t 2t

l‘ll‘

I

i

Table 1. Sample Size for Analysis

S HTIEA I
Community Medical Insurance Non-medical Insurance®
Household Population Household Population
2112 9954 527 2,620

* Source : Households of non-medical insurance selected from the survey data conducted by KIPH in
1983.

7)) BE - FEME- KEE, 1983F5E BREEAMES BHERC 29 SHAGRE (BEA
nfREERTFERE, 1983), p. 16.
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1) FTTSRESE 51 B8 BRI K HEST Lhfs 5 HT
(1) #HRH 2 47
B R (B s bk T kol Qo] (I ES] AR oK #End BRI K #EfH]Y o= A
= MR GR7E A=7HS MBI REL (coefficient of correlation) & FIMH 3 B 5 #7S &
shglom, ol sEghe] AR RRIES e el IR A A £rd = 5 AY) o
Fofl o RE0) BFgE Pl vl EFISHA, 22l AAEHA (Y + AT
(2) Inlg; 25 b7
B IR AR Bt R I O] - JETE i bR (IO wISked Frig ke R BEEEFIA S R
At ale RS AEsH7] fetel T skl oMol prigkdsnt B HEFI Mol e ok A
RIS HEsEShal T [l AR O] 718710 AET EEVE AS Aol gte Wit E S AE
st ot
(Al AR
Y= B+ B+ X, te, o 2ol BT + AT
i=1, 2(1="{REgMEL] REEE, 2 =JE{REES] f9:E)
=% [EEOZRE T AR H-—1, 2, 3 n
= EASZNE HEE [l RS
yu=antby X, (v BHEFIAAE, x: 8K
Y2, = g+ bia 1,
wheb A (ol EAR S 712 7] ol o ¥ R Bk S He— Bu—Bi.— 0, H,=B,— B, F0°] 5
W, (bu—by,) 7t (Bu—Bi) ol BiHEE el B2 KMt E e a3 2ol tHE. o
714 byt b, o @2 & &0 EEAREOZY B & ArKUER BEFAIHRS HHstn &
PAFEES FIHSEA o5& 7HE 2 HAEA7IE mggHee S by, b, o S BT
=3

fir

= bu' bu
"/ var(b,— b,,)

ole} o] 3t BHE Kt E e gtol | | >t(nl+nz—4%) ol g B B
Bu=0< FHHM old B¢ Hypech
2) FTRREIES TR SRR 5 AT

8) SIEH - & MM, (REEFSEg, (N, M, 1984), pp. 186~87.
9) AMEEK,  aloHT, (A= KRk, 1985), pp. 147 ~53.
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Rkt e FrERLS MERE itz KARs7] dEd Arffel &2 MMEUdTS
B RS aiEstA B9 Rk B ArEkbEel BfRelel [ —shAl HWiE=E o,
Ripfatic] Do piFe Aoz Rigktel JS=H At =M [/ REgFEHS ]
M A= @mArEREEo A (CTEHEEo2 Ripke] @l £g 7tHeA 2 Aoz fify
gk ol gkl MR LS A HEESAS HRE THHLA He AeRAM, o
v itERgo 2] Bl Eimsta As= Filkmd 0l SA1 BEaEoIth

ol9h 2 g kio] E Y%l T FBME SRR SIS Astd ool 374 ik
< HHSHR .

(1) FrTSBEIe A CRBg KAELR o Lz 75 A7

fREGRG BRI S REge el ¥lste] debitFe] frigfntils L de=7hE Ve

PEEAN BE o3t 2ol HiyRz A

rr

fii

—— _H RIS 1 CREE ARG B
FIT PR et )RR A Bl 4 5 LT PR e o] (R F x 100

2) fREE R AR REEAREL AR
A7) A (B R D (R AAEL o) (5 AR e o] Rk e R TA of
L BRSOl (B R B i AAELAEC] AR s RS H kR YER Zelth
ol FTfFRNE Sl fRb R (BT fRIBARELAD o S A K

Wik IR ) REE R AT (R RERAGHL RED oo
S ol fRbEFHER (B fRIEAGIL fE)

(3) T=2A= fiifpst 24, R

= ghipat TAYREE S SRR E shrel 3ol AT RIS s ke R AR
A= RS TS MRS e BMRRLC] Thet Frfgel A7)k ol HpEshs A RTHel Bt
2 YehiE 2oz A Fig 1904 A9 el mEiri 42 38 550 At ARt
e Lol BEFTHES 2nT RAo2A { &S HERMGS shtel o= ek
qolthll) o] Tz all = fh#ivt ¥faf OAZL ol F& o) RIo fifko]l A= AV Fifificl i+
E RozA ole HHAALS T #gl?

