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Abstract
East Asian welfare states have experienced majorms in the last two decades,
raising the question as to whether these welfdoeme signify a fundamental departure
from the East Asian welfare model, or merely anpsatzon of the model to socio-
economic changes. Overshadowed by the state-dpedicy-making model with a
strong functionalist bias focusing on socio-ecormuhiivers, the existing East Asian
welfare state literature has overlooked the funddaieolitical change brought by the
dual transition (i.e., democratisation and econdibiralisation), which have led to the
emergence of pluralistic societies. In order tbthis gap in the literature, this thesis
investigates the political underpinnings of welfaieforms in Korea with special
attention to societal actors, (notably trade uni@msployers’ associations, and political
parties) whose role feature prominently in the carapive welfare state literature, are
still largely neglected in East Asian welfare stagearch. Bringing these actors into the
analysis, the thesis examines how the rise of sal@etors has changed Korean welfare
politics by constraining policy autonomy of thetstan the domains of employment
protection, unemployment protection, and work/fgmiconciliation policies. To this
end, the thesis engages in analysing policy doctsyard in-depth elite interviews with
senior government officials as well as high-profilepresentatives of employers
associations, trade unions and parties.

The thesis argues that the politics of the Korealfare state has undergone a three step
transformation process in the post-transition gerithe developmental alliance could
no longer function as the sole driving force of faed state development during the first
civilian government (1993-1998), when organisedlabexercised its newly acquired
status of a veto player. Furthermore, the old dgviorce of social policy-making, the
developmental alliance, was replaced by the nelanak between the centre-left party
and organised labour during the first left governt(@998-2003) Lastly, parties moved
to centre stage of social policy-making during seeond left government (2003-2008)
and the current conservative government (2008-ptgsn

Drawing on competing theories of the welfare stateparticular, the Power Resource
approach, the employer-centred varieties of capitaperspective, and the state-centred
theorem, and the parties-matter thesis — the thesidributes to developing a
comprehensive political account on welfare staagformation in East Asia and to the
better embedding of the East Asian welfare stédealiure into the comparative welfare
state literature.
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1. Introduction

This thesis is about welfare reforms in South Koileathe last two decades, welfare
states in East Asia have undergone significantmefoDespite having generated heated
debates about their implications for welfare cdisita in East Asia, the reforms have
rarely been the object of scholarly attempts thgtire into why they happened. Even
among the few studies scrutinising the politicsveffare reforms, it is hard to find ones
which seriously take into account the overarchiofitipal change in those countries -
the emergence of pluralistic societies. The exgssnholarship on East Asian welfare
states tends to highlight uniqueness of East Asialfare states; the so-called ‘East
Asian exceptionalism’ illustrates that the estdisiient of residual welfare states in the
region was driven by the state. The scholarshigelsrdraws on cases from Japan and
the Newly Industrialised Countries in East Asiatéindy, Korea, Taiwan, Singapore and
Hong-Kong), although three countries in NortheasiaA(that is Japan, Korea and
Taiwan) have been given more attention due to ¥parmesion of welfare state in the
countries. Although it is well documented that peever balance has shifted towards
society in the state-society relations owing to tbemocratic transition and
consolidation in the region, the scholarship hastinaed its adherence to the state-led
framework. Most studies contend that the old pmditimechanism, which established
welfare capitalism in the region, is still at workhe same state that had led the
institutionalisation of welfare states in the ragis presumed to be in the driving seat of
welfare reforms. This deterministic view of thesing literature downplays the role of
non-state actors, and thus discourages the develupoh research moving beyond the
state-centred approach in the field. For this reagdails to capture impetus for reform
generated from outside the state. As a consequémegpproach leads to a deficient

political analysis, which undermines the prospddatigorous theory building. In order



to develop a comprehensive account of East Asidfakgereforms, therefore, the thesis
contends that an alternative perspective basedcomarehensive framework is needed.

This thesis is an attempt to provide an alterngtmespective.

1.1 Research Puzzle and Question

Three countries in East Asia — namely Japan, Kaned,Taiwan - are often classified as
the East Asian model due to their similarities aflifcal economy and cultural
background. The three countries not only achieved'‘e@wonomic miracle’ in the
aftermath of World Wars through the state-led indaksation (Rodrik, 2011, World
Bank, 1993; also see Johnson 1982 for the Japaasse Amsden 1989 for the Korean
case, Wade 1990 for the Taiwanese case), but gi&vienced authoritarian rule or one-
party rule for a number of decades in the postpeiod. The mainstream literature
depicts the key feature of political institutions East Asia to be a dominant state-
business alliance from which labour is excluded{pe and Tsunekawa, 1979, Deyo,

1989).

1.1.1. The East Asian Welfare Model

The notion of a strong state has heavily influertbedscholarship of East Asian welfare
states. The three countries are typically clagbifis the ‘East Asian welfare model’,
‘developmental welfare state’, or ‘productive wefaegime’, in which the state uses its
considerable policy autonomy to harness socialcpofor economic development
(Goodman et al., 1998, Kwon, 2005b, Holliday, 2000)the post-war era, the three
countries began to provide very modest social ptate, since the ‘developmental
alliance’ between the state and businesses mabilissources mostly for economic

development and deliberately assigned few resoume®cial protection. In order to



establish social safety nets with minimum statearitial inputs, conservative
governments in East Asia pushed contribution-basedl security programmes, on the
one hand, and enforced company welfare programonethie other hand (Kwon, 2005a,
Haggard and Kaufman, 2008, Aspalter, 2001). Notprssingly, social insurance
schemes and occupational welfare programmes aaéivedy well developed in the
three countries. Entitlements to welfare benefitsthe three countries are tied to a
person’s employment record, not to his/her citibgms As a consequence, the
‘productive’ populations were prioritised for sdcgotection which characterised the
welfare state in the region as a selective one. st protects these entitlements by
providing employment security through trade pratessm and employment regulation.
Thus, high employment protection is considered denational equivalent to social
protection. Some also argue that these charaatsrist East Asian welfare states have
their roots in the cultural commonality of the treountries - Confucianism. This line
of argument holds the Confucian ethos accountatmenfodest social welfare as a
greater responsibility is imposed on families amdnmunities for welfare provision
(Jones, 1993, Goodman et al., 1998, Walker and W2@@Hb). In particular, according
to Confucian concept of strictly separated gendésr (that is men engage in public
affairs and women, family affairs), women in thenfly are primary care providers. In
view of this, Confucianism is consistent with thalenbreadwinner model of family, in
which men participate in the labour market whereasnen engage in unpaid care-
taking (Pascall and Sung, 2007, Sung, 2003, WonPasgall, 2004). From this gender
aspect of the welfare state, it can be said thaikprotection in the three countries
primarily focuses on protecting family wages earbgdnale breadwinners. Social care
is rudimentary, providing little social welfare faromen, children and the elderly. To

sum up, the East Asian welfare model can be clexiaetl as a selective social



protection system built upon the male breadwinneden

1.1.2. Challenges to the East Asian Welfare Model

During the last two decades, it has become evitteitEast Asian welfare states have
been challenged by two encompassing forces thataargvork across advanced
economies: globalisation and post-industrial pressu Against the backdrop of
intensified globalisation and a shift in demograpénd industry profiles, welfare states
in the region have undergone a significant tramsé&tion. Following the economic
crises in the 1990s (the bursting of the Japaneseoenic bubble in 1990-92, and the
Asian financial crisis of 1997-8), East Asian caied have implemented reforms in
social protection system and labour markets. Thection of reforms points towards
increasing ‘flexicurity’; while the flexibility oflabour markets was increased, social
security programmes were enhanced at the same (iivilthagen and Tros, 2004,
Wilthagen, 1998). On the one hand, reforms werelempnted to increase the
flexibility of labour markets. In Japan and Kordahour markets were liberalised by
allowing layoffs and atypical work (Rebick, 200%nd and Cheon, 2006). In Taiwan,
the flexibility of the labour market was increagadough the privatisation of numerous
state-owned-enterprises that had provided a highegeof employment security (Kong,
2006). As a consequence, employment protectiorgiwivas regarded as the functional
equivalent of social protection in East Asia, wasesely undermined at the level of
formal institutions. In this light, it can be sattat social welfare in the region
experienced retrenchment. On the other hand, thneestate was extended through
the enhancement of the universal and redistribigeents of social policy. The scope
of social safety nets was extended to cover the‘pFeductive’ population (for example,

the unemployed, atypical workers, etc.). In Kor@e jure) universal coverage was



achieved for social insurance schemes. In Taiwaremployment benefits were

introduced and the national health insurance m@limiversal coverage. Furthermore,
in all three countries, work/family reconciliatiguolicy was reformed, extending social
protection to the ‘non-productive’ population (ferstance, women, children, and the
elderly) (Peng, 2004, 2009, Lambert, 2007, Tsad820The expansion of work/family

reconciliation policy, geared towards promoting &enlabour market participation,

augments the gender dimension of the East Asiafakgebtates by challenging the
male-breadwinner model which is deeply embedddddem.

