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$H AR S0 et AW BT AA 298 7129 HEE Fo) AFEAA FSHE) ol
= QAo ZASILA Bek HAAEE ol §5e] T3 Tl PAFE wet 24 2 g
A 3w 2o Aol glo] T Ale] RoluTlE FasThy BkHnE P ol
RE AW AERAE Foto] et

B
A5

e F‘d o?."‘_, -

:{o

r]r

AExAbNA S FEHEE IA 27HA 2 vl 2A AR R A8 RS dA] X B9
9] 735 (unit nonresponse) ¥ A& Z& F 4F T A FF5HA & FF 73 (item

nonresponse) ©] At

of
s

A 1l < 21 €] o2 7M53 24 (weighting adjustment)?} F-5H A5 &
BAIA AT B0l ATk ASRHE 2AFE PN ASRHS AA TE AT ol A
23Y50R Ui § 4 RIRIIA SHES 2450l 1 95E $SY 24 4z AN F
N8 Azl Bool A% A e AR

Dufour 5 (2001)2 F3HS= ot FHOEE JAZAYFTSE oL AlaWEH M B
3 (segmentation model)o]u} Z A 2E 3 FARY (logistic regresswn) v o o5 475kl SLID
(survey of labour and income dynamics) A& & ©]-&3}4 /‘ﬂlﬂﬂ HUA

=

Fo HYE Eol=d ExFolzt1 Utk Kim &

Hoz gd A ¥ (hot deck imputation)S 283t 7]& %l—i. A YT FSEESES 1A
El

2 W SEA B vust A3 v FEA Fw o] |l A S

T =S EAACE MY 21 g SHA A FEEHSE o8 A3 24 o] HisA
LrERLE o] 240 AT GRS Bt o] =AM FEHES et YHOZE AE AT
23 % CHAID (chisquare automatic interaction detection) ¢ 8]&S& AFE3IR o Sy E1-&

Zo]7] 91814 ANOVAS] F-34 SA % ALgstsich.

olgt 2L The] B wolAe] HEgt AL Bl et B9 28 opA FRIE Aol
A3tia oloby] Ha gtk H 2 FUALIFRAG) 2L UFR 2A AL BRRES
1§31 glov o2 ol gste] g 2R Pl AT Atk T} AEgel B
DegZel tet Be o9 Aol A ANHE Aow AAJERAL go] ZA A
BEAA] 28770l WS HE AP FSH 5 nAFe AFH 2AL BrhE AL AAZ

T = q b
of el gol Brh AR AR ol BEel A 2AH L Y AAJERAE SHAELS O B4
AFANNE AL GRS RA oA A 95

—>.i e

]

¥ i (o m fU oE
fr v b & orlr oo o

AFHE AR Yo &R ARG N
Aot thulk H 2ol A SHES AANTeEZN FIHY AEE L F7] AFH T

et B HAEMEE YA A AL = UAEF A ZAL R
uhel &9 TSl AT Sl THERe Z1Ee] AAE S+ At
TGS dE2AE o] & A7 AH] AL Eoledl 714 F e

=

FSe Aoz SAA AR (list-wise deletion), AU A (single imputation)
I oS oA (multiple imputation) 22 FEE 4= Qlty. F-3o] £3E = Ao|AE B
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A AYA 7 SAAARY A Y7 DA A Y AAzE vF) o 22 A5E o] &sIEE
AHY A4S 7HALA At 549 F2L EF AMESEA FEEE tdAlets 3y 5 9d
A ols F-5wel A=+ 3ol ADeHA A5+ &EF WAL (stochastic imputation) =}
ZSodol st YA g AHest= 24 A YA (determinaistic imputation)©] lth. 2 A
gAY Hez A3 YA (deductive imputation), 3+ WA (mean imputation), B] A (ratio
imputation), 3] 7 ] A| (regression imputation), 2 2% o] XA (nearest neighbor imputation), &
Zpstel ti A (sequential hot deck imputation) 59 ®ylo] Q1 FEZ tAdHozE dAg gtd
Al (random hot dect imputation), 7}5 3t tlA] (weighted hot dect imputation), @ ®] tfA]
(random ratio imputation), M 3] 7 t)A] (random regression imputation) 5] At} S o) AL
WL o A S HhEsto] B3-S o 2]/ thal sk ¥ ¢l MI (multiple imputation) =} ] o] 2] ok
S