471 A& RS 22 s

>\l

10) SCEAMSE, “BBEEGRE S ST o R 5h, BERAHK, 85 8%, p. 68.
11) B e ARl W Ea e, i’frﬁﬁﬂg s EAEE L (A& 0 B, 1976), p. 618.
12) KREh,  HEE A oRcS RUEEN(CTE), (A WmBIPIIEPTJERE, 1982), pp. 347~52.
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x=40AB—40CAB

N
=% lZO(Y¢+ yt+l) (n!+l 11) /2
1
?{I_Z;(yz+y»+l)(nt+l L)}
1 A
k)
=
o
% 2
2 9
® £
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Fig. 1. Distribution of Income by lorentz’s Curve

di=x ghigoll 2|8 ABHH

T OCAY RE(GD = 3o me AESmM feiEel ghol ool 1 7hA o) stk
—é— Zte & 3l7] QleiA] xoll 28 {3 Hew Ay XY, Frff4irplt (Gini concentration
ratio) 2tal %= o}

whebA) TAY RS GIEHd ole ey 2ol mited

N
GI= 1 *g(y1+ yz+1) (n[+17'1i)

M. SHiER
1. FhiSBSRER BEFIAEaE Lt

1) # &
Fews gz ol whe ik dES] i) Eat fffifif AL He o] s ol whet fdrigeell o ¥ iRkl A= et
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ol wet ] EoREZE @ASHA Windta A= o] L5 Ws e A 2n
T MRS £ES ERT F 88 BT oM, ARARIE B2 ¥
ol S HeFFotEle YT BHS dzRE ZUglel Al&Ee] o Ut
TRE RS BRI, AREGS AR MR FN, BRI RS A9 A EA
B2 B o st FFS W Aow 3115 grpgae o Qo A firhEd o8l ZhA B
B Rl tal A A s EES KSR B 5 A0S mela i RS Wt

Tﬂi—i
tlo

WA =57 o &

3 @437 wlS ole]e RAoE gl 9ste e BT RE BEER-HES
& B o) Eapsicta ol?

(medical care need spectrum) 2] &

b AAl S BHRFIHS clBtE HA ulbolojA EHVE B vAe ¥
A= o] a1, = 9o FIRT BRISHEAEl 2o Higol e T4 e NHAE =
A7) W Bl e 2 R EHRKEES [ EARIGE dE RAV AT

T BB sl o] BaES BRU el MAe HRES WAL ole e
o] A ifell Bl LAMM MIEE o FAE 4G JEAZE oA Bl figikol
SRS hehlY

R EEFIACNE ] Aol mEA Ho] glo] ozl o] BRI Sl At RS
ol Hu Ak = BHEAMHS F1 KNSR BHEFIH &9 kel ©ste gt
2 G

53] o859 At BEaRe) B 2 N2 BEERmiel pARE Bl BEE T kK
fif7h SR HPEE o= il ghinltRel G2 st dom, AfFfeel byt

13) H. L. Blum, Planning for Health Development Application of Social Change Theory, (New York
:Human Sciences Press, 1974), p. 3.

14) M. Lanlonde, A4 New Perspective on the Health of Canadians, (Ottawa : Office of the Canadians
Minister of National Health and Welfare, 1974), p. 31.

15) G. E. Alan Dever, Community Health Analysis (Aspens System Corporation, 1980), pp. 12~15.

16) & IEAR, “HRpuc NS 2 A 9 BIEER, f\ﬁ?ﬁi{@fﬁ@ﬁ 1. (1) :29, 1975.

17) A. Donabedian, Aspects of Medical Care Admimstration : Specifving Requirements for Health Care,
1973), p: 73

18) AbsEgd, BRSOl (REEIA BT BEERRER, (A& WERPEEVIZERE, 1979), pp. 22~23.

19) @iEmE, “PEHERE SRR, BARAM, 84 ASZE, pp. 67~68.

