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BERL AR LB FEsta gt old #ipel o BfER 2 & oo [eEE
(Gorden W. Allport, 1935)ell $Jshdl “MBEfwt KBRS Eabel KT LEM HEHAEs
A EE FAA Fpelvt Bl AT BAY NS HEMo D FRGE TAE Pn
Aok webd ABIE BARo= ofd Bl de XHT G2 BED FEY =L %
RN Jkoz ASHA RiEshe HRe 24 56, BE REAE AT BEs) 5
Bidote BES € 4+ 9ok (Bray, 1950 ; Linn, 1965 ; Roheach & Mezei, 1966 ; Smith
& Dixon, 1968).

AT BEAA ¥ oA BAY FETLEE T FEAC A9 BAY RED =m9
AR 2 F A3, AHETREE FEAED 98 AT + 4 deb. Rz
AT BAS FLROBFBE Hokele vt REREE Soldl 29q B9 HFow
T T A el BAHENBSY BEY EFos 474w axnz BAY Fx
BRFBEE 2 BASS REHBEBORS HES @HENG =40 3 + g
I, FETRHE 1= A4 BRFEHHEESRAEY RET 2 25 oo

AR A= £2 TRALS BES) HEFBM MES FETIRM BHETRK
ERA Aok do2d FREZABTE AR BE, TE - SEEO B, KRB,
BESERE Ao} 2R} oj9A han, o B2sle doluwa sgeh =, S T
WA FRHETRT BERL REGFEFRE)S T8 X EETFLB)NA o
ERE vol:ste MBS Ed Sy |

SHERE HERHMENEEY J2os Bl 1949 BELENFEEEE FA0 ). 5

¥ REHBAEE WEA.
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WS AEER 15~194 9 FEMBAUHEFA 4,0545 ) glet (B HiRFL BAL €8
sta WEEAP FETRY Hill zest 28 e X, E®SoR EET BARMD.
ol A HER ZHELEFEA 5,4308 8 oF 7551 A Ed] 3 g

G- )

1) FETRE BETRE 2AY 4 7 ¢ (Excess Fertility Group),

2) FBFrET BEFR#Hu Y 2 73 $(Non-Excess Fertility Group) 2 o] to
2 FE o dite BAE AR g A distel AnERy #E o), i - K8
Wy BN, FRFBIEEA), BEBK6/1)E o (Bivariate Analysis) 4|3l
=8

HE RN R TRE Fifd A3 HAEES ARRdA file] @A ot 2 B
Bt ol = o] EEd ol HEFREHES Hz 2RO REERE doble RES
olel wlgt FIERIEN A W WEe gt 97l = Fel vk (Coombs, et al., 1975; Ryder,
1979; Freedman, et al , 1974; Pullum, 1980; Kendall, 1979: Shah & Palmore, 1979)
o} F-E ASWREEE Fotd Selvel BAS HEC A 2 e B A HE
o w3 EESE, 53 T at@d FKiE =014 A RES BFEte o =8e]l =Hgled
Eins o

I. 5% U FETFLHEA ¥R FETLH 9%

A7 A EAT FEFLEC AT B4 BA EAEMHo =4 XE BE MEH
ffEe ndA 23 4 FRED deldeh o 5, Foofige a —#e 43¢ 29
g —fEiyel BARRYH B (Generalized Ideal Size)s} ohv 2} EAHE S HET BARC
s (Personal Ideal Size) #4¢ =& Folvh 19749 MEHENFAZE A WA FX
e og HHS HEs] st AR BEMEAL ‘BAAAE TRE ez BE
Fhe] g 4 gvtd, —ASq 4y FXY oy E woAAFUA? ATk

o] Efel WE EAKES EBETRES HEs 29 % 15 2ok BE #EPL BA
2o FEFRES BETREE 720 T 32990 22l o] & BEER HA

1) Robert G. Potter, Jr., “A Critique of the Glass-Grebenik Model for Indirectly Estimating
Desired Family Size ” Population Studies, Vol. 9, 1955/1956, pp. 251—252;