1} )

FEFSHY A¢E dAF-SFl vs) @2 Aol A7l Wil ojE HE 83t Aol
29 A3 B Ao] g4A gk FSH AT HE A=t doJAE FAHHCE A8
o 5L nHsoF & Bart Aok S APARANANY AE5FT AR ANA F3ES FYs
Mo ® HEdte A AE3A At AP S Tl ARE G A FEY 5 ©A gon,
FAY A5 EAE EE AP ol 1 thA o] thFsiA Hgol € £ oku AZ4ETh
J AEAE T A5FHAME BE5F0) AY iR HEY 250l E FF A, 2%
ol xulAl T T WS FEA otk

HEY A5 FEFIHE HAHOE HBo] 7Medt P2 e 2ok #5H SH T
A NEE Zte 392 TS tAsts B T (modal category model), 53 H ]
Qe HFEE TEHUSFE L FSHo] gle HEE AYHSE dto] 2Ry 3 AEAE J 85
Z2A2E 3 AEA (logistic regression), & )42 W4te] AAAE FE3 AT ANA AFAA ]
E2 MAEY & FAA =7 22 3 F5Hl t-$3tE A&+ 2 (association rule), o & 7}
2] A 5 gol AdH ghe A8t FEFY (voting fusion), T3 Ho] flv &A% tlolE &
58 A5 A58 A5E U /E tAYHEY HAZE 9 A3} (back-propagation) 417 %
o Yoz ARSIl F3 o] BAEA e AA #S AFYGe] EY¥oz o E diA U
AR BAE F5T T F5Ho] e dlolE el HE3h= FR QA AALTEH (neural network
fusion) 5 ©] At} (Shin¥} Sohn, 2002). =3t AYF 3td hAE 8T WHOE HFFH A5 oAM=
AT A& Al FEFhe AR E BHet] A4E Fog T BE ALY FEES vla sty
71 =2 MAE 5 Y= At 58 39 o] At} (Choi, 2011).

o)A Y FqE T3 Aeyeds I TR ol M9 thFet @2 FgAEol o5 =9 H
A7) goy AR A7) E A} Sk

F2AFANA BT FEHS FAISHYL EAGN S WY EAEeR AU A A &

= Zolty. F3EAre} 3EAe Hao] FYs A¢E WYt wAAHA Fort

J o] 2] B3t} (Kimd} Cho, 1996; Kalton, 1983). S-S thAl gt 24 ¢+ o3t
< A8 712AS WE AUt FA4 H Aty BT 4+ glon A E

A2 E SA% A5 2 s AAAA e T2 o EE thHE B4of o oA A7}

WA E] 7] 4t} (Santos, 1981). 3 AA] B41S T4 FAH s Bgo] Ytk

Hedderley £} Wakeling (1995)+= =

o] =710l Hlst] BE A Ao} Ao 4] BA o whet FSHA BHEY 4 =4

stith Kim} Cho (1996)% F8HES S7Fote Hl&ol SwetAY 22 Afole Al 2347t

27 dtta sgey g 238 F7F AU FEHEC 2 %
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PHEThe A gAbge] AAg BEel o e tAlghe 2o AL o HAg
7] gk seleh

Kwon (1997)& A Aol 22 A o) o] Sk A2 iH & thewt 2ol 57442 &Asha ek

A, AARY R AAFE 0| ARk $HE ARG FLRAEL AT ol Fo F
o AR &L AALR T FRAES Aol HA sl TSFAES GG PHolh of
T3EAY AT FARA 54T ZAA 4T NG FRAYE gom n @S] TRY
oeht 4ol B st

Worlr B

oA YOt FIYAES AAA FEANA AR SYASVE PO 7 Frof
W AAEE AT ol o] AL FIHAEL TR FRE A FL Aolehs S
3 o] HAL Wolt AL WA ot 1 9 1T olg AANA T3 Bo] B F9}