The welfare reforms in East Asia and the challertpey had brought have
generated heated debates as to whether it sigoatggity or change in East Asian
welfare capitalism. Proponents of the ‘continuityésis emphasise that recent welfare
reforms in Japan, Korea, and Taiwan were driveiddselopmental goals, and thus do
not qualify as transformative reforms (Holliday, 050 Kwon and Holliday, 2007, Kwon,
2005b, Tang, 2000, Wong, 2004a). Holiday conteinds$ social policy expansion in
East Asia during the recessions in the 1990s diddewiate from the developmental
logic but rather was a “quid pro quo for the enlhtabour market flexibility” (2005:
155). In the case of Korea, it is argued that $aségurity expansion was intended
chiefly to bolster industrial competitiveness amdreomic growth, and hence exhibited
little change in the productivist rationale of tkerean welfare state (Kwon and
Holliday, 2007). Kwon (2005a, 2009) acknowledges thapan, Taiwan and Korea were
transformed into ‘inclusive’ (in terms of social lpy coverage) and ‘democratic’ (in
terms of increasing policy influence of the civdcgety) forms of the developmental
welfare state, which were different from the tramhal ‘selective’ form. Despite
acknowledging the change to democratic governamoayever, he continues to

highlight that social policies are restructuredthg developmental logic. Overall, the



continuity thesis maintains the view that the goveent played a central role in reform
by steering change in accordance with the developehiogic.

However, it is my argument that the continuity teesveremphasises the
developmental logic as an underpinning rationatétfe reforms. The continuity thesis,
thus, downplays significant changes that welfaggest in East Asia underwent. As
shown earlier in the chapter, three distinctiverabteristics of the East Asian model
(that is, selective and residual social protectitigh level of employment protection,
and the male-breadwinner model of family) have bgewverely undermined in Japan,
Korea and Taiwan. Furthermore, the continuity of tlevelopmental logic is not a
unique property of East Asian welfare states give everywhere social policy cannot
be free from economic concerns, since they haveetéinanced: be it through general
tax revenues or private resources. Huber and Stepg2€01a) pinpoint the first priority
of social-democratic welfare regimes, which havee thhighest level of
decommodification, to be activation (that is faeiling people on benefits to enter into
the labour market). From this point of view, ongghtiwant to argue that the universal
welfare states in Scandinavian countries are dpwaémtal. Hence, the continuity thesis
does not provide a convincing argument that devetpal logic is a unique feature of
East Asian welfare states. More importantly, duettcadherence to the state-centred
perspective, the continuity thesis fails to captthhe changing dynamics of policy-
making caused by substantial political changestbgaé occurred since the inception of
welfare states in the region. Welfare states inadaKorea, and Taiwan were
institutionalised against a certain background wWwhiendered the government
considerable amount of policy autonomy (i.e., tlmngl period of authoritarian
governments or one-party dominance). Based onbttkground, the scholarship has

placed state and bureaucrats at the centre ofigablanalysis of East Asian welfare



states. This state-centred framework, however, lesgroblematic when analysing the
recent reforms of East Asian welfare states whatk tplace under a quite different
political landscape. The changed power balance dmiwthe state and the society
caused by the ‘dual transition’ should have bedweranto account; democratisation
shifted the dynamics of the state-society relatiorgeneral and economic liberalisation
the state-business relations in particular. Norlesise the proponents of the continuity
thesis have not broadened their analytical scogerfitethe state. It is necessary, thus,
to examine the validity of the state-centred framewin the context of changing
political environment.

Meanwhile, the proponents of the ‘change’ theswisinthat recent welfare
reforms in East Asian countries made a clear bfemk the East Asian model (Peng
and Wong, 2010, Kim, 2008b, Kuhnle, 2004, Rameg$l94® This line of research
illuminates the fact that welfare reforms in Jap&iorea and Taiwan significantly
enhanced redistributive and solidaristic elemefftthe welfare state. Peng and Wong
(2010: 660) contend that the welfare states in apgarea, and Taiwan underwent
“welfare state deepening”, which led them to “irstie social insurance” welfare state.
In the case of Korea, it is argued that expansibrsaxial insurance and public
assistance schemes moved the Korean welfare $tatr ¢o the social democratic one
(Kim, 2008b, Kuhnle, 2004).

The ‘change’ thesis largely ascribes the politidaver of East Asian welfare
reforms to democratisation (or democratic constibtain the case of Japan). It
captures how democratisation empowered politicatiggaand societal actors in social
policy-making. Peng and Wong (2010, 2008) shedt lagh how electoral competition
became a political driving force of the welfare ampion in the region. In the welfare

reform of the late 1990s in Korea, the criticakrof societal actors is pinpointed. While



Lee (2008) underlines out ‘forces from below’ iretform of popular constellations,
movements, and organisations of various descriptigimm (2008b) highlights out the
alliance between civic organisations and organiabdur as an influential advocate of
redistributive and rights-based elements in Korsaanial policies. The role of civil
society is also illuminated in the case of Japarsestl care reform, especially in the
area of long-term care and childcare (Peng, 200452

While the ‘change’ thesis captures the emergenddefhifting dynamics of
welfare politics, it fails to provide a comprehamsiaccount for the transformation of
welfare politics in East Asia. First, the role okcgetal actors and political parties is not
fully illuminated. In examining the role of the foer, the focus of research has been
mostly on civic organisations. This has left thke raf social partners largely unexplored
(namely, organised labour and organised businaeskjch were given important
treatment by the comparative welfare state resedrel dearth of attention to social
partners poses a significant problem in embeddiagstudy of East Asian welfare states
into the comparative welfare states research. Bsestidbw democratisation has enabled
electoral competition to drive social policy devaiwent is not well elaborated. The role
of parties in social policy-making in East Asiatypically discussed in rather vague
terms (for instance, the rise of electoral commetitto a political driver of the
development of East Asian welfare states due toodeatisation), but little is known
about the internal workings of political partiesast Asia (such as who promoted
social policy within the parties) and their conersocial policy preferences (particularly
in the case of Korea). In order to provide a pmrecaccount of the political
underpinnings of welfare state change in East Asiarefore, rigorous empirical
investigation on the role of political parties aled for. Second, the change thesis lacks

macro-level analysis of the political underpinnirtd€ast Asian welfare reforms. Even



though the change thesis provides us a glimpseswf aspects of welfare politics in

East Asia (for instance, the rise of electoral cefitipn and civic organisations), it has
not provided a detailed explanation of how demasatibn has changed the broader
political context. In particular, political realigrent among actors of the welfare state,
which was given attention by few scholars includdeng and Wong (2010), Lee (2008),
and Kim (2008b), deserves further elaboration.

Building on the insights from the recent researadntioned above, the thesis
aims to develop an alternative account of East rAsialfare reforms, which better
incorporates the changing political dynamics of Hast Asian countries. In order to do
so, the thesis seeks to answer the overarchingtiogmesow has the process of
democratisation and economic liberalisation tramsém the politics of East Asian

welfare states?

1.1.3. Contribution of the Thesis

The thesis makes important contributions to thelschhip of East Asian welfare states
in the following ways. First and foremost, the tikeshallenges the conventional
perspective in the field (notably, the East Asiaeptionalism), which ascribes the
establishment of East Asian welfare states to &-shdven process, by providing an
alternative perspective. To this end, the thesesishight on the role of social partners
and political parties, which has been much negleatethe scholarship despite the
important treatment it was given in the comparatwedfare state literature. By bringing
these actors into the analysis, the thesis strengtthe line of research that attempts to
broaden the analytical scope of the scholarshipthEBtmore, the thesis better embeds
the studies of East Asian welfare states in thepaoative research of the welfare state

as it makes greater use of the theories of theavneeHtate which feature prominently in



literature. As a result, the thesis contributemtiking the scholarship of the East Asian
welfare states more accessible to the internatieaalership.

