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Voluntary Sterilization in Rural Korea
Joong-Ja Kim, M.D.
Sunsan Health Center, Kyungpook, Korea

{Directed by Jong-Hack Jeung, M.D.>

The Korean family planning program began in 1962, originating both in a coacern for
family well-being and in a concern over a high population growth rate which was carncelling
advances in economic capacity. The new program was frank and vigorous in its advocacy of
birth control. In recent years, voluntary sterilization as a family planning method has many
attributes that cause users of contraceptives to regard it as an ideal method in Korea.

A point of these view, author performed a follow-up study on effects of vasectomy and
tubalAligation on sociomedical aspects of total 136 men sterilized and 96 women sterilized in
Sunsan Gun, Kyungpook Province as of July, 1977.

The results were summerized as follows:

An average age of vasectomized men was 37.0 and that of tubal ligated women, 34.9. The
average duration of marital life was 13.9 years in men sterilized and 14.6 years in women
sterilized. An average number of living children at the time of sterilization was 3.6 in men
sterilized and that of living children, 3.7 in women sterilized.

The most predominant reason for the sterilization was birth control in both (91% in men,
52% in women) and the most common motivating socilitator was family planning field wo-
rkers (71% in men, 48% in women). About 51 percent of men sterilized and 50 percent of
women sterilized were used contraceptive methods before the operation. Experience of indu-
ced abortion is reported in 65 percent of wives ¢f men sterilized and 64 percent of women
sterilized. In sexual feeling after sterilization, respondents showed increasing coital frequency
21 percent in men sterilized and 10 percent in women sterilized. Sixty-five percent in men

sterilized and 64 percent in women sterilized would recommend the operation to others.
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Table 1. Calendar Year at Sterilization

Vasectomy Tubal ligation
Year
No. (%) No. (%)
1973 15 (11.0) 6 (6.2
1974 31 (22.7) 12 (12.5)
1975 28 (20.5) 17 (17.7)
1976 45 (33.0) 23 (23.9)
1977 14 (10.2) 35 (36 4)
No response 3 (2.2 3 (3.0
Total 136 (100. 0) 96 (100. 0)
Table 2. Age Distribution at Sterilization
Vasectomy Tubal lication
Age groups (N=136) (N=96)
25—29 5.1% 11.4%
30—34 29.4 39.5
35—39 36.7 32.2
40—44 18.3 9.3
45—49 5.1 2.0
50—54 0.7 —_
No response 4.4 5.2
Mean age 37.0 yrs. 34.9 yrs,

Table 3. Interval from Marriage to Sterilization

Interval Vasectomy Tubal ligation
(years) (N=136) (N=9)
Under 5 4.4% 3.1%
5—9 21.3 18.7
10—14 27.9 39.5
15—19 20.5 16. 6
20—24 12.5 13.5
25—29 2.2 31
30—34 0.7 3.1
No response 10. 2 2.0
Mean 13.9 yrs. 14.6 yrs.
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- Table 4. Number of Living Children

Sons Daughters Both
No. of -
children Vasectomy Tub. lig. Vasectomy Tub. lig. Vasectomy Tub. lig.
(N=136) (N=96) (N=136) (N=96) (N=136) (N=96)

0 0% 0% 11.7% 10.4% 0% 0%

1 16.1 21.8 © o 30.8 29.1 0 0

2 55.8 41.6 27.2 33.3 20.5 13.5

3 18.3 29.1 8.0 . 12.5 27.9 33.3

4 6.6 5.2 51 31 30.8 31.2

5 2.9 0 1.4 1.0 12.5 12.5 .

6 0 0 0 0 5.1 4.1

7 0 0 0.7 0 1.4 2.0

8 0 0 0 0 0.7 0

9 0 0 0 0 0.7 1.0
No response 0 2.0 14.7 10.4 0 2.0

Mean 2.3 2.2 1.7 1.7 3.6 3.7
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Table 7. Contraceptive Methods before

Sterilization
Contraceptive Vasectomy Tubal ligation

methods (N=136) (N=96)
None 17.4% 35.3%
Oral pill 25.0 27.0
1UD 16.1 14.5
Condom 4.4 5.2
Rhythm 1.4 2.0
Interruption 4.4 1.0
No response 10.9 14.5

Table 8. Ideal Contraceptive Methods

Table 10. Coital Frequency after Sterilization

Frequency Vasectomy  Tubal ligation.

(N=136) (N=96)
More 21.3% 10.4%
Unchange 58.0 72.9
Less 17.6 10.4
No response 2.9 6.2

Metnoss  Vageiomy Tubal st
Vasectomy 72.0% 21.8%
Tubal ligation 16.1 59.3
Oral pill 2.2 3.1
1UD 2.2 3.1
Condom 0 2.0
Rhythm 0.7 2.0
Interruption 0 1.0
Others 2.2 1.0
No response 4.3 6.2

Table 9. Induced Abortion Experienced.

before Sterilization

No. of induced Vasectomy Tubal ligation
abortion (N=136) (N==96)
0 28.6% 22.9%
1 22.0 26.0
2 19.1 20.8
3 7.3 9.3
4 1.4 4.1
5 1.4 2.0
6 2.2 0
7 0 2.0
8 0 0
9 1.4 0
10 0.7 0
No response 15.4 12.5
Mean 1.5 1.6
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Table 11. Sexual Satisfaction after Sterilization

e . Vasectomy Tubal ligation
Satisfaction (N=136) (N=96)
‘Satisfaction 33.0% 14.5%
‘Same before 56. 6 72.9
Dissatisfaction 9.5 7.2
No response 1.4 5.2

Table 12. Recommendation of Sterilization

to Others
R Vasectomy  Tubal ligation
Recommendation (N=136) (N=05)
Yes 64.7% 63.5%
No interest 27.9 22.9
‘No 5.8 12.5
No response 1.4 1.0
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