20) P. Feldstein and J. Carr, The Effect of Income on Medical Care Spending, Proceeding of the Social
Statistics Section of the American Association, 1964.
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Sow wEl AT Aol frieel MmFEe U odA wED Utk

aene A4 GRS o2 MR ES UAl2 (S A WRMER (want of
medical care) U B&#4 35 & (need of medical care) 9H2] BEE 7 EAl A A= E35HA)
Hrh, ole} o] FEEHA RS B L ES KFK /L5 #E (unmet need of medical care) 2L
She22) B R {RI IS BERORI O SR R RS RO - BRI Bo2 M (ERE
o) KA REAEARE AAHED MRAYE iEH HIEEA T EREES Hve kel
3K dEo) B Rl0) RS 5 A FlmAt s Aok

ol®A 2w A Higeol A FEE ST Ui MK R FREICS] SRR B 5 HF
FfEO] o) F MRS A BEAEMS) MIEOIA M R o) MRS FFsRE Ao
A ol SEHEREES) Mk - BES Eastn Ut mEelA 2 o ow e EEEEn e K
FeB e ol 71 = it

2. PRISKEER BEFIFER HH

1) BEEFIM KR Hodg

AZIM = M HRARE T ) prpE ] TR RS HE S EE el A
EEARR IS 2,112% 11 9] 9,954 %0 theh 824E 10 H ¥ 834 10 45 11HA M fREGEEHE
IR FORE AR TRk il SRFIAKEES i pirstant. oI e T2 Ak
FIR el H Tz a ABCB BRI S 7 27 d&d K HHfsed #6527 &
o},

(Table 2)= °l5 fRbg Mulk{ER ] BEHRFIHERES FEb o2 A S RBE K 3
R119824Fell= 1 AE A SR A R Mo 1,610 20 o3 #19] 1983 4ECl = 1.9(0]
2 Mpnstar lem, ol Jt B FIM K AES (LEE NSl {RIEBS A= N E HitE 2
PRICHT S JEBER LN 198540 1 AE M) AAKEE A (0 2. 11012 ok st 2 o
)3 ZE} Ao yhdn

T Fig 2014 & 4 A%eol 1982401y} 19834F BF - @R Hohes ATl A

21) # R, “BUBESGA, (RIS, (30) 80, 1980,

22) Ak, “BEHR HESH (e, BRI, '83. 9, pp. 20~24.

23) (LM 19855 1 A% B (REEILE S WEA 11 (REEFF BN A FURESHE  R{REG T EE
TR DS SR R MRS 2 A Z4 S W LTI ARM O 2 B Y LA
WSS L o] [ @A RO o RAFUNK el 7hs stk
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Table 2. Medical Utilization Status during a Month for the Community Medical Insured in 1982
and 1983.
B ERG SHERS| AR BEF BIKRE

This Recording Data Reporting Data"
1982 1983 1985
Population 9954 9954 71,839
No. of patients
Outpatient 646 820 6,287
Inpatient 18 22 371
Uitilization days
Total
Outpatient 1,342 1,566 12,574
Inpatient 88 147 2316
Per patient
Outpatient 2.1 19 20
Inpatient 4.9 6.7 6.2
Per person per year
Outpatient 1.62 1.89 21
Inpatient 0.11 0.18 0.39

Note : 1) Reporting data are collected through the reporting channel of the health management information

system development project in Kanghwa Gun.

o] BEgEFIfH ko]l O =7 UEhta ow, ol AffkdEc] W Mie drS k&£ i
AkH#Eo] o} AgfiaRo] TS WA k(] 4wl I E A BRIl fREg T HE
Q13to] (RimEEHEFI O] At e WEo YE=s Bigoew Fo] Hth

afd A pFgeol A HskAl B HE Rk 2 HUEICT JEsZ A B IS FTfRbsie ) 56 A1
HIKH#E Ho#g 7 TS Fig 29 (Table 2)0ll A & 5= Aol WAl AT £ U8 <&
5 AT F EERE TAEERS B b @SR RO E Q8 KATRE Al B HERF
figol o ¥e Zow yeht ot JpgmERelE kK] & F5 BRI K
= nEhe e mola ol ERLRIC] T B BEFIH RS BIANS] Blge wol
AT, 53] IR (RIS O] ks IR ol A BEEEFI R (EFTRE A st 2 5]
o mpEsta glo) FTRRSIE i B EFIH R o] R B4 8HA yEha Ao

