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Program
Time Program
13:30~14:00 Registration
MC Young—Ju Suh (SFWF, General Director)
Opening .
Remarks Hyun—Kyung Park (SFWF, President)
14:00~14:15 | Welcoming |Eun-Hee Cho (Seoul Metropolitan Government,
Remarks Assistant Mayor for Women&Family Policy Affairs)
Congratulatory | Hun—Sik An (Seoul Metropolitan Council Health & Welfare
Remarks Committee, Chairman of Committee)
14:15~14:25 | Watching video clips on childbearing and childrearing in seoul
Session Moderator: Tai—Hun Kim (Korea National University of Education, Professor)
Low Fertility in Seoul: A Demographic Perspective
Young—Tae Cho(Seoul National University, Professor)
Family Policies and Fertility: Which Policies Matter?
Gerda Neyer (Max Plank Institute for Demographic
Research, Senior Research Scientist)
:25~15: Session 1 . S S . " . .
14:25~15:40 ession Issues in raising fertility in East Asian cities: with special
reference to Singapore
Gavin Jones (Singapore National University, Professor)
. . Gye—Sook Yoo (Kyunghee University, Professor)
Discussion
Seok—Jin Woo (Myongiji University, Professor)
15:40~16:00 Coffee Break
An Analysis of Seoul City's Support System for Multi-Child Families
Hye—Jung Jun (Yonsei University, Professor)
Policy Measures to Cope with Low Fertility in Tokyo
Toru Suzuki (National Institute of Population and Social
Security Research, Senior Researcher)
Low Fertility Issues in Seoul: Focus on Work-Family Balance Policy
16:00~17:10 Session 2 Eun—Young Moon (SFWF, Research Fellow)
Hye—Young Kim
(Korean Women's Development Institute, Research
) ) Fellow)
Discussion
Yoon—Jeong Shin
(Korea Institute for Health &Social Affairs, Research
Fellow)
17:10~17:40 Open Discussion
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Low Fertility in Seoul:

A Demographic Perspective

Youngtae Cho (Seoul National University, Professor)

Childbirth in a society can be usually confirmed through the total fertility
rate referring to the average number of births a woman can expect during
child—bearing age. This total fertility rate is determined based on women’s
age of childbirth and the actual number of babies born, so it would largely
decline if they put off a childbirth plan or the number is reduced, The current
total fertility rate of Korea records the lowest level in the world and Seoul
reached to even lower than the national average,

The goal of this study is to see whether lower fertility rate of Seoul than
any other large cities in the world has been caused by women’s postponing of
delivering or by their avoiding having children, which makes the number of
babies born declined, via analyzing data on women in Seoul having
experienced childbirth over the past decade, Also, the study focuses on
changes in economic condition as a key element of having impact on the
postponement or the avoidance because many scholars who had a research on
Korea's low fertility rate in recent years argue that the trend results ina
feeling of insecurity on job and future life of those in marriageable and
childbirth age during the economy crisis in the late 1990s, therefore, led to
low rate of marriage and childbirth, This argument was driven by
distinguishing families having a child from having more than one, and

concludes that Seoul’ s phenomenal low fertility rate in recent years results




in putting off having a child for the former category and avoiding childbirth
for the latter having more than one, The two conclusions have been
influenced by economysituation a year prior to childbirth, particularly by
common sensory index such as consumer price index or changes in
unemployment rate, rather than by macro economy like the economic growth
rate, This analysis suggests the two directions as follows; first, preparing for
countermeasures to prevent women from delaying a plan of having a first
child; and second, from avoiding a plan of having more than one children,
which is considered as more practical than the former because it is difficult
to frame policies encouraging women to put forward childbirth plan as
women's desire of having a job get higher to search for self—fulfillment and

recent economic situation remains insecure,




1997 1.520 1.322 1.290 .72
1992 1.448 1,257 1.229 1,585
1999 1.410 1.204 1,195 1,643
2000 1.467 1.e62 1.228 1.614
2001 1.297 1.009 1.092 1.42¢
2002 1,166 0.9% 0,965 1.292
2003 1,180 1,003 0,978 1.310
2004 1,154 1.004 0,945 1.268
2005 1.096 0922 0.673 1173
2006 1123 0,963 0.908 1.2z
2007 1,280 1,056 1.018 1,350
2008 1192 1o 0.9a0 1,265
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Multilevel APC Models for the Ist Childbearing in Seoul, 1935-2006
Model 1 Model 2
Coefficient (3.E.)  P-Walue Cosfficient (3.E)  P-Value _
__Fixed Effect Fean T .
Intercept 0,082 0613 0,837 0,084 0.208 0.841
Age 25 8177 0.503 <0.001 8.151 0.503 <0.001
Age 26 12,508 0514 <0.001 12,481 0.514 <0.001
Age 27 15,097 0520 <0.001 15,068 0.520 <0.001
Age 28 14,403 0524 <0.001 14,374 0.524 <0.001
Age 29 10.505 0527 <0.001 10,477 0.527 <0.001
Age 30 8077 0513 <0.001 8.057 0.513 <0.001
Age 31 4.457 0.509 <0001 4.442 0.509 <0.001
Age 32 2118 0.500 <0001 2105 0.500 <0.001
Age 33 0,603 0.433 0.221 0.536 0.433 0.227
Age 34 -0.215 0.487 0.659 -0.220 0.487 0.651
Age 35 -0.354 0.482 0,463 -0.353 0.4a2 0.457
Age 26 -0.289 0473 A -0.292 0,473 0413
Age 37 -0.281 0476 0.556 -0.283 0.476 0.553
Age 38 -0.101 0.475 0.831 -0.102 0.475 0.830
Age 39 pmens e
cohort 1965 1.714 0410 <0.001 1.630 0.408 <0.001
cohort 1966 2,005 0.387 <0.001 1.933 0.3396 <0.001
cohort 1967 2,695 0288 <0.001 2,704 0.285 <0.001
cohort 1968 4,391 0.391 <0.001 4,402 0.291 <0.001
cohort 1963 E476 0.387 <0.001 E.483 0.397 <0.001
cohort 1870 7.802 0.401 <0.001 817 0.401 <0.001
cohort 1971 8,858 0424 <0.001 8.870 0.424 <0.001
cohort 1972 8822 0.448 <0.001 8.837 0.448 <0.001
cohort 1973 5733 0.475 <0.001 8,799 0.475 <0.001
cohort 1374 8,555 0.504 <0.001 8.535 0.505 <0.001
cohort 1375 7.052 0.537 <0.001 7102 0.538 <0.001
cohort 1978 5,035 0578 <0.001 5.091 0.578 <0.001
cohort 1977 2879 0E19 <0.001 2,958 0.620 <0.001
cohort 1978 Saaias pieii
Macro economic indicators
EGR in prior year -0.061 0.079 0.453
CFlin prior year . 149 0.023 <0.001
Random Effect
Level 1 2319 2319
Level 2 (year effect) 1.789 0.773 <0.001
Model Fit
Deviance 3270.6 3260.3
MEA E4 STl et Ql7etd 24 - =gEj(MStista u4)