1.2.  Methods and Methodology

The thesis employs a single-case study as itsnd@sezethod. A single-case study has a
great potential to contribute to a causal analy$ists theoretical expectations are
specific enough with comparative awareness andcedpyea longer time span of
investigations (Rueschemeyer et al., 1992). Kindyathers also argue that a single-case
study can be useful for evaluating causal explanatiand is no longer a single case,
when there are other single cases, perhaps gathgrether researchers, against which
it can be compared (1994). In particular, the iptleanalysis of a single case is useful
in elucidating causal mechanisms because its deaistc style of evidence-gathering
(over-time and within-case variation) is likelypoovide an insight as to what connects
an independent variable X and a dependent variélfléerring, 2004). Hence, a well
designed investigation of a single case can provadeoborating evidence for a causal
argument. Among a number of ways to design a sicgbe study, the thesis draws on
‘crucial’ cases. Eckstein defines a crucial caseras “that must closely fit a theory if
one is to have confidence in the theory’s validdy,conversely, must not fit equally
well with any rule contrary to that proposed” (19238). However, identifying such
crucial cases is difficult, as he acknowledgesahse truly crucial cases are rare in the
social world. As an alternative, he suggests aroig® test through most-likely or least-
likely cases. The most-likely and least-likely caaee conceptualised as follows; “[ijn a
most-likely case, the independent variables posiigda theory are at values that
strongly posit an outcome or posit an extreme outoln a least-likely case, the
independent variables in a theory are at valuessahlg weakly predict an outcome or

predict a low-magnitude outcome” (George and Ban2&05: 121). Therefore, most-

10



likely cases can cast strong doubt on theoridseiftheories do not fit, while least-likely
cases can strengthen support for theories if titeynf general, a least-likely case is
considered to provide the strongest possible stipgogvidence for a theory (ibid.).
Here, the thesis chooses Korea for empirical ingasbn on the grounds that
Korea is the least likely case to observe the gngwmportance of social partners and
political parties in social policy-making. First,i$ argued that the role of social partners
in interest mediation at macro-level is less sigaiit in Korea than it is Japan and
Taiwan. Japanese social partners clearly demoedtrgteater ability in interest
aggregation and bargaining than their counterpark®rea and Taiwan. It is illustrated
that Japanese trade unions and employers’ assodatire well organised and thus
possess autonomous bargaining power at the maegeb-Bhunto(the spring wage
offensive), the functional equivalent of industexl collective wage bargaining in
which pattern setters play a significant role ingeanegotiation across firms in the
nation, is an example showing the strength of $@adners in Japan (Manow, 2001).
With regard to the strength of organised labourrdé&a trade unions are portrayed as
having the weakest bargaining power among the wadms in the three countries. One
of the reasons underlying the powerlessness of &oteade unions is ascribed to the
weak linkage between the Korean organised labodrpanties. Whereas Korean trade
unions never established long-lasting alliance vsigmnificant political parties, their
counterparts in Taiwan and Japan built a succegsttisan alliance (Kume, 1998,
Buchanan and Nicholls, 2003, Lee, 2009). Secontitigab parties in Korea are also
expected to be the weakest in Korea among the thoemtries. The increasing
importance of parties in policy-making in Japan ,aloda lesser extent in Taiwan, is
illuminated by an emerging body of literature (Rudeth and Thies, 2010, Pempel,

1998, Estévez-Abe, 2008, Wong, 2008, Fell, 2004hil&Vone can expect the similar
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trend to emerge in Korea, it is argued that pariiesthe least consolidated in Korea
among the three countries. Stockton’s (2001: 1@&utation indicates that the level of
party system institutionalisation in Taiwan is reglfwith an average score of 8 which
denotes that party system is institutionalisedi timKorea (with an average score of 4
which denotes party system is inchoat&ell (2004) contends that major parties have
demonstrated a higher degree of stability in Taiwémereas Korean parties have
suffered from frequent splits and mergers. Theeefdtorea is the least likely case
among the three countries in Northeast Asia thatabgartners and political parties

assumed a significant role in the policy process.

1.2.1. Data Collection

For empirical data, the thesis relied on officiacdments and 51 in-depth interviews
with policy-makers. First, official documents arged to broadly identify critical issues

of policy deliberations and positions of each ppkctor on the issues. A vast range of
documents are collected from the government, gaainel other societal actors (notably,
trade unions, employers’ associations) in ordeernsure solid coverage over multiple
actors that the thesis empirical analysis engagés Whe scope of documents for

collection is decided against the criteria of hggrality documents suggested by Scott
(1990: 6). He selects the following four criteria @entral in assessing the quality of
documents: authenticity, credibility, representatigss, and meaning. To ensure
authenticity (i.e., the document is genuine andrafuestionable origin) and credibility

(i.e., the document is free from error and distor}j and representativeness (i.e., the

! His calculation is based on the election and surdeta of 1981-1992 for Korea and 1983-199

2 for Taiwan. The three criteria used to producgregate scores are as follows: regular patterns
of interparty competition, mass identification kiparty labels, and the degree of public percept
that parties and elections are the means of datemgnwho governs.
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document is typical of its kind, and, if not, theent of its untypicality is known), the
scope of documents for collection is confined tiic@l documents such as government
policy documents and reports (e.g., white papersd egports of public hearings),
parliamentary records, party manifestos, and sttésn from trade unions and
employer’'s associations. Also, given that officidbcuments are produced with
particular intention of informing wider public whaight not have in-depth knowledge
of the policy in question, they are more likelylt® written in a plain way which can
satisfy the fourth criterion of meaning (i.e., thecument is clear and comprehensible).
All official documents used for empirical analys$ the thesis are available in the
public domain except minutes of board meetingshef Korea Employers Federation
(KEF). Inspired by Swenson’s work (2002) on the 8isle Employers’ Association
(SAF), in which he was able to shed light on thee@wsh employers’ genuine support
for certain labour market policies beneath thematsgic official stance with rich
information largely gathered from meeting minutdsS#&\F, | endeavoured to obtain
meeting minutes of Korean employers’ associatiofRertunately, with kind co-
operation from the KEF, | gained access to the temof quarterly board meetings of
KEF for the period of 1993-2008, which never hadrbmade publicly available before.
The minutes were written in a clear and comprelldsmsmanner, containing very
detailed records of what were discussed at theingset
Second, in-depth interviews are conducted to comef the empirical

analysis of the thesis. One-to-one semi-structuregiview method are chosen on the
basis of its strength in both providing a structanel a focus, which facilitates in-depth
examination, and allowing flexibility to explore enging topics at the same time
(Bryman, 2004a). An interview guide was prepardadr@io an interview based on the

information from documentary analysis (and somesiffiem previous interviews). In
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some interviews, questions that were not includethe guide were asked as | picked
up on things said by interviewees, which seemeditapt to the line of inquiry that the
thesis engaged with. Also, in some interviews, tjaes did not follow on the exact
order outlined in the guide in order to allow iviewees to answer the questions in the
most suitable way. By and large, all of the quesim the interview guide were asked
and a similar wording was used from intervieweaterviewee. In terms of duration of
interviews, an interview typically lasted betwednrinutes to an hour and a half.

The selection of interviewees is theory-driven.cBithe thesis aims to apply a
comprehensive framework that involves a wide rasfgactors featuring prominently in
the political theories of the welfare state, theps of interviewees becomes inevitably
wide. Especially, as the thesis intends to bringlewted actors (notably, societal actors
and political parties) into the analysis of socmilicy-making in Korea as well as
bureaucrats, a wide range of policy makers arevile@ed as followed: representatives
from political parties, trade unions, employers@sations, and women’s associations
are selected in addition to officials from govermiministries. Moreover, interviewees
are selected on the basis of their roles in theypaleliberations relating to the policy
reforms under investigation of the thesis. As MOQP) points out, special government
committees, which are established on an ad-hoe lcasnprising of representatives of
governments and societal actors, are often at émrec of policy deliberations. In
addition, Ringen and others (2011) highlight thituential role of the advisory group to
the government (namely government research inssittdnd government advisory
boards) in the policy process. Hence, the membéradwisory groups and the
representatives whose level of participation ingpecial government committees was
high are selected for interviews. Considering tregrented structure along which

societal actors are organised, efforts are madadade the representatives from all
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societal organisations that were invited to the mutees. For instance, two labour
federations (the Federation of Korea Trade Uniom$ the Korean Confederation of
Trade Unions) and three employers’ associatiores Rfteration of Korean Industry, the
Korean Employers Federation, and the Korean Fadaraf Small and Medium-sized

Business). To provide an accurate account of acfmsition and rationale, endeavours
were made to secure at least two of representafiives each organisation as much as
possible. The summary of organisational affiliatiof interviewees is provided

hereunder. The complete list of interviewees isjled at the end of thesis.

