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Abstract This study aims to analyze whether both childcare subsidy and childcare leave policies have moderating
effects on the relationship between Korean women’s value of children and their intentions for subsequent
childbirth. The data are used from the 2015 National Survey on Fertility and Family Health and Welfare. Both
hierarchical multiple regression analysis and moderated regression analysis are used for statistical analysis. The
findings from the study are as follow. First, the ideal number of children, instrumental values, and emotional
values have positive effects on the intentions for subsequent childbirth after controlling for background
variables(level of education, income, age, and number of children). Second, childcare leave policy has no
significant effect on the intentions for subsequent childbirth while childcare subsidy policy has the negative
effect. Third, only childcare subsidy policy has moderating effects on the relationship between instrumental,
emotional values, and the intentions for subsequent childbirth. These results suggest that policies enhancing the
value of children should be implemented in addition to traditional birth rate policies. Furthermore, new birth
rate polices are needed for those married women who have a high possibility of subsequent childbirth.
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Control variables: Demographic composition

- Age
- Level of education
+ Number of children

- Monthly average household income

v

Dependent

- Emotional values

Instrumental values

variable:

H1 ““Tntentions for ™

Independent variables:
Value of children

. subsequent
- Ideal number of children ™. childbirth .4
H3 H2 T

- Childcare subsidy policy
- Childcare leave policy

Moderator:
Birth rate policies

[Fig. 1] Research model

=

= o = =
& /‘}%ﬁ}‘ﬂdr 5
(1nten31ty)

A

r W

T e

N [\

W
et

N g

3

i

9

tlo wo

Shi
£ e

2
[

»

g
g
o
fo o tfo

o Y Mz

2 veht
QA A, A7)
w38 Aoz

REs

AW Q9L 3o &

27 A 49, A

& Z}Hﬂ A= AbEES

o
i
iy
X0
.41r

|

ooy
>
ol
ol
32
iuf
to Mz

Moo
LN
)
Emﬁ‘.o

ML

o oR

A7) GEiA “ekoz 2

AU A D2 ﬂlﬂ)”i‘rL

R I i e I

%
%. 67H T,‘}%ooﬂ \:HgH ElAHX—] oo]
Aggos Ao 44

Age Az KMO 3%+ 672,

& 25424, FrolEES 0002
Agek Aow vepdth 2

2 o7fe] Qol(AAMA 713t

a3l FRo] BTk AN 7
(ks AL A 7

1=
a1, Cronbach’s a #k2 .669°]%it) “—ILXJI 7HA L

rﬂk

2 30 AT o wmFol BAA LR E

e}

1

ke diE o] A& AU E %, A E 2t A
< Abge] gigk o) e R FAER L, Cronbach’s a
e 67501 T

L o)A A waE A fEiIA
EHEHA o2 2P E EHE, 9 W] A E 7= 4
| Fvhal A4staUzt?) s &8sttt ool id &
t A¥E Likert?] 3% =144 olsH1], 22h4[2], 3
2 o33 E &8t A=Ak

M

o

v

8P 2ANFE BEAAL T A BF 2
713¢] F9 88108 ARHE Folul§ ¥ Fo}
ARE BE BAZ A2t d237) 99 299 wAAQ)
F4e Aol AR AU} FolFAe 9 o
% olake] A7k g FY| A WE FEE F Qo
U, Aok o 8 4 Q= 5L 7 ook # <
Fo) Amels 7 449 ol §4F 47 Hohd & 9
= o] Zekulof glol, B HuS Hrlus u

i

AR diEe AgATelA FrHEiteld
T3 S WA e Aom vEhd U WL
AH, 71F AdF, 255 E895TH2041]. AF S
W ghe 671 7 AHBAI Y, 254 ~29A, 3041 ~344,
35M ~39A, 40M]~444), 45M~49A) 0 & EFEHA L,
W FES PN FRHF el sl e sk, tigh-ojst

i, Higklol ) e s EReitt TS e 2015
9 2457 7Y €8T ASUA2rT) S 100%% A4
ato] 77 F-2HE0%6W] W, 6096~80%1 7E 80%6~1002%M]
W, 1009%6~120%7 7Y, 120%~ 140967 7, 14096~ 160%,
160%°]’) o2 AFEF2eA v e R V)E A
T AV o & Sk R, 41 1A, 2
A, 3AY, 4741 o) o' ekl