Mullilevel APC Models for the 2nd or higher Childbearing in Seoul, 1335-2006

Model 1 Model 2
Coefiicient  (S.E.} P-Value Coefiicient  (S.E.)  P-Value
Fixed Effect T T e s STt pa——
~Intercept 0.565 0.625 0.385 5 0568 0311 0100
Age 25 2,453 0.326 <0.001 2442 0.326 <0.001
Age 26 4649 0391 <0001 4638 0.391 <0.001
Age 27 7482 0.335 <0.001 7450 0.335 <0.001
Age 28 10,373 0.338 <0.001 10,367 0.338 <0.001
Age 29 12,029 o401 <0001 12,019 o401 <0.001
Age 20 14,568 0.334 <0001 14,561 0.394 <0.001
Age 31 13.128 0.386 <0.001 13122 0.386 <0.001
Age 32 10,364 0.380 <0.001 10,360 0.380 <0.001
Age 32 7193 0.374 <0001 191 0.374 <0.001
Age 34 4,758 0.370 <0001 4757 0.370 <0.001
Age 35 3.273 0.366 <0.001 3.273 0.366 <0.001
Age 36 1718 0.364 <0.001 1718 0.364 <0.001
Age 37 0.865 0,362 ooy 0.264 0362 om7
Age 38 0.306 0.360 0.336 0.306 0.360 0.396
B 3 e
cohort 1965 2382 03 <0.001 2,363 03 <0.001
cohort 1966 2989 0.30m <0.001 2978 0,301 <0.001
cohort 1967 3574 0.252 <0001 3575 0.252 <0.001
cohort 1368 4.848 0.237 <0001 4.850 0.237 <0.001
cohort 1969 5.626 0,301 <0.001 5628 0,301 <0.001
cohort 1970 4.870 0,305 <0.001 4.874 0,305 <0.001
cohort 1971 4724 0322 <0001 4,725 0322 <0.001
cohort 1372 3638 0341 <n.001 3640 0.340 <0.001
cohort 1373 2773 0.361 <0001 2,787 0.361 <0.001
cohort 1974 1.677 0.3z4 <0.001 1,693 0383 <0.001
cohort 1975 -0.068 0.409 0.868 -0.042 0.409 0920
cohort 1976 -0.913 0.437 0.037 -0.898 0.437 0.040
cohort 1977 -1.223 0.471 o010 -1.205 0.471 oot
CONONAISTo ettt s o e
Macro economic indicators
EGR in prior year 0.001 0.061 0.991
CPLin prior year -0.173 o018 <0.001
Random Effect
Level 1 1.8 1.761
)Lava\ 2 (year sffect - e it
Model Fit
Deviance 2337.8 2380.7
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Youngtae Cho, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor of Demography
Seoul National University

'How Low Seoul’s Fertility?

® Changes of total fertility rate (TFR) over time

Korea Seoul Busan Kyonggi
1997 1.520 1,322 1,290 1.872
1998 1,448 1,257 1,228 1,585
1999 1.410 1.204 1,195 1,643
2000 1.467 1.e62 1.228 1.614
2001 1.297 1.009 1.092 1.424
2002 1,168 0,535 0,965 1.282
2003 1,180 1,003 087 1.310
2004 1,154 1.004 0,945 1.268
2005 1.096 0922 0.673 1173
2006 1123 0,963 0.908 1.2z
2007 1,280 1,056 1.018 1,350
2008 1192 1o 0.9a0 1,265
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“Determinants of TFR

» Tempo: age of childbearing
* Quantum: number of children

Changes
in
TFR

e =
-
Is it tempo or quantun s lowered Seoul®
tempoorg ‘thathas| ulsTFR?
Apospociliic Barth Raic of Sooul far Parily Gae, 9553006
T T v T v e e zenz zeea 2o o 2000
~ w053 908 7.8 67.8 6zg 513 0.8 3 293 26.9 235 203
5Lz Bog
£ Y9 w8.8 035 goa B6.6. 757 Go.o 4B.7 454 42.6 52 347
-p8 3
= 56 g w35 w30 w25 928 8o3 68a 64.2 610 58 475
.8 sB.o
= 835 857 854 8oz 993 935 86.z 774 78.z 745 655 6z3
o 254
E] 543 527 56.3 617 6ga 774 =7 6o.7 774 770 66.2 66.0
42.6 32
2 a3 339 a8 4p-o 569 636 60.8 597 brg ™o 654 68.6
s39 66
= zBa 26.9 26.2 00 352 a8 40.4 454 4B.0 533 532 sB.o
an0 6.8
a= 0.6 B.6 0.2 w5 223 27.0 27.0 257 36 387 40-6 47-9
375 39
= Bt 1 Bz 13 54 .9 B8 n5 238 26.9 250 B4
239 4.0
£l o5 97 w5 o2 ».8 mnq ns5 ny 53 By z0.7 237
8.5 n52
= 76 74 71 6.8 77 o2 oa o7 nz 1.0 5o 79
=g n52
= 58 53 53 53 6.3 62 6.5 67 78 93 97 g
6.9 973
£ 41 39 39 4z 4.3 55 51 47 56 57 58 6.8
344 685
= =8 26 30 32 35 35 35 35 39 39 43 47
243 653
= 17 23 24 17 23 26 27 27 27 30 28 28
57.0 64.5
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Is it tempo-or quantur-that has lowered Seoul’s TFR?

Aperpeciiic Birth Ryce of Seoud far Parity Twe and wp, 19952006
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
75 w7 w8 267 =mg ma H6 mg w3 BB 6.7 [ 50

58.2 B7.5
26 62.8 sy 424 358 30 20.2 s g B7 nz ga 0.2
35 B854
27 Bo.g 740 Go.s 57 44-4 452 352 26.6 235 05 1z =9
44 840
28 88z 836 7po 672 626 616 513 404 356 28 233 mz
E 2 759
29 Bg.0 o9 79.8 757  6Bo 747 622 524  4B.6 40.6 77 3005
-aba 657
30 a6 86.2. 830 88a 867 gz8 768 639 sBa B35 44-2 450
13 509
3 T35 >4 721 702 9 834 70.3 650 Goz 58.a 525 522
s -29-0
3z 508 56.7 56.6 535 526 64 5B.4 527 571 54.6 510 554
72 73
33 a6 492 a6 a7 389 @5 a5 ~q 424 473 Bz 483
6.9 .0
34 77 S Be 293 3pa o z9a 2B.4 S 36 54 393
27 20.0
35 230 230 220 ns =8 252 230 229 250 2Bg B4 M5
95 459
a6 Bz 50 7.0 53 Ba 7.9 b.o by bz B.g .6 222
o8 aba
37 w3 w5 s o nz o né ny nz oz 6 5.7
258 68
38 71 7z 79 79 77 85 9.0 8.5 75 8.7 78 B9
0.3 258
39 4.6 4.6 51 49 49 57 55 55 55 55 56 537
246 24.7
total 7202 6759 6425 5055 5684 g3 sm31 4622 4452 427z 3B6e gop
47 -85
5
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Whré'_i':{do we learn from_fhose numbers?

