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ABSTRACT

The objectives of this study were to classify the types of home visiting care institutions in a
long—term care insurance system, analyze the characteristics of each type, and suggest the implications
for service improvement on the service providers’ side. A questionnaire survey of 202 home visiting
care institutions was conducted in Daejeon, Chungnam, and Sejong areas for the empirical analysis.
Employing factor analysis, 24 individual variables were factorized into 6 factors, which included
the institution’s manpower, representative’s characteristics, consistency between the official evaluation
and management, financial stability, and opinions for accepting new policy implementations by
the National Health Insurance Corporation’s Long—term Care Insurance. All the home visiting
care institutions were classified into 6 types based on the 6 factor scores by applying cluster analysis.
Each type of home visiting institution showed significant differences, particularly in terms of financial
stability, consistency between official evaluation and management, and accepting rate of the new
RFID system, etc. Among 6 types of institutions, Type 1 was most recommended because this
type has a positive attitude for the new policy implementations as well as good performance in
terms of both services and management. On the other hand, Type 6 has huge manpower but very
poor management with a passive attitude towards any change. Therefore, the customized policies
are strongly suggested depending on the type differences in home visiting institutions to improve
the service quality.
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Table 1. General characteristics of the surveyed institutions

Characteristics Classification Frequency  Ratio(%)
Dong area 123 61.2
Location of the institution County 36 19.9
Myun area 42 20.9
Less than 10 46 22.8
‘ 10 ~ 20 50 24.7
Nur‘nbe-r of employees in the 20 ~ 50 86 16
institution
50 ~ 100 18 8.9
More than 100 2 1.0
Less than 10 66 32.7
10 ~ 20 39 19.3
Number of recipients 20 ~ 30 45 22.3
30 ~ 40 22 10.9
More than 40 30 14.9
Individual 178 90.4
Social welfare lawyer 11 5.6
Institutional entity L. L
Religious organization 3 1.5
Etc. 5 2.5
A-B 51 359
Official evaluation(2016) C 74 52.1
D-E 17 12.0
Male 73 36.9
Sex
Female 125 63.1
High school graduate 21 10.6
Professional college graduate 36 28.8
Education o
University graduate 102 51.5
Above graduate school 39 19.7
0 ~ 5 years 58 28.7
5 ~10 years 13 6.4
Peri f i
Representative er'lo.d oF meome 10 ~ 20 years 48 23.8
activity
20 ~ 30 years 52 25.7
More than 30 years 31 15.4
20s 5 2.5
30%s 10 5.0
40’s 41 20.6
Age .
50's 101 50.8
60’s 36 18.1
More than 70’s 6 3.0
Contractable institutions with class 5 beneficiaries 84 45.2
Institutions employed a social worker through the deployment of additional personnel 70 37.6
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Table 2. Factor loading matrix and common factors

Basic variable

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Communality

Total number of recipients 0.931 -0.034 0.053 -0.023 -0.005 -0.042 0.8739
Total manpower 0.909 -0.047 -0.016 0.023  0.133 -0.059 0.8501
Number of care—givers 0.902 -0.049 -0.024 0.019 0.130 -0.061 0.8378
Size of the Number of class 3 recipients 0.891 -0.062 -0.028 -0.060 0.021 0.016 0.8033
institution Number of class 2 recipients 0.859 -0.046 -0.103 -0.050 -0.030 -0.005 0.7532
Additional social workforce placement 0.749  0.059  0.079 0.082  0.039  0.049 0.5807
Number of class 4 recipients 0.721 -0.032  0.131 0.002 -0.011 -0.081 0.5453
Number of class 1 recipients 0.677 -0.044 -0.070 -0.033 -0.013 0.165 0.4930
Age -0.055 -0.008 -0.069 -0.172 0.822 -0.062 0.717
Representative ~ Years of income activity 0213 0.026  0.009 0.052 0.804 0.037 0.6970
Recognition degree of related legal issues -0.055 0.001  0.096 0.316 0.588 0.338 0.5720
Net owi Full payment rate of own expense -0.099  0.021 0.017 0.941 0.040 -0.049 0.9008
EXpense, rate Partial payment rate of own expense -0.052 -0.055 -0.034 -0.944 -0.002 0.027 0.8991
Institutional Consistency between agency evaluation and actual operation 0.008  0.123 -0.062 -0.089 0.097 0.874 0.8006
ggllqer‘gems Need for institutional evaluation -0.018 0.148 0.113 0.012  0.021  0.865 0.7844
Occupational expertise of class 5 caregivers -0.011  0.814 0.048 0.085 0.029 0.026 0.6735
Class 5 Need for additional training of class 5 caregivers -0229 0.772 0225 -0.056 0.091 -0.095 0.7198
recipient Need for additional training of class 5 social worker -0.193  0.736  0.387 -0.079 0.080 0.039 0.7434
Institutional Income increase of class 5 caregivers 0.122  0.688 -0.027 0.099 -0.175 0.1621 0.5555
opinion Appropriateness at own expense of additional education of class 5 caregivers —0.016 ~ 0.675  0.031 0.010  0.044  0.054 0.4622
Revenue increase of class 5 care—institutions 0.028  0.582 -0.306 0.004 -0.001 0.211 0.4782
RFID sent rate 0.035  0.062 0.931 0.007 0.019 0.015 0.8728
RFID RFID used rate -0.028 0.112 0927  0.032 -0.040 0.039 0.8758
RFID introduction years 0.340  0.113  0.406 0.249 0397 0.077 0.5189
Eigenvalue 5.97 3.60 2.20 1.97 1.83 1.4474 -
Common factor contribution Individual contribution rate 0.249  0.150  0.092 0.082  0.076 0.0603 =
Cumulative contribution rate 0.249  0.399  0.490 0.572  0.648 0.7087 =
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Table 3. Factor scores according to the type of institution