I3
o

2) 20159 AF B4 D ASRARA A RA ] SpTAS
A% w5 28

Journal of Digital Convergence | 69



71Eog 9] ARt F7EEtelE 2] wAlel A Ealde A 2d gt B4

4. 19 A
11, ZApAL) A B
£ AT ddRH2143%) 9] 1784 EA 7 ALS| A
84 EAS <Table 2>9 2tk
<Table 2> General Charcteristics of Sample
Frequency %
Under 25 66 3.1
25~29 361 16.8
Age 30~34 995 46.4
35~39 599 28.0
40~44 114 5.3
45~49 8 0.4
Below middle school 29 14
. High school 507 237
Level of education L
University 1,478 69.0
Grad. school 129 6.0
Less than 60 % 329 154
60% ~80% 476 222
Monthly average 80%~100% 451 21.0
household income  100%~120% 286 133
(Missing values: 2) 12094 ~140% 214 100
140% ~160% 136 6.3
More than 160 % 249 116
1 969 45.2
Number of 2 906 42.3
children 3 243 113
More than 4 25 1.2
) No 1,330 62.1
i‘;fggg’; or Maybe 223 104
Yes 590 215
Total 2,143 100.0

HA A AR 304~344)7F 99578 (46.4%) o
2 7P wom, I thy o 354 ~3941(28.0%), 264~
2941(168%)°] 0.2 AEAH ] RolA WA Fated
= oML 9leE B wEFES
69%0] 3L, et st&o] %A, Fo] 75067} 8t
AYE & 5 drh 25T A9, 20154 2/4+7] 7F

AT L5@2THD) S 100%2 Aste] EAg
A3}, 60%~80%1] TH257 T ~341%k9)) 47678(22.2%),
80%6~100%6] ¥H(3427H- ] ~427719]) 45178(21%)¢] =2

2ok A ] A9 1A 7} 96918 (45.2%6) .= 7}
& kAL, 249 7F 906'8 (42.3%) 00Tt 7k

gk sk=zo]

Aro) g

42 B2 A3
4.2.1 AA7X B W F=7}
2 ’5404*44 x}qﬂzm ]

s
7hEAke] el 1A
2 S|4 AAEH
LA éjjr, Q?] HellA H’\}«] frolgEo] p<.00l
AAo] o8l Durbin-Watson Al57} 1.970%
A7) flo] Fake] Egiido] g E A
TAE §le Aoz et

Ag

63:

I ﬂHN‘

oo Lol

2 Ay
ox 1o

<Table 3> Value of Children —
Intentions for Subsequent Childbirth

B SE B t B SE B t
Constant  30.460 1.030 20577 237821175 20.235

Income 217 092 047 2352 224 089 048 2519
Education - .003 .003 - .020 -1.014 - .004 .003 - .023 -1.208

Age - 014 002 - 137 -6.883 *- 013.002 - 127 -6614 *
No. of

o 0 5611 242 - 455 23172 '-6.101 236 - 495 -25831 *
children
Emotional 570 191 057 2989
values
Instrument 793 199 077 3989
al values
Ideal
number of 033 003 .197 10761 °
children
F 185701 138528
R?/AMR? 260 /259 315/ 312
Durbin-Watson 1.970

p< 05 p7< 01 p< 001,

SANFE UFEY APATET vl AR 2R
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<Table 4> Childcare Subsidy Policy, Childcare Leave
Policy — Intentions for Subsequent Childbirth

B SE B t B SE B t

Constant 30,599 1.061 28.848
194 092 042 2098
Education - 003 .003 - .018 - .928

30.7721.04 29.186
121 .097 026 1.238
-.003.003 - .019 - 984

Income

Age - 014002 - 140 -7033 - 014 .002 - 142 -7.170 ™
No.of 501 043 — 454 22071 4680 285 - 380 16.446™
children

Childcare 2452 A06 - 135 -6.039
subsidy

Childcare 85 433 039 1928
leave

F 183669 130.982

R? fip? 260/ 259 214/ 212
Durbin-Watson - 1.928

p< 05 pi< 01 s p< 001
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<Table 5> Moderating Effects of Childcare Subsidy

<Table 6> Moderating effects of childcare subsidy
policy between Emotional values &
Intentions for subsequent childbirth

: Statistical variath
Model R R? “R? SE Sticdl vanaion

AR? AF df d2 »p
1 S09 259 258 7591 259 186 4 2123 .000
2 519" 270 268 7539 010 304 12122 .000
3 531° 282 280 7474 013 380 12121 .000
4 5330 284 282 7467 002 52 12120 .02

