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Outcome Disparities by Insurance Plan and Educational Attainment in

Patients with Atrial Fibrillation

Abstract

Objectives

Despite efforts to cut poverty, improve public health, and raise educational attainment,
countries still suffer from disparities. Since 2002, Thailand has successfully
implemented the Universal Health Coverage Scheme (UCS) to eradicate health care
access inequity. Here, we explored the interlink between insurance plan, educational
attainment, and adverse clinical outcomes in the national registry of patients with atrial

fibrillation (AF) in Thailand.

Design

A nationwide prospective multicenter cohort of non-valvular 3402 AF.

Primary Outcomes
Patients were followed for 36 months for primary outcomes of all-cause mortality,
ischemic stroke, and major bleeding. Survival analysis was performed using restricted

mean survival time (RMST) and adjusted with multiple covariates.

Results

Data from 3026 AF patients (mean age 67, 59% male) were analyzed. The mean
CHA;DS,VASc and HASBLED scores were 3.0 (SD 1.7) and 1.5 (SD 1.0) respectively.
Most of the patients attained the elementary level of education (N=1739, 57.4%). The
major health insurance plans were Civil Servant Medical Benefit Scheme (CSMBS;

N=1397, 46.2%) and UCS (N=1333, 44.1%). After 36 months of follow-up, 248 patients
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died (8.2%), 95 suffered from ischemic stroke (3.1%), and 136 suffered from major
bleeding (4.5%). AF patients with no formal education lost 1.78 months before they died
(adjusted RMST difference -1.78; 95% CI, -3.25 to -0.30; P =.02) and 1.04 months
before they developed ischemic stroke (adjusted RMST difference -1.04; 95% ClI, -2.03
to -0.04; P =.04) compared to those with higher education. Educational attainment level
was not associated with major bleeding. Across all types of insurance plan, RMSTs to

all three clinical outcomes were essentially similar.

Conclusion
1. Education attainment level was independently associated with all-cause mortality
and ischemic stroke in AF patients.

2. Health insurance plans were not associated with adverse clinical outcomes.

Clinical Trial Registration

Thai Clinical Trial Registration; Study ID: TCTR20160113002
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Strengths and limitations of this study

e The study links two of the most important of sociodemographic factors, education
and health insurance plan, and clinical outcomes of atrial fibrillation (AF), one of
the most common cardiovascular conditions.

e Data is derived from a large prospective and nationwide cohort.

e The study evaluates healthcare quality in universal health coverage system.

e Causal relationship cannot be assumed from a cohort trial.

e Enrollment took place in the medical center, thus, excluding patients who could

not access the healthcare facilities.

Introduction

Poverty, illiteracy, and health adversity feeds each other, and forms a vicious cycle that
hinders the progress and prosperity of the nation.* Over the past 2 decades, Thailand
has implemented numerous measures to eradicate these undesirable states. >* One of
the most audacious and yet highly successful policies was the pro-poor medical plan
named universal coverage scheme (UCS).?° The scheme provided a non-contributory
benefit for all uninsured citizen.? Since its implementation in 2002, UCS substantially
reduced uninsured population from approximately 47 million (30% of total population) to
1.1 million (1.65% of total population) in 2011, and to less than 400,000 people (0.06%
of total population) in 2018.%° UCS was often compared to civil servant medical benefit
scheme (CSMBS) for quality and accessibility of care. Offered as a fringe benefit for
government officials, CSMBS was regarded as one of the most comprehensive health

insurance plans in the country.? CSMBS beneficiaries reportedly had better clinical
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outcomes than those of UCS.”® However, such gaps were closing while UCS continued

to strengthen its primary health care system and expand its benefit packages.?

Along with healthcare, education is another extremely vital tool to break the
vicious cycle.>*® Education level and literacy rate was one of the major determinants of
all-cause mortality, cardiovascular mortality, and cancer mortality.***? Low level of
education limited understanding of one’s own illness.'® In atrial fibrillation (AF), such
that limitation led to poor medication adherence,*® worsened symptom severity," and
high AF related complications.**® Here, we explored the interlink between insurance
plan, educational attainment, and adverse clinical outcomes in the national registry of
patients with AF. We believed that with the success of UCS, the insurance plan would
not be linked to adverse clinical outcomes. Educational attainment, rather, was
hypothesized to be associated with risks of mortality, ischemic stroke, and major

bleeding.

Methods

Between 2014-2017, patients with AF across Thailand were consecutively enrolled in
the COOL-AF (Cohort of Antithrombotic Use and Optimal INR Level in Patients with
Non-Valvular Atrial Eibrillation in Thailand) registry. The detail of the study was stated
elsewhere.” Briefly, patients age >18 year with electrocardiography confirmed AF were
eligible for the enrolment. The exclusion criteria’’ were (1) ischemic stroke within 3
months; (2) hematologic disorders that can increase the risk of bleeding, such as
thrombocytopenia (<100000/mm3) and myeloproliferative disorders; (3) mechanical
prosthetic valve or valve repair; (4) rheumatic valve disease or severe valve disease; (5)

AF associated with transient reversible cause; (6) current participation in a clinical trial;
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(7) life expectancy <3 years; (8) pregnancy; (9) inability to attend follow-up visits; and
(10) refusal to participate in the study. The protocol was approved by the ethics

committee of each participating hospital. All patients provided written informed consent.