* First child

» 1995 to 2000: 7.2% reduction in TFR#%39

* 1995 to 2006: 18.8% reduction in TFR?39

» Large reduction among mothers aged 25 to 28 (64%)

» Large gain (recuperation) among mothers aged 29 to 35
(81%)

= Overall, the tempo effect was greater in its impact on the
reduced TFR of the first child than the quantum effect.

» Seoul women more likely have postponed than have
avoided first child bearing... then they recuperated first
child bearing years later.




What do we learn from those numbers?

* Second or higher order child
* 1995 to 2000: 14.7% reduction in TFR2339
» 1995 t0 2006: 43.5% reduction in TFR2539
» Large reduction among mothers aged 25 to 32 (60%)
» Little gain among mothers aged 33 and up (30%)

» Overall, the quantum effect was greater in its impact on
the reduced TFR of the second or higher order child
than the tempo effect.

= Seoul women more likely to have avoid second or higher

order childbearing than have postponed and
recuperated years later.

‘Has economic condition-affected the tempo and
quantum effect?

» Korean society, as a whole, has changed dramatically
after the economic crisis (so called the IMF CRISIS).

* Previous literature of a kind has paid attention to the
economic conditions as a main player that has affected
childbearing-related valuesand behaviors.

* Then,

I R
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Whataspects of economic conditions?

* Measures of macro-economic conditions

= Annualized Economic Growth Rate
» Overall economic growth status
» Maybe apart from individuals economic conditions

» Consumer Price Index
» Measures individual feeling of economic conditions
» May not reflect the national-level economic situation

» Multilevel Age-Period-Cohortanalysis
= Level 1: age and cohort
» Level 2:year

Multilevel APC Models for the Ist Childbearing in Seoul, 1935-2006

Model 1 Model 2 T
Coefficient (5.E.) P-Yalue Cosfficient (EED) P-Value g
__Fixed Effect e D ) —
T Intercept 0,082 0613 0,837 0,084 0.208 0.841
Age 25 8177 0.503 <0.001 8.151 0.503 <0.001
Age 26 12,508 0514 <0.001 12,481 0.514 <0.001
Age 27 15,097 0520 <0.001 15,068 0.520 <0.001
Age 28 14,403 0524 <0.001 14,374 0.524 <0.001
Age 29 10.505 0527 <0.001 10,477 0.527 <0.001
Age 30 8077 0513 <0.001 8.057 0.513 <0.001
Age 31 4.457 0.509 <0001 4.442 0.509 <0.001
Age 32 2118 0.500 <0001 2105 0.500 <0.001
Age 33 0,603 0.433 0.221 0.536 0.433 0.227
Age 34 -0.215 0.487 0.659 -0.220 0.487 0.651
Age 35 -0.354 0.482 0,463 -0.353 0.4a2 0.457
Age 26 -0.289 0473 A -0.292 0,473 0413
Age 37 -0.281 0476 0.556 -0.283 0.476 0.553
Age 38 -0.101 0.475 0.831 -0.102 0.475 0.830
Age 39 pmens e
cohort 1965 1.714 0410 <0.001 1.630 0.408 <0.001
cohort 1966 2,005 0.387 <0.001 1.933 0.3396 <0.001
cohort 1967 2,695 0288 <0.001 2,704 0.285 <0.001
cohort 1968 4,391 0.391 <0.001 4,402 0.291 <0.001
cohort 1963 E476 0.387 <0.001 E.483 0.397 <0.001
cohort 1870 7.802 0.401 <0.001 817 0.401 <0.001
cohort 1971 8,858 0424 <0.001 8.870 0.424 <0.001
cohort 1972 8822 0.448 <0.001 8.837 0.448 <0.001
cohort 1973 5733 0.475 <0.001 8,799 0.475 <0.001
cohort 1374 8,555 0.504 <0.001 8.535 0.505 <0.001
cohort 1375 7.052 0.537 <0.001 7102 0.538 <0.001
cohort 1978 5,035 0578 <0.001 5.091 0.578 <0.001
cohort 1977 2879 0E19 <0.001 2,958 0.620 <0.001
cohort 1978 Saaias pieii
Macro economic indicators
EGR in prior year -0.061 0.079 0.453
CFlin prior year -0.149 0.023 <0.001
Random Effect
Level 1 2319 2319
Level 2 (year effect) 1.789 0.773 <0.001
Model Fit
Deviance 3270.6 3260.3




Mullilevel APC Models for the 2nd or higher Childbearing in Seoul, 1335-2006

Model 1 Model 2
Coefiicient  (S.E.} P-Value Coefiicient  (S.E.)  P-Value
Fixed Effect T e e ST pe—
~Intercept 0.565 0.625 0.385 5 0568 0311 0100
Age 25 2,453 0.326 <0.001 2442 0.326 <0.001
Age 26 4649 0391 <0001 4638 0.391 <0.001
Age 27 7482 0.335 <0.001 7450 0.335 <0.001
Age 28 10,373 0.338 <0.001 10,367 0.338 <0.001
Age 29 12,029 o401 <0001 12,019 o401 <0.001
Age 20 14,568 0.334 <0001 14,561 0.394 <0.001
Age 31 13.128 0.386 <0.001 13122 0.386 <0.001
Age 32 10,364 0.380 <0.001 10,360 0.380 <0.001
Age 32 7193 0.374 <0001 191 0.374 <0.001
Age 34 4,758 0.370 <0001 4757 0.370 <0.001
Age 35 3.273 0.366 <0.001 3.273 0.366 <0.001
Age 36 1718 0.364 <0.001 1718 0.364 <0.001
Age 37 0.865 0,362 ooy 0.264 0362 om7
Age 38 0.306 0.360 0.336 0.306 0.360 0.396
B 3 e
cohort 1965 2382 03 <0.001 2,363 03 <0.001
cohort 1966 2989 0.30m <0.001 2978 0,301 <0.001
cohort 1967 3574 0.252 <0001 3575 0.252 <0.001
cohort 1368 4.848 0.237 <0001 4.850 0.237 <0.001
cohort 1969 5.626 0,301 <0.001 5628 0,301 <0.001
cohort 1970 4.870 0,305 <0.001 4.874 0,305 <0.001
cohort 1971 4724 0322 <0001 4,725 0322 <0.001
cohort 1372 3638 0341 <n.001 3640 0.340 <0.001
cohort 1373 2773 0.361 <0001 2,787 0.361 <0.001
cohort 1974 1.677 0.3z4 <0.001 1,693 0383 <0.001
cohort 1975 -0.068 0.409 0.868 -0.042 0.409 0920
cohort 1976 -0.913 0.437 0.037 -0.898 0.437 0.040
cohort 1977 -1.223 0.471 o010 -1.205 0.471 oot
CONONAISTo ettt s o e
Macro economic indicators
EGR in prior year 0.001 0.061 0.991
CPLin prior year -0.173 o018 <0.001
Random Effect
Level 1 1.8 1.761
Level 2 {year sffect - e it
Model Fit
Deviance 2337.8 2380.7

Whatdo we learn from-those numbers?

