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Impact of provider competition on the medical treatment -
using cesarean section as an example

Objectives: Since the maternity benefits in the Labor Insurance and Farmers’ Health Insur-

ance schemes were cash benefits, obstetric & gynecological clinics attracted more clients due to

their easy accessibility and lower charges. However, the implementation of the National Health

Insurance altered their comparative advantages by changing the cash benefits to in-kind services.

We believe that clinics have reacted more positively than hospitals toward the maternal requests

regarding the timing of birth. Methods: In this study we used data from birth certificates issued in

1998 to examine the difference in cesarean section rates between hospitals and clinics during

office and non-office hours, weekdays and weekends, as well as auspicious and inauspicious days.

Results: After controlling for all the confounding factors, the regression results indicate that the

cesarean section rates are lower on Saturdays and Sundays for hospitals; however, the rates are

higher on Saturdays for clinics. During regular office hours of auspicious days, the cesarean

section rates are above 50 percent, but the rates are below 20 percent for the night shift of

inauspicious days. During the evening and night shifts, the rates are higher in clinics. Conclusions:

To stay competitive, clinics are more likely to perform cesarean sections during their non-office

hours. Cesarean section rates for the night shift of inauspicious days are close to the WHO recom-

mended level (15%), which should be our ultimate goal. (Taiwan J Public Health. 2004;23(1):71-

79)
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