Data Collection

Baseline data including demographics, educational attainment, insurance plan, medical
history, and medications taken were obtained at the enrollment from medical records
and patient interviews. Patients with missing information on educational attainment or
insurance plan were excluded. All patients were prospectively followed for major
adverse outcomes of death from any causes, ischemic stroke, and major bleeding. The
follow-up data were collected from medical records and telephone interviews every 6

months until the end of follow-up at 36 months.
Data Classifications

The levels of the educational attainment were elementary, secondary, higher education,
and no formal education. The categories of the insurance plans were (1) universal
coverage scheme (UCS), a non-contributory insurance scheme provided for all
uninsured citizens of Thailand; (2) compulsory social security scheme (SSS), a
contributory and compulsory scheme for non-government employees; (3) civil servant
medical benefit scheme (CSBMS), a fringe benefit provided for government employees;
and (4) non-government-based scheme (NGS) which included private insurance, opt-
out of the plan, and out-of-pocket payment. The stroke and bleeding risks were
assessed by CHA;DS,VASc and HASBLED scores respectively according to the
standard guidelines.’® Types of anticoagulants were grouped into none, vitamin K

antagonist (VKA), and direct oral anticoagulant (DOAC).
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Statistical Analysis

All analyses were generated using SAS software, version 9.4_M6 of the SAS
OnDemand for Academics (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA.). Variables were
expressed in number and percentage for categorical type and mean and SD for
continuous type. Chi-square and one-way ANOVA was used to compare the differences
in baseline characteristics. Event probabilities were assessed by restricted mean
survival time (RMST) analysis using LIFETEST and RMSTREG procedures in the
SAS/STAT software. RMST is equivalent to an area under the whole survival curve up
to a fixed time point. It is widely advocated as an alternative to Cox proportional hazard
model especially when proportionality is violated.**?° Here, we computed RMST to the
time horizon of 36 months using Kaplan-Meier method for survival probability
estimation. We then adjusted RMST with multiple covariates using pseudo-value linear
regression model.?* The model consisted of age, sex, educational attainment, insurance
plan, types of anticoagulant, CHA;DS,VASc, and HASBLED scores. The results were
presented as the differences of RMSTs and 95% confidence interval (Cl) for each
covariate. The RMST difference estimated months gain or loss of event-free time over a
period of 36 months. P values were reported for all between-group comparisons. A

value < .05 was considered significant.

Results

The COOL-AF registry enrolled a total of 3402 patients. Of these, 376 patients had
incomplete data and were excluded from the study. Thus, 3026 patients remained for
the analysis. The population (Table 1) was approximately 67 years of age and primarily

male (N=1779, 58.8%). The most common comorbidities were hypertension (N=2061,
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68.1%), followed by congestive heart failure (CHF; N=829, 27.4%), and diabetes
(N=730, 24.1%). The mean CHA,DS,VASc and HASBLED scores were 3.0 (SD 1.7)

and 1.5 (SD 1.0) respectively.

Insurance Plan (Table 1)

The population was predominantly insured by either CSMBS (N=1397, 46.2%) or UCS
(N=1333, 44.1%). Patients insured by CSMBS had higher stroke and bleeding risks
assessed by CHA;DS,;VASc (mean 3.2 for CSMBS, 3.0 for UCS, 2.8 for NGS, 2.1 for
SSS; P<.001) and HASBLED (mean 1.6 for CSMBS, 1.5 for UCS, 1.3 for NGS, 1.2 for
SSS; P<.001) scores. Approximately 12% of CSMBS insurers were taking DOACs
compared to 0.4%, 0.7%, and 6.5% in those insured by UCS, SSS, and NGS
respectively (P<.001). Higher education was attained more frequently in 36.2% of
CSMBS insurers, compared to 32.4% in SSS, 27.3% in NGS, and 4.1% in UCS

(P<.001).

Educational Attainment

There was more than one-third of the patients attained at least secondary school
(N=1287, 42.5%). Among those, male predominated (N=948, 73.7%). Age,
CHA;DS,VASc and HASBLED scores (Table 2) were at the highest in those with no
formal education (mean age 74, CHA,DS,VASc 3.9, HASBLED 1.7) followed by those
with elementary (mean age 69, CHA;DS,VASc 3.3, HASBLED 1.6), secondary (mean
age 64, CHA,DS,VASc 2.7, HASBLED 1.5), and higher education (mean age 63,
CHA;DS,VASc 2.6, HASBLED 1.4; P<.001 for all comparisons). The anticoagulation
rate was higher in no formal education group (N=182, 85.4%) than elementary (N=1129,

74.0%), secondary (N=477, 74.6%), and higher education (N=469, 72.4%; P<.001).
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Patients attained secondary school were likely to smoke (5% in secondary, 3.4% in
elementary, 1.7% in higher education, 1.4% in no education) and use alcohol (6.9% in
secondary, 4.2% in higher education, 3.7% in elementary, 0.5% in no education) than

those with other educational attainment (P<.001 for both comparisons).

Adverse Outcomes

After 36 months of follow-up, 248 patients died (8.2%), 95 suffered from ischemic stroke
(3.1%), and 136 suffered from major bleeding (4.5%). Figure 1 and figure 2 shows the
Kaplan-Meier survival curves of all-cause mortality by insurance plan and educational
attainment respectively. Patients with higher educational attainment survived longer
than those with lower educational attainment (RMST for higher education vs. secondary
vs. elementary vs. no formal education, 35.02 vs. 34.29 vs. 33.70 vs. 31.98 months;
P<.001). They also experienced longer event-free time to ischemic stroke (RMST for
higher education vs. secondary vs. elementary vs. no formal education, 35.58 vs. 35.46
vs. 35.11 vs. 34.15 months; P=.004) and major bleeding (RMST for higher education vs.
secondary vs. elementary vs. no formal education, 35.31 vs. 34.72 vs. 37.82 vs. 34.18
months; P=.03) than those with lower educational attainment (Table 4). RMSTs of all 3

adverse outcomes were not different among plans of insurance (Table 3).