A ARAE PSEAES £8 RS Sk YYSE FEEYH, ol A WA AA Y
93 7Hgo] A gHch

W AR F3EAE SAANA AAG Asgol wrhe ARt EARelA BE TSRS
FFohe wpgolw, AAAY AN Gt FLFHA 28 FBAAT A5 & At BAR
Ak

wpA v 2 IR AS ol 3 WHOR v ARAEC] BE FEYe] FET Aol A4
M ARAE] AFol MSA Fe Al AR B AT AN 54 nestel 48

2
S ol
=]
=

SH HAE B3 AAEE EAEA 2 A% 2efsloF H+= A disiA Kim (2000)2 A
A2 735 Al & FH o] F24 HEF (systematic bias)E 7H o ke Aol F ¥Rz
+ FAH%Y BAo] FaFA (underestimation)d 4 AUrthe Aolth 53] 4te] a4 FAHRAE
Hg oz = AP S o83 Y, £8E Avelz B, s AP, R2EFHS o
|3 W, ol E x2S o) &3 ol el st eu Al ZAA s NEH SA o wet
A& A et Ut

Shin3} Sohn (2002)& 3B A& AY F dolHY =77 o %
dlgo] 28 2A 2 AE JsHe Aol vAsie HolEg 277 HowA W
o) Tgtol G WA e JEWALL Yo AT AR FH| g2
v

—

30
o

Fou ol 4 A% FFol A $4¢ A0R a5k ok

Choi (2011)& AAFZA T2 T30 dAMNH O 2 20108 2A F24 AWAG2AGES
1gBtel £AY ARES FF B, A OhA, ¥ A, ANEFE o) 8T A, 3§ T A
PHS ol g3te] Mud A A FEA FIY ARRE SEFTANAYH] A3 APk

olek7) 8 gleh.

Yoo Choi (2012)% Tl REEZ Fe)8 UFY A48} PAE 5 s o] 9 A9
AR S =2 AGE FIE BIRFNN 24D T3 o] B o] 54 Tl A 02 AE
gL EA 7L ST o BAE S AHUA 4 ABE M T WD o) 2] AREE 5
S gt B39 2ANEe AN 5, F3Y A% BrY 24 B 295 ASH
Wl o] ) ok 2 A A s

T o9} 2 Mg RS Astuieh WA 4o ATE A4S Ao Lo 42
3 o] obd HiRE Y BARAL sulshe AgelAs 94 A48 otk 1nE wew
AA AT 2 Aste Aol & o AR a JAAch T8 H
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2o dExAlA e F5H D8] FAA Hi Jlov A22AE 83 2ol HaA
oA FSHEIY —‘?— 8 He X%FJ 3k n Hé.% AFT A+ BA ek 19933 HE) 19973714 53 7

Political Sscienceo]] A ¥ =& &5 = & ”Z}A 50% o
F5HY Aol g AFAEY AF ol 19% T A7

20003 F 5 20043 7FA] 53 7F A Hof =9 s+
A 71ers H)of] AR H U7 A =S e E ARG 23 @iﬂ =8 6608 F 21971¢] =&o
AEZAPTHE AHEEl e o] F 73.1% (1603)°] =2 3ol dsf AFeA v A8
=TT R FIEHS AFS =72 1749 F 4.6% (8H)E v]H] 3} FEA 222 e (Kang
7} Kim, 2006).

Groves (2006)= W= W 75 thde] o 2xAbollA dExA] AZ
Aot B3 et RoTEe HUA R AL B Yrky AT 59 ¥
o3 Babbie (2007, p. 262)%} Slngletona«]— Straits (2005, p. 145)¢] =2 9183131 Q)

Babbiet ZAATANA 583 A2 FSHES LFE oy AL AFoAe &

Me A= 50%2 SHEC A3 60%e oM 70%] SHES oFF £2 ﬁowh d‘”‘v}
Singleton3} Straits= W3 2 AL A9, 85%2] & vl &2 H A% H A3ty st ow 70% ofell =
719 47k 71540 ek ST,

SHES ARG 2A S, Z2AF R Sl et Aot Hoeng AFAe 39

E"ﬂ sl AFFez 2A AE gt o BT 4 9

S 72 HAth AA A& T F3EY 2R, FHEE
"3 HAE etstr] A8 S AHAadZ A AT AN AFee “sh= A
of %Q-Jﬂ’“ Aol et FAA A ZAY B, 19389 g8 =
g8e9 e 7t A5+ minitab 16 ©]-&3to] £ t).