Policy
Independent Sie Coefficient Durbin
variables P B B t -Watson
constant  30.505
1 1856
2 1016 103 5520™ 1566
Emotional 3 1.023 103 5605™ 139,17
values 2457 - 135 -6.166™" o
1556 157 5270™
4 - 249 - 137 -6.263™ 1.957 1202
- .81 - 069 -2.295
constant  30.505
1 1856
2 1170 114 6117 1585
Instrumental 1173 114 6187
values 2l 031 618" 107
1779 173 59127
4 - 250 - 137 -6.293™ 1949 121.9™
-1.003 - 076 -2.591""
constant  30.680
1 1856™
2 035 210 11.3917 1835™
Ideal = e
number of 3 ,'OSD 209 11'44%“ 161.8™
children 2404 - 132 - ,612***
040 239 8122
4 - 619-.034 661 1.930 139.0™
- 008 - 108 -1.314
p< 06 pi< 01 - pt< 001

a. predictor (constant), Control variables

b. predictor (constant), Control variables, Emotional values

c. predictor (constant), Control variables, Emotional values,
Childcare subsidy policy

d. predictor (constant), Control variables, Emotional values,
Childcare subsidy policy, Emotional values*Childcare
subsidy policy

* Control variables: Income, Education, Age, No. of children

<Table 7> Moderating Effects of Childcare Subsidy
Policy between Instrumental Values &
Intentions for Subsequent Childbirth

Statistical variation

Model R  R? “4R? SE 7R? iF di dZ B
1 509" 259 258 7501 259 1856 4 2123 000
2 52 212 210 7527 013 374 1 2122 000
3 B3 285 283 7462 013 379 1 2121 000
4 B3 287 28 7452 002 67 1 2120 010

a. predictor (constant), Control variables

b. predictor (constant), Control variables, Instrumental values

c. predictor (constant), Control variables, Instrumental
values, Childcare subsidy policy

d. predictor (constant), Control variables, Instrumental
values, Childcare subsidy policy, Instrumental
values*Childcare subsidy policy

ST AR FAE e ] BAGIA B EA
A4 olge) zAEINE A5 Azk= TS <Table

7>7 2tk 23] Durbin-Watson A15¢] 42 1.949%
FTEAFe A7 glo] Akl o] FHFIT
A A VIF= 10Rte 2 tegdAd ) A=
ATk A A M TR} rR A R,

A 7MY Fate] wskao] frelatol p< 01& W
EA71M, R? ghol RE1( 259), 22 272), 2H3(
285)001 M 2EA( 287)9] oz FelstA FrlerTh
HER AYGA o] §oj iy}t 7452k A= o
go] 2(-)9] e 1ol Aol e aedte] At
7F &(-)o] & AL BEEANY 24 g3} TS
2bel o] Q¥(n)e] Qe okshAl Y (buffering effect)
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oudit), & BHS8 AJAIL FH- FA4k A o] A <Table 9> Moderating Effects of Childcare Leave
A, BPA AW Ro] bR el WA Gae Policy —
ol Sz At Qs A0E ¥ 5 ek DNt Step e
‘ﬂ'?ioﬂ ‘o ]Ao};ﬁ X]'L:]‘}l:‘/] 76]‘?‘ ?_}74] 401]}‘1 i@ii} constant  30.584
o RS ok glou), 45 A8l F7hE wY L I856™
oA F el Malepe] fol5Fol p< (6 2 19— o
2,49 R3S AR e Aoz yehytt values 67 027 1316 1305
(<Table 8> ). webr] o4 i} F7hE2ke] LS SHh
6]:4 ‘474]01]/\_1 %F‘ X] o) 20 ZFG:LE‘;_B]—‘:— O}l‘:‘ N 4 58 027 1358 1.924 11217
- Lo = T AL A— - 576 - .027 -1.273
Z Hgelth constant 30.584
1 185.6™
2 1176 115 6.139™ 1586
<Table 8> Moderating Effects of Childcare Subsidy Instrumenta 1174 114 6125™
Policy between Ideal Number of Children 1 values 574 027 1334 1323
& Intentions for Subsequent Childbirth 1253 122 5792
Model R R? AGp? S Statistical variation 4 572 027 1331 1918 1136™
AR? AF df d2 p -.367 - .017 - 790
1 SH11* 261 260 7605 261 1856 4 2101 .000 constant  30.660
2 551" 304 802 7382 043 1297 12100 .000 1 184.8™
3 56X 316 314 7319 012 374 12099 000 2 L176 115 6139™ 181.8"™
Ideal
4 5% 317 315 7318 0L 17 12098 189 number of 3 o4 A7 11210 1520
a. predictor (constant), Control variables children 604 028 1422

b. predictor (constant), Control variables, Ideal number of children

c. predictor (constant), Control variables, Ideal number of children,
Childcare subsidy policy

d. predictor (constant), Control variables, Ideal number of children,
Childcare subsidy policy, Ideal number of children*Childcare
subsidy policy

(2) SolFAAES 24dad

H 2ol 9 X}LV}Z]J& ¥ FrrEskelEke] A
oA FolFAA 2o A
WHEE FAEA D jr‘ 243 A& AAETH
<Table 9>9} o] BE BE9 il
TR Hgtet il—ﬂ*—}% T4

v o
o,
o o
L
o

oL
O}
S5
—H
X

<Table 1o>oﬂ xﬂ Alstah 2d gy éﬂr ‘@H@
AW L 4 Ryl 452488 >
Durbin-Watson®] #t-& 19248 Z4&H49) 7\}7 13§l
o] ZAte] HHAel TR BE FA
VIF= 107 RE o 2 thg33d 9 A= 8l
W slgo] frolpE 05 233 203019, RZ2] A
= 494 BgeAnt 0010] S7terh