In the multivariate analyses, educational attainment was associated with all-
cause mortality and ischemic stroke independent of comorbidities (Figures 3 and 4).
Over a period of 36 months, AF patients with no formal education lost 1.78 months
before they died (RMST difference -1.78; 95% CI, -3.25 to -0.30; P=.02) and 1.04
months before they developed ischemic stroke (RMST difference -1.04; 95% CI, -2.03

to -0.04; P =.04) compared to those with higher education. Older age, higher
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CHA;DS,VASc, and HASBLED scores also shortened survival time to all-cause
mortality. Survival time was lost by 0.45 months for every 10-year increase in age
(RMST difference -0.45; 95% CI, -0.8 to -0.1; P =.01), 0.35 months for every point
increase in CHA,DS,VASc score (RMST difference -0.35; 95% ClI, -0.6 to -0.1; P =.01),
and 0.41 months for every point increase in HASBLED score (RMST difference -0.41;
95% CI, -0.76 to -0.07; P =.02). Use of anticoagulants extended event-free time to
ischemic stroke by 0.99 months for DOAC (95% CI, 0.45 to 1.54; P = <.001) and 0.69
months for VKA (95% CI, 0.24 to 1.13; P =.003). Time to major bleeding (Figure 5) was
lost in patients with older age (RMST difference per 10 years -0.35; 95% CI, -0.59 to -
0.11; P =.003), male gender (RMST difference -0.68; 95% ClI, -1.11 to —-0.25; P =.002),
and use of VKA (RMST difference -0.65; 95% CI, -1.04 to -0.26; P = .001). Across all 3
major outcomes, insurance plan was not associated with gain or loss in survival times

(Figure 3-5).

Discussion

In the large registry of AF patients across Thailand, educational attainment was
associated with all-cause mortality and ischemic stroke independent of multiple
covariates. Over 36 months of follow-up, those with no formal education died 1.8
months sooner and suffered stroke 1 month sooner than those with higher education.
Types of Insurance plan were not linked to either all-cause mortality, ischemic stroke, or

major bleeding.

The significant impact of education on cardiovascular outcome has been shown
globally.’*%% Among Asian population, data from the Asia Pacific Cohort Studies

Collaboration® reported that Asians with the lowest educational attainment had a 54%
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higher risk of stroke and 78% higher risk of cardiovascular mortality than those with
tertiary level. Among patients with AF, a large-scale study in Norway reported an
educational gradient in mortality between higher education and high school or less.?
For other AF outcomes such as stroke or major bleeding, the data on educational
disparities was limited. In a patient survey,?’ higher level of education was associated
with better understanding of anticoagulant therapy and lower incidence of bleeding.
Here, in a prospective cohort, we reported educational disparities in all-cause mortality
and stroke but not major bleeding. The disparities were detected between no formal
education and higher education levels independent of age, sex, bleeding risk, stroke
risk, insurance plan, and anticoagulant status. Patients with no formal education are
generally illiterate and more likely to be health illiterate, which subsequently lead to

poorer outcomes especially in a chronic disease like AF.**?

Low education and low income often coincide. Low income could lead to lack or
poor choice of health insurance. In Thailand, such that consequences were broken
down since the implementation of UCS. UCS provides healthcare coverage to the
unemployed who primarily are in the low-income group. According to the 2004 national
health insurance data, half of UCS insurers were in the bottom two poorest quintiles
while half of CSMBS insurers were in the richest quintile.?® Unlike other insurance plans
for the poor, UCS provides extensive and comprehensive benefit packages.® High-cost
services, such as percutaneous cardiac intervention, heart transplantation, or catheter
ablation are currently covered by UCS.*® One of the remaining discrepancies between
UCS and CSMBS packages is the drug plan. UCS restricts access to medications

outside the National List of Essential Medicines, notably DOACs, while CSMBS covers
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with some conditions.??* In our AF patients, the discrepancies in the coverages did not
result in outcome disparities between insurance plans. UCS insurers had essentially the
same RMSTs of all-cause mortality, ischemic stroke, and major bleeding as insurers of

other plans.

Outcome disparities between UCS and CSMBS have been previously reported.”
® In the retrospective analysis from 2010 national insurance database, 5-year mortality
after AF admission was higher in UCS than in CSMBS.® Here, our patients were
prospectively enrolled and structurally followed up. The enrollment took place after the
3 strategic plan of UCS began in 2012.° During the plan, the benefits were expanded
to seasonal influenza vaccine, screening of complications from diabetes and
hypertension, long-term care for dependent elderly, and etc. The differences in trial
designs and time periods of enrollment could explain the discrepancies in the results of

ours and prior trials.

We reported the effect size of educational disparities in months loss. The
numbers may appear small but they are time loss over a fixed period of 36 months.
Losing 1.8 months in survival time for those with no formal education would therefore
mean losing 5% of their time. Compared to the health production function analysis of 35
members countries of Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
countries,** a 10% increase in education of the population was associated with a gain of

3.2 months in life expectancy and a 100% increase with a gain of 23.8 months.

Our results provide some insights to the national health insurance policy. We
showed that in a moderate-to-high income country like Thailand, the disparity in

insurance coverage could be reduced or even removed by a well maintained pro-poor
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health insurance like UCS. The findings also emphasize the utmost importance of
education. Education does not only educate people, but also makes them healthier.**
For a chronic condition like AF, adherence to the therapy requires some understanding
towards the disease which entails education.® In our patients, the education level
associated with better clinical outcomes was higher education, the level attained only in
a minority of Thai population. According to the government reports,® less than 25% of
the working age population attained higher education and more than 20% of students
left schools after completion of the compulsory lower secondary level. Clearly, there is a

plenty of room for improvement to make education more inclusive and accessible.

Strength & Limitations

Our trial is prospective and nationwide. The enrollment and follow-up were well
structured and validated. For survival analysis, we chose RMST, rather than Log-rank
test or Cox-proportional hazard model, to avoid the question of non-proportionality. The
truncation time for the analysis was the pre-specified follow-up time and therefore

optimal for the performance of the test.?°

We studied 2 sociodemographic indicators, educational attainment and insurance
plans. Both are important factors but could possibly be confounded by others such as
income, living environment, and etc. Additionally, patients were enrolled through
medical facilities, thus excluding those who could not or decided not to access the

health care.

There were differences in many baseline comorbidities. Even after the

adjustment in the multivariate analysis, some residuals confounders may remain. Due to
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the trial design, associations of education with clinical outcomes, rather than causes

and effects, can only be assumed.

Conclusions

In a large nationwide prospective cohort of AF patients, educational attainment was
associated with all-cause mortality and ischemic stroke independent of multiple
covariates. Over a period of 36 months, RMSTs to all-cause mortality and ischemic
stroke of those with higher education were extended by 1.8 and 1 months respectively
compared to those without education. Incidences of all-cause mortality, ischemic stroke,

and major bleeding did not differ across all types of insurance plans.