A Fig 29t (Table 2) ol WEhd sAsEEHRFIH Kol Abd 2 gatizbe @2 R (RIS
BUE JERE RN O 2 Ao ek} o} ol ¥ hEE kel ik o 3 ATk

kel
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Fig. 2. Number of Visits of Out-patient per Person per Year of the Insured and Noninsured by
Level of Income in 1983
B KES BERKE REEL FERHEES £/ SRBEN AR

Lol EREAMRHEE FHRE A4Ed F RgTEERS] BRAMAREEANNE SRk
S Rz Bt s oRERE HEE SIE7] W 2ol 28 el BHEFIHTl S EE#F
AR Rl ERE Do JE R SZEAE RS AAEE AR el R Zorle Kom
A BREA EEAZ L BPEECIY B2 2HUNY HNSE (RN HEENS
FIAS A= 25 RS HEFIHR g 2EFHA7) ol g ZH R A B o
E2 oz Fo] At}

S TSRS B B HEF RS g HE o S FIHBEA e i pTE KSR Fig 301 A & &
Aol i ZHEAERS B 198240 = th#eny Aol =2 [l #Ed A (y,=1.99—0.13
x5 r’=0.73) °] FHE Ao} 1983452 SEABE BRI Kol N g HEE AL AT TSRS 51
B ARC) PrigAKHE] whel — B QA s Epshe 2ol ol ABNR) s EMEIE
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Table 3. Utiization Rate of Medical Care per Person per Year of Medical Insured and Non-insured

by Level. of Income

Sk ER BERKR REEA EREES| FHBEFAE

Insured Non-insured
Income 1982 1983 1983
Class” Out- In- Out- In- Out- In-
patient patient patient patient patient patient

(low)

1 194 242 242 014 252 012
I 1.58 0.20 1.89 027 3.09 0.15
1l 1.73 0.06 1.68 0.07 297 0.23
IV 1.38 - 1.65 0.03 345 0.25
Vv 141 0.20 198 0.35 5.83 0.23
(high)

Mean 1.62 011 1.89 018 326 0.21

* The income grioups are classified by the size of premium based on income in the insured and the

size of monthly income in the non-insured, as follows :
Insured : T =None, [ =100-1400 Won, [l =1500-2400 Won, IV=2500-3400 Won, V =3.500 Won

or more in the premium.
Non-insured : [ =less than 150,000 Won, I =150,000-19000Won, [[[=200,000-290,000 Won, IV =300,
000-380,000 Won, V=400,000 Won or more in the premium.

Ehi 3 917] wiEoll Aol S [alg e K (v,—2.36—0.14x 5 r*=0.44) ©] s Aok,

ol o} ol g RS AKEESHEFH LA o [ml HEE AL 1982401 19834F &% T
Ak HE (x) o snel wheh AARBE A K (y) o (€ FES e 1o JREfREE (RS
SR BEHEFI A R0l o 3 [\ HEE A (v.=1.494+0.69x5 r’=0.71) & FrfEK 4] sk o
SRBE HEFI A Rl AA3] Hhndhe A Y ER L o] R RSl ARSI HE
AT MHXE BRHES BAFa 3l

ol F MRS B ul (R STHEERS A9 JEREE L] vsked g Aol o s 2
B A o] OO = A3k FTBREE [ BEAIH S BEAFEE W E=A JEhda S
= & 53l

T olu] Fxabalol A A FAE LD v A= A - BEEHEE OV BRSNS B

S
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67 ¥3=1.49+0.69x
(r*=0.71, p)0.1)

(non-insured)

5
4

y:=236—0.14x
3 (r’*=044, p>0.1)

(insured in 1983)

Medical utilization rate

1=199—0.13x
(r*=0.73, p<0.1)
(insured in 1982)

I I I v v

Income class

Fig. 3. Relationship between Medical Utilization and Income Level

FTig/k#D BEF AR Bk

BRI RS AR o] Aast 2RE Mol T QLo ni2h5.26) ole) @ digrol HIShH ik
B SR ol 41 o) FTEBEIE ] B ROFI S R Y B Ao Y 4+ ew,
% HOEEE HERE ©) A - RS 5ol uiaA S gEge A

2) B M SRR R M

(Table 4)oll A 2 4= QU%o] fRipFm Lol JFZM LIS AS o 2ol fiin e
Biigol 4 BAE B RAEFA LS Holn Yt Aol HEMY Bigolth E olE i
BRI [rEcs) B ow) JERE OGS BR8] ik dEe]l B8 58 RN KE

24) Kyu Sik Lee, “Effects of Medical Insurance on the Demand for Medical Care in Korea” (Ph.
D. Dissertation, University of Hawaii, 1984), pp. 101~104.