Jol Aol 1n27) Aol ST gtor}
H Aoz BHyda Aot (King 5, 2001).
34 (@FYAAE, ATAAR N, AR

o

(2]

SR PSS SEYY

il
o
=
o
o]
]
l~
rir
N
I
ok
£

=4 51 Sk ZAFEIGoH 258k 48hd-2 200413 HE 2008717 b
& Aol SdxAte] o2 EL T FEHES v FIoHA donw G FIHY AR
Hdx A AEe AR obUth Iy o7]A = 12} 28RBS ST AR ARESEL 23t A 5
AR AR E TSR] TAHS HJH A5 E o] &3, FEHE e BA 2R Aol & Hlud
T S Ao g Adsto] o] A5E FESArh

WA, s zAbe] A o]t Mg o] ol FEUA shebety] fjef 2E T 43d 28442
ggez 54 E%—% 5x}aﬂ g 2AReE Aot Fotw 28 d S e g Y BR2E 6k =ALS
A 12 o] F RS FIHES 23 A= Table 3.17 2t 253ha 43hd 5 2844
e FE3t0] vid A AR AR A 2xbd oA e T 4.8%<F SRR 6.1%7F o2 E A
o2 yetgten, 253 43hd o] %éﬂ 23hd o] 5= 7| 7E < FAF A ghof AL} o] o] 2] A
%2 vl &0l 10%E 23 th T3 28 d-L 34498 & FE 3o 63} I Z/\}ﬂ Aoz 22rd =
A= A 7.6%9F SR 9.9% 7k ] 9 Ao Yegon 6apd e 34 17.9%9 TR 17.6%
7belg® Ao Yttt o] sfdatg s 25 St A & é AE 433 = (2007)
oA olEES] F7H7t 7HE A vErs T
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Table 3.1 Nonresponse rate of youth panel data (unit: person (%) )

Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
. 2844 2707 2672 2511 2448
Response
4th (95.18) (93.95) (88.29) (86.08)
Youth
grade . 0 137 172 333 396
Nonresponse
of (4.82) (6.05) (11.71) (13.92)
elementary . 2844 2670 2630 2499 2451
Response
school (93.88) (92.48) (87.87) (86.18)
Parents
0 174 214 345 393
Nonresponse
(6.12) (7.52) (12.13) (13.82)
3449 3188 3125 3121 2967 2833
Response
2nd Youth (92.43) (90.61) (90.49) ( 86.02) (82.14)
ou
grade 0 261 324 328 482 616
Nonresponse
of (7.57) (9.39) (9.51) (13.98) (17.86)
middle 3449 3106 3081 3093 2950 2841
Response
school (90.06) (89.33) (89.68) (85.53) (82.37)
Parents
0 343 368 356 499 608
Nonresponse

(9.94)  (10.67) (10.32)  (14.47)  (17.63)

99 Aad AIRA (KYPS)ol S F2w 24e T8 PSS waln) 35 22 vt
B A AAsA g A8 A7 Aol A AL g o

AA o] RN ZANAN HE BE o] F 73 Ae A7
3t YA . Aad jdA5Y 25N 43 d A iR R ANA 1A A5} 24}, 34}, 44 5
2 As T FERESHO] Y AR T HEY E4o] 7 23 AEete] IAEAS AA S
A7} Table 3.20|t}. o] £42 A FPEY AFAYA (F, 5, W)Y AFEL £4% 2oz
Ztzte) Ade FARCE APl 9 Ao vehikth 28y 2 BA6A e x2 BAZ} #o)
& (p-value)9 Atol2 FSHFE WE EAZAANE vt st} 14 245 & F5F0] gl
Ag ol ME x* A ] 0.626, FFE0] 0.731°] o} 232 5 £ * BAFo] 2.211, 72 FE o]