Apiyasawat, et al. 14 Education Disparities and AF Outcomes



References

1. OECD/WHO. Poverty and Health. DAC Guidelines and Reference Series. Paris:

OECD Publishing; 2003. https://doi.org/10.1787/9789264100206-en.

2. Tangcharoensathien V, Witthayapipopsakul W, Panichkriangkrai W,
Patcharanarumol W, Mills A. Health systems development in Thailand: a solid
platform for successful implementation of universal health coverage. Lancet.
2018;391(10126):1205-23. Epub 2018/02/06. doi: 10.1016/s0140-
6736(18)30198-3. PubMed PMID: 29397200.

3. Office of the Education Council. Education in Thailand 2018. Bangkok: Office of
the Education Council, Ministry of Education; 2019.

http://backoffice.onec.go.th/uploads/Book/1676-file.pdf. Accessed 14 Mar. 2021.

4. Warr P. Poverty Reduction through Long-term Growth: The Thai Experience.
Asian Economic Papers. 2009;8(2):51-76. doi: 10.1162/asep.2009.8.2.51.

5. GLASSMAN, AMANDA, and MIRIAM TEMIN, editors. “Health Access for All:
Thailand’s Universal Coverage Scheme.” Millions Saved: New Cases of Proven
Success in Global Health, Brookings Institution Press, Washington DC, 2016, pp.
89-96. JSTOR, www.jstor.org/stable/10.7864/).cttldgn643. Accessed 14 Mar.
2021.

6. National Health Security Office. NHSO Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2018.
Bangkok: NHSO; 2018.

https://eng.nhso.go.th/assets/portals/1/files/annual report/Annual%20report final

%202018.pdf

Apiyasawat, et al. 15 Education Disparities and AF Outcomes



7. Siwachat S, Lertprasertsuke N, Tanatip N, Kongkarnka S, Euathrongchit J,
Wannasopha Y, et al. Effect of Insurance Type on Stage at Presentation,
Surgical Approach, Tumor Recurrence and Cancer-Specific Survival in
Resectable Non-Small Lung Cancer Patients. Risk Manag Healthc Policy.
2020;13:559-69. Epub 2020/07/02. doi: 10.2147/rmhp.S244344. PubMed PMID:
32607024; PubMed Central PMCID: PMCPMC7297449.

8. Apiyasawat S, Tangcharoen T, Wisaratapong T, Yamwong S, Wiboonpolprasert
S, Sritara P. CHA;DS,;-VASc scores predict mortality after hospitalization for
atrial fibrillation. Int J Cardiol. 2015;185:293-6. Epub 2015/03/31. doi:
10.1016/j.ijjcard.2015.03.180. PubMed PMID: 25819735.

9. Anutrakulchai S, Mairiang P, Pongskul C, Thepsuthammarat K, Chan-on C,
Thinkhamrop B. Mortality and treatment costs of hospitalized chronic kidney
disease patients between the three major health insurance schemes in Thailand.
BMC Health Services Research. 2016;16(1):528. doi: 10.1186/s12913-016-1792-
0.

10.Cheng TL, Johnson SB, Goodman E. Breaking the Intergenerational Cycle of
Disadvantage: The Three Generation Approach. Pediatrics. 2016
Jun;137(6):e20152467. doi: 10.1542/peds.2015-2467. Epub 2016 May 9. PMID:
27244844; PMCID: PMC4894258.

11.James, C., M. Devaux and F. Sassi (2017), “Inclusive growth and health”, OECD
Health  Working  Papers, No. 103, OECD  Publishing, Paris.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/93d52bcd-en.

Apiyasawat, et al. 16 Education Disparities and AF Outcomes



12.Lena Kilander, Lars Berglund, Merike Boberg, Bengt Vessby, Hans Lithell,
Education, lifestyle factors and mortality from cardiovascular disease and cancer.
A 25-year follow-up of Swedish 50-year-old men, International Journal of
Epidemiology, Volume 30, Issue 5, October 2001, Pages 1119-1126,

https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/30.5.1119.

13.Agérd A, Hermerén G, Herlitz J. When is a patient with heart failure adequately
informed? A study of patients’ knowledge of and attitudes toward medical
information. Heart & Lung. 2004;33(4):219-26. doi:

https://doi.org/10.1016/|.hrtlng.2004.02.003.

14.Hernandez Madrid A, Potpara TS, Dagres N, Chen J, Larsen TB, Estner H, et al.
Differences in attitude, education, and knowledge about oral anticoagulation
therapy among patients with atrial fibrillation in Europe: result of a self-
assessment patient survey conducted by the European Heart Rhythm
Association. EP Europace. 2016;18(3):463-7. doi: 10.1093/europace/euv448.

15.Goli NM, Thompson T, Sears SF, Mounsey JP, Chung E, Schwartz J, Wood K,
Walker J, Guise K, Gehi AK. Educational attainment is associated with atrial
fibrillation symptom severity. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol. 2012 Sep;35(9):1090-6.
doi: 10.1111/j.1540-8159.2012.03482.x. Epub 2012 Jul 21. PMID: 22817646.

16. Akerkar R, Ebbing M, Sulo G, Ariansen |, Igland J, Tell GS, et al. Educational
inequalities in mortality of patients with atrial fibrillation in Norway. Scandinavian
Cardiovascular Journal. 2017;51(2):82-7. doi: 10.1080/14017431.2016.1268711.

17.Krittayaphong R, Winijkul A, Methavigul K, Wongtheptien W, Wongvipaporn C,

Wisaratapong T, et al. Risk profiles and pattern of antithrombotic use in patients

Apiyasawat, et al. 17 Education Disparities and AF Outcomes



with non-valvular atrial fibrillation in Thailand: a multicenter study. BMC
Cardiovasc Disord. 2018;18(1):174. Epub 2018/08/27. doi: 10.1186/s12872-018-
0911-4. PubMed PMID: 30144802; PubMed Central PMCID: PMCPMC6109333.