Ronald Freedman, “Norms for Family Size in Underdeveloped Area,” Proceedings of the
Royal Society, B, Vol. 159, 1963, pp.220—245; Ronald Freedman and Harry Sharp, “Cor-
relates of Values About Ideal Family Size in the Detroit Metropolitan Area,” Population
Studies, Vol. 8 1954/1955, pp. 34—35;

Ronald Freedman, David Goldberg, and Harry Sharp “Ideals About Family Size in the
Detroit Metropolitan Area : 1954,” The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, Vol, XXXIII,
No. 2, April 1955, pp. 187—197. '
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Table 1. Average Number of Living Children Achived and Airerage Number
of Children Desired by Currently Married Women, by Current Age in

KNFS, 1974
FEER FREZ 2 BREHAL Tt BEFLARL T FUFLEKO|
23 53 '

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 Total
Actual 0.4 1.0 L9 3.1 4.0 4.4 4.7 3.2
Desired 2.8 2.8 2.8 3.1 3.4 3.6 3.8 3.2

Source: KNF-74, pp. 102,106 Table 49,51; Cho Lee Jay, “Fertility Preference in Five Asian
Countries, ” International Family Planning Perspectives and Digest, Vol. 4, No. 1, 1978
p. 4.

Fhilz 29 HERC ZRE JeblT vh 304 wlvke 3 Zd4d FETLE AE
7t BETFRBRS Z o) dolrt B Sold REHRE Belx gk, Al vhe] B &
ol A BETRES FETFRHE 199 £2RE 23 o 283 HELZR BAY
el BETF FE Y BETRE S/ AXD g ok oinfx 1ho] we 264
W 23 gk FhBl A6 BE AELE AVd: BE EERA BShA (FRT A
ol AU® SElviel KL BIEE BARME vol FL & FAd ul& o] Be =2
Fir #igie] F3sHAl BRA dA g dEo= QAR 0GE 49 FRG FEFRH
FEA A urizlz 304 vlukd] FAEL 2.8 019l o 30~395%, 40~49% BASL 2
7+ 3,39, 3.79 o2 e,

aHel Al RGP A ERE FE 4 BETRABEY BRAIZTFLREN 42 &
&g MR FREM A BEMN RT3 T8 KLY —HEES o= FEAA Lo}
2otk I R 83 AEY Al BEER FHEEKY BEY TEMA —%KEE et
W 1734 Es T—Fd BEES 3452 9o

oo

\\7

2) Kim, Nam Il and Byocung Mohk Choi, “Kcrean Preferences for Children, By Number and
Sex, and Contraceptive Use: A Multivariate Analysis,” Regional Seminar for Selected
ESCAP Countries, Bangkok, 18—22 August 1980, (mimeo); James W. Brackett, “Family
Planning in Four Latin American Countries-Knowledge, Useand Unmet Need: Some Fin-
dings from the World Fertility Survey, ” International Family Planning Perspectives and
Digest, Vol. 4, No. 4, 1978, p. 120.

3) +evield FE(=E BAE)TLEHEBEE 19654 3.99 04 197103 3.7%, 19744 3,24 & b}

el F&E -g}gju} =gk 1965, 1968, 1971 HENRAENA BEZBEREA s BAEE 4

2 o] A9 F&UF BiERyelElz AT BAL 52~60%] ZP o) 19774 = 2%
o o] =

i Ry
&Z r]r

]’ o] b= FE 1974 FAbell A 2~3F ¢ FLrt BEMLR A4 AL 65%9 o
. = 1967 2ARIA 289 FLE M BAEL 15%7F Bl o] F&E WsA g=
SR 19741,;] ZA A 66% 2 FrFslg e 2B = 1967w\ 3 1974 A e A BE &
Fol MAZRE $= £+ o o4 FLE 94 g BAEL 47 55%, 72%4 )

o

o
o 0.

