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The Effect of Outpatient-copayment in New Rural Collective
Medical Service on the Welfare of Peasant Households

Qing Li  Mingqiao Li

Abstract: A lot of local governments begin to expand copayment range of new rural collective medical service
from hospitalization to outpatient. For this situation we want to answer the following two questions: first
what’s the effect of outpatient-copayment on behaviors of peasant households; Second what’s the impact of
behaviors of peasant households on medical expense. Based on CHNS and propensity score matching we find
that the policy of outpatient-copayment enables peasant households to outpatient as soon as possible. This help
to solve the problem that peasant households fall into or return to poverty duing to illness. Meanwhile we also
find outpatient-copayment increases medical expense by only 0.5 percent. From our analysis outpatient—
copayment improves the welfare of peasant households.

Keywords: Outpatient-copayment; Medical Expense; Medical Welfare