18.Kirchhof P, Benussi S, Kotecha D, Ahlsson A, Atar D, Casadei B, Castella M,
Diener HC, Heidbuchel H, Hendriks J, Hindricks G, Manolis AS, Oldgren J,
Popescu BA, Schotten U, Van Putte B, Vardas P; ESC Scientific Document
Group. 2016 ESC Guidelines for the management of atrial fibrillation developed
in collaboration with EACTS. Eur Heart J. 2016 Oct 7;37(38):2893-2962. doi:
10.1093/eurheartj/ehnw210. Epub 2016 Aug 27. PMID: 27567408.

19.Royston P, Parmar MKB. Restricted mean survival time: an alternative to the
hazard ratio for the design and analysis of randomized trials with a time-to-event
outcome. BMC Medical Research Methodology. 2013;13(1):152. doi:
10.1186/1471-2288-13-152.

20.McCaw ZR, Yin G, Wei LJ. Using the Restricted Mean Survival Time Difference
as an Alternative to the Hazard Ratio for Analyzing Clinical Cardiovascular
Studies.  Circulation.  2019;140(17):1366-8. Epub  2019/10/22.  doi:
10.1161/circulationaha.119.040680. PubMed PMID: 31634007.

21.Andersen PK, Hansen MG, Klein JP. Regression Analysis of Restricted Mean
Survival Time Based on Pseudo-Observations. Lifetime Data Analysis.
2004;10(4):335-50. doi: 10.1007/s10985-004-4771-0.

22. “Thailand Essential Medicines Selection.” World Health Organization, 24 Nov.

2015, https://www.who.int/selection_medicines/country_lists/tha/en/.

Apiyasawat, et al. 18 Education Disparities and AF Outcomes



23.Mackenbach JP, Cavelaars AEJM, Kunst AE, Groenhof F. Socioeconomic
inequalities in cardiovascular disease mortality. An international study. European
Heart Journal. 2000;21:1141-1151

24.Hamad R, Nguyen TT, Bhattacharya J, Glymour MM, Rehkopf DH. Educational
attainment and cardiovascular disease in the united states: A quasi-experimental
instrumental variables analysis. PLOS Medicine. 2019;16:€1002834

25.Woodward M, Peters SAE, Batty GD, Ueshima H, Woo J, Giles GG, Barzi F, Ho
SC, Huxley RR, Arima H, Fang X, Dobson A, Lam TH, Vathesatogkit P.
Socioeconomic status in relation to cardiovascular disease and cause-specific
mortality: A comparison of asian and australasian populations in a pooled
analysis. BMJ Open. 2015;5:e006408

26.Akerkar R, Ebbing M, Sulo G, Ariansen I, Igland J, Tell GS, Egeland GM.
Educational inequalities in mortality of patients with atrial fibrillation in norway.
Scandinavian Cardiovascular Journal. 2017;51:82-87

27.Hernandez Madrid A, Potpara TS, Dagres N, Chen J, Larsen TB, Estner H, Todd
D, Bongiorni MG, Sciaraffia E, Proclemer A, Cheggour S, Amara W, Blomstrom-
Lundqvist C. Differences in attitude, education, and knowledge about oral
anticoagulation therapy among patients with atrial fibrillation in europe: Result of
a self-assessment patient survey conducted by the european heart rhythm
association. EP Europace. 2016;18:463-467

28.Prakongsai P, Limwattananon S, Tangcharoensathien V. The equity impact of

the universal coverage policy: Lessons from thailand. In: Chernichovsky D,

Apiyasawat, et al. 19 Education Disparities and AF Outcomes



Hanson K, eds. Innovations in health system finance in developing and

transitional economies. Emerald Group Publishing Limited; 2009:57-81.

Apiyasawat, et al. 20 Education Disparities and AF Outcomes



Footnotes

Competing Interests: None

Contributorship

SA and RK had the idea for and designed the study and were responsible for the overall
content as guarantors. All authors collected the data. SA performed the statistical
analysis. SA mainly wrote the manuscript with support from TT, KJ, and RK. All authors

provided critical feedback and contributed to the final manuscript.
Acknowledgement: None

Sources of Funding
This study was funded by grants from the Health Systems Research Institute (HSRI;
grant no. 59-053), the Heart Association of Thailand under the Royal Patronage of H.M.

the King, and the Royal College of Physicians of Thailand.

Data sharing statement
The individual anonymized data supporting the analyses contained in the manuscript

will be made available upon reasonable written request.

Patient and public involvement
Patients or the public were not involved in the design, or conduct, or reporting, or

dissemination plans of our research.

Patient consent for publication: Not required.

Ethics approval
The protocol for this study was approved by the institutional review boards (IRBs) of the

Thailand Ministry of Public Health (which covers IRBs for Buddhachinaraj Hospital,

Apiyasawat, et al. 21 Education Disparities and AF Outcomes



Chiangrai Prachanukroh Hospital, Chonburi Hospital, Lampang Hospital, Maharat
Nakorn Ratchasima Hospital, Nakornping Hospital, Prapokklao Hospital (Chanthaburi),
Ratchaburi Hospital, Surat Thani Hospital, Surin Hospital, Udonthani Hospital, and
Sapphasitthiprasong Hospital) and Central Research Ethics Committee (CREC, which
covers IRBs for Central Chest Institute of Thailand, Charoen Krung Pracha Rak
Hospital, Chiang Mai Hospital, King Chulalongkorn Memorial Hospital, Naresuan
University Hospital, Songklanakarind Hospital, Ramathibodi Hospital, Siriraj Hospital,
Thammasat Hospital, Golden Jubilee Medical Center, Srinakarind Hospital,
Phramongkutklao Hospital, Police General Hospital, and Faculty of Medicine Vajira
Hospital) and IRB of Queen Savang Vadhana Memorial Hospital. All patients provided

written informed consent prior to participation.