BT Aol
o 5
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Consistent Responses

Desired=<Living, want no more . 57.6%
Desired>Living, want more children 25.4%
Total 83.0%

Inconsistent Responses

Desired=<Living, want more children 3.9%
Desired>Living, want no more children 13.1%
Total 17.0%

sle] A A FETRE # BETRE 27d 48 doz o FLE B BAS B
2 e BAY HHE E 204 2ok 2WOFTHEFAL 20,3545 Foe T
2 o it 9z o kA 2% BAL 70.74AEgTh 2 ol & ABgez &
¥ W EETR 2752 29 SAEHE 2RE Jebish FETFRELS BETREC
2 ASE AY RE BAS o o4 FLE B 2 Ao UEgwm(95.5%),
¥x G ASE BAOMATUE%). ol E BAHSY BMAEL duk MELHo= &

Table 2. Distibution of Women Who Want More Children or Want No More Ch-
ildren, by Desired and Living Number of Children in KNFS, 1974.

FEF LY AETLE B3 HEkTx FERB 2 HA &7/

Desired and Living

Number of Children Wants More Wants No More Total (N)
Desired<Living 4.5 9.5 100. 0(1, 325)
Desired=Living 8.6 91.4 100. 0(1, 167)
Desired>Living 65.9 34.1 100. 0(1, 562)

Table 3. Desired vs. Living and Number of Sons
FEFTYE ¥ RAETLHC BR#H tIE BRTFLEERT
(For Fecund Women Only)

Wants More Wants No More Total (N)
Desired<Living 4.3 95.7 100.0(1, 219)
gesired=Living 8.8 91.2 100. 0(1, 037)
Desired>Living, Son=0 87.6 12.4 100. 0(459)
Desired>>Living, Son=1 64.7 35.3 i 100. 0(546)
Desired>Living, Son=2-+ 23.3 76.7 100. 0(322)
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sleh. R HETREE BETFRHERT A€ AE doz FRE o ks @Ae] o
2/3¢] RSk el 1/3L oo 4FRE EIA & Aoz by

ol = o ABKeE vr 9std BETHRED ) BAGE HER BA 249
e HEoE doz FAS MENS = TEWL Tk MEHe gt 13q E
TRE BETRH 25 2 490 BHEZRYA Fe) dos FHE FEols BEL =
34 ot YR 3B, BAETLFNA ob5¢] gt BASL o529 Ao &
L2 FRE o 272 B JAUHG7.6%). 13U doE FAE il HEL o}z
1gel gle BAER 64.7914LE, 29 o]4te] o}Bo] gt BMAL 23, HAER F43] &
TAIL A ol AHMe R o] 8 287d H o4 FRE BEiA ok BAY HEE
ME vebd vl ol vl Re] 2ol Aelx obE 298 AT el BRI E
fEBie] 22 e 2dE Roz A4ag,

II. WAL H#ithl Mk FEFLH B3

WAL AR, ihd - K, FEE 9 RikEse RE 3 #HES /X2
BLfERE B el _MEE?U(EE"] Ae WAES BEAFLFAZRE 2RE ﬁﬁ?ﬁ%ﬂ o]u]
HETREE BEAA Y & 48 (Excess Fertility Group:EFG)z} (Non-Excess Fertil-
ity Group:N-EFG) HEFRE kst &£Mos o] % 4014 sro} mgieh

A AETRECL HEFEAHE Bilste g 3+E AR #Ed4 2d Fie
ool e e £ES FLE o et EEu oL Ffhol B3, FHEHMe Aoxn,
Hd % BAETAH, 223 BF BRE g Aoz velytth 55 HEBRY 2%
o ol FiE A ¥k £EH TLE o Eﬁo?h £Eu o 3 B2 Y o
Zra et (g 2.1% : 0. 79 ol i FEE7I BREGHAAE Fe g 2ol & 1), olg
BARE HETREE BRIULDAE TLE o EHil: ol #5 Ay = Aoz o
HEA A BAERR 2 KRS HE B (0.7 1 2.69) Yo FEil: TR: B
& 5 dA AES P