25) X Efm %, “EOBEEREES PR A SR ST, WA, 1985 HEE, p 7L

26) EEGE - CRAm, CPTISMERE B (REGEEHE RIS R R Rl BHE oFET, R
4, No. 32, pp. 51~65, 1981
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Table 4. Number of Visits of Outpatients per Person per Year of the Medical Insured and Non-
insured by Level of Income and by Area in 1983
& - E i X FrESKES REREEC EREES FR SRFMELR

Income Insured Non-insured ]
Class Eup Myun Whole Eup Myun Whole
(low)

I 251 229 242 287 225 252

I 259 1.58 1.89 3.05 313 3.09
1l 3.09 1.25 1.68 3.66 225 297
' 1.54 1.67 1.65 394 232 345
Vv 3.79 1.63 1.98 443 85 583
(high)
Mean 264 1.59 1.89 351 298 3.26

Fobd A FBMEEIN BRI ol AP 2RE Holu Atk v fREg(ER AoiME
Bk 2 FTSREIE R BRI R 2 AR o BHS & itEEolAl, L
23 S AT A 22t 7Y o BEEFIHRS Holx e Aol iyl Bl
o)},

A mRe A REFEE A 7Y o BMEAHKS Holu U= AL (LiTE
el B =& FRo o WIENY B HE L % (potential demand of medical care) 7}
B = Asted 4k (effective demand) 2 BAfE(LE A7) W& ROz figyre o),

1982 4 @A 1R P FEEEN A Bt 3 Aol 2sha (KarRig el A dipgfgel  n)sh
o HisKel A3 & Aow Yehon, 53] Rl 3MA L EEE 8iame
RN 4538 2 Aoz Jehgdr??) ol 2|3 fig & (KT ol A 9] BT k) 1A
E0e Ae ZEsE 2R RGHERY A9 KATBEAAY S sEAF RS St

3) BEEEHERA D FIM1TRE

(Table 5) = FIfabEIE 7 B6REHEH ) FIMERAHS JEbd Ro2 (piEree] 29 i
JE R BEHEAEA A AU o EuE et Ao JEfRE (Rl Aol M B kRS
FIRMAE, o] Fifdg = SRS 28RS Holx Aot F meshi FIA RS &iraigol

27) FEER - fROCE - KEE,  19824F LRSI A W H,  (ME D BmEIA DR
BroEke, 1983), pp. 82~88.
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Table 5. Percent Distribution of Outpatients by Kind of Medical Facilities by Level of Income
S KER BEGHRD HAkEES EIE &%

Insured Non-insured
Income
Class Health . Health

Hospital ~ Clinic Agency Total (N) Hospital Clinic Agency Total (N)

(low)
1 231 739 30 100.0 (134) 100 633 267 100.0 (30)
1l 227 675 98 100.0 (255) 263 421 316 100.0 (57)
1 231 092 77 100.0 (156) 431 255 314 1000 (51)
I\ 244 704 52 100.0 (135) 130 609 260 100.0 (23)
\% 186 750 64 100.0 (140) 483 414 103 100.0 (29)
(high)
Whole 224 706 70 100.0 (820) 300 432 268 100.0 (190)

A, AR FIF RS d- EATEENA O & Aoz uaEt o2 itk
(BRSO 7% KFTfSfa- BEFI M ol ikny Aol 2 mgkcuthe SHIH (U
T REERT, RIEEXAT 2 RESHRITS AEREEHES FIAStE 4971 87 2] R

2 Fo] Ho},
A Rk ik o] B SRl EMF ISR S (KAESE A LR Roh = 2
7L wol =& REbE FIBERKC EAF S Ao MM B ol R WM

o) EALE 3 A Ve FRo Boke WS AT W LRI BRaEe i
fEsh obedl pReAdn =l B LS 98 kol #reslolor & Zolth