Apiyasawat, et al. 22 Education Disparities and AF Outcomes



Tables

Table 1. Baseline Characteristics by Insurance Plans (N=3026)

UHC SSS NGS CSMBS
All (N=3026) P
(N=1333) (N=142) (N=154) (N=1397)
Age, mean (SD), y 67.3 (11.3) 66.7 (11.2) 56.6 (10.5) 65.4(11.9) 69.2(10.6) <.001
1779 100
Male, No. (%) 732 (54.9%) 91 (59.1%) 856 (61.3%) <.001
(58.8%) (70.4%)
CHA2D82-VASC,
3.1(1.7) 3.0 (1.6) 2.1(1.7) 2.8 (1.7) 3.2(1.7) <.001
mean (SD)
HASBLED, mean
1.5 (1.0) 1.5 (1.0) 1.2 (1.1) 1.3 (1.0) 1.6 (1.0) <.001
(SD)
CAD, No. (%) 478 (15.8%) 198 (14.9%) 19 (13.4%) 21 (13.6%) 240 (17.2%) 0.25¢
CHF, No. (%) 829 (27.4%) 419 (31.4%) 33(23.2%) 33(21.4%) 344 (24.6%) <.001
Hypertension, No. 2061 109 1006
865 (64.9%) 81 (57.0%) <.001
(%) (68.1%) (70.8%) (72.0%)
Dyslipidemia, No. 1703 102
616 (46.2%) 77 (54.2%) 908 (65.0%) <.001
(%) (56.3%) (66.2%)
Diabetes, No. (%) 730 (24.1%) 278 (20.9%) 36 (25.4%) 47 (30.5%) 369 (26.4%) .002
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Stroke/TIA, No. (%) 530 (17.5%) 237 (17.8%) 25(17.6%) 20 (13.0%) 248 (17.8%) 0.51Z
Vascular Disease,

510 (16.9%) 209 (15.7%) 20 (14.1%) 24 (15.6%) 257 (18.4%) 0.20C
No. (%)
Current Smoker, No.

98 (3.2%) 60 (4.5%) 8 (5.6%) 4 (2.6%) 26 (1.9%) <.001
(%)
Alcohol Use, No. (%) 129 (4.3%) 53 (4.0%) 9 (6.3%) 10 (6.5%) 57 (4.1%) 0.28¢
History of Bleeding,

304 (10.0%) 127 (9.5%) 19 (13.4%) 6 (3.9%) 152 (10.9%)
No. (%) 0.022
Abnormal Renal

90 (3.0%) 39 (2.9%) 6 (4.2%) 2 (1.3%) 43 (3.1%) 0.507
Function, No. (%)
Abnormal Liver

67 (2.2%) 29 (2.2%) 6 (4.2%) 3 (1.9%) 29 (2.1%) 0.41¢
Function, No. (%)
Antiplatelets, No. (%) 802 (26.5%) 343 (25.7%) 39 (27.5%) 42 (27.3%) 378 (27.1%) 0.86%
Anticoagulants <.001

2075 107

- Warfarin, No. (%) 995 (74.6%) 93 (65.5%) 880 (63.0%)
(68.6%) (69.5%)

- DOAC, No. (%) 182 (6.0%) 5 (0.4%) 1 (0.7%) 10 (6.5%) 166 (11.9%)

- None, No. (%)

769 (25.4%)
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Educational Attainment <.001

- No Formal
213 (7.0%) 152 (11.4%) 2 (1.4%) 11 (7.1%) 48 (3.4%)
Education, No. (%)

- Elementary, No. 1526
921 (69.1%) 54 (38.0%) 59 (38.3%) 492 (35.2%)
(%) (50.4%)

- Secondary, No. (%) 639 (21.1%) 206 (15.5%) 40 (28.2%) 42 (27.3%) 351 (25.1%)

- Higher Education,
648 (21.4%) 54 (4.1%) 46 (32.4%) 42 (27.3%) 506 (36.2%)
No. (%)

Abbreviations: CAD, coronary artery disease; CHF, congestive heart failure; CSMBS, civil servant medic
benefit scheme; DOAC, direct oral anticoagulant; NGS, non-government-based scheme; SSS, socie

security scheme; UCS, universal coverage scheme.
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Table 2. Baseline Characteristics by Educational Attainment (N=3026)

No Formal Higher
Elementary Secondary
Characters Education Education P
(N=1526) (N=639)

(N=213) (N=648)
Age, mean (SD), y 74.4(10.0) 69.3 (10.2) 64.3 (12.1) 63.3 (11.1) <.001
Male, No. (%) 61 (28.6%) 770 (50.5%) 476 (74.5%) 472 (72.8%) <.001
CHA,DS,-VASC,

3.9(1.5) 3.3(1.6) 2.7(1.7) 2.6(1.7) <.001
mean (SD)
HASBLED, mean

1.7 (0.9) 1.6 (1.0) 1.5(1.0) 1.4(1.0) <.001
(SD)
CAD, No. (%) 23 (10.8%) 248 (16.3%) 99 (15.5%) 108 (16.7%) 0.199
CHF, No. (%) 63 (29.6%) 451 (29.6%) 177 (27.7%) 138 (21.3%) .001
Hypertension, No.

157 (73.7%) 1061 (69.5%) 435 (68.1%) 408 (63.0%) .006
(%)
Dyslipidemia, No. (%) 92 (43.2%) 831 (54.5%) 387 (60.6%) 393 (60.6%) <.001
Diabetes, No. (%) 39 (18.3%) 363 (23.8%) 162 (25.4%) 166 (25.6%) 0.148
Stroke/TIA, No. (%) 42 (19.7%) 261 (17.1%) 104 (16.3%) 123 (19.0%) 0.468
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Vascular Disease,

26 (12.2%) 263 (17.2%) 105 (16.4%) 116 (17.9%) 0.258
No. (%)
Current Smoker, No.