REE BETRET FEGE T kEsdz g HANon-Excess Fertility
Group:N-EFG)E¢ 2®l g0 T&E o Eile BASS FAEEH £ 2 FERE AR =}
HET AT 232 JdE A= 8. & o o4 FhE UshA g: BAL TIgE ko)
5. 45t =1(31.04] : 25.64]), MEMEHIMC] ¥ 24(0. 313 : 3.5). =g olE WAL T

o gt m[o il

4) KNFS-74 HENREN A FLEBRYEE L9901, FELREE 135 o] 19tk "els BAE
o] HEIE FaB HE o] FEBRE L2906 ksl 9=, BELRES £84 SEEE
2 S7kske - Mgt
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2 o EelE BAS R oln o B FRE ZI AH(EY 2. 79 o= THIFTRE
A 15790 o weh). o % AZFLECt BETLREE o 2@ LEAAE 94 THRE
BEME o o4 FLE EiE BAS EeR 2k AR < 3¢ ERE nelxm 9
o(0.5% : 1.4%). LIk ADEg #EgdA £ 5 glxe] N-EFGel4 EFGr=} & #H
Wl A B FETFLAIZ FHL 2RE 22 A%—%— &k

28 EFGE 7614 A-43 #Es oo RY dsv o8 #HEY P o
ol ZHgat Wl Eo] ohdst AAEe] Fol AT AL A6 REHR AL Fal,
ol £EY FLE o o4 FEIA g BAZEHITEEY 57.5% sl &3 2,333%)
ol WlEr LEEAe domd R FEBEERMEE A8 LEsdz 47dE
o}

0o ite - L Bl »e N-EFGE EFGav B 2 o3&« Bt &
Mgl o 2d Ao® Jehdvh HEAES avsls whasbA BRE 2eln XH
Bx A4 Utk W& -udeld BHEe Jr BES HREE ¥ HEKE T4
N-EFGe] &7 Jelyteh o9l 2L BHHL BEY 435 vkt e gifrve i
Bl EfEst: e B3, nuh U EREFL % Aoz vebgeh kel HAC
REEGRES v B HE Loz N-EFGO A o g 2HE sz Jdz HHE
Béow ww gl ow, Excess Fertilitysl4l #pfFol vt E#mM= det= Mme] et - e
I KB T BFTE 2w EFGel £3u FRAA e g feHEstE Al 458
ol ol SEuel BRY AS dAiz 2 BFEel 2rhtE ZEER EEMERe
#riso] 9 FhmwiKes #EE, BE 1z BEAR ToE ANE BRSA ==

L &g KFSo] BHESA Hy WEos A7, PEkez »op N-EFGE EFG
a2k F o BftE £EHo = 444

a8 olel 2L EEJ Fo= FRE o FEite BAS BN gt BAMCE o4
@ikt o= ngvh mA EFGelA 2wl FLE o FHile BAES o BEA S &
Al Ha BEEM 8-S A BRAA BES R Zx, 4/57F BREK DT
o BES 23 glod, da ude] B FHY A5 BAY s/ A 2R g
o, w2 el ot Lalul Aol e FAel alg #ate Ao vehygeh N-EFGE
A7 A FES it - BB B4 EFG A Jehd @rsk FEisk ok B

A2 RESESEHS 12 EFGe N-EFGREY ZREE vl 4 FEER
AURAEE B B RESBIEEIST ol| fEs Jeldesls Mk B s TR
M S B9 sl mgth Il ol B9 FEHBIREBRERES BEE T T
g Aoz AAHE FKikit#l¥k (Family Planning Outlets)*o] AE: BET7F=] 4