2. FIEBSEDR A

1) #& =

FEvebe B B 1 AE GNP7E2,00048S 932 o] dibxez sl /LK
#eo] ) B¥ A2 HEoIV R B S HEBECOR BRE ke AOEE R ke S
o] HEE EHEkdta U= AAHolrh

(Table 6) 2] Fif} + 557 4rEl4 (decile distribution ratio) 28l & 4= A= npeh 2

28) SR ERES LY 20% PSR Sl i AR Rz 40% RS el pT R AT S It
8& ZAo 2 MAY {ffgol v3te] fokshar HEspel o
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Table 6. Decile Distribution Ratio of Income for Whole Households by Year
FER ROFFBTS B9S2 R

Year 1965 1970 1975 1980
Ratio 046 047 0.37 0.35

2okl kb, (@B Aot EER (L) |, ®EMENER 1979, p. 9L
gL, [EBRe itefaik], 1984, p. 78.

o] -Evteh= 604K S 704l W3k 704 £t 80RO o123 233 LW
B SR K% SRR MR BlRS YER L 1ol FiigkgiE el ERt S
wmAHE eS¢ F Ao

a8y Rkt g akS RBdEE Y R Ax e EvEE A BIRKRERES vt

o

=

2 i ERe Boh U g Bo R gk olof sta s B AEmiEel ¥o e
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A7IA R ALK O A 2F uhE7EA & 19834 9] - fRbg Rt 3,500 LA o] A el
A RS R RE AR BT RS AL S ARl | A B ar 2lo] AR el e

Table 7. Ratios of Benefit to Premium by Classification of Premium Based on Income in 1982
and 1983
19823 1} 1983E 2| FEREZ] 1REGHF KEEFI RIGHEE ¥ (REGEFILL

1982 1983

Premium Premium Benefit Premium Benefit
(Won) per HH. per HH Ratio per HH. per HH. Ratio

(A) (B) (B/A) (A) (B) (B/A)
None 1,433 2,114 148 2,063 3,829 186
1-1400 2432 4473 184 3,249 4188 129
1500-2400 3,563 3,853 108 4459 2412 56
2500-3400 4,627 1,499 32 5487 2412 a4
3500- 5,883 5,386 92 7,094 7475 105
Mean 3,188 3,587 133 4,263 3983 93

42) MERES (RIS FITH THe MRS RO ©) (RERFL IRAIEHES] SRl T R uS] WARE B Y
Kol ohel pumshe (REgEel m, ke shiel RIEHEE WEHRES 2l o s
FOAB R el whel iR &7h %Sl fumshe MG MR AT 2 doRi
FElge) A ol A kS Wastel pgstn ek
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Fig. 4. Ratios of Benefit to Premium by Classification of Premium Based on Income in 1982 and
1983
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Al A e I {8k 2,500~3,40090 0 &3 fEgo2A 14. 4 HAE 9
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Table 8. Proportion of Permium and Benefit by Classification of Premium Based on Income in
1982 and 1983
19823F 2t 19835 2| FEAEE! REEF KR RIGFIS FiafaHO| bk

1982 1983

Premium
(Won) House- Premium  Benefit Balance House- Premium  Benefit Balance

holds . holds
Sum 2,112 6,732400 7575541 843141 2112 9,003,500 8412569 590931
None 182 82 10.7 -25 169 82 162 -8.0
100-1400 342 26.1 42.6 -16.5 30.0 228 315 -8.7
1500-2400 22,9 256 24.6 1.0 217 22.7 137 9.0
2500-3400 139 20.2 58 14.4 16.0 20.7 97 11.0
3500+ 10.8 199 16.2 3.7 154 256 289 3.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
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Table 9. Ratios of Premium and Benefit-adjusted Premium*to Monthly Income by Income
Decile in 1982 and 1983
FEHRAI3 ARIFTE Bt REEFL REHRR0| 2|5 BEMEKEHS b=