3 (1.4%) 52 (3.4%) 32 (5.0%) 11 (1.7%) .003
(%)
Alcohol Use, No. (%) 1 (0.5%) 57 (3.7%) 44 (6.9%) 27 (4.2%) <.001
History of Bleeding,

20 (9.4%) 156 (10.2%) 64 (10.0%) 64 (9.9%) 0.981
No. (%)
Abnormal Renal

5 (2.3%) 44 (2.9%) 23 (3.6%) 18 (2.8%) 0.733
Function, No. (%)
Abnormal Liver

4 (1.9%) 35 (2.3%) 19 (3.0%) 9 (1.4%) 0.273
Function, No. (%)
Antiplatelets, No. (%) 42 (19.7%) 420 (27.5%) 163 (25.5%) 177 (27.3%) 0.094
Anticoagulants <.001

- Warfarin, No. (%)

179 (84.0%)

1081 (70.8%)

427 (66.8%)

388 (59.9%)

- NOAC, No. (%)

3 (1.4%)

48 (3.1%)

50 (7.8%)

81 (12.5%)

- None, No. (%)

31 (14.6%)

397 (26.0%)

162 (25.4%)

179 (27.6%)

Abbreviations: CAD, coronary artery disease; CHF, congestive heart failure.
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Table 3. Incidence and Restricted Mean Survival Time of Clinical Outcomes

by Insurance Plan

_ _ CSMBS :
UHC (N=1333) SSS (N=142) (N=1397) NGS (N=154) P
Incidence
122 (9.2% 10 (7.0% 100 (7.2% 16 (10.4% 0.183

All-cause  No. (%) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
Mortality
(N=248)

RMST,

T T 33.61 (33.19- 34.52 (33.55- 34.32 (33.98- 33.95 (32.91- 06

©5%cy 3403 35.50) 34.66) 34.99)

Incidence

" 36 (2.7% 3(2.1% 51 (3.7% 53.2% 0.468

schemic  No. (%) (2.7%) (2.1%) (3.7%) (3.2%)
Stroke
(N=95) RMST,

A A 35.27 (35.03- 35.64 (35.21- 35.17 (34.92- 35.14 (34.38- 31

©5%cy 3291 36.07) 35.41) 35.90)

Incidence, 0 . . .
Major No. (%) 00 (4.9%) 3 (2.1%) 60 (4.3%) 8 (5.2%) 0.451
Bleeding
(N=136)  RusT,

months 34.75 (34.43- 35.61 (35.07- 34.91 (34.62- 34.86 (34.02- 06

©5%cy 3207 36.15) 35.19) 35.69)

Abbreviations: CSMBS, civil servant medical benefit scheme; NGS, non-government-based scheme; RMS'

restricted mean survival time; SSS, social-security scheme; UCS, universal coverage scheme.
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Table 4. Incidence and Restricted Mean Survival Time of Clinical Outcomes

by Educational Attainment

No Formal Higher
Education ST Secondaly  ggucaion
(N=213) B B (N=648)
:\rlwc():lcgoe/or)\ce’ 30 (14.1%) 146 (9.6%) 45 (7.0%) 27 (4.2%) <.001
All-cause
Mortality
(N=248)
RMST,
months 31.98 (30.62- 33.70 (33.32- 34.29 (33.78- 35.02 (34.65- <001
©5% Cly  53-33) 34.80) 34.80) 35.40)
Incidence, 0 . . .
No. (%)  14(6:6%)  55(3.6%) 14 (22%) 12 (1.9%) 002
Ischemic
Stroke
(N=95) RMST,
months 34.15 (33.21- 35.11 (34.87- 35.46 (35.16- 35.58 (35.32- 004
©@5%cly °2-10) 35.36) 35.75) 35.84)
:\Incc):lc(i(;)r)\ce’ 13 (6.1%) 70 (4.6%) 35 (5.5%) 18 (2.8%) 0.066
Major
Bleeding
(N=136) RMST,
months 34.18 (33.22- 34.82 (34.54- 34.72 (34.27- 35.31 (34.98- 03
©@5%cly  °o14) 35.11) 35.17) 35.64)

Abbreviations: RMST, restricted mean survival time.
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Figures

Figure 1 Kaplan-Meier Curve for All-cause Mortality by Insurance Plans

Kaplan-Meier Curve with 95% Confidence Limits
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Abbreviations: CSMBS, civil servant medical benefit scheme; NGS, non-government-

based scheme; SSS, social-security scheme; UCS, universal coverage scheme.
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Figure 2 Kaplan-Meier Curve for All-cause Mortality by Educational Attainment

Kaplan-Meier Curve with 95% Confidence Limits
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Figure 3 Differences in Adjusted Restricted Median Survival Time to All-Cause

Mortality over a Period of 36 Months.

Variables Differences P
Age (per 10 yrs) —— -0.45(-0.80t0-0.10) .01
Male —— -0.42 (-099t0 0.15) .15

INSURANCE (vs. CSMBS)

-UHC — -0.63 (-1.27 10 0.01) .054
-SSS — e -0.90 (-1.96t0 0.16) .10
-NGS —— 0.81(-1.92t00.30) .15
- CSMBS n

EDUCATION (vs. Higher Education)

- No Formal Education i -1.78 (-3.2510-0.30) .02
- Elementary —a— -0.43 (-1.07t0 0.20) .18
- Secondary —— -0.42 (-1.05t0 0.21) .19
- Higher Education n

OAC (vs. None)

- DOAC ——8—— 051(-038t01.40) .26
- VKA —— 0.35(-0.26t00.96) .26
- None n
CHA2DS2-VaSc (per 1 point) - -0.35(-0.60t0 -0.10) .01
HASBLED (per 1 point) — Hal(D75% 007 P

-3 -2 -1 0 1

Differences in Survival Time to
All-cause Mortality (months)

Abbreviations: CAD, coronary artery disease; CHF, congestive heart failure; CSMBS,
civil servant medical benefit scheme; DOAC, direct oral anticoagulant; NGS, non-
government-based scheme; SSS, social-security scheme; UCS, universal coverage

scheme; VKA, vitamin K antagonist.
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Figure 4 Differences in Adjusted Restricted Median Survival Time to Ischemic

Stroke over a Period of 36 Months.