* 74 w3 KEEHEE K (Family Planning Outlets)o] &t %S X2 REKF#EHE otz
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FTERHS 75 REetE1Y %ﬁ@%ﬁ(Faﬁﬂy Planning Accessibility)e] & 5
gotr gt 53 Moz REHES NED x4 REGTBIR R 23t ZERRE
o LEN BEKE 23 & £E(Unmet Group)*& ¥ suid o= KGRI
el BAS BgEsb ok
Rt ol A BEES L8 21504 o7 AE Llbos 4vs) Boh* e
REGl & FEHEM B BMHES A8 22l BAL EFGe N-EFG¢ ¢eos F&E
o B BARNA =4 Jebydol(Excess Fertility Group 3.1% : 0.7%, Non-Excess
- FertilityGroup 2.9% : 1.7%). Bk BHHEL FEARE A BHd= 41 @G
A MREL HEBEAZES EFGY o o4 F&E LA %E WAEel Ad Tz
(70.3%), N-EFGY| F&& o fEste BASL oA ebuh(23.4%) - o] ] 5 Hm-& Bz
B AF] BANAE w7 e (47.0% ¢ 15.8%). A7 4 o o Folok & AL
EFGAlA o ol4 F&E A o Biidie] 9940 BES HEES B =
e WMA(EE 24.3%, 47.2%)3 N-EFGA of o4 F&ZE A oA e =y
A e WA 34.8%, 52.5%)8L %o2e] WBH FEFHELESA o] [
BEREY 2 dote Holth = o MEEEo s 952 4 9t AL EFGY N-EFG
A 2Eo] RHT FEFLREC B A4 BEKgle] dos FHE o Eax wWAE] .
oleE MMEBOR FHEY ANAL o] & MEEEG AL 3 BESH] = o A4
3] o] ol ok & Ao]u},
olelA FEGTBIGRIES Bsly] 4 fEA BAY B 2 Wasds 7
skl REFBIE Rl BT FX APk ol =l FEFERE B2 5K
¥ w97 EFGS} N-EFGel4 =5 o o4 F&2 B & BAS Est: A9xn
ok HEH 77E ARl 205 LR 228 4 Qe REFBEEE] LB A
2.2 vebds, 204 Blleldl & Aol & melx ¢rm vk B B ko m Jehg 4
e 2 HENKENS Ald T MELEC] I 4 Jd& EFG"A o FXE MEsi:

tf

AP FREFHEC AT oEE dAY, BEM BAE gAY, =E 2k 288 0] 9
T BETE TRk 5, REF, KR, BREL BB
* Unmet Groups] o3t E#E B o] o|4 Tx& FEelx $omdd s HBstz 9x 9
BALE Bol o] 5 HAEKEOR ®Rslx vt (R, My, SEM, ZE, ojudg
W, Aguga 2ANTY, 1974, pp.167.). 2} AAA HES HES EEY Tow %
BEF BEEY) JelMEEE R & 5 = £EE BB, 5, BETT FETREARS
“BEY o m A (Excess Fertility Group) %o 2 o F4¥& EHt: @A, Y2 Fie o Mt
A GRAN BAEER REHBEREAES 222 gAY, BIERES BRT o) gAY ek
E REfiF RBA, FEFLEC BETLEEEY fa2d g BASE go= T4 o et
A FEE B RA BHI glx SAV BEREES Gotx Jdodd ATRE Sd F&E
FE 2z dE BA, 59 B FREFEES 3 g BASS 9A L
ORGEE o BARE DK LIRS BEAES ¢z 9E BACE HES R4
S 8 e We FIESt FHRHEISRMBE 2ol 7l Aol 83%0x BFHIE R2E A7) 16
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/

258 A stn 204 LR RESH BN AEe] MET Fd =22¥ F dx At =4
vebgteh, webAl REF I RAE] Bt A Ak ol MBSt ol s BAel F
75 o] B o FEFEIEEMED AA B+ do REHBERE KM FEfmst
7te] glow o we dYe 4g F Jde A2 444 2elx 94 Unment Group
o= MEAE 2 4+ 0t REHMEEREY MEBZA z=t HA—EFGS N-EFGH A
FiE o EiE Fol 2 445 L9 —EdA RESFHEREECES d¥ T FAEA s
a4 FIZige HBEE AT ¢ d4AE Rififves £ o BHEROR ofFd £
d 9 ®EE & £ 5 ot A