» Effect of economic conditions

» Consumer Price Index has strong but negative effect on
both the tempo of first childbearing and the quantum of
second or higher childbearing,

= Economic Growth Rate has no effect for both cases

Economicconditions Hempo
thatpeople feel on i
theirskin

Quantum




—Policy Directions
* Whatshould be the target?
» The tempo of 1** childbearing?

» The quantum of 24 or higher childbearing?
» Quantum should be the target

» National Economic Growth or the ‘skin’ Economy?
» The ‘skin’ economy should be the target

= What other conditions?
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Family Policies and Fertility:
Which Policies Matter?

Gerda Neyer (Max Plank Institute for Demographic Research,
Senior Research Scientist)

The decline in fertility rates below or even far below replacement levels in
most developed countries has lead to a renewed interest in family policies as
a remedy against low and lowest low fertility, Demographers and social
scientists are divided about the potential usefulness of family policies as a
means to raise fertility level, This presentation will discuss the
interrelationship between family policies and fertility, taking the Nordic and
other European countries as an example, The cases illustrate that there is a
fine balance between family policies, employment and gender issues, affecting

childbearing behavior in various and sometimes unintended ways
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Family Policies and Fertility
Which Policies Matter?

Gerda Neyer

2009 Seoul International Forum on
Supporting Childbearing and Childrearing
Seoul, Sept 3-4, 2009

N &, Total Fertility Rate in Europe (2004)
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O\ gt Low Fertility and Public Policies in Europe

low fertility in Europe: increasing political concern
2/3 of European countries regard their
fertility level as too low

3/4 of European countries have or consider
political measures to increase fertility

e

L

<13 [J15-15 M15-20 El20-3+

Low Fertility and Public Policies in Europe

policy directions in Europe:

European Union and Council of Europe:
— recongciliation of work and family
— gender policies

National governments diverse set of policies
— recongciliation of work and family
— expansion of parental leave
— financial support

Municipality/Region
— childcare/child minding benefits
— alliances for the family

43
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Low Fertility and Public Policies in Europe

m) Do family policies affect fertility?
m) How do family policies affect fertility?

B> Which familiy policies matter for fertility?

I\ it Do Family Policies Affect Fertility*

University

mp inconclusive results (macro-level studies)
timing of births (?)

quantum of fertility ?
structure of ferility?

=) conception of family policies and method of study
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A "™ How Do Family Policies Affect Fertility?

University

set of different policies
- belong to different policy areas
- vary across countries
- change over time

embedded in socio-economic, political envirenment
- in line with or contrary to other policies
- interact with environment and its changes

normative ordering
- symbolic meaning
- interact with cultural norms

N How Do Family Policies Affect Fertility? o

University

state & institutional setting

family policies

society} market

\ 4 v

partnership

» parenthood

2
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Which Family Policies Matter for Fertility?

=) Pgrental Leave Policies
mm) Childcare Policies

B Gender & Employment Pelicies

Which Family Policies Matter for Fertility?

Parental Leave and Fertility
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Effects of Income-related Parental-leave Benefits

\ Skl on Second-birth Risks
1,8
1,6 +
14 1
1,2 4
1,0
3 Finland
08 o . —— Norway
\ —— Denmark
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06 ; . ]
1970 1980 1990 2000
Neyer, Andersson, Rensen, Hoem, Vikat 2006
g 4 Impacts of Family Policies & Economic Development

—/ \ Stockholm|
University
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O\ gt Which Family Policies Matter for Fertility?

Policy Conclusions: Positive effects of policies which:

) maintain women’s (men’s) income level during
parental leave

m) support and maintain women's labor-force participation

A fkh,m Which Family Policies Matter for Fertility?

University

Childcare and Fertility
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- First-birth Risks and Availability of
—/\ Childcare (0-3 Jahre) in Germany
W0-< 5%
16 16 m5-< 20%
0 20-< 50%
W= 50%
1
West Gemnany East Germany Hank/Kreyenfeld 2004
- First-birth Risks and Availability of
-/\ Childcare (0-3 Jahre) in Germany
B No Grandmother
143 B Grandmother
1
Woest Germany East Germany
Hank/Kreyenfeld 2004
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Which Family Policies Matter for Fertility?

Policy Conclusions:

) yailability of childcare (public or private) seems to be a
pre-requisite for having a child

mm) ublic chikdcare seems to have a greater effect than
private childcare availability

N issas|  Which Family Policies Matter for Fertiity?

University

Gender & Employment Policies
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First-birth Rates by Women’s Income
Childless Women Aged 30 to 45

m
J\ University
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O\ gt Which Family Policies Matter for Fertility?

Policy Conclusions:

m) women's income important for childbearing

) cnder-equal wage policy should supplement
employment policy

| . g . - i
D\ it Which Policies Matter for Fertility"

University

— licics always situated in the institutional, economic,
cultural setling of a country
— limited transferability of policies

=) Policy directions

— recongciliation of work and family

— providing sufficient and high quality childcare

— supporting women s/mothers” employment

— securing women’s/mothers” income

— prometing gender equality in employment &
income

— prometing changes in gender behavior

52
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Issues in raising fertility in East Asian cities:

with special reference to Singapore

Gavin Jones (Singapore National University)

Fertility rates have fallen to very low levels in East Asian cities, and
indeed in the countries of which they are a part, Anti—natalist policies in
place while fertility in these countries was still high were left in place for far
too long — in most cases for 10 or 20 years —after replacement level fertility
was reached, Now there have been changes in policy, but it can be argued
that the changes have been too little, too late, The paper focuses on fertility
trends in Singapore, which is both a country and a city, making it easier than
for most cities to track policy changes specific to the city. In Singapore,
many policy and program changes have been made since 1987 in the interests
of raising fertility, but after an initial slight upsurge, fertility has continued
to trend downwards. Pronatalist policies (seen more as pronatalist policies
than as family policies) have been strengthened at various points since then,
but fertility has continued to trend downwards, This does not necessarily
mean that the policies have failed, That they have failed to raise fertility
towards replacement level is clear, But it is possible that fertility would have
fallen to even lower levels in their absence,

