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Table 1. Survey Area and-Sampling

) Total :

Classification | . Large cities* Other cities  Rural

Number -of enumeration district of 1975 census - 27,976 14, 967 41,427 84,370
Number of post enumeration district of 1975 census 88 65 107 260
Number of enumeration district of the economic i .

motivation survey . 16 9 ; 25 B .50 .
Number of sampled household . _ .600 340 940 .. 1,880
Number of sampled respondents** 494 245 696 1,435 )
1/3,326.0 1/3,314.2 . 1/3,374.8 -

Sampling fraction*** : - 1/3,497.0

* Large cities include Seoul, Pusan, and Taegu city.
** Currently married women aged 15~49
*++ Sampling fraction=1/1,687. 4><1/2 1/3,374.8

debd AWES A tﬁihﬁtﬂ@—: 2BHILR £ A (F DA -%4 A% vhsh ol 1/3,374.8
ol Sl MEROME 1,880 KOsk Ak, HALE MINA 1,880 Kool B 15820 A 49 3%

Table 2. Response Rate by Area

Total

Classification ' ‘ Large cities - Other cities Rural

Number of sampled respondents . 494 245 696 1,435

Number of surveyed regpondents 459 232 - 664 - 1,355

Number of incomplete interviews . 35 13 32 80
Refusal 10 '3 3 16
Moved out 5 13 27
Absence 3 9 21
Uncertainty of the address —_ - 5
Other ) 2 7 11

Response rate(%) : 92.9 94.7 95. 4 ©94.4
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Table 3.. Most Important Reason of Having Children‘by Husband’s Education

Reason Primary school Middle school High school College Total
Pleasure to watch them grow and dévelop 6.6 ' 9.9 19.4 30.7 14.0
Children help with family farm or business 0.4 0.3 0.9 - 0.4
Toredtei:l?:;gnc:n economically after parents 32.8 24.3 24.6 13.8 26.1
To carry on family name/ancestor worship 31.7 28.9 20.2 18.0 26.2
Source of pride s 8.7 12.2 9.0 3.7 8.9
Women'’s duty to family 17.1 14.1 15.0 1 15.1
- Children makes husband and wife closer .2.5 8.2 10.7 21.7 8.8
Other ‘ ' , . 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.3
No answer —_ 0.6 - 0.5 - 0.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0
N) (515) (304) (346) (189)  (1354)

Significance level <0, 01

6) H. Leibenstein. Ibid, p. 161.
7 EES BEREFE ERBy. 1970, p. 434,
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Table 4. Most Important Financial Sourc;‘e‘ for Old Age Support by Hgsb_and s Educatngn

Finanéial source’ \ Primér} schobl’ Middle school  High school College - Total
Help from children o 37.4 "~ 25,0 14.2 6.9 = 24.4
Income from a,sseits 32.3 23.7 o 17.2 13.8 23.9
Saving ‘ 28.8 49.0 6.0  70.8 482
Pensnon or retirement payment 1.2 2.0 4.4 6.9 - 3.0
Others 0.3 0.3 0.2 1.6 0.5
Total~ 100.0 100.0 100.0 -100: 0 100. 0.
™) (514) (304) (340) (188)  (1,350)

Significance level <0.01

WAEHZ B o HEKEe] & F 24% Fie E4icte A48 FELE £k £BE
ERAHE Bt B K, RAKNO] SR EF Frol ffraAche MO B
AL glel SRS BIVE Fho HAE BOAAL A& & 5 vk FR E HE L
22 Fud RAHHNLEAY HAEE 4R Bgtvh BEdA & A R 23 REAA

Table 5. Expect Children to Hel‘vp 'wi'i:h-Farm Work or Family Business

Classification Félfm wt;rk Family business Total
Expect ) 65.4 21.6 49.3
Do not expect - 34.6 77.1 . '50. 2
No answer — 1.3 0.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100. 0
N (411 (236) (647)

Significance level <0.01
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_ Table 6. Disadvantage of Having Large Num‘b'er‘_.of Children by Husband's Edu‘cation

Disadvantage Primary school -Middle school High school = College Total
Economic burden is heavy E 42.1 44,8 53.1 640  48.7
Difficult to provide educatoin 19.3 194 18.9 12.7 183
Can not provide financial benefits 20 4 2.3 2.9 0.5 2.1
Difficult to care *for them. - 26 54 5.5 5.2 . 4.3
Parents are worried about children a lot 18.3 o 14.0 105 10.6 4.2
Children takes away leisure hours 6.3 6.7 3.8 2.6 5.2
Noisy and troublesome 6.1 57 3.5 3.7 5.0
Other ’ —_ — 06— o2
None ' 3.3 R W 0.4 2.0
'(I‘b(;t),al 100. 0 100.0 100. 0. 100. 0 100.0

(509) (299) -G (189)  (1,341)

