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Determinants of Welfare Attitudes towards Healthcare Services: Focusing on
Self-Interest, Symbolic Attitude, and Sociotropic Perceptions

Wook-Young Seo', Daseul Moon?, Haejoo Chung®

'Korea Disabled Peoples’ Development Institute; *Korea University, Seoul, Korea

Background: The aim of this study is to analyze determinants of welfare attitudes toward healthcare services in South Korea, using
three main theories: self-interest (positive welfare attitudes if the policy fulfills people’s personal interests), symbolic attitudes (posi-
tive welfare attitudes if the person is politically progressive or egalitarian), and sociotropic perception (positive welfare attitudes if
the person experienced positive aggregated collective experiences of societal events and trends regarding the policy). Although
the definition of the welfare attitude is rather ambiguous in literatures, in this investigation, we operationalize the concept as the
‘willingness to pay higher taxes to improve the level of health care services for all people in Korea' which shows individuals’ actional
propensity.

Methods: We used the health module from the International Social Survey Program 2011 for the analysis (N=1,391). Five logistic re-
gression models were built successively using two variables for each theory to measure key concepts of self-interest, symbolic atti-
tudes, and sociotropic perceptions as independent variables.

Results: The result showed self-interest and symbolic attitudes factors to be strong determinants of welfare attitudes towards
healthcare services in South Korea, whereas sociotropic perception factors have inconsistent effects.

Conclusion: For a more politically elaborated healthcare reform in South Korea and elsewhere, there needs to be further research
on various dimensions and determinants of welfare attitudes to understand popular basis of welfare expansion, especially in the era
of inequality.
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Figure 1. Research model of welfare attitudes towards healthcare services.
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Variable

Operationalized definition

Measurement

Independent variable
Self-interest
Frequency of health service use

Treatment expectations

Symbolic attitude
Political ideology

Frequency of visiting or being visited by a doctor during the past 12 months

Availability on the best treatment when she/he becomes ill

The party he/she votes in the 5th nationwide local election

0: Never, seldom, sometimes
1: Often, very often

0: Uncertain
1: Convinced

0: Conservative
1: Progressive
2: Others/non-vote

Egalitarian Agree on equal access to public health care regardless her/his behaviour 0: Oppose
1: Favor
Sociotropic perceptions
Cause for ill-health: poverty An idea that people suffer from severe health problems because they are poor 0: Disagree
1: Agree
Efficiency of healthcare system Opinion on efficiency of the healthcare system in Korea 0: Inefficient
1: Efficient
Satisfaction on healthcare system  Satisfaction on the health care system in Korea 0: Dissatisfied
1: Satisfied
Trust in healthcare system Confidence in the health care system in Korea 0: Distrusted
1: Trusted
Covariates
Socio-demographic
Gender Gender (male/female) 0: Male
1: Female
Age Age (yr) 0:18-34yr
1:35-44 yr
2:45-64 yr
3:265yr
Marital status The marital status in present 0: Single
1: Married or partner
2: Others
Educational level The highest level of school she/he has attended 0: Junior high or less
1: High school

Income level Monthly average household income

Dependent variable
Welfare attitude on healthcare services
Intention of additional tax burden
Korea?

2: College or more

0: Low-income (< 1,921,000)

1: Middle-income (>1,921,000 and
<5,763,000)

2: High-income (>5,763,000)

How willing would you be to pay higher taxes to improve the level of health care for all people in ~ 0: No

1: Yes
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Table 2. General characteristics of study object