The fact is that there are strong forces exerting downward pressure on
fertility rates in Singapore, as elsewhere in East Asia, The last part of the
paper discusses these forces, and what needs to be done — beyond what is

currently being done — to raise fertility,
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Figure 8.1. Live Births and Total Fertility Rate 1957-2005
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Source: Singapore Registry of Births and Deaths, various years; Singapore Dept of Statistics 2006b
Note: Figures for 1980 and subsequent years are for resident population only
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Issues in raising fertility in East
Asian Cities: with special reference
to Singapore

Gavin W. Jones
Asia Research Institute
National University of Singapore

Overview of this presentation

Recent fertility trends in East Asia

Delays in reversing anti-natalist policies in
the region

Fertility trends in Singapore
Developments in population and family
policies in Singapore

Singapore in East Asian context: the
prospects for raising fertility
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Table 1 Trends in Total Fertility Rates and projected population

growth, selected East Asian countries

Tatal feriility rates Japan | Senth | Taiwan | Singapere | HangKsng
Karea SAR
1995 142 164 178 1.67 na
1996 143 170 176 166 119
1997 139 154 177 161 112
1998 1138 147 147 147 1.02
1999 134 142 156 147 098
2000 136 147 168 1.60 14
2001 1133 130 140 141 093
2002 132 117 134 137 094
2003 129 117 124 125 090
2004 129 116 118 124 093
2005 125 108 112 124 097
2006 132 113 112 126 098
Prujecied % gruwth, UN medinm prejection, 2005 38
Population 43 28 na 202 223
15-64 age group 170 E-¥] na 03 42
15-24 age group 200 369 na 252 -153
Projected % graowth, UN law projeciion, 200530~
Population 99 43 127 130
15-64 age group 198 122 na 33 09
15-24 age group 377 531 423 382
* Unite ons jon Division
Table 2 Delays in reversing anti-natalist policies,
selected East Asian countries
Country \'eaf in whicr Yﬁ in ?I!_il:‘h Nunb.erof!eals ‘)f. below i Comments
fe;ﬁlily was policy was i wlrlen policy
hed d reversed
Singapore 1975 1987 12 25 —
South Korea 1984 1996 12 20 Very mildly pro natalist
policies
South Korea 1984 2004 20 50 More serious pro-natalist
measures
Taiwan 1984 1992 8 20 Pro-natalist statementbutno
measures
Taiwan 1984 2006 2 47 Specific pro-natalist
measures under
consideration
Japan+ 1973 1990 17 25 Mildly pro-natalistmeasures
China 1992(7) No reversal 16(+) 25% below replacementin
2007, policy not altered
111 Actually, Japan's TFR was skghily below replacement level as exaly as the 1950s, bul it hovered around that level for twe decades,
and did not fal definilively below replacement level until 1973,
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Reasons for delayed response to
below-replacement fertility

» Population momentum (population still
growing while fertility well below long-term
replacement level)

* |nertia and entrenched bureaucratic
interests

» Theoretical deficiency - widespread
assumption that fertility would
“automatically” rise again toward
replacement level

Singapore: live births and total
fertility rate, 1957-2005

Figure 8.1. Live Births and Total Fertility Rate 1957-2005

"o A 1 Biths ——TFR
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r

0.0

8 5 g g
Source: Singapore Registry of Births and Deaths, various years; Singapore Dept of Statistics 2006b
Note: Figures for 1980 and subsequent years are for resident population only
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Population and family
policies in Singapore 1975-84

Background

- Rapid economic development

- Social acceptance of contraceptive use

- Women entering the workforce in large numbers

- "Declining marriage rates and fertility for educated
women

- Fertility was at replacement level in 1975, and
declined further to 1.61 in 1983

Tone of family policies did not change
But a gradual re-think was taking place

Singapore policy initiatives
1984 and 1987

19;14 —“Eugenics phase”
- Pro-natalist policies for well-educated VS anti-natalist for poorly educated
- Strong public opposition to these policies

1987 —first major introduction of pro-natalist policies
- Former anti-natalist policies loosened or abandoned
- “Stop at two” replaced by “Have three or more children, if you can afford it”
Tpriorityin applying for a larger HDB apartment (for having a 3™ child)
tax rebates for 3™ or 4% children
Part-time work and childcare leave introduced for female civil servants
General encouragement of marriage

Results —a rise in fertility for a time from 1988, especially for Malays
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Policy developments 1987-1999

Balancing work and family

Leading concerns:

- Encouragement of marriage

- Importance and significance of children in families
Background

- Age at first marriage for both brides and grooms continued to rise

- Fertility continuing to decline, after rise in 1988-90.

Policies

1}  Priorityto large families for upgrade to bigger HDB flats

2)  Taxincentives, ¢.g. substantial tax rebates for third or fourth children

3)  Extendeduse of Medisave to cover delivery costs of the third child

4)  Center-based childcare subsidy was initiated

5)  Public sector flexible work and compassionate leave schemes

Results

- Significant impact on the ideology of the family

- Placed tremendous stress on women

Policies in Singapore beyond 2000

Shifting the focus on the family

Leading concerns:
1) support investment in family
2) Childcare shouldbe a shared responsibility betweenhusbands and wives
Policies
1) “thebabybonus’ scheme
For 2= and 3™ children (two-tier payment)
$$3,000 for 2™ child and 5$5,000 for 3™ child
- paid in 5 instalments over five years
both parents and government engage in a co-savings account
2) Foreign domestic workers scheme, e_g. tax relief for the Foreign Maid Levy
3)  Public-housing-allocation policies, €.g. Third Child Priority Housing
Scheme
4)  Maternity leave for 8 weeks (introducedin2001)
3) Patemityleave
5)  Paidleave in the public sectorto marry and look after sick children
6)  Flexible working hours
7)  Childcaresubsidy (in childcare centres)
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Policies adopted in Singapore (2004)

New schemes Extension of existing
schemes

- Medisave maternity package - Extending paid maternity
leave from 8 to 12 weeks

- Statutory two-day paid - Further modification of
childcareleave provisions for getting an HDB
(<7 years of age) apartment

- Lower maid levy (<12 years of |- Extension of the baby bonus
age) to first and fourth children

- Introduction of a five-day - Imcrease subsidy paid for

working week in the civil service | childeare
- Tax relief for working mothers | - Streamlined working mother’s

- Equal medical benefits for child-reliefscheme
males and females - More liberal parenthood tax

-Grandparent childcare relief rebate

Singapore in East Asian context

» Policies directed towards reversal of low
fertility
-Encouragement of marriage
-Financial incentives for childbearing

-Support for parents to combine work
and family

-Broad social change supportive of
children and parenting
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How does Singapore rate?