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Type 4 Type 5 Type 6

Y~0'ung, Old, Positive Passive w. Negative Newly Old, Passive
Common factor Positive w. w. Well Minimal founded w. B F-value

Well Poor ¢ e umma Worst e -1ggest
managed size size

managed managed managed
Number of 35 29 14 16 4 9 _
institutions (%) (33) @7 13) 15) ) ®)
Factorl: 0.07% -0.19% -0.29% -0.44° -0.41% 2.774 33.84°
Institution size 0.68) (0.60) 0.51) 0.34) 0.91) (1.18) '
Factor 2: -0.867 0.83* -0.095¢ 0.015¢ -0.32¢P 0.498 17.91°
Representative 0.78) 0.82) 0.38) 0.63) 0.58) 0.91) ’
F :
I\?Cttor ’ 0.51% -0.21° 0.46" 015 -341° 004 e
raie OWR expense 0.53) 0.74) 0.55) (0.70) (0.36) .75 '
Factor 4: 5 s N c 5 5
Consistency of -0.09 0.12 1.09 -1.18 0.27 0.01 12.43™

jeeney 0% 0.75) (0.83) 0.73) 0.73) 0.38) (1.16) '

official ~evaluation
Factor 5: 0.54% 0.53% -1.37° -0.13% 0.09* -0.09* 147"
Opinion for Class 5 0.77) 0.64) 0.84) 0.97) 0.39) 0.89) '
Factor 6: 0.3548 0.20*B -0.09® -0.89¢ 0.82% -0.185¢ 586"
RFID system 0.55) 0.87) (1.05) (1.22) 0.53) (0.66) '
“p<0.01

Superscripts a, b, ¢, and d imply the results of Duncan’s multiple range tests by type are significant, where the

average factor scores in each type are in the order of a > b > ¢ ) d.
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Table 4. Comparison of the basic indicators among the types of institutions

Positive attitude groups

Passive attitude groups

Factor Basic variable unit Typel Tipel Tipes Tiped Typed  Typeo Mean

Total number of recipients people  25.1 19.8 18.3 18.3 15.4 73.1 25.2

Total manpower ! 24.4 14.2 15.0 18.9 15.9 92.9 218

Number of caregivers ” 22.5 224 13.5 175 14.3 88.8 259

Size of the Number of class 3 recipients ’ 8.00 6.97 6.25 6.00 4.06 31.1 8.75

institution Number of class 2 recipients ” 1.80 1552 1.25 1.14 1.06 $:22 1.96

Additional social workforce placement ” 0.63 0.34 0.25 0.14 0.38 2.78 0.62

Number of class 4 recipients ” 12.91 9.55 9.00 9.86 9.06 322 1250

Number of class 1 recipients ! 0.63 0.59 0.50 1.21 0.56 2.78 0.86

Occupational expertise of class 5 caregivers 1=5 3.57 3.55 2.75 1.64 2.75 3.00 3.11

Institutional Need for additional training of class 5 caregivers 1-5 3.66 3.93 4.00 2.07 3.44 2.56 341

. Need for additional training of class 5 social worker 1-5 3.57 3.90 ) 2.07 2.88 2.33 3.26

S Income increase of class 5 caregivers 1-5 3.80 3.24 2.75 2.14 2.44 3.11 3.13

alass; 5 vt Appropriateness at own expense of additional education of class 5 caregivers 1-5 323 3.21 3.00 229 2.81 2.78 2.99

Revenue increase of class 5 care—institutions 1-5 2.63 2.79 2.50 2.14 2.31 2.78 2.57

RFID sent rate % 75.1 733 87.5 64.8 50.4 69.6 69.6

RFID RFID used rate % 84.1 80.8 87.5 70.4 52.2 69.6 19

RFID introduction years year 2.11 2.93 1.00 2.93 2.50 4.11 2.6

Net own Full payment rate of own expense % 88.3 73.4 5.00 86.9 83.8 70.6 78.8
expense rate

FAFERAES Partial payment rate of own expense % 3.86 16.5 90.0 8.21 10.9 10.6 12.7

Age(10°s 1,...,40°s 4, .. 60°s 6) 1~6 3.06 4.62 4.25 3.64 4.00 4.11 3.83

Representative  Years of income activity years 115 24.6 9.25  17.57 16.4 213 17.8

Recognition degree of related legal issues 1-5 3.29 3.90 3.00 3.86 3.25 3.67 3.54

iﬁiﬁ;ﬁin Consistency between agency evaluation and actual operation 1-5 243 2.62 2.75 2.86 1.75 2.56 2.46

corevien Need for institutional evaluation 1-5 306 348 350 414 18 311 316
comments

Others Official evaluation(A 5, ... E 1) 1~5 34 3.31 3.5 3.44 2.9 2.1 3.25

Institution established years year 4.17 5.10 3 4.31 3.75 6.22 4.51
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