[ e e

Significance level <g.05

. .Table 7. 'Number of Living Children and Opinion- on~the-Number of ‘Children by Husband’s Education

.. " Opinion on a Opinion on a
Number of : Ideal number - large number small nuthber]
... Husband’s education —e___living children __of children - - of children of children

Primary school 3.8 3.0 4.5 1.6
Middle school 2.8 2.6 4.0 I
High school 2.8 2.6 3.8 1.3
College or more 2.4 2.4 ' 3.6 1.1
Mean 3.1 2.7 4.1 1.4

N. ESSHO 9% T B % Bl M 1AL pm
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MR #Me7 Wiel vlAe p@e 4% 2z 9o, A FHEBLSVC 3SEHFOE U
o BREA A Gl mEy Bt S Fol A @Y WA BEY Y=
& fR&shel 23 Mool B mps AR RERRE A R0l B ol 4 & 1

1

8) B bl &elq) & HESIR (family limitation)¢] BEE 218 FLo @EHHHE U el A
T EAYHY BAE g1 WagEss s HES A& /st BES B— ER(the only factor) 2 2 EH
Y A+E BEIL Q= Ao o =eby &Pl A E Fholl o % LEBAY WREE (psychic satisfaction)
W=l LEERY % (psychic utility)o] Hiel] vz BENE HRsln $44 R 2 BE e 5
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Table 8, Score Distribution on Perceived Utility Scale

Scpre Number of respondents Percent distribution .
0 14 Lo
1 6. 49
2 96 0
3 127, 94
4 173 ‘ ) VN
5 az 16,0
6 244 S X
7 236 - 17.5
'8 113 _ : 8.3
9 56 : N S
10 B ' - L0
11 1 - - 0.1

Total : 1,355 , 100.0

Mean score: 5,23

Table 9. Score Distribution on Cost Sensitivity Scale

Score Number of respondents Percent distribution
o 3 S0z '

1 12 0.9

2. 46 3.4

3 147 ' 10.8

4 270 B 19.9

5 373 27.6°

6 293 ' 21.6

7 153 1.3

8 48 .35

9 _ 10 0.8

Total 1, 355 o 100.0

Mean score: ‘5. 01
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Table 10. Relative Importance of Socio-economic Variables Associated with Percewed Utility of Children

B coefficient from multiple regression analysis

Variable - , T — .
1 2 3 4 : 5 . o 8
Husband's education ~.180 —-.203  —.077 ~187 - —.153. %
Age of wife ' ok % .088 . . 083 . 094 *
Income per couple -.185 ©o—-.190 ',-.1136 : —. 154 =129 ‘
Number of children 091 138 % . 066 L0688 %k
Boy preference .30  .374 ° ,363 .37
Husband's employment status 3 - —.074 : . *
Wife's education ; ’ =152 _ T =155
Age of oldest child © L2138 ‘ ' 155
Residence % ’ ‘ *
Age of husband . 105 ) %*
Wife's employment status ‘ * %k *
‘Nuclear vs. large family %* *
Wife's long lived place * %
R? ‘ .228 CL220 © 340 .311 . .326 * - 347

% Not significant at .05

M»} RERBS kel o2A Jebdols Bl sty @ﬁﬁ}#ﬁoﬂﬁ B BBE VT o] AY
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Table 11. Relative Importance of Socio-economic Variables Associatgd with
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B coefficient from multiple regression analysis

Variable

, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
‘Husband's education ’ . 109 171 .126 . 081 .072 ¥ . 109
Age of wife ‘ * * . 069 * * * *
Number of children 184 179 .183 . 194 .207 .182 - 144
Income per couple * * * * * * *
Consumption aspirations . 190 . 199 .200 ) . .189
Wife's education ‘ ) —.080 , —. 096
‘Wife’s long lived place - * . *
Wife's employment status * * *
Nuclear vs. large family * *
Residence . .103 .105 - 125
Age of oldest child ' * ¥
Husband’s employment status -129 *
Age of husband » , ' * *
Boy preference v » ) l N % *

R : .091 . 092 091 .080  .079 061 122

% Not 'significant at , 05

9) Gary S. Becker. “Economic Analysis of Fertility,” Demographic and Economic Change in Developed
Countries. A Conference of the Universities-National Bureau Committee for Economic Research, Princeton -
University Press. 1960. pp.209~231. : - -
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Consumer Durables?,” Population Studies, Vol.22, No. 1, March 1968, pp. 5~25, Blake += [ Brol] A Becker.
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10) Richard A. Easterlin. “Toward a Theory of Fertility”, Fertility and Family Planning. Edited by
Behrman Corsa and Freedman. Ann Arbor, The University of Michigan. 1969. p.134. )
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Table 12. Relative Importance of Some Major Determinants of Number of Children

B cogfficient from multiple regression analysis .