» Encouragement of marriage — Singapore leads
the pack - scores an A

Figure: Trends in Proportion Single among Women Aged 35-39,
1970-2005

30

25

20

15

10

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

The other sets of policies

» Financial incentives - Singapore scores a B.
While baby bonus scheme, tax relief scheme
and childcare subsidy provide meaningful
incentives, they cover only a small part of the
cost of raising children. Cost to Government
estimated as S$800 million (US$560 million)

» Support for parents to combine work and family
— Singapore scores a B+ because of significant
developments

» Broad social change supportive of children and
parenting — Singapore scores a B-
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Underlying anti-natalist forces in
Singapore (and other East Asian
cities)
» Factors leading to high levels of

singlehood

« Difficulty of combining work and family —
especially for women

 Limited contribution by husbands to
housework and childraising

* The cult of the successful child

* Financial costs of raising children (related
to previous point)

What can be done to raise fertility?

» Facilitate marriage (Singapore example)
* |ncrease financial transfers to those who bear
and raise children

* “Family friendly” workplaces — more flexible
working hours, maternity and paternity leave
provisions, childcare facilities

« Change patriarchal mindsets, ideology of the
successful child (this will take time and effort)

» Trade off some economic growth for more
relaxed lifestyle?
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An Analysis of Seoul City's Support System for
Multi—Child Families

Hey—Jung Jun (Yonsei University, Professor)

In this study, 150 women residents of Seoul who have had children or are
married and fertile were asked to answer a structured questionnaire
regarding Seoul City's support system for multi—child families, The
questionnaire included questions asking their awareness of, their assessment
of the effectiveness of, and their satisfaction with the various policies within
the City's multi—child family support system,

The results show that the women were most aware of the ‘Child—raising
Leave policy. The next two policies that ranked high in awareness were
‘Child—raising Stipends’ (from the third child and onwards), followed by
‘Maternity Leave.’

Of the multi—child family support policies, ‘Assurance of Return to the
Workplace After Maternity Leave was found to be most effective in inducing
women to bear, give birth to, and raise multiple children, The next two
policies in order of effectiveness were ‘Expansion of Child—care and
Child—raising Support (S0}A]Y) Facilities’ and ‘Child—raising Stipends.’

The respondents wanted most for the City to have more national child—care
facilites, followed in order of preference by child—care facilities within the
workplace, and then by high—quality private child—care facilities,

In terms of satisfaction, the survey revealed that the respondents were

most satisfied with the policy of ‘Free Boarding of Public Transportation for
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Three or More Infants or Toddlers Accompanied by Child Carer.’ Next in order
of satisfaction were policies regarding ‘Free Vaccination Service’ and
‘Provision of Iron—based Supplements for Women in Pregnancy. The overall
satisfaction with Seoul City's support policies for multi—child families was
high, but policies regarding ‘Multi—child Priority Cards’ and ‘Differentiated
(i.e. lower) Stipends for the N—th Child after the Second or Third were
deemed unsatisfactory,

The respondents chose child—care facilities as the most important factor in
building a regional environment where women can bear, give birth to, and
raise their children with a sense of security., Reduction of private cost of

education was also considered an important factor,
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(Policy Measures to Cope with Low Fertility in Tokyo)
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Policy Measures to Cope with
Low Fertility in Tokyo

Toru Suzuki (National Institute of Population and Social Security Research?)
Tokyo, Japan)

It is very natural that the largest city has lowest fertility in the nation,
Tokyo is not an exception, The TFR of Tokyo in 2008 was 1,09 and was lowest
in Japan, In addition, Tokyo has the highest population density, the highest
proportion of urban population, the highest proportion of tertiary industry
workers, the highest proportion of single women, the smallest household size
and the highest proportion of one person household, The relationship between
urbanity and non—family life may reflect suburbanization, concentration of
universities, higher economic power of women, and so forth,

Following to the Law for Measures to Support the Development of the Next
Generation, the Tokyo Metropolitan Government publicized its own action
program to foster the next generation in 2005, The program covers such
issues as consulting and medical treatment, compatibility between work and
family life, healthy growth and development of children, support for
problematic families, and environment design for safe and comfortable
childrearing, Besides the action program of Tokyo Metropolitan Government,
each municipality conducts own financial support program, afterschool

program and childcare program,

2) The views expressed in this paper are those of the author and not those of the National
Institute of Population and Social Security Research,
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Although such measures had some effects to promote fertility recovery
after 2005, it is difficult for Japan as a whole to catch up moderately low
fertility countries in Northern/Western Europe and English speaking world,
The cultural divide between moderately low fertility and very low fertility
implies that the difference cannot be overcome within a decade or two, A
cultural deterministic view on fertility asserts that moderately low fertility
can be attributed to the unique family patterns of Northern/Western Europe
characterized by weak family ties, the idea of contract for family relations,
relatively high position of women and children, early economic independence
of children, etc, Southern European countries and Japan have tradition of
feudalism as Northern/Western FEurope but their family patterns have
patriarchic and authoritarian tendency. The tension between the
socio—economic and the family system was higher than Northern/Western
Europe, and the TFR dropped to around 1,2, The TFR of countries with
Confucian family tradition went down further, This implies that the larger
the distance from Northern/Western European family pattern, the lower the
TFR declines,

Some cultural patterns can be acceptable political goals, even though it
takes long time to overcome the cultural difference, Practically all low
fertility policies include issue of gender equity and the compatibility between
work and family life, because no one would make objection against such well
accepted political goals, However, other cultural patterns are beyond the
family policy, Even though a government were aware of the late home leaving
is a reason of low fertility, it would be difficult to persuade parents to push
out their children from home earlier, If many parents believed that it is
essential for a young child to be taken care of by own mother, the
opportunity cost would remain high and the compatibility would not be
improved, Even if the key of moderately low fertility were the high
proportion of extramarital births, a government should not attempt to raise

the number of welfare mothers, Because of these “beyond policy elements, it
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would be impossible for Eastern Asian low fertility countries to achieve
moderately low fertility within a short period, If the family pattern is really
important, Korea and Taiwan might experience more difficulty than Japan
because the difference from European family pattern is larger for Confucian