npx et o 2 ABEE B HAEEA 4 EFGel N-EFGH Z&E nokeh. 4 fElvet
ENETY FEsts 4oz wea ALHETED a3 Ao A714 5 ATHRFIEA
o3 —fRel RBESE motvh. EFGel N-EFGHA =5 o o4 FX& B o+ WAE
o] ATHIEPES BEeteRA o] MWstAl Velyeb(42.8% : 52.5%, 39.3% :45.1%). 1LE]
3 A e RS BESHA rgknl MAEY KA EFGH A N-EFGucl 29] oj4e= =
Al Ve (49, 6%, 21.6%). 1AL ol® AT FieEel AT FiE MHBES EFG
A A KEse] vehd Aoz Azsie upA e Fhob abgd Tk el ohigl
w7l ohe EHEAKE AA Y HEel gl dEeR & 7 Atk
[z [(Coombs)®] FIBFRENA nwl 2EEHL 4.4%dx, EFGRAA FE
st Aehd e KEEG 2R dw(FF LF Tl 4.4), N-EFG mad ERE
Fk Zm APl 4.2, 4.5). [F219 FREEFAA BUES BEE 23 e &
L 6,7(PN=6+7)2 AT WA £7i% 24 EFGeld WEMd 4 el & duelvt
(15.1%, 16.2%), N-EFGel4l =kol7b sleh(11.8%, 15.4%). o1& [F=19 HEFRE
d4 2w 2EFHE 5497 EFGE F4E o @Sty KMl 5.52 Aldsa, N-EFG
A4 FRE o it £ 5302 4 gt e BFE BRBFE Holv MR
iF 6,7 (PS=6+7)¢ &#it EFGY F&E o El: L@ oF db(49.1%)e1 9,
N-EFGe] F#%E ol st £EA4 AL AA eldA (39.1%) &M 1054E £
QE £REE Z3 gl o4y [F=19 FLBEFRE*E TR HEFIA =5

ofi

%3 <.

* Clyde H. Coombs, Lolagence C. Coombs and Gray H. McClelland, “Preference Scale for
Number and Sex of Children,” Population Studies, Vol. 29, Part 2, July 1975, pp.284-285
o]A ®® Number Preference 1 (PNI)-& 3t HTLEMEEE stz PN7L B S THEMER
< fJulste] PNAE ol & F Ik 34 F74¢l 473 (moderate-size family)& X3be}. 23]z
Preference Sex 1 (PSI)-& 3t ZREME Stz PS7L BRB|F/T BEE Ttz PS4e T
LR BES o] % A4HS Vebiz PSs: gt BREHF (mild preference for boys)E
el o

*+ Coombs®] FHECEFREANA <33 A3l FEFLEAA $3T A HEtWwe= FESH

(46 ¢l A <)
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Table 4. Demographic, Scoio-Economic, Family Planning, and Attitude Chaxac-
ticstics (Mean and Percentages) of Currently Married Women(Includled
Current Pregnant), By Their Desire for Additional Children and De-
sired Number Compared to Number of Living Children, Korea, 1974
FEFLEL ERE RAEFLH T7)0 2 ENFEFLEFR BREEA
(REHRSL)2 AORW, g - &80, Riests U BESHES 2R F

# 2 HHE)

Desired=Living Desired>Living

o Wants = No More Wants  No More All Women
Women’s Characteristics (N=159) (N=2, 333) (N=1,030) (N=532) (N=4,054)

Demographic Variables

Current mean age 30.5 34.8 25.6 31.0 33.6
Mean age at lst marriage 20.5 20.0 21.6 21.2 20. 2
Mean of marriage duration 9.4 14.3 3.5 9.3 12.9
(yrs.)
Mean number of sons ever
born 3.6 4.3 1.2 2.7 3.6
Mean number of children ever 0.8 2.2 0.6 1.6 1.8
born

Mean number of living children

Total 3.3 4.0 1.1 2.3 3.2

~30 2.6 2.4 1.0 1.8 1.6
30-39 3.9 4.0 1.7 2.7 3.6
40-49 5.3 5.3 1.8 3.0 5.0

Mean number of living sons

Total 0.7 2.1 0.5 1.4 1.6

-30 0.6 1.4 0.5 1.1 0.8
30-39 0.7 2.0 0.9 1.7 1.8
40-49 2.3 2.7 0.8 1.5 2.6

Mean number of desired
family size

Total 2.9 3.1 3.0 3.8 3.2

-30 2.5 2.4 2.9 3.4 2.8
30-39 3.3 3.1 3.4 4.1 3.3
40-49 4.3 3.6 4.1 4.5 3.7

Mean number of mothers
children 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5

Mean number of mothers-
in-law children 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3 2.3