Intention for additional tax burden

Attribute Frequency (n=1,391) No(n=970] Yes (1=421) pvalue
Gender 0.000
Male 642 (46.2) 397(61.8) 245(38.2)
Female 749(53.8) 573(76.5) 176 (23.5)
Age (yr) 0.130
18-34 344(24.7) 255(74.1) 89(25.9)
35-44 372(26.7) 256 (68.8) 116(31.2)
45-64 458(32.9) 318(69.4) 140 (30.6)
>65 217(15.6) 141 (65.0) 76(35.0)
Marital status 0.334
Single 252(18.1) 184 (73.0) 68(27.0)
Married or partner 966 (69.4) 671(69.5) 295(30.5)
Others (separated/divorced/widowed) 173(12.4) 115(66.5) 58(33.5)
Education level 0.045
Junior high or less 311(22.4) 223(71.7) 88(28.3)
High school graduate 534 (38.4) 387(72.5) 147 (275)
College graduate or more 546 (39.3) 360(65.9) 186 (34.1)
Income level 0.103
Low-income 332(239) 232(69.9) 100(30.1)
Middle-income 785(56.4) 561(71.5) 224(285)
High-income 274(19.7) 177 (64.6) 97(35.4)
Values are presented as number (%).
Table 3. Descriptive statistics of independent variables
_ - Intention for additional tax burden
Variable Categorization Frequency (n=1,391) pvalue
No (n=970) Yes (n=421)
Self-interest
Frequency of health service use Never/seldom/sometimes 1082 (77.8) 769(71.1) 313(28.9) 0.042
Often/very often 309(22.2) 201 (65.0) 108 (35.0)
Treatment expectations Uncertain 605 (43.5) 445(73.6) 160(26.4) 0.007
Convinced 786 (56.5) 525(66.8) 261(332)
Symbolic attitude
Political ideology Conservative 463 (33.3) 322 (69.5) 141(30.5) 0.001
Progressive 413(29.7) 262 (63.4) 151(36.6)
Others/non-vote 515(37.0) 386 (75.0) 129(25.0)
Egalitarianism Oppose 760 (54.6) 569 (74.9) 191(25.1) 0.000
Favor 631(45.4) 401 (63.5) 230(36.5)
Sociotropic perceptions
Cause for ill-health: poverty Disagree 467 (33.6) 339(72.6) 128(27.4) 0.099
Agree 924 (66.4) 631(68.3) 293(31.7)
Efficiency of healthcare system Inefficient 565 (40.6) 381(67.4) 184(32.6) 0.122
Efficient 826(59.4) 589(71.3) 237(287)
Satisfaction on healthcare system Dissatisfied 582 (41.8) 425(73.0) 157(27.0) 0.023
Satisfied 809(58.2) 545 (67.4) 264(32.6)
Trust in healthcare system Distrusted 712(51.2) 515(72.3) 197(27.7) 0.031
Trusted 679(48.8) 455(67.0) 224(33.0)

Values are presented as number (%).

3099(22.2%) 0.2 AHE0] A& 1eke] Wl 7} 24 L29krh(Table
3). ERFERlo] obZ W A &S S 4= e AS FMlsh= A=
0] 786%(56.5%).0. 2 1A & ARFERT} 13%p 71 E3ITh
AR ol A= =7} 463(33.3%), K1E 7} 41378(29.7%), 7|
B} 9 HIEHE Q177F 5158(37.0%) 2.8 L9, 5 30lel] v
Sh= ARl 7607(54.6%), & 2l5k= AFEol 63178(45.4%) 2.2 1F
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thsh= AFol B BRLTh ARIAIFA QA= thE AlgEol
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Table 4. Regression analysis result for the intention for additional tax burden

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Classification Model 1
Self-interest
Frequency of health service use Never/seldom/sometimes
Often/very often 1.334'(1.064-1.672)
Treatment expectations Uncertain
Convinced 1.392*(1.144-1695)
Symbolic attitude
Political ideology Conservative
Progressive
Others/non-vote
Egalitarianism Oppose
Favor
Sociotropic perceptions
Cause for ill-health: poverty Disagree
Agree
Efficiency of healthcare system Inefficient
Efficient
Satisfaction on healthcare system  Dissatisfied
Satisfied
Trust in healthcare system Distrusted
Trusted

1.291*(1.018-1.639)
0.758* (0.598-0.961)

1.696" (1.396-2.060)

1.347'(1.068-1.697) 1.477'(1.141-1.913)

1.275* (1.034-1.573) 1.272*(1.026-1.578)

1.396" (1.095-1.780) 1.472'(1.142-1.899)
0.816(0.641-1.039)  0.937(0.072-1.217)

1.657*(1.362-2.016) 1.596* (1.305-1.951)

1.203(0.977-1.482)
0.793* (0.649-0.969) 0.806* (0.658-0.987) 0.800* (0.649-0.985)
1.239*(1.005-1.529)  1.113(0.893-1.387)  1.101(0.878-1.379)

1.255* (1.019-1.545)  1.224(0.989-1.517)  1.241(0.996-1.546)

Values are presented as odds ratio (95% confidence interval). Model 5 adjusted for socio-demographic variables (gender, age, marital status, educational attainment, and income tertile).