Table 1. Organisational Affiliation of Interviewees

Number of
Organisational affiliation
interviewees
Government bureaucrats 16
Employers' associations 12
Trade unions 10
Party members 7
Academics 4
Representatives of women's
organisations ’
Total 51

It should be mentioned that providing referencesHte interviews used in the
thesis involved complicated issues. A large numbér interviewees expressed
reservations towards discussing some of the taofpiotably, topics relating to labour

market liberalisation) which were considered séresitThe only way to obtain consent
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from interviewees for using the rich informatiororin the interviews was to promise
anonymity. In order to guarantee anonymity, thesrwiews were referenced in the
following way. First, all interviews were number&tlthen information obtained through
interviews was used in the text, the number ofrinéev was provided not at the end of
the sentence but either at the end of the paragoaphich the sentence belonged (if the
paragraph is rather lengthy) or at the end of #wi@n. The content of information had
the potential to reveal the identity of many of theerviewees in view of the fact that
they were high level policy-makers who were veryilweown not only to people in the
social and labour market policy-making but alsothie general public. This extra
measure was thus deployed to prevent a potentiapmmise of anonymity. In order to
enhance the credibility of the analysis of intemsethe interviewee'’s title (for instance,
a representative of trade union) was mentioned wieeessary unless it was difficult to
do so without undermining anonymity. Given that wld of social and labour market
policy-making is rather small in Korea, sometimesealing organisational affiliation
can easily give way to the identity of the expantthe area. This might not technically
breach the terms and conditions concerning theotisgerviews to which interviewees
consented, but it might damage the prospect of dwoperation for my (or even, in
worst case scenario, others’) future research. €fber, mentioning of the
organisational affiliation of interviewees had ® d&voided when in doubt.

It is important to employ both documentary analysisl in-depth interviews
for producing high-quality empirical analysis. Ejreombining both methods enriches
empirical analysis as the two methods have diffestrengths that complement each
other. While official documents are often a bettezans of gathering certain type of
information (such as the details of different pplpreferences put forward by different

policy actors) which is likely for interviewees bave forgotten due to the limitation of
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human memory, interviews can elaborate topics wiaigh not clearly stated in the
official documents (such as the rationale for a&tguositions or their genuine
preference beneath official positions). Second, gamng data collected by different
qualitative methods enables triangulation of data&es which enhances the credibility
of the results of empirical analysis (Ritchie arelis, 2003). Taking into account that
even official documents are not entirely free friamases, which can undermine the
credibility of documents, it is important to veriiiyformation obtained from the official
documents in light of information obtained fromantiews. In particular, given that the
reforms under investigation of the thesis entaitenplicated conflicts of interest
between actors, official documents produced byowsriactors had the potential to
contain biases. For instance, the government remortthe policy deliberations of the
reforms could portray other actors’ stances in aleading way to justify the
government’s own stance. Therefore, triangulatibrdata collected from documents

and interviews is imperative for developing a cbéelaccount of the reforms.

1.2.2. Data Analysis

For analysis of empirical data, grounded theoryhmétis employed. The method is
chosen because of its strength in facilitating aed®er to capture and interpret common
sense and substantive meanings in the data andsthyscally considered as the most
suitable for empirical analysis of which primaryés lies in developing theories out of
data (Bryman, 2004b, Strauss and Corbin, 19983uSs$rand Corbin (1998) define the
method as a research process through which theasyderived from data that was
systematically gathered and analysed. Hence, imngled theory, “data collection,

analysis, and eventual theory stand in close oglahiip to one another” (ibid.: 12).

Ritchie and Lewis (2003: 201) explained that thethoé is geared towards “the
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generation of analytical categories and their disimrs, and the identification of
relationships between them”. The method is comgriska few steps that are not
strictly bound by sequential order but rather retua. The first step in grounded theory
method is coding which is the key process. Char(d@83: 186) describes codes as
“shorthand devices to label, separate, compile,agédnize data”. In this light, coding
can be explained as a process, whereby data akerbdpwn into component parts,
which are given names. Coding takes place soom #fte collection of initial data.
Researchers begin to review documents or transaiipd give labels to components or
parts that seem to be potentially important to tiesobeing developed under the study
(Bryman, 2004b). While the coding is conductedeagshers “constantly compare” data
and concepts and categories emerged from the lletagh coding so that not only a
close connection between the two can be maintde@lso the ‘best fit' between the
two can be found (ibid.: 402). This step is refdrte as constant comparison (Glaser
and Strauss, 1967, Bryman, 2004a). Glaser and sStrél967) contend that through
constant comparison a theoretical elaboration bhelé concepts and categories emerge.
The stage of coding and constant comparison tetagnahen “(a) no new or relevant
data seem to be emerging regarding a categoryhébrategory is well developed in
terms of its properties and dimensions demonsgatwariations, and (c) the
relationships among categories are well establisimedvalidated” (Strauss and Corbin,
1998: 212). Put differently, the analysis of engatidata using grounded theory method
iIs completed when it reaches “theoretical satundtizvhich refers to a point that there
is no further need of data collection, coding, onstant comparison to add to the

developing theory (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003: 201yrBan, 2004b: 403).
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1.2.3. Time Period
For empirical investigation, the thesis examines ftllowing four governments in the
post-democratisation period: the Kim Young-Sam goweent (1993-1998), the Kim
Dae-Jung government (1998-2003), the Roh Moo-Hyovemment (2003-2008), the
Lee Myung-Bak government (2008-present). Followtimg convention that regards the
presidential election in 1987 as a starting pofrdemocratic transition, the thesis refers
to the period followed by the 1987 election as dleenocratic era. In fact, democratic
governance existed prior to the authoritarian é@61-1987), although in a tentative
form, and hence the democratic transition after718®uld be referred to as a period of
re-democratisation to be precise, which Ringen aigrs (2011) rightly point out.
Given that the focus of the thesis is to invesegabw welfare politics in Korea has
transformed since the demise of authoritarianisoydver, the thesis confines the time
period of empirical investigation to the post-138a.

Five governments have been established since theatatic opening in 1987
and the thesis covers all of them except one -Rblke Tae-Woo government (1988-
1993). Although Roh Tae-Woo was the first presiddintctly elected since 1974, his
government was criticised of deficiency in demacratedit. As a military general, not
only was he involved in repressing democratisatisovement during the previous
authoritarian Chun regime, but was also handpidke@hun to be his successor in the
ruling party. Kim (2000) argues that the influereéghe military over the Roh Tae-Woo
government and the ruling party was quite heavy. this reason, the Roh Tae-Woo
government is excluded from the empirical analg$ithe thesis.

The four succeeding governments represent imponmamestones of the
democratic era in Korea. The Kim Young-Sam govemnweas the first democratic

government to be headed by a civilian. During theetof this first civilian government,
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the military was purged from the political arensaving the government and the ruling
party free from the influence of military. For thrgason, being the first civilian
democratic government, many scholars consider tine Xoung-Sam government as
the one that truly opened the period of demociasiosition. The three governments
after the Kim Dae-Jung government denote consabidabf democracy in Korea.
Diamond (1994:15) delineates democratic consobdatas “the process by which
democracy becomes so broadly and profoundly legtemramong its citizens that it is
very unlikely to break down”. A number of cruciallements of democratic
consolidation are suggested by scholars and amdmghvis the institutionalisation of
open and fair election as the only way of chang@afer. It entails peaceful change of
government, in particular the opposition politidatce coming into power, and the
ability of parties to shift roles from one of opgas to rule, and vice versa (Powell,
1982, Duverger, 1954, Huntington, 1968, 1991, $ari®76). In this light, the election
of the long-time leader of the opposition Kim Damg to the president marks the
beginning of democratic consolidation. Even thoiighas the first time for power to be
transferred from the conservatives, which had hadidated the Korean political arena
since the inception of modern government, to tlogmssives, the result of the election
was upheld and transition of power was implemenpe@cefully. The first left
government of Kim Dae-Jung was succeeded by yethandeft government of Roh
Moo-Hyun in 2003. Democratic governance demongiratability in Korea during the
ten years of left government. In 2008, with theugparation of the Lee Myung-Bak
government, the conservatives were back in powgai the conservative and the left
parties peacefully adapted to their new roles agyiverning and the opposition parties.
Over the period of the last four governments, al&yof change of government was

completed; that is, the power was shifted fromdbeservatives to the progressives and
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back to the conservatives. The last twenty yeadeaiocratic governance have proved
that democracy is the only way of governance intemporary Korea whichever party

is in power and thus demonstrated the consolidatiatemocracy.