Variable’ _

1 4 2 -3 4 5 6 7
Husband’s education C=~.188 ~-. 170 . -.082 B —. 088 ~.124 —-. 139
Wife's education : ' - 137 - '
Age of wife - ‘ . .639 607 275 ‘ .563
Age of husband 7 Y 4 * .472
Income per couple * * % o % S *
Perceived utility ' ‘ 109 . .o78 050 061 . .070
‘ Sensitivity to cost : . 063 ) . 065 .082 . 127 - . 100
Boy preference ‘ o . 136 . .124 154"
Consumption aspirations . —.064 ' —-.060 . -
Residence ‘ S i i 151
Husband's employment.status ) : ) A *
Nuclear vs. large family . , L ' - S o k.
Duration of marriage . 389 ‘
Mass media exposure o » C-l127 . .
Age at first marriage . » - 144 ~.150
F.P. knowledge : . I v .058

R ‘ .483 .498 .545 426 415 508 .409
% Not significant at .05 - »
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Table 13. Relative Importance of Some Major Determmants of Ideal Number of Children

B8 coefficient from multiple regression analysis’

Variable

1 2 3. 4 5 6 7

Husband's education - =175 —-.154 = —,082 v -.07% -.121 ~.136-
Wife’s “education . ' -, 070 o
Age of wife .238 247 * ' 43
Age of husband ‘ L 37 L1610 k(169
Income per couple * * Sk ‘ R : T
Perceived utilit& * ok * - * *
Sensitivity to cost ' oo =115 =107 ~,097 ~—~.083 - —. 094
Boy preference o . . 156 . 154 . 162
Consumption aspirations ' k % : *
Residence R : ' S =187 »
Husband's emplo&ment status i E : -. 054
Nuclear vs. large family . : » ‘ *
Duration of marriage - : . 194
Mass media exposure I -.148
Age at first marriage _ C =097 —.099 v

- F.P. knowledge =~ o . 065 o =672

R © 100 .113 JA38 0 L1200 124 .124 .115

% Not significant at . (5
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(Abstracty

Economic Motives and Fertility in Korea

Nam Hoon Cho*, Kyu Slk 'Le‘é*
Sung Yul Hong*, Sung Hee Kim* =~

The-rapid-economic development “Korea - has accomphshed in the last several 'years has
brought -about concomitant social ‘changes, among them, the rapxd decline in femhty Interven-
ing between the economic development ‘and feértility- decline is the change in value conCept on
the part of the parents toward their ‘children, namely the change in value Serves 48 an inter-
mediate vanable linking the economic’ development and fertility decllne Harvey Lelbenstem
states that the “wutility of children  decreases ifi inverse proportion to the degree of economxc
development and the cost of child-rearing grows larger in direct proportion to the economic
dgvelopment, with the result that the economic development, works to bring about the fertility
decline. The main point of this study is to prove the above hypothesis by H. Leibenstein.

A total of 1,435 married eligible women in the 15-49 age bracket were selected for the
Economic Motivation and Fertility survey and the data collected in the survey were analyzed
by means of the multiple regression analysis. ‘

The results from the analysis have revealed several interesting points: the levels of age and
education have an unusually strong influence on the level of fertility including the number
of living children and the number of ideal children. '

Besides the above two variables(age and education), the following additional variables were
also found to influence fertility.

. 1) Income per couple and son preference (in relation to the utility of children)
2) Consumption aspirations (in relation to the cost of child-rearing)
'3) Son preference and the degree of exposure to mass communication (in relation to the
number of living children) ,

4) Son preference and the ‘degree of exposure to mass communication (in relation to the

ideal number of children)

The result obtained from the multiple regression analysis leads to the following conclusions.
The fact that age and education have, in all of the above four cases, large beta coefficient
indicates that, among the young parents, the increase in the parental income lowers the perceived
economic utility of children on one hand, while, on the other, an increase in income of the
young parents who are more rational in economic terms makes them feel heavier pressure

* Researcher, Program Management Research Unit, KIFP.
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to spend more for their children's education in proportion to the increase in their income.
That is, the young parents are much more aeutely aware of the enormous cost they have

to pay for their children's education which in turn creates pressure on the parents to choose
a small number of children.

The level of education increases in proportion to the increase in economic developrnent
and increase in the educational level effects changes in the traditional way of life, including
the mculcatlon of the small- snze famxly norm.

The reason that consumption aspirations have a direct bearing on the cost of child-rearing
is that economic development allows the parents to enjoy a more comfortable life and to have
more leisure hours. This, in turn, pressures the parents to have a small number " of cluldren, .
since the smaller the number of children they have, the more leisure time they can enjoy. For
the parents. the children are becomming increasingly expensive. Therefore, the conclusion of the
study nicely fits in with the theory by H. Leibenstein. However, the fact that the son prefer-
ence still has a strong influence on the perceived utility of children indicates that, despite the
economic development Korea has achieved in the recent years, the traditional mode of thinking

(“children are valuable, but especially son, regardless of the number”) is stlll prevalent in
Korea.