Table 4. Continued

Desired < Living Desired > Living

Wants No More Wants No More All Women
Women’s Characteristics (N=159) (N=2,333) (N=1,030) (N=532) (N=4,054)

Socio-Economic Variables

Proprtion of type of place of residence:

City 45.3 49.2 56.5 62.6 52.7
Town 7.5 7.9 7.7 5.4 7.5
Village 47.2 42.9 35.8 32.0 39.8

Proportion of childhood place or residence:

City 9.5 15.9 20.9 22.5 17.8
Town 5.7 7.7 7.9 7.2 7.6
Village : 84.8 76. 4 712 70. 4 74.6
Proportion of level of education
No school 17.0 20.9 4.6 11.5 15. 4
Primary 63.5 54.0 50.5 50.0 53.0
Middle 10.7 14.5 25.2 26.6 18.5
High+ 7.5 10.6 19.7 13.0 13.1
Proportion of illiteracy 18.2 18.8 4.9 9.6 14.0

Proportion of partner’s childhood residence:

City 13.8 17.1 23.6 22.5 19.4
Town 6.2 9.3 10.5 10.8 9.7
Village 80.0 73.5 65.9 66.7 70.9

Proportion of partner’s level of education:

No schoel 10.1 9.6 2.4 5.6 7.3
Primary 42.1 34.6 28.9 28.4 32.6
Middle 22.6 23.6 22.8 21.8 23.1
High 16.4 20. 4 32.0 30.8 24.6
College+ 8.8 11.9 13.8 13.3 12.5

Proportion of work status before marriage:

Did not work 37.1 52.5 35.5 46.6 46.8
Paid 23.9 21.4 44,9 32.3 28.9
Paid kind or unpaid 39.0 2.1 19.6 a1 24.3
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Table 4. Continued

Desired < Living Desired > Living
, L Wants No Mere Wants No More All Women
Women’s Characteristics (N=159) (N=2,333) (N=1,030) (N=2,532) (N=4,054)
Proportion of place of work
since married:
No work since marriage 38.0 37.6 58.5 48.1 4. 4
Away from home 10.8 13.9 11.9 13.9 13.2
Farm or at home 51.3 48.5 29.3 38.0 42. 4

Proportion of read paper for news

Every day 9.4 15.1 2.5 17.7 16.9
Fewdays each week 4.4 4.4 6.0 5.3 4.9
Occasionally 19.5 19.6 27.1 21.6 . 2.8
Never 66.7 60.8 45.4 55.5 56. 4
Proportion of radio or TV
for news
Every day 47.2 50.3 58.0 60. 2 53. 4
Fewdays each week 9.4 9.8 10. 2 10.0 9.9
Occasionally 30.2 27.0 20.7 19.2 24. 5
Never » 13.2 12.9 11.2 10.7 12.2
Family Planning Variables
Proportion of type of
contraceptive method known
None 3.1 0.7 2.9 L7 L5
Inefficient only 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.1
Efficient 96.9 99.2 96.8 98.1 98. 4
-Proportion of ever used efficient
method :
None 62.9 24.3 70.7 34.8 39.0
Inefficient only 6.3 5.3 5.9 6.6 5.7
Efficient 30.8 70.3 23.4 58.6 ' 55.3
Proportion of type of current ‘
method*
Not using 90.0 47.2 82.7 52.5 57.9
Using inefficient 0.7 5.8 1.6 5.9 4.6
Using efficient 9.3 47.0 15.8 41.6 37.5
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Table 4. Continued

Desired < Living Deisred > Living

Wants No More Wants No More All Women
Women’s Characteristics (N=159) (N=2,333) (N=1,030) (N=532) (N=4, 054)

Proportion of how far could go
to get information, help,
or supplies for FP(min.)