1.2.4. Policy Domains

For empirical investigation, the thesis examines fitllowing policy domains of the
welfare state - employment protection, unemploymidtection, and work/family
reconciliation. The three domains are chosen bectngy are of significant importance
to understand the welfare state as a whole. A numibscholars have highlighted that
the welfare state is more than a set of socialcdibut rather an intricate web of
policies dealing with employment, wages, taxatiete, In particular, the link between
social policy and labour market policy have beewegiimportant treatment by the
comparative welfare state research as the twoypatieas are not only intertwined with
each other but also deeply embedded in the pdlisogial and economic system of the
particular nation state (Ebbinghaus and Manow, BO®uber and Stephens, 2001b,
Rhodes, 1995). The three domains are importanaargnwhich to examine the nexus
between social policy and labour market policy twe grounds that they could be
classified both social and labour market policiespecially in Korea. Undoubtedly,
unemployment protection is an important policy nueasto intervene in the labour
market as well as to provide social protection. Ewyment protection might be
considered labour market policy than social pobey it plays a critical role in the East
Asian welfare model as a functional equivalent twia protection. Work/family
reconciliation policy also serves both functionsaitial protection (through providing
social care) and labour market intervention (thfopgomoting female labour market

participation). Thus, social policy is used as aadrterm referring to social protection
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policy and labour market policy.

Nevertheless, the existing scholarship has fateiddorporate critical changes
in the labour market in the analysis of the reforoisthe Korean welfare state. In
particular, in the study of the welfare reform dgrithe recession of late 1990s, labour
market liberalisation, which was implemented ingllef to the expansion of the social
safety net, is often neglected or downplayed bystitelars who argue that the Korean
case defies the ‘race to the bottom’ thesis (tlsatglobalisation puts downward
pressures on the welfare state). In order to peowd precise assessment of the
transformation of the Korea welfare state, themfdris important to take both social
policy and labour market policy into account.

In comparison with unemployment protection and wfarkily reconciliation
policies, employment protection policy has beeregiless attention by the scholarship.
In case the concept of employment protection pasaynfamiliar to readers, it is worth
introducing it. Employment protection policy is aedd as the entire set of regulations
that place some limits to the abilities of firmsadjust the labour input by hiring and
firing of workers (OECD, 1998: chapter 2). In paular, provisions determining the
conditions for the use of temporary or fixed-teramttacts affect hiring policies, while
redundancy procedures, mandated pre-notificatioiogi® and severance payments, and
special requirements for collective dismissalsuefice firing decisions (Barone, 2001).
In Korea, layoffs and temporary agency work, and kbasser extent working-time
account during the time of Kim Young-Sam governmdrtve been at the centre of
deregulation of employment protection (Choi et @000b). Therefore, the thesis
focuses on the first two measures in empirical stigation.

When observed within the four governments undeestigation of the thesis, a

shift in reforms can be observed. Among the threlcy domains, employment and
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unemployment protection policies were at the ceafreeforms during the time of the
Kim Young-Sam and Kim Dae-Jung government. Howeaker the labour market
reform of the late 1990s, developments in the dosmaf employment protection and
unemployment protection reached a standstill. Imtrest to the absence of major
reform in employment and unemployment protectionlicps, work/family
reconciliation policy underwent transformative empi@an during the time of the Roh
Moo-Hyun and Lee Myung-Bak governments. As for emopl investigation, therefore,

| focus on employment and unemployment policiestfa Kim Young-Sam and the
Kim Dae-Jung governments, and work/family recoatiin policy for the Roh Moo-
Hyun and Lee Myung-Bak governments. The changeobfypdomains for empirical
investigation is essential for the following reasdbonsidering how democratic
transition has changed the political dynamics @& slocial and labour market policy-
making process is a main line of inquiry of thesibga long-term observation is crucial
to the robustness of research design. | sharei¢letiaat democratisation is a long-term
process rather than a one-off temporal event (W28Q4b). Pierson (2004) emphasises
the great importance of the analysis of long-terocesses and sequences of events in
social science research rather than ‘snapshotshh which full understanding of
political dynamics is hardly possible. As demoaansolidation is a gradual process
which takes place over a long period of time, obstons at different temporal time
points matter greatly. In the context of democraasition in Korea, the election of the
second left government and the return of the cewasee to office by means of
democratic election certainly signify a greater reegof democratic consolidation.
Including the period of the two governments whigmdnstrated a greater degree of
democratic consolidation in our analysis, therefareuld increase the robustness of the

research.
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1.3.  Thesis Outline

The thesis is structured as follows. The secondotelnaintroduces the analytical
framework of the thesis. The first part of the deapresents the political theories of the
welfare state (namely, the Power Resource apprdhehpartisan theories, the state-
centred perspective, and the employer-centred appjoIn light of the theories, the
second part revisits the East Asian welfare staidehand identifies certain limitations
of the existing literature on East Asian welfaratas before moving on to the final part
where the framework is presented. The chapter gexpa comprehensive approach to
the study of East Asian welfare states that enaldde thoroughly assess changes in the
politics of the Korean welfare state. The framewwldevised to analyse the policy
preferences and policy influence of the state a6 &g societal actors of the policy
process.

The third chapter provides contextual informationsmcial policy-making. It
outlines the characteristics of the Korean socialicg-making institutions and
delineates the characteristics of actors of theypwohaking (namely, bureaucrats, trade
unions, employers’ associations, and political ipa)t In particular, the legacy of the
authoritarian era in the policy-making institutiossd the changes that took place after
the democratic opening of 1987 are examined toigeonch context for the subsequent
chapters.

From the fourth to the six chapters, the findindsempirical analysis are
presented in chronological order with a focus onors policy influence and
preferences. The fourth chapter investigates thiégad underpinnings of the reform of
employment protection and unemployment protectiolicigs under the Kim Young-
Sam government. It argues that the politics ofKbeean welfare state underwent the

first transformation during this period as the depeental alliance between

24



bureaucrats and business became ineffective wialdetunions emerged as a veto
player.

The fifth chapter examines the political underpngs of the reform of
employment protection and unemployment protectiolicigs under the Kim Dae-Jung
government. It argues that the politics of the kaorevelfare state underwent the second
transformation during the time of the governmenthesdriving force of social policy
development completely changed. Whereas the chaftrparty established an alliance
with trade unions and led the reform, economic duceats and employers’ associations
experience diminishing of their bargaining power.

The sixth chapter investigates the political undenmgs of work/family
reconciliation policy reform during the Roh Moo-Hyuand Lee Myung-Bak
governments. It argues that the politics of thed&or welfare state underwent the third
transformation during the two governments as warkify reconciliation policy
expanded in an unprecedented manner, driven biepaBuring the period of the two
governments, work/family reconciliation policy bema a major domain of labour
market reforms as developments of employment piiotecand unemployment
protection policies came to a standstill. The cleaofelectoral strategies of parties led
to the emergence of parties as a new politicakedmof welfare reforms.

The final chapter concludes the thesis with sumesaaf findings and their
theoretical implications. It also discusses theithtion of the thesis and sets out an

agenda for future research on East Asian welfate st
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2. Theorising the Politics of East Asian Welfare Refans

The chapter reviews the literature on East Asialfiang states in light of scholarship on
comparative welfare states in order to developearttical framework of the thesis. The
East Asian welfare state literature has predomipdntused on the state as the driving
force of social policy development in the regiove@hadowed by the state-led model,
societal actors and political parties were largedglected in the scholarship of East
Asian welfare states, simply because they weradaeimed to play a substantial role in
social policy-making. Comprehensive political aatsuinvolving multiple actors in
East Asian welfare capitalism have been rare. Hhdity of state-dominant framework,
nevertheless, should be put under the scrutinigofeus empirical research in the post-
transition era, taking into account the fact tiat dual transition of democratisation and
economic liberalisation led to the rise of nontacttors in the political arena. In the
last two and a half decades, in fact, a seriesestldpments have taken place in the
domain of social policy that cannot be fully accmehfor by the state-led model.
Therefore, a comprehensive analytical frameworlkoiparating non-state actors in
social policy-making is imperative to better undansl the political underpinnings of
the recent welfare state reforms in Korea, andptoe extent, in East Asia.