Income —— 1982 1583

Pecle Income X Premium ‘ Ratios érdelmusltf:] ,Qg{;ssted _ Income Premium Ratios gg:;sitfg Q:tjil::ed
1st 65489 1.373 21 607 09 76,496 2,091 27 0 0
2nd 144374 1558 11 1463 10 165813 2252 14 -1998 1.2
3rd 196,840 2,027 10 2661 14 232,053 2903 13 2433 10
4th 243724 2460 1.0 96 0 282,908 3399 12 4,673 17
5th 291,353 2,795 10 4256 15 332,908 3832 12 2,682 038
6th 339725 3,193 09 4917 14 388,037 4289 11 6,455 i 74
7th 396.656 3,592 09 3275 0.8 455,986 4,889 11 6,547 14
8th 472937 4153 09 3291 0.7 541,884 5322 10 8175 15
9th 594613 4788 08 8203 14 678,638 6,190 09 986l 15
10th 975,269 5913 06 6707 0.7 1,118.813 7432 07 3760 03
Mean 372,098 3,188 09 427354 4263 10

1—Proportion of Benefit

*Benefit-Adjusted Premiun=Premi Premi
j emiun emium—+Premiun( T g e

of g il pzel Tl A RE M olA 3 KT HKE JIHIRSH, old TRE K
FShod T E Rk AGELEE i A ol ol + Rzl AT 1S S5 A b2 (Table 10) 2} (Table
11) o $#/x8 wpel 2o

(Table 9) il ©|ahl 19824:0] 75 (b AAHLFLHE LR 564 + 206z LA Rl AifaRsl oA
B el % e Aow yEbd WA §5 4 LLES] Rl Ae Arfdel b
S Holi Utk ol A3 Bl 19834 Aol AAME vpZbAAA 5+ LAF
ol = frfgel Hns, 1Elal 56 o Ll kelME Affgel A gling Bela Ak 1
U 10 o (B ol e BIARIS R i el S thER D o) fREEAAELE  <)ehed
ATF Il e] i Bl %S fiketa i Ao E ol jiiE fREE ALK fRER K R R
G kG ARl Aol PR ok ksl = Bl4olth

44) AA 718, T A AE, 1985, p. 78.
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Table 10. Distribution of Monthly Income by Income Decile Before and After Medical Insurance

in 1982

19825 BEARIRIR WG ATRC| A8 #A0Mu% AR MBS H

Income Premium Benefit Income Distribution
o Before per HH.  per HH. Balance After of Income (%)

Med. Ins (B) (C) (B-C) Med. Ins. Before Af ter

(A) (A-B+C) % cum. % cum.
Ist 65,489 1,373 2388 -1.015 66,504 1.76 176, 179 179
2nd 144374 1,558 1.865 -307 144,681 3.88 564 388 5.67
3rd 196.840 2,027 7,611 -5.584 202424 529 1093 543 11.10
4th 243724 2460 5405 -2945 246,669 655 1748 662 17.72
5th 291353 2795 1,513 1.282 290,071 783 2531 779 2551
6th 339,725 3193 1,663 1,530 338,195 913 3444 908 3459
7th 396,656 3,592 4.393 -801 397457 10.66 4510 1067 4526
8th 472937 4,153 3,710 443 472494 12.71 5781 1268 5794
9th 594,613 4,788 1.538 3,250 591,363 1598 7379 1588 7382
10th 975,269 5913 5761 152 975,117 2621 1000 2618 100.0
Mean 372,098 3185 3.585 -399 372,497 10.00 10.00

Table 11. Distribution of Monthly Income by

in 1983

1983F BEFEMRIG B|it A1&S| ;B

Income Decile Before and After Medical Insurance

wois B S/

Income Premium Benefit Income Distribution

before per HH. per HH. Blance after of Income (%)
Decile  Med. Ins. (B) (C) (B-C) Med. Ins. Before After

(A) (AB+CQC) % cum % cum
Ist 76,496 2,091 3.886 -1,795 78.291 179 179 183 1.83
2nd 165813 2252 6,106 -3,854 169,667 388 567 397 5.80
3rd 232,053 2903 3.163 -260 232313 543 1110 544 1124
4th 282908 3399 1969 1430 281478 662 1772 659 1783
5th 332,908 3,832 4,646 -814 333,722 779 255] 782 2565
6th 388,037 4,289 2,007 2282 385,755 903 3459 903 3468
7th 455986 4,389 3,020 1.869 454,117 1067 4526 1063 4531
8th 541,884 5322 2291 3.031 538,853 1268 5794 1262 5792
9th 678,638 6,190 2,339 3,851 674,787 15.88 7382 1580 7378
10th 1118813 7432 10,345 2913 1.121,726 2618 10000 2627  100.0
Mean 427354 42.63 3983 280 427,074 10.00 10.00

146



%

50F
—— 1982. Premium
--—--1982. Benefit
1983. Premium

= 40f 1983. Benefit

5

m
.-

&

v 30

g

=}

E.

o

aW)

5 20

o

kel

g =

o)

a.