Do not know of any place 19.6 7.2 22.1 11.7 12.0
1-20 min, 34.5 48.3 41.3 49.9 46.2
20+ min, 45.9 44.5 36.6 38.4 41.8

Attitude and Other Variables

Proportion of general opinion
about abortion

Approve 42.8 52.5 39.3 45.1 47.8

D/K or not stated 21.4 14.4 25.9 18.8 18.2

Disapprove 35.8 33.1 34.8 36.1 34.0
Proportion of last pregnancy

unwanted — 49.6 — 21.6 - 44.5
Coombs number preference score

Mean 4.4 4.4 - 4.2 4.5 4.4

Proportion 647 15.1 16.2 11.8 15.4 14.9
Coombs Sex Preference Score

Mean 5.5 5.4 5.3 5.4 5.4

Proportion 647 49.1 43.7 39.1 43.3 42.8
Proportion of Husbands Birth

Order (eldest or only) 50.6 50. 4 49.7 49.0 50.0

* Excluded 503 not exposed cases,
EFGe] N-EFGrrt} AFiE 2718 HEST A3 B FREFBES 23 lod 53
HEBFEEL oo FhE o BT 4% N-EFG ¥ EFGAA #Ede ¢ 5 A
aEl3 $e ekl A e s Bt Hel Ao RE AAV HES KiE A
& B 9 Bl BFIAY RBEY A%E v SRA/NE APl dFE T
A ¢ Aoz A7s 7 EFGeh N-EFGR R )| sha5k N-EFGel 4 ok 7] 1}
Ebeb(0.7:0.2% Pt.).

(422 ) A)
Rz=,99¢] =< HHMSES Rol= F(Kim, Nam Il and Byoung Mohk, Choi, “Korean Pr-

eferences for Children, By Number and Sex, and Contraceptive Use: A Multivariate An-
alysis,” Regional Seminar for Selected ESCAP Countries, Bangkok, 18—12 August 1980,

mimeo,
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A2 BEERe = FHMsls] $lsl A Elihu Katze] W—KE ¢ T8HH BEESR
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F R 71k (the uses and gratification approach)& =¥ 287t vt
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(Abstract)

An Analysis of Attitude and Behavior
on the Family Size in KNFS, 1974

Byoung Mohk Choi* - Byung Tae Park*

We have been studying that ideal dimension and behavioral dimension of the fa-
mily size for the desired number of children versus the living number of children are
different between among the four groups the excess fertility group and non-excess
fertility group women who want or do not want more children at the time of the sur—
VEY.

Our major findings are as follows:

1) The ratio of women in Korea at the time of the survey who want more vs, do
not want more children in the future was 3 : 7. The number of living sons also has
an effect on the decision for future children,

2) The number of women of the excess fertility group and non-excess fertility group
who want more children in the future are closely related to the women’s age at
the time of the survey and their years of marriage, This phenomenon is more strik-
ing in the non-excess fertility group than in the excess fertility group,

3) Of the demographic variables the differences are clearly shown between the non-
excess fertility group and the excess fertility group for prospected future births,
and also it can be seen that the non-excess fertility group is more likely to have
modernized characteristics than excess fertility group in respect to the socio-eco-
nomic variables,

4) Next, which groups are likely to have unmet needs in family planning? We found
that the excess fertility group is more likely to have unmet needs than the non-
excess fertility group, especially among the women who want more children in the

future, There is a strong tendency to limit the number of children desired among

* Researcher, KIFP,
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the women in the excess fertility group who want no more children, (see distribu-

tion chart in Table 4 of contraception use, and the proportion of unwanted last

pregnancies),

5) By the Coombs’ preference scale these four groups have shown slightly over a mo-
derate-size family (mean number preference scale: 4.4) and mild preferences for boys
(mean sex preference scale: 5.4).

Those in the excess fertility group and who wanted no more children tended to
show high fertility, On the other hand, the strongest “boy preference group” are
those women in the excess fertility group and Wh(_) want more children, Those in the
group who do not want more children and those in the group.who do want more ch-
ilden compare on a ratio of three to one in respect to the number of sons, It is unde-
termined if the women who continue to want more children know the necessity of
family planning since they have not adopted use of contraceptives and do not show a
strong psychic mobility to use contraception, It seems that the strong unmet needs of
these women have not yvet been reached in respect to their desired number of sons at
the time of the survey. If the existence of strong boy preference contineous steadily
for these women, we can not expect a ready decrease in the fertility raté of Koreans

in the immediate future,
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