035 210 9973
4 1090 061 656 1.951
- 002 - .024 - 303
p< 001

13027

p< 05 <0

<Table 10> Moderating Effects of Childcare Leave
Policy between Emotional Values &
Intentions for Subsequent Childbirth

Statistical variation

Model R  R? 4¥p? SE

o AR? AF dfl d2 »p
1 511 262 260 7579 262 186 4 2096 .000
2 51" 2712 210 752 010 290 209 000
3

1
522¢ 272 270 7528 001 1.7 1 2094 188
4 5220 273 270 7527 001 16 1 2093 203

a. predictor (constant), Control variables

b. predictor (constant), Control variables, Emotional values

c. predictor (constant), Control variables, Emotional values,
Childcare leave policy

d. predictor (constant), Control variables, Emotional values,
Childcare leave policy, Emotional values*Childcare leave policy

A AR ol A
1=
A

%L

7t F7VEAR
o PANAN e H el o] 2daT
A= o-g <Table 11, 12> AA8HA

I W& 4dA B A Feaads Frls)

i =
ofN
o o2

oo
)
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<Table 11> Moderating Effects of Childcare Leave
Policy between Instrumental Values &
Intentions for Subsequent Childbirth

Statistical variation

2 Adipz
Model R R R? SE ZR? AF df d2 »p

1 511° 262 260 7579 262 1856 4 2096 .000
2 524" 275 273 7514 013 376 1 209 .000
3 5% 275 273 7512 001 178 1 2094 182
4 5% 275 273 7513 000 6 1 2093 429

a. predictor (constant), Control variables

b. predictor (constant), Control variables, Instrumental values

c. predictor (constant), Control variables, Instrumental values,
Childcare leave policy

d. predictor (constant), Control variables, Instrumental values,
Childcare leave policy, Instrumental values*Childcare leave policy

<Table 12> Moderating Effects of Childcare Leave
Policy between Ideal Number of Children
& Intentions for Subsequent Childbirth
; Statistical variation
Adip2
R* SE AR? AF dfi d2
1 512" 263 261 7597 263 1847 4 2075
2 552 305 303 7379 042 1256 1 2074
3 553 305 303 7377 001 20 1 2073
4 553 305 303 7379 000 1 1 2072 762
. predictor (constant), Control variables
b. predictor (constant), Control variables, Ideal number of children
c. predictor (constant), Control variables, Ideal number of children,
Childcare leave policy
d. predictor (constant), Control variables, Ideal number of children,
Childcare leave policy, Ideal number of children *Childcare leave
policy

Model R R?

A=

o

SR o1g] A7 o] FEAL ol 1A
at ool i FW eI A e 2AAAE A3
Stk o) 9lste] AHRANIATA W15
A 24 9 S RARA QeEA, ARE B
A BEH AR A8 BARES A
Tk & ZAll= 718043154 ~4941) 17F 1,009
Folstglont, F7hael Ug 24 ae &
5 % U AE Seks] s A 35709 ol &
A 21439 J1EE BA o Bk
BA ), RG-SR, A5, A8, AUPE

+ za%m A, 3

B AT AE ATEe] 9717 BAsEe uek

Ao et HokA ol%t %7}%&91
§l= Zlo vhehd wielel, ‘1%

Aow Vet B

, BT AR k=

olglgt Adte FoldE S Ads= AA Yo A
o FoAT THEE AREA R SATIE E4PE
kel gAo] dage AlAMETE 0169 g3l
oA ZRA|# AL Aol oEtd, 4He] whel| ks
T QoA Ve mEgle] 7P e S A
SFIL QITH4B]. EAte] e et He 1HE
v, #2 FREY ATk He] G mXA] Kk
AL F4kE Ao A7 & Atk wWEkA olE
o] Z4kell thall Bk AR Ak M FF R &
7FAbs Adehs ARBIAAA SRIES AddFeR &
o] F& AAo] Fasirt

EE 2 AT Aol H|FolE ufj 'S4 A A ¢
el tigk F7HAR1 BrAo] et Th oA AT E vt
o} Zo], BEaAAgAe F7FEAraled s ()
o] e BA, SolFAAEE fod a7t fl=
Ao Yedth olgfdt Avts &R X3 Sol
AA =7t F7HErte s 2te o W8] 43S & n3
= A 9njshy] Hibe, 3718 ds =0)7] 9
)= e} =4 =
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