In order to develop a comprehensive political aotaf East Asian welfare
state reforms, the chapter endeavours to embeHabkeAsian welfare states literature
into the wider comparative welfare states literatlBy doing so, the thesis attempts to
overcome the notion of East Asian exceptionalisinictv dominates the existing body
of literature, and to develop an elaborate accdantthe transformation of welfare
politics in Korea.

The chapter is structured as follows. It beginshvah outline of the political

theories of the welfare state, highlighting thesrof key actors in social policy-making
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(namely, the government, employers associatioasletunions and political parties),
which are given important treatment by the compagatesearch of welfare states. It,
then, turns to the review of existing scholarshmploe East Asian welfare states. In light
of recent welfare reforms in the region, the chaptesents how the existing research
explains the reforms and what their limitations. drastly, the chapter introduces the
analytical framework of the thesis which incorpestather neglected actors of East

Asian welfare states.

2.1.  Actors of the Welfare State

The following section presents competing polititaories of the welfare state in the

following order. It starts with the Power Resouregproach and the partisan theories,
before turning towards the state-centred perspectnd the employer-centred

perspective.

2.1.1. The Power Resources Approach

Much of the study of the welfare state until thelyed990s had been dominated by the
Power Resources approach. This tradition of schioiprviews trade unions and parties
of the left, representing the interests of the wuagkclass, as the champions of the
welfare state. Building on the Marxist theories,istth analyses social phenomena
through the lens of class interest and class ainflhe Power Resources approach
contends that “[tjhe welfare state is a class iskagically and historically, its principal
proponents and defenders are movements of the mgpréliass” (1983: 319). The
approach underlines disparity of bargaining powetneen capitalists and wage-earners
which is caused by the different power resources ¢fach class has. Power resources

are defined as the “characteristics which provid®ra — individuals or collectivities —
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with the ability to punish or reward other acto(&orpi, 1983: 14). While capitalists
tend to have capital and control over the meangrodiuction, the working class has
human capital (for example, labour power, educatemmd occupational skills). The
former type of power resources has a large doméde scope, and high concentration
potential, as well as high scarcity and conveitipilThese characteristics of power
resources that capitalists have allow them to nsmbénd utilise their power resources
at a lower cost. On the contrary, human capitalehsrly small domain, narrow scope,
low concentration potential, and limited scarciBue to higher costs incurred in
mobilising and utilising less concentrated and esmce power resources (i.e., human
capital), the working class evidently has a lesgdiaing power in the labour market.
The only way to increase efficiency in the deploptmef the human capital is to
organise collective action on a broad basis. ThHrouganisation of labour into unions
and political parties, the working class could @eene its inferior position vis-a-vis
capitalist and considerably strengthen its barggipiosition in the distributive conflicts
in the capitalist societies (Korpi, 1983, 1985).

To scholars of this school of thought, the welfatate is an outcome of
societal bargaining processes in which the worlstags struggled to overcome its
inferior position by class mobilisation. The estsiinent and expansion of the welfare
state is seen as the result of political triumplthefworking class vis-a-vis capitalists in
realising its class interests, and is understoodiraoutcome of “democratic class
struggle” (Korpi, 1983) or “politics against market(Esping-Andersen, 1985). Thus,
the welfare state was established to advance ttezest of the working class in
capitalist societies, by redistributing income aaivices away from the economically
privileged (Hewitt, 1977, Hollingsworth and Hannema982, Korpi, 1978, Stephens,

1979). In particular, Esping-Andersen (1990) irsstbiat the welfare state is a device for
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workers to obtain ‘decommodification’, which stréimgns their positions towards
employers. As workers have to commodify their hunsapital in the labour market
through employment to earn wages in order to manta livelihood,
decommodification occurs when a person can mairtdivelihood without reliance on
the market (ibid.; 22). Social security programmemn protect workers against
employment-related risks, so that one can mairgdivelihood even when employment
is disrupted due to old age, sickness, and the dbgsb. In short, the welfare state
protects workers from vagaries of the market byrekging worker’s reliance on the
labour market for survival through insuring workagainst social risks.

The Power Resources approach, therefore, contbatishie degree and extent
of social protection that a welfare state provides strongly correlated with strength of
the working class. The stronger presence of sadgghocracy representing labour
interests in the political system, the greater léneel of social protection for wage
earners that a welfare state provides (Camerorn4,1B8ping-Andersen, 1990, Korpi,
1983, Shalev, 1983, Stephens, 1979). Stephens ) &9%6rts that the welfare state is an
important step towards socialism and it is the posfeorganised labour which is a key
determinant to transition from capitalism to sasil He concludes that the
participation of socialists in a government is rsseey to a well-developed welfare state
and that “the effect of economy-wide bargaining walfare-state expenditure can
ultimately be traced to working-class economic potitical power” (1979: 122). With
a similar emphasis, Esping-Andersen (1990: chdjteontends that it was the balance
of class power that determined the extent of sogratection found in the various
welfare regimes (i.e., liberal, conservative, aratia democratic). For instance,
strength of organised labour, and social democdsattye most important determinant of

the level of universalism (i.e., absence of meassirtg in welfare benefit entitlement)
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and the level of decommodification of social polmypgrammes (measured in terms of
income replacement rates, benefit duration, antivggperiod). In a nutshell, the Power
Resource thesis understands the welfare state @steome of, and arenas for, conflicts

between class-based and socio-economic interespgiorpi and Palme, 2003).

2.1.2. Partisan Theories
Following the Power Resources approach, which tgptd the role of socialist/social-
democratic parties in the establishment of the avelstate, a great deal of attention has
been paid to parties as key actor of the welfaagestWWhile the approach focused on
social democratic parties (in the development adnimavian welfare states) at first,
subsequent research broadened its scope to othtespa advanced economies. The
thrust of this line of research is that politicaariees and, above all, the party
composition of governments are major determinahteetiming, substance, expansion
and retrenchment of the welfare state. Becauseadbearch pinpoints which party is in
power determines the type of welfare state, iefemred to as the ‘parties matter’ thesis.
The thesis is premised on a set of propositions/lath focal points are as
follows. First, the social constituencies of patibave distinctive social policy
preferences. Second, the social policy orientabbrparties mirrors the distinctive
preferences of their social constituencies. Thihdy party platform on social policy
differs from that of competitors (Schmidt, 2010jad8d on this set of assumption, the
thesis takes a stance that parties seek power pdemment their specific policy
orientation. For the investigation of parties’ pgliorientation, scholars of this line of
research underline the centrality of the left-rigldavage among parties. They argue
that parties compete on the basis of the ideolbdivale between the left and the right,

and it is this partisan effect on the governmenictvinas most impact on public policy
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outcomes (Cameron, 1978, Castles, 1982, Esping+8ade1990, Huber and Stephens,
2001a, Schmidt, 1996). While parties of the lefiresent the working class interest and
champion generous welfare states, the parties ef right (except the Christian
democracy) tend to impede welfare state provisiorsum, whether scholars focus on
the presence of parties the left (see Esping-Andersen 1990 and HuberSteghens
2001 for the role of the social democrats in shgpime welfare state), or on the
presence of parties of the right (see Huber angh8tes 2001; van Kersbergen and
Manow 2008 for the Christian democrats; see Cadi$¥8, 1982, 1985, Castles and
McKinlay 1979 for secular conservative parties)e thartisan theories insist that
partisan control of the government is the most irfgpd determinant of welfare
outcomes.