0.331 (FSHE 4.82%), 32 AR = x* A 1.574, F2|FE0] 0455 (FEHE 6.05%), 4
I%o] 3.048, §2] 88 0] 0.218 (LS RHE 11.71%), 534 x* BAFo] 2.022, F2] %8
HE 13.92)2 tehdeh o] AaAs PeHel A we 53 A8 14 A
I #ggol 7 AL 23k R8T Aol 7k AP A vt AL o ek 5,
S5 99 Ao BAANS} ST TE S ok A ZANRE o9}

o] Aol g WA & ek ek B A7As o] 22 iy
PR oA A8 A ARt vz}

o %
w
2
~ ol
B
oo
I

N

}.

AU
o
<
1o o LMU
T
o
2,
R=)
“
giif
>
iy

sy o oo

of ki rlo oo o o
&
4{u
i
i
2
=
rlu
Me
£
i)
o
=
El

nok

fu oo mu WL

33 4o
[o & ofl

w
N
-

ov) %82l 9l A7

SHol ot F= wAAsH=A o ek A E A 190 F3] oY A
qJ (National Election Commission, 2012)2] EX28 & o] &34
g5kl

o

AABAE BAE A2 5 ABAA A2 AT 5 9L Aole Busgon FR %
Sr BTN BAATE o) §3t] FRFSH W& 3T £ Ak @, AR 2AE BFolu
",

[S) =T o
BaAe] A A g Ugol glof, ABEFe) S5t B AHgH B £7b Aol 7k glo
OFsHoR SA4Y 232 FETFSHENA ALt



Handling the nonresponse in sample survey 1189

Table 3.2 Analysis results according to the degree of occurrence of nonresponse (unit: person (%))
pi

A B c Total Missing (p_falue)
Male 1314 167 43 1524 0
(86.22) (10.96 ) (2.82) (100) 0.626
ist Female 1143 146 31 1320 0 (0.731)
(1 86.59) (111.06) (2.35) (100)
Total 2457 313 74 2844
(86.39) (11.01) (2.60) (100)
Male 1261 138 51 1450 0
(86.97) (9.52) (3.52) (100) 2.21
Female 1108 117 32 1257 0 (0.331)
2nd (88.15) (19.31) (2.55) (100)
Total 2369 255 83 2707
(87.51) (9.42) (3.07) (100)
Missing 0 0 0 137
Male 1244 130 44 1418 0
(87.73) (9.17) (3.10) (100) 1.574
Fomale 1118 105 31 1254 0 (0.455)
3rd (189.15) (8.37) (12.47) (100)
Total 2362 235 75 2672
(88.40) (8.79) (2.81) (100)
Missing 16 1 0 155
Male 1156 126 47 1329 0
(86.98) (9.48) (3.54) (100) 3.048
Female 1052 100 30 1182 0 (0.218)
4th (/ 89.00) ( 8.46) (12.54) (100)
Total 2208 226 7 2511
(87.93) (9.00) (3.07) (100)
Missing 0 0 0 333
Male 1140 121 42 1303 0
(87.49) (9.29) (3.22) (100) 2.022
Female 1022 94 29 1145 0 (0.364)
5th (1 89.26) (8.21) (2.53) (100)
Total 2162 215 71 2448
(88.32) (8.78) (2.90) (100)
Missing 5 0 0 391

Al 19t =23 QA A BT FAA JARAE AAZZE A (2012 3. 19. ~ 3. 20.), A A7
% (2012. 4. 1.~ 4. 3.) 282 A7) 7|7+ & (2012. 4. 12.~ 4. 21.) 3xt& ol A& o] Fo] Ht}. 37
ZAME A= 1670 A= AF 52 w194 ol FAAE e E FEEE F 15008 A
St Zlol 1a} 22 A= A A H R A} (computer aided tehephone interview)e} 41 A3} RDD
(random digit dialing) 2AFE 3o m 3AZ A= WHUS o] &3k 10 1 /fE AR P ol ATk
FHAAL 13 234= A G/ /A8 v TFEZE (quota sampling) o] ¥ 334 18]= ubY
(grid method)& ©] &3t ZAF th4ALE A gt Aoty @A o A 2 ALY A9 1342} 2X}e] R AL
A AZRALY] $E5g0] 47 14.6%S} 21.6% At wheEkA o8t 2 A dFSHE &7
85.4%, 78.4% % B 4 9t}