families than for Samurai families,
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2008 2 Bl E4tE
1. Olonawa 1.78 21. Tochisi 142 41. Saitama 128
2. Miyazaki 1.60 22 Ishdawa 1.41 42, Osaka 1.28
3. Kaposhima 1.59 23. Wakayama 1.41 43. Kanagawa 1.27
4. Kumamobo 1.58 24. Gunma 1.40 44. Kyoio 1.22
5. Saga 1.55 25. Ehime 1.40 45, Nara 1.22
6. Fulan 1.54 26. Iwate 1.39 46. Hokkaido 1.20
7. Odia 1.53 27. Toyama 138 47. Tokyo Loo
8. Fukushima 1.52 28, Mie 1.38
9. Shimane 1.51 29, Ibaraki 1.37
10. Nagasaki 1.50 30. Nipgata 1.37
11. Kapawa 1.47 31. Fukuoka 1.37
12. Nagano 1.45 32 Kochi 1.36
13. Shipa 1.45 33. Yamanashi 135
14. Hiroshima 1.45 34. Gifu 1.35
15. Yamagata 1.44 35, Hyogo 1.34
16. Srmoka 1.44 36. Akia 1.32
17. Aichi 1.43 37. Acmon 1.30
18. Toitod 1.43 38. Toknshima 1.30
19. Okayama 1.43 39, Miyagi 1.29
20. Yamaguchi 1.43 40. Chiba 1.29
cC- O stA =0
ax o =7
01PN & (H/km?) 11,079 6,647 m
T ASHE (%) 863 993 (1)
34} A2 EALAL HIE(%%) 67.2 77.4 ()]
F2HXEAD 29.42 30.79 (1)
&= () 2.55 2.13 47
10101 HI 2(%6) 295 425 (1)
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Local Welfare
Da_?;ca.re Center, W
Kindergarden Child s
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Children and Family
School | — Support Center
Health Hospital,
Center Clinic
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Policy Measures to Cope with
Low Fertility 1n Tokyo

Toru Suzuki
National Institute of Population and Social Security Research
Tokyo, Japan

Total Fertility Rate

1.60

150
Japan
1.40
130
120
1.10 Tokyo
1.00
1990 1995 2000 2005

E3NS MEL HEE flet FHM M=A Wet — Toru Suzuki(Y2ZE AT A AZEFSETA
I

125



TFR by Prefecture in 2008

1. Olonawa 1.78
2. Miyazaki 1.60
3. Kaposhima 1.59
4. Kumamobo 1.58
5. Bapa 1.55
6. Fukui 1.54
7. Oia 1.53
8. Pukushima 1.52
9. Shwmanc 1.51
10. Nagasali 1.50
11. Kapawa 1.47
12. Nagano 1.45
13. Shipa 1.45
14. Hiroshima 1.45
15. Yamagata 1.44
16. Srmoka 1.44
17. Axhi 1.43
18. Totboo 1.43
19, Okayama 1.43
20. Yamapguchi 1.43

21.
22,
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29
30.
31.
32,
33.
34.
353
36.
37.
38.

39.
40.

Tochisi
Ishdawa
Wakayama

. Gunnia

Ehime
Iwate
Toyama
Mie
Iharaky
Fuknolka
Kochi

Y amanashi
Gifu
Hyogo
Alita
Aomori
Toknshima
Miyagi
Chiba

142
141
141
140
140
139
138
138
137
137
137
136
135
135
134
132
130
130
129
129

41.
42,
43.
44.
45.

46.
47

Saiama 128
Osaka 1.28
Kanagawa 1.27
Kyuoio 122
Nara 1.22
Hokkailo 1.20
Tokyo 1.09

Demographic Aspects of Tokyo Prefecture

Japan Tokyoe (Ramnk)
Population Density (persons/km?) 11,079 6,647 (1)
Proportion Urban (%) 863 993 (1)
Proportion of Tertiary Industry Workers (%) 67.2 77.4 (1)
Female SMAM (yeas) 2942 30.79 (1)
Mean Household Size (persons) 2.55 2.13 “an
Proportion of One Person Household (%) 295 425 (1)

2005 Census of Japan
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Law for Measures to Support the
Development of the Next Generation

Passed at Diet of Japan in July, 2003.

Local governments and large companies are
required to submit their own plans to foster
new generations.

Tokyo Metropolitan Government announced

own plan in April, 2005.
hitp-//srerw:metro tokyo jp/INET/KEIK AKTH2005/04/70f4q100 htm

Contents of Next Generation Plan of Tokyo

1. Consulting and Medical Treatment for Safe and Comfortable Childrearing
(1) Improving Repional Consulting and Support System
(2) Improving Maternal and Child Health System

II. Compatibility between Work and Family Life
(3) Improving City Onentated Childcare Service

III. Healthy Growth and Development of Children
(4) Steady Progress of Educational Reform
(35) Supporting Social Independence of Youth through Job Search, ctc

TV. Support of Independence of Children and Families that Need Special Support
(6) Prevention and After Care of Child Abuse
{7) Supporting Children That Cannot Live with Their Parents
(8) Supporting One Parent Family through Job Search, etc

V. Environment Design for Safe and Comfortable Childrearing
(9) Guarding Children from Harmful Information and Environment
(10) Supporting Safe and Comfortable Childrearing through Emergency SupportProgram

AL MEL USS flet M M=A 8ot — Toru Suzuki(Y2=EUT H At|2F AL
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(1) Improving Regional Consulting

and Support System

Local Welfare
Daycare Center, o

_ Commissioner,

Eanderearden Child Commissioner
Children’s
Police \ House
Children and Family
Schoal L— Support Center Neighhorhood
Self-Governing Body
Health Hospital,

Center Clinic

Missions of Children and Family
Support Center

- Consulting Service through Case Management

- Building Family Support Network

- At Home Childcare Service

- Coordination and Support for Volunteer Childcare Groups
- Prevention and After-Care for Maltreatment of Children

SR HEA 2SS 9Bt MM RS SOt — Toru Suzuki(YEZELIT U AlS|REOITA Aol
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(2) Improving Maternal and
Child Health System

- Consulting and Information Services

- Emergency Medical Care System

(3) Improving City Orientated
Childcare Service

Quantitative Goal of Daycare Enrolment
164,940 (2004) — 184,700 (2009)
Current Capacity 183,582 (2008)

Quality Improvement of Daycare Service

- Improvement of monitoring system

- Support for better enterpriscs

- Promotion of third party evaluation

-Support for municipalitics to improve claim and
consulting section

AL MEL USS flet M M=A 8ot — Toru Suzuki(Y2=EUT H At|2F AL
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(4) Steady Progress of
Educational Reform

- Steady progress of already existing educational reform
plan

- Improving educational achievement through class
improvement plan

- Launching new curriculum “Tradition and Culture of
Japan” in Tokyo metropolitan high schools

- Making “Volunteer Activity” compulsory in Tokyo
metropolitan high schools

- Developing cooperation among school, family and
community

(5) Supporting Social Independence
of Youth through Job Search, etc

- Providing with internship program and consulting
gervice in "Tokyo Job Center"

- Organizing "Youth Supporting Companies” that have
internship or seminar
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Financial Support Programs of Shinjuku Ward

Child Allowance

-12~135 years old (until graduation of junior high school)

- 5,000 yen / month (1st & 2nd); 10,000 yen / month (3rd+)
- Means tested (approximately same as national program)

Subsidization of Medical Expense
-0~15 years old (until graduation of junior high school)
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Afterschool Programs of Shinjuku Ward

Primary School Students Club (32E257)

- 1st~3rd grades, parents are absent from home
- 6,000 yen / month

- Managed by a professional childcare taker

- Monday to Saturday, until 5 or 6 pm.