£ 10f

‘/
|

1 Il 1 1
None  100-1400 1500-2400 2500-3400 3500+

Premium Based on Income

Fig. 5. Proportion of Premium and Benefit by Classification of Premium Based on Income in 1982

and 1983
19825 0F 1983 2| FERES {RIGHIKET RIGFIQF RIGHRELS| th

Mo lREE S (b ol Aol JiT i e Rh R T 2= i fgel ok ity AP gl TA
YR s 2w (Table 13) ol A3 4= o] 1983462 B&# ks A1 &F sl Q1 198214):0 1)
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Table 12. Indicators Showing Effect of Income Redistribution Before and After Medical Insurance
in 1982 and 1983

BEARREL 12l s BHE RO CHE FEEER

7 1982 1983
Indicators -
Before After Before After
Unequal Area of 0.1778 0.1766 0.1766 0.1760
Income Dist.
Gini’s Coefficient 0.:3555 0.3532 0.3532 0.3520
Ratio of Decile Dist.* 0414 0421 0421 0424

* Ratio of decile distribution is the proportion of total sum of income from Ist decile group to 4th decile

group divided by that of 9th and 10th decile group.
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Abstract

An Analysis of Functiona! Effectiveness of Community Medical Insurance
—Focused on the analysis of effectiveness of equalizing medical

care utilization and income redistribution by income strata—

Jong Hwa Byun, Ph.D.*

The Korean government is aiming at extending the benefit of the health insurance scheme
to whole population in 1990’s. In order for this to be achieved, however, solution of the problems
related to the community-based health insurance program is the key factor. The goal of the
government as such will never be worked out until these problems are solved. As an effort
to find the effective ways to solving the problems, the government has carried out demonstration
projects in the six local areas for the last several years, yet with no concrete finding.

This study was aimed at finding the effectiveness of equalizing medical care utilization and
of income redistribution which are the funcitons of the community—based health insurance
program. Research materials were collected from 2,112 households of the insured and 527
households of the non—insured for the purpose of comparative analyses on the utilization
of the medical care services and the function of income redistribution by the different income
groups. Statistical analyses were made through correlation coefficient and regression analysis.
Lorentz’s curve and Gini coefficient.

The major findings are as follows ;

1. The higher the income level, the higher the utilization rate among the noninsured whereas
it is quite the other way among the insured. This indicates that the community-based health
insurance program was successfully functioning to equalizing the utilization of medical care
services among the different income groups.

2. The private clinics and hospitals are more used by the insured whereas the public medical

* Senior Fellow, Korea Institute for Population and Health.
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institutions are more utilized by the noninsured.

3. The ratio between the premium paid and the benfit received was highest for the low income
group which {Nas followed by the high income group and middle level income group in
order. This phenomenon is quite contrary to industrial medical insurance.

4. The low-income group reveals the highest rate of the positive balance between the total
amount of the premium paid and the total amount of benefit received whereas the middle
and upper income groups show the contrary tendency. The exception, however, is 1983
when the highest-income group benefited the more.

5. The degree of gap between the levels of the different income groups was a little bit narrowed
since the insurance scheme so long as the local communities are involved as indicated
by the decrease of the Gini coefficient from 0.3555 to 0.3532 in 1982 and from 0.3532
to 0.3520 in 1983.

Based upon the above findings, we can draw the following implications.

Firstly, embracing all population by the health insurance scheme is very much desirable as
appeared in the finding of the fact that the insured spread the utilization of the medical care
services among the different income groups and it even narrowed the gap between the levels
of income whereas the non-insured do not show the same tendency.

Secondly, strengthening the public medical institutions is badly needed at least to secure
the balance of the budget of the health insurance scheme since the insured groups are inclined
to resort more to the private sector, neglecting the poorly equipped and poorly staffed public
institutions.

Thirdly, the rate of the premium by different income groups should be rearranged so that
the higher-income group pay more than the present level. The rearrangement of the premium
rate should be made also between the residents of Eups and Myons as the Eup population
has more favorable access to the medical institutions. In order to effectively implement this
weighted rates of premium system, the present classification of seven grades should be elaborated

into more grades than the present.
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