*0.05< p<0.1.'0.01 < p<0.05. 'p<0.01.
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Appendix 1. Socio-demographic characteristics by self-interest

Frequency of health service use Treatment expectations
. Frequenc
Attribute (n:q1 392\; NZ\(’)% St?r:?g;n/ Often/very often value Uncertain Convinced vale
' (n=309) P (n=605) (n=786) P
(n=1,082)
Gender 0.001 0.062
Male 642 (46.2) 525(81.8) 117(18.2) 262(40.8) 380(59.2)
Female 749 (53.8) 557 (74.4) 192 (25.6) 343 (45.8) 406 (54.2)
Age (yr) 0.000 0.001
18-34 344.(24.7) 293(85.2) 51(14.8) 160 (46.5) 184 (53.5)
35-44 372(26.7) 331(89.0) 41(11.0) 183(49.2) 189 (50.8)
45-64 458(32.9) 358(78.2) 100(21.8) 166 (36.2) 292(63.8)
>65 217 (15.6) 100(46.1) 117 (53.9) 96 (44.2) 121(55.8)
Marital status 0.000 0.001
Single 252 (18.1) 218(86.5) 34(135) 124(49.2) 128(50.8)
Married/partner 966 (69.4) 771(79.8) 195(20.2) 389(40.3) 577 (59.7)
Others (separated/divorced/widowed) 173(12.4) 93(53.8) 80(46.2) 92(53.2) 81(46.8)
Education level 0.000 0.603
Junior high or less 311(22.4) 165(53.1) 146 (46.9) 143(46.0) 168 (54.0)
High school graduate 534(38.4) 441(82.6) 93(17.4) 229(42.9) 305 (57.1)
College graduate or more 546 (39.3) 476 (87.2) 70(12.8) 233(42.7) 313(57.3)
Income level 0.000 0.021
Low-income 332(239) 178 (53.6) 154 (46.4) 162 (48.8) 170(51.2)
Middle-income 785(56.4) 667 (85.0) 118(15.0) 340(43.3) 445(56.7)
High-income 274(197) 237(86.5) 37(135) 103 (37.6) 171(62.4)

Values are presented as number (%).

Appendix 2. Socio-demographic characteristics by symbolic attitudes

Political ideology Egalitarianism
Attribute Frequency Conservative  Progressive  Others/non-vote
n=1,391 : = =
( ) (n=463) (n=413) (n=515) pvalue Oppose (n=760) Favor (n=631) pvalue

Gender 0.000 0.033
Male 642 (46.2) 247(385) 197(30.7) 198(30.8) 331(51.6) 311(484)

Female 749(538) 216(28.8) 216(28.8) 317(42.3) 429(57.3) 320(42.7)

Age (yr) 0.000 0.124

18-34 344.(24.7) 53(15.4) 91(26.5) 200(58.1) 201 (58.4) 143 (41.6)
35-44 372(267) 90(24.2) 137(36.8) 145(39.0) 186(50.0) 186 (50.0)
45-64 458(32.9) 207 (45.2) 141(30.8) 110(24.0) 257 (56.1) 201 (43.9)

>65 217 (15.6) 113(52.1) 44.(20.3) 60(27.6) 116(53.5) 101 (46.5)

Marital status 0.000 0.366
Single 252(18.1) 42(16.7) 64 (25.4) 146 (57.9) 143 (56.7) 109 (43.3)
Married/partner 966 (69.4) 363(37.6) 308(31.9) 295(30.5) 516(53.4) 450 (46.6)

Others (separated/divorced/widowed) 173 (12.4) 58(33.5) 41(23.7) 74(42.8) 101 (58.4) 72 (41.6)

Education level 0.000 0.149
Junior high or less 311(22.4) 124(39.9) 83(26.7) 104 (33.4) 185(59.5) 126 (405)

High school graduate 534 (38.4) 170(31.8) 137(25.7) 227 (42.5) 285(53.4) 249 (46.6)
College graduate or more 546 (39.3) 169(31.0) 193(35.3) 184 (33.7) 290(53.1) 256 (46.9)

Income level 0.003 0.225
Low-income 332(239) 132(39.8) 75(22.6) 125(37.7) 195(58.7) 137(41.3)

Middle-income 785(56.4) 243(31.0) 241(30.7) 301(38.3) 420(535) 365(46.5)
High-income 274(19.7) 88(32.1) 97(35.4) 89(32.5) 145(52.9) 129(47.1)

Values are presented as number (%).
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