Variables Differences P
Age (per 10 yrs) —- -0.20(-0.40t0 0.01) .051
Male —— 0.18(-0.16t0 0.52) .31

INSURANCE (vs. CSMBS)

- UHC = 0.25(-0.18t0 0.68) .25
- SSS —— 0.06 (-0.47t0 0.59) .82
-NGS —.— -0.12 (-0.95t0 0.71) .78
- CSMBS ]

EDUCATION (vs. Higher Education)

- No Formal Education L -1.04 (-2.03t0-0.04) .04
- Elementary —a— -0.33(-0.78t00.12) .15
- Secondary —u— -0.21 (-0.62t00.20) .31
- Higher Education n

OAC (vs. None)

- DOAC —8— 099(0.45t0 1.54) <.001
- VKA —a— 0.69 (0.241t0 1.13) .003
- None n
CHA2DS2-VaSc (per 1 point) s -0.17 (-0.32t0-0.02) .03
HASBLED (per 1 point) - -0.08 (-0.281t00.11) .40
T T T
-2 -1 0 1

Differences in Survival Time to
Ischemic Stroke (months)

Abbreviations: CAD, coronary artery disease; CHF, congestive heart failure; CSMBS,
civil servant medical benefit scheme; DOAC, direct oral anticoagulant; NGS, non-
government-based scheme; SSS, social-security scheme; UCS, universal coverage

scheme; VKA, vitamin K antagonist.
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Figure 5 Differences in Adjusted Restricted Median Survival Time to Major

Bleeding over a Period of 36 Months.

Variables Differences P
Age (per 10 yrs) —— -0.35(-0.59t0-0.11) .003
Male —a— -0.68 (-1.11t0o -0.25) .002

INSURANCE (vs. CSMBS)

- UHC S e -0.22 (-0.70t0 0.27) .38
- SSS i 0.11(-0.52t00.73) .73
-NGS i -0.28 (-1.181t0 0.61) .53
- CSMBS n

EDUCATION (vs. Higher Education)

- No Formal Education = -0.63 (-1.671t00.42) .24
- Elementary e il ——— -0.19(-0.70t0 0.32) .47
- Secondary —— -0.43 (-0.97t0 0.11) .11
- Higher Education n

OAC (vs. None)

- DOAC i -0.04 (-0.70t0 0.61) .89
- VKA —a— -0.65 (-1.04 to -0.26) .001
- None
CHA2DS2-VaSc (per 1 point) -0.05(-0.22t0 0.13) .58
HASBLED (per 1 point) -0.20 (-0.48t0 0.07) .14

15 -10 -05 00 05
Differences in Survival Time to
Major Bleeding (months)
Abbreviations: CAD, coronary artery disease; CHF, congestive heart failure; CSMBS,
civil servant medical benefit scheme; DOAC, direct oral anticoagulant; NGS, non-

government-based scheme; SSS, social-security scheme; UCS, universal coverage

scheme; VKA, vitamin K antagonist.
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Figure Legends

Figure 1 Kaplan-Meier Curve for All-cause Mortality by Insurance Plans

Figure 2 Kaplan-Meier Curve for All-cause Mortality by Educational Attainment
Figure 3 Differences in Adjusted Restricted Median Survival Time to All-Cause
Mortality over a Period of 36 Months.

Figure 4 Differences in Adjusted Restricted Median Survival Time to Ischemic
Stroke over a Period of 36 Months.

Figure 5 Differences in Adjusted Restricted Median Survival Time to Major

Bleeding over a Period of 36 Months.
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All-Cause Mortality Event-Free Probability

Kaplan-Meier Curve with 95% Confidence Limits
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Variables Differences P
Age (per 10 yrs) —— -0.45 (-0.80t0 -0.10) .01
Male —a— -0.42 (-0.99t0 0.15) .15
INSURANCE (vs. CSMBS)
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Variables Differences P

Age (per 10 yrs) - -0.20 (-0.40t0 0.01) .051
Male —a— 0.18 (-0.16t0 0.52) .31

INSURANCE (vs. CSMBS)

- UHC ——— 0.25(-0.18t0 0.68) .25
- SSS ——— 0.06 (-0.47t0 0.59) .82
- NGS i -0.12 (-0.95t0 0.71) .78
- CSMBS n

EDUCATION (vs. Higher Education)

- No Formal Education i -1.04 (-2.03t0-0.04) .04
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- Higher Education n

OAC (vs. None)
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Variables Differences P
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- Secondary u -0.43 (-0.97t0 0.11) .11
- Higher Education n
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(c) Consder use of aflow diagram
Descriptive data 14* (@) Give characteritics of study participants (eg demographic, clinical, social) 7-8
and information on exposures and potential confounders
(b) Indicate number of participants with missing data for each variable of interest
(c) Summarise follow-up time (eg, average and total amount)
Outcome data 15*  Report numbers of outcome events or summary measures over time 8-10




7-10

Main results 16 (a) Give unadjusted estimates and, if applicable, confounder-adjusted estimates and their
precision (eg, 95% confidence interval). Make clear which confounders were adjusted for
and why they were included
(b) Report category boundaries when continuous variables were categorized
(c) If relevant, consider translating estimates of relative risk into absolute risk for a
meaningful time period
Other analyses 17 Report other analyses done—eg analyses of subgroups and interactions, and sensitivity 9-10
analyses
Discussion
Key results 18 Summarise key results with reference to study objectives 10
Limitations 19 Discuss limitations of the study, taking into account sources of potential bias or imprecision. 13
Discuss both direction and magnitude of any potential bias
Interpretation 20 Giveacautiousoverall interpretation of results considering objectives, limitations, 10-
multiplicity of analyses, results from similar studies, and other relevant evidence 12
Generalisability 21 Discussthe generalisability (external validity) of the study results 12
Other infor mation
20

Funding

22

Give the source of funding and the role of the funders for the present study and, if
applicable, for the original study on which the present article isbased

*Give information separately for exposed and unexposed groups.

Note: An Explanation and Elaboration article discusses each checklist item and gives methodological background and
published examples of transparent reporting. The STROBE checklist isbest used in conjunction with this article (freely

available on the Web sites of PLoS Medicine at http://www.plosmedicine.org/, Annals of Internal Medicine at
http://www.annals.org/, and Epidemiology at http://www.epidem.conV). Information on the STROBE Initiative is
available at http://www.strobe-statement.org.