Afterschool Playground (IUER#FEEVAID)
- All the primary school students can submit

- 200 yen as submission fee

- Managed by volunteers

- Monday to Friday, until 4 or 6 pm.

Specific Childcare Services of Shinjuku Ward

Child Short Stay (FEHa—rFXT A1)

- Emergency short stay up to seven days

- 6,000 yen / day

- Preschoolers (at Futaba Daycare Center)

- Preschoolers and primary school students (at submitted family)

Home Visiting Service (B R X IB - ER X IEFEHBEE)
- Sending a helper for childeare or other house works
- 1,000 yen / hour

- Monday to Friday, 9 am to 5 pm.
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Cultural Divide of Fertility
Northern/Western Europe  English Speaking USA, CAN, AUS, NZL
and Cultural Offspring Countries
_ Northern Europe SWE, NOR, FIN, DEN, GBR,
Moderately Low Fertility IRL, ISL
TFR> 1.5 Western Europe BEL, NED, LUX, FRA
German Speaking GER, AUT, SUL, LIE
Countries
Low Fertility Countries Southern Europe ITA, ESP, POR, GRE, MLT,
former YUG
Very Low Fertility Eastern Europe & BUL, CZE, SVK, HUN, POL,
former USSR ROM, former URS
TFR. < 1.5
Eastern Asian JPN, KOR, TWN
Advanced Countrics
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Gender Equity and Fertility (2005~06)
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2.0

Female Home-Leaving and Fertility

(Cohort Born around 1960 x TFR in 2006)
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Early Childhood Service and Fertility (1998~2000)
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Extramarital Births and Fertility (2006~07)
22
r=0.591 . <
2.0 .,
* *
1.8 Oy *
- *
E 16 *
-~ & *
*
+*
H ’J?PN * ..0.‘: * o’
1.2
+ KOR
1.0
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Proportion of Extramarital Births (%)

Cultural Pattern and Fertility

Moderately Low Fertility  Very Low Fertility

Gender Equity High Low
o -
Home Leaving Early Late
Care Takerof Young  Motherand Various Mother’s Supreme
Children Professionals Role
Extramarital Births High Low
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Cultural Deterministic View of Fertility

Northern/Western Europe

Offspring of feudal family;
Weak family ties,

Early home-leaving,

High position of women

Southern Furope & Japan

Offspring of fendal family with patriarchic and
authoritarian tendency;

Strong family ties,

Late home-leaving,

Strong gender role segregation

Korea & Taiwan

TFR>1.0?

Offspring of Confucian family,
Stronger patriarchic and authoritarian tendency
than feudal family

ERAL MEM HSS St T ME=X &t — Toru Suzuki(Y2IE QAT L AL EEETA MAA

137






A7k 4 A

rie
ftjo
of
ok
—'—4

RSN AEA TRt

r

=238 (MSAY7IEMT A7)

! SA1e] F08 ol HREL 2ew], WAL
S17] Sle weklA s 918 et Uk, Aol H4HE
da A3 FH 7 A I S 1417] Aol AA HA o] Fo
A a0 AEAt A2 SEEE JYEo] gk, AA 9] FASAES
1,199 92 OECD=7} & 7 A Z3}1H(OECD H+t1.6%), A&Al+= 1,06z A
SRk 425 ek itk ol ejdt EAES] S AT sk e
NsEAA ERne FEEs A0s 2T feirt Ao
&A= AEA @l A5 di-gsh7] H off 24, =AY, 7RIS mATE,
o]/JHRDA|Y & 47 Gl 6571 A= W3 Fofl Aot AsAtdls A2 b2t
S8 MDY WAt AT B3] FA 4R WaHE ASE 2L 93 welo] T
Axh e, AHeAl B9, B Aol vlsf G dtal e A9 Bl
ol o, A= ARIAI) 22.3%0] 0] Aol FEE o] e M= ALste] AE4t
=52 8l € 718 S (work—family balance)ol| A=2 AAE F3) vz &
24o] 9t

©
ft
%
m& o

2 A7 At Aol AdotEle FARNA A3t 7Y FHe Akl AE
AR EAIE s8] At disdHeRA 7de] 7RSSR Bake H%E AeAlS]

AN o st Faol ik & APel FHL B v,
H, NEAe] AZA Folok AFA A3 WIS PAS BI, BH, 424 FHL
Slat o /by Fgel BT ABA FHS 919 719 el ASsES

ok AR, AEA] 71909 AbEEAel SR oiF S SRS <14 1 A
off et AHEAE B3, MRS Hetety, vpAEro R 7]9le] AR &
ot W A gere ANSaR sk




Low Fertility Issues in Seoul:

Focus on Work—Family Balance Policy

Eunyoung Moon (Seoul Foundation of Women & Family, Research Fellow)

As issues on low fertility rates today have been taken very seriously in
South Korea, efforts have been made to prepare for measures in the pan— and
local government level, Comparing to Europe countries for example, already
experienced the decrease in birth rate at a slower pace over the last century,
Korea saw it declining so rapidly. As of today, Korea's birth rate sinks to
1.19, the lowest among OECD countries comparing to their average rate of
1.6, and Seoul records 1,06, even lower than the national average, The
declining rates would aggravate other troubles in society and economy sectors
in Korea, fuelled by aging population,

In order to tackle the problem with aggressive measures, Seoul has now led
sixty—five programs in four areas, such as childbirth encouragement,
childcare benefits, establishing family—friendly environment, and human
resources development plans for women, Multilateral approaches should be
made to prepare for policy against low fertility rates, and extra care has to
be taken to create childbirth— and childcare—friendly social culture, Given
that women living in Seoul have a job at a higher rate than in other regions
and 22.3% of business is located in Seoul, it has to be considered as a
primary target to set measures for work—family balance to get over low
fertility rates,

The goal of this study is to help Seoul city to prepare for countermeasures
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to establish family—friendly system by corporate in response to need for
solving low fertility problem and for supporting working families, The study
consists of as follows; first, analyzing the trends of low fertility rates of
Seoul and reviewing its related policies; second, discussing the need to
reconcile job and family for working families to solve the low fertility rates
problem and family friendly systems in corporate, third, forecasting demand
for related policies through case—study of implementation and understanding
of the system by employees and personnel managers, and the last, suggesting

ideas to foster and enable the pro—family system of corporate to be settled.
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