Table 3.3 Item nonresponse rate in the voter survey for the 19th election
of members of the National Assembly (unit: number (%))

0% Less then 10% Between 10% and 20% More then 20% Total
Ist 4 (16.67) 14 (58.33) 4 (16.67) 2 (8.33) 24 (100)
2nd 4 (16.67) 15 (62.5) 4 (16.67) 1(4.17) 24 (100)

3rd 48 (73.85) 17 (26.15) 0 (0.00) 0 (0.00) 65 (100)
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A2 e 2.08% W AY R EFol| FHHA %2 A= 1938 F 1% Z 0.52%< 22

UEbsTh Aol mhel AR EE Feie] A8 e AEo] 32% (87N 2 vEgtew A4 2%

88% (2270) 7} AE " F-&Hol 47 o3& ettt . 1939 F 30.57% (597)7F - Ao
9t Ao = Uehsth Table 35014 SHEHA ek o8 ¥ 529 F 69.23% (36%)7} £

Hollof &A AT+ oA e, FAFA7F 11.54% (67), 71EH7F 19.23% (10%) 2 S H A+
295 2AsA % P el hsll F5d AN S A&ste A2 AAs1E 227 v
AzZrdnh & At A= tRE A7) olste] ERFolA T SHEHA gkken 2245 SHEA e
AL ReT ol SHIA ATk FE R vgo] S SR SR BAA A
ok Ao AT A2 RUT. T 2 7% HHAE e o7} dackh, Tole 3.9
oA FH LA olfF T AR E ekl 2FAI F FSHE v ol e} B T o] 7o
AP4 S Fishero] A% AR 0w BAF A7} §9 85| 0701202 eI} £2eo] u]go] ma}
SRS e ol fsht 4ol gl Ao HelATh e, ¥ AT 488 AEAL AR
¥l 257 Ao £t WAl ¢fon SHAT SHeHA ok F@e] R 47 ols} (15.4%)
2 e} RS RED 2 ol fol DAL Awbsk 5717k ol Tk 35 ke FAle) AR A
ool DA the MEX AL o] R Tt FeHe] A4S FAH LR sfosto] £
Helol tfa Aa 7)1 2e AXSHer £go] B Aoje Azact
Table 3.4 Nonresponse rate in the survey
Respondents (unit:person (%)) Questions (unit: number (%))
No. of nonresponse Persons % No. of nonresponse Questions %
0 134 69.43 0 8 32.00
1 48 24.87 1 3 12.00
2 7 3.63 2 5 20.00
3 1 0.52 3 3 12.00
4 2 1.04 4 3 12.00
22 1 0.52 10 2 8.00
15 1 4.00
Total 193 100.00 all 25 100
Table 3.5 Nonresponse and nonresponse reasons (unit: person (%))
i Etc. L. Fisher’ exact
Undecided Annoying Tte. Total Missing p-value
5 9
o (11.9) (21.43 )
e 28 14 42 6
(66.67) (33.33) (100) 0.701
1 1
Two or more . (11.11) 5 (11.11) 9 5
( 77.78) (22.22) (100)
Total 35 16 51
ot (68.63) (31.37) (100)

Missing 1 0 8
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Abstract

When it comes to a survey, no answer would occur frequently. Therefore various
methods for handling nonresponse have been applied to analyse the survey. In this
paper, the ratio of occurrence of two type of nonresponse cases - unit nonresponse
and item nonresponse - is presented using previous real survey data, and we compared
complete data and data with nonresponse. We suggest the reason of happening of

nonresponse and the ratio of nonresponse using data collected through group interviews.

Keywords: Item nonresponse, missing value, unit nonresponse, weighting adjustment.
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