In the context of comparative welfare state redeatee ‘parties-matter’ thesis
suggests that different patterns of welfare staepecially between western European
welfare states and non-European welfare states, lmanattributed to different
composition of parties in governance. Flora (198@ues that generous welfare states
in the Western Europe are correlated with a strpresence of left parties. On the
contrary, Castles (1985) and Castles and Obind¥7(2contend that market-oriented
conservative parties in the United States, Austrdliew Zealand, and Japan have more
impact than left parties on shaping the public aoggolicies in those countries. That is
to say that the characteristics of non-Europeariangelistates (such as lower levels of
public social expenditures than Western Europeemeliance on private or voluntary
sector for welfare provision, and slower rates afwgh of social expenditures) are
results of the political strength of rightist padi

However, the parties matter thesis is under chgdle®pponents of the thesis

point out that ideological difference between th# and the right have become less
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evident due to party competition. The party contmetithesis contends that parties are
essentially vote seeking organisations and coylasaitheir policy orientation in pursuit
of vote maximisation. Christenson and others aripa¢ “[ijt has become even more
difficult to distinguish the policies and goals sbcialist and non-socialist parties”
(1972: 274). Some point out the ‘contagion from petitor’ effect, referring to a
tendency that a party revises its platform in theefof a politically strong opposition
party. Duverger (1954) delineates the phenomenaléfisst agendas are adopted by
other parties as ‘contagion from the Left' (whick shown in the case of the
Bismarckian social insurance welfare state). Coselgr Hicks and Swank (1992)
suggest that ‘contagion from the Right’ (that i&i$¢ parties are influenced by liberal or
conservative parties) is also possible. Otherseatigat ideological competition came to
an end on the grounds that the fall of the Sovieibb), which severely undermined the
validity of the left ideology as a governing phibpdy, led to ideological convergence
towards free market ideology (e.g., Fukuyama, 1982%hort, as parties have adopted
strategies to maximize votes (such as a catchaatly strategy), party programmes,
milieus, religious and class connotations have Imecdess important, and has the
representation of particular interests by partiagh(e, 2002).

Still others, anchored in the logic of industrialis contend that party
platforms tend to converge in response to commooblpms of industrialised
economies, as industrialisation brought advancedhtces similar socio economic
structures. From this point of view, it is the sseiconomy of a nation which is the most
important determinant of public policy outcomest political factors (Thomas, 1979,
1976, Galbraith, 1967, Kerr, 1960, Wilensky, 197®i. this continuum, it is also argued
that globalisation and post-industrial pressureseplimits to partisan effects on the

welfare state. Globalisation is widely regardecaadownward pressure on the welfare
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state, as it is considered to restrain governmeisity to mobilise financial resources
in order to sustain welfare states in the contdxintensified economic competition
(Rodrik, 1997, Ramesh, 1999, Huber and Stepherl &0 As the capital can move
easily to the most favourable investment environimgovernments are discouraged to
raise taxes (especially corporate and payroll fagestroduce policies that put burden
on business activities (Huber and Stephens, 208&hmidt, 2000). Similarly, post-
industrialisation incurs difficulties on the goverent side to mobilise financial
resources to fund the welfare state since a shithé service sector from the industry
sector slows down economic growth (lversen and WI6A8, Pierson, 2001). To make
matters more complicated, socio-economic changéshvare associated with transition
from industrial to post-industrial societies po&ssw social risks’, for which the post-
war welfare state provided little social protectifraylor-Gooby, 2004, Bonoli, 2005).
Especially the rise of female employment, assodiat&h comprehensive changes
within families, involves great challenges, as ndarmines the feasibility of the
traditional family, upon which the post-war welfatate was based (Esping-Andersen,
1999). Under these circumstances, cost containarghinew social risks have become
central issues of the welfare state debates innmgvheconomies. Therefore, parties are
bound to adjust their platforms in accordance wht@ imperative of socio-economic
changes for vote maximisation. This would leaddarties of the left and the right to
offer roughly similar programmes, addressing thesees.

The partisan influences on the welfare state reatacontested. On the one
hand, scholars of the parties-matter approach dlaainthe anti-thesis of partisan theory
has not been empirically well proven (Schmidt, 1986 their analysis of party space in
42 countries (which include new democracies suchSesth Korea), Huber and

Inglehart (1995) argue that a left-right ideologjieais is still at the centre of party
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politics in the aftermath of the Cold War. Benaida_aver (2006) also claim that there
are significant differences in social policy prefece of parties among 21 OECD
countries. On the other hand, a series of reseahdse findings strengthen the party
competition thesis continues to be produced. Wéference to parties’ position on
social policy, Seeleib-Kaiser and others (2008uarthat there is convergence among
parties of the left (Social Democracy) and the trighristian Democracy) in
Continental Europe. Although the debate betweentidee schools of thought will
continue, the tradition which places political pestat the centre stage of the welfare

state research remains vibrant.

2.1.3. The State-Centred Perspective

Across schools of thought within the comparativelfave state literature, a large
amount of scholarship focuses on the state as adtey of welfare state growth. From
the 1980s, scholars have illuminated the role atesin the development of the welfare
state and argued for ‘bringing the state backarthie studies of welfare states (Heclo,
1974, DeViney, 1983, Skocpol and Amenta, 1986, Qrtt993, Rueschemeyer and
Skocpol, 1996, Orloff and Skocpol, 1984, Skocp®92, 1996, Weir et al., 1988).
Although there is no concrete consensus on whaimean by ‘the state’, or what
elements of the state are crucial determinant®@@gbkpolicy development, bureaucrats
are typically viewed as key actors. The state-eehtapproach conceptualises the
bureaucrats as highly effective and autonomousaetho are insulated from external
pressures. Since institutionalising and implementsocial policies require strong
administrative capacities, the proponents of tleestentred perspective argue, the
higher level of bureaucracy and more centralisediadtration a nation has, the higher

the growth of the welfare state.
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According to this line of argument, therefore, tesel of bureaucracy or
centralised administration of a nation becomes mportant determinant to the
magnitude of public social expenditures. As it wagpointed, Bismarckian Germany in
the late 19th century, which was relatively litledustrialised and democratised,
succeeded in introducing social insurance prograsnmbile the United States, one of
the most industrialised and democratised statésaattime, failed in institutionalising
major public welfare programmes (Flora and Albe393, Flora and Heidenheimer,
1995). Furthermore, bureaucrats can have a grgatage over policy processes in
certain institutional settings. In a political épntin which the legislature is weak vis-a-
vis the executive, quite often incumbent partiesegktte legislative tasks to the
government. When bureaucrats are put in chargeadiirty actual legislative proposals,
it can give them agenda-setting power since, & firovers, they “can consider the
winset of the others as his constraint, and sdfierh it the outcome he prefers”
(Tsebelis, 2002: 34).

Why, then, do bureaucrats want to introduce andaedpsocial protection?
Some argue, from a mercantilist point of view, thateaucrats pursue the prosperity of
a nation by advancing economic development of eomaas it is portrayed in the neo-
Weberian notion of bureaucrats (Heclo, 1974). lhstance, it is argued that in small
open economies, which greatly rely on integratiorthte world market for economic
growth, the state has a greater incentive to peogidcial security for trade increase.
Cameron (1978: 1260) insists that “governmentsmalsopen economies have tended
to provide a variety of income supplements in tbenf of social security schemes,
health insurance, unemployment benefits, employraehsidies to firms and even job
training”. In his study of seven small trade-depamdEuropean states, Katzenstein

(1985) demonstrates how governments introduced Ispoiécies, using corporatist
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bargaining mechanisms among unions, business amdgdernment, to maintain
comparative advantage in the world trade. Schateestigating late industrialisers also
contend that governments saw instrumental valuesoaial policy in promoting
economic development via industrialisation, and ceemnstituted social policy to
explicitly facilitate industrialisation (Pierson0@5, Hort and Kuhnule, 2000). In the
case of Mexico, Spalding (1980) argues that theegowent introduced social security
programmes in the 1940s as a part of industriadisastrategy; social security
programmes helped reduce public discontent crdajestate-led industrialisation, and
social security taxes were utilised as funds fatesinvestments. In a similar vein,
Stepan’s (1978) research on Peru and Malloy’s (L@®k on Brazil shed light on how
social policies in two countries served the funtiid controlling strategic sectors of the
working and middle classes during the period ofeskad economic development. This
line of argument (namely, the state utilising sbgialicies in order to promote
economic development) is echoed by scholarshiptate-ted industrialisation in East
Asia, which will be elaborated in the later parttioé chapter. In sum, the mercantilist
approach underlines autonomous initiatives of lucesis in the introduction and
expansion of social policy.

Others argue the reason the state implements wgifalicies is to sustainably
maintain capitalist industrialised economies (Gquv5, 1979, O'Connor, 1973, Offe,
1984, Ramesh, 1984). This neo-Marxist perspectgands a state as an apparatus of
capitalist market economy, of which the ultimatergmse is to facilitate capital
accumulation and to sustain the capitalists’ mohispo reign. Similar to the
mercantilist viewpoint, state bureaucrats see hisnef social policy in assisting social
reproduction; social policy is useful in preparingrkforce appropriately motivated and

skilled, allowing employees and their families tmsume adequate goods and services

36



for daily and generational renewal, and reinforaaegnomic and political order against
possible public discontent caused by social illshsas unemployment, sickness, old-age,
poverty. Yet, the crucial difference lies in thetfghat neo-Marxists scholars expect a
state to utilise social policies as a tool of labaentrol in order to sustain the
monopolistic reign of capitalists. Despite differetakes on a rationale of state
bureaucrats for introducing welfare programmes, nbe-Marxist tradition shares the
view with the neo-Weberian perspective that thefavelstate has an instrumental value
in promoting economic growth and social peace, @rd the instrumental value of
social policy that bureaucrats are interested.in it
However, some highlight that bureaucrats are esdlgnactors seeking self-

interest. According to the public choice approdmireaucrats make strategic choices in
pursuit of personal gains. Seen from the perspeativincreasing returns from their
investment in their bureaucratic careers, expandiugeau size and budgets is
conducive to meeting private interests (BuchanahTadlock, 1997, 1962, Brennan and
Buchanan, 1980, Niskanen, 1971). In her study efpgbstwar Japanese welfare state,
Estevez-Abe (2008) argues that Japanese welfarlabodr bureaucrats were in favour
of welfare programmes expansion that were operayepublic organisations. As it was
common practice in Japan to ‘parachute’ retireceucrats into public organisations,
the Japanese bureaucrats saw the expansion ofrevglffagrammes as a way of

increasing chance of post-retirement employmenttiem.

2.1.4. The Employer-Centred Approach
Challenging the social-democratic Power Resourceslemin particular, employer-
centred approach argue that conventional welfate stnalysis has paid scant attention

to employer interests in social policy, and actuatlisconceptualised the relationship
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between business and the welfare state (e.g., Mamntl Swank, 2004, Swenson, 2002,
Iversen, 2005, Estévez-Abe et al., 2001). The PoResources theorem relegates
organised business to an obstacle to welfare stxfgansion based upon the
understanding of antagonism between the interdstamtal and labour (e.g., Korpi,
1980). In contrast to the theorem, the employetrednapproach contends that
employers can be promoters of certain social pedicHere, | refer to the employer-
centred approach as a broad group of scholars,iNumoinate the supportive role of
employers in the expansion of social policy, inahgdthe Varieties of Capitalism (VoC)
school.

This group of scholars contends employers can Hevaur of certain social
policy because of its instrumental values for emgtointerests. Especially the VoC
scholars argue that generous earnings-related |squigtection (in particular,
unemployment protection and old-age security) @anilifate skill formation, and thus
can be of great value to employers who want to ideoworkers with incentives to
invest in specific skills. Here, a dichotomisediontof skills is employed based on their
transferability: general skills vis-a-vis specifigills. It is assumed that workers are
reluctant to invest in specific skills due to thémited transferability, anticipating a
greater risk of persistent unemployment. Firmsinglyon specific skills (for instance
manufacturers), therefore, need institutional gut@es which not only encourage
workers to invest in specific skills, but also tetain their skills even in case of
unemployment (Estévez-Abe et al., 2001, Hall anski®e, 2001b, Mares, 2003). It is
the contention of the VoC school that employers wély on specific skills tend to
thrive in co-ordinated market economies (CMEs) eathhan in liberal market
economies (LMESs). This distinction between CMEs &MEs is based on how, and to

what extent, an economy is co-ordinated in the iigzhef industrial relations, financial
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regime, vocational training and education, and a@i® governance. In CMEs, non-
market relations, collaboration and credible commeiits among economic actors are
dominant characteristics, while in LMEs arm’s ldnghd competitive relations between
economic actors, formal contracting, and supply-dechand price signalling are

widespread (Hall and Gingerich, 2004, Estévez-Atbal.e 2001). These differences in
the national framework of incentives and constgietd to systematic differences in
corporate strategies to pursue competitive adveniaghe global market across the
LMEs and the CMEs (Soskice, 1999). The CMEs andLé&s, thus, are located at

different points in international production chaireggain reflecting their respective

institutional advantage. Whereas high value-addedh-skill dependent and high-

productivity production tends to remain in the cofeCMEs, lower value-added, lower-

skill, and price-oriented production is likely tarive in the LMEs.

Therefore, in the CMEs, firms’ product market stgaés are reliant upon the
availability of specific skills needed for valueesdl, high-skill dependent and high-
productivity production. In order to protect th@westment in specific skills, workers
demand social policies, such as employment protecis well as generous earnings-
related unemployment and old-age protection. Adogrdo this logic, skilled workers
and manufacturing employers are united in theipsupfor generous social protection
and training policies supporting the high-skill édpium of CMESs. In particular, Mares
(2003) shows German and French employers’ supporthfe introduction of social
policies with a wage replacement function (for epéen unemployment insurance,
early-retirement pension, and work accident inscegnin the late 19th and early 20th
century. Swenson (2002) also demonstrates Swedighogers promotion for active
labour market policy (namely, investments into rnhag and measures increasing

geographical mobility) in the 1940s and 1950s, #red introduction of employment-

39



oriented family policies in 1970s (such as the asp@n of public childcare facilities
and the establishment of a generous earnings-tiefzeental leave scheme). On the
contrary, in the LMEs, the low level of social motion has its foundation in the
predominance of general skills, for which a funetib case for generous social
protection is not considered because of the imeustry transferability of general skills.
Hence, it is suggested that institutional completagies exist between
production and social protection regimes, in whiclspecific configuration of social
protection, skill profile and product-market stigigs reinforce each other. Estevez-Abe
and others (2001: 146) define the “welfare productiegime” as a “set of product
market strategies, employee skill trajectories, a@odial, economic, and political
institutions that support them”. In a similar vekfyber and Stephens (2001b) match the
welfare regime typology with a production regim@diogy in a parallel manner, and
insist that the development of the welfare states@oduction regimes should be seen
as mutually enabling. It is their contention thHa ICMEs with their high-skill emphasis
and relative wage equality enable generous weBtate regimes, which make it less
likely for the low-wage sector to survive. In cadt, liberal market economies with
their low-skill/low-wage equilibrium render residuaelfare state regimes. In sum, the
core of the VoC argument is that employers in tHdES have intrinsic interests in
certain extensive social protection in order tospree their institutional comparative

advantages, whereas their counterparts in the LdlbE®0t have such interests.
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2.2.  The East Asian Welfare Model

In tandem with interest in fast economic growthEaifst Asia, the scholarly interest in
the welfare regime of the region has also growruivinous work has been produced to
explain the ‘East Asian Miracle’ (World Bank, 1993Df the numerous works
explaining the rapid economic development in Japad the newly industrialised
economies in East Asia (namely, Hong Kong, Singap8buth Korea, and Taiwan) in
the post-war era, the developmental state theor@snbkecame the dominant political-
economic account in the literature. The developalestate literature points to the
steering role of East Asian states in economic ldgweent as the key success factor of
‘catching-up’ with the early industrialisers (Amsge 989, Johnson, 1982, Wade, 1990,
Woo-Cumings, 1999).

Chalmers Johnson’s work laid the cornerstone o #uhool of thought by
highlighting the leading role of the state in ecmio development in the region. In his
influential book, MITI and the Japanese Miraglelohnson (1982) coined the term
‘developmental state’ to delineate a state thaygla strategic role in economic
development with bureaucracy that is given suffitiscope to take initiatives and
operate effectively. The notion of developmentaltestthesis was built on the neo-
Weberian idea of the state, which is run by growtlented technocrats (Tang, 2000).
Subsequent studies of this filed, which broademedstope of research beyond Japan,
also underline the leading role of state bureasdrateconomic development in other
East Asian countries. Amsden (1989) illustrateswag that the state in South Korea
facilitated the process of technological learningd apresided over industrial
transformation, whereas Wade (1990) depicts howsthée in Taiwan managed to
dictate successfully the terms of economic growtho-Cumings (1999) contends that

countries in East Asia utilised financial contrgsu¢h as investment subsidies, price
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controls, credit rationing and maintenance of iederates at artificially low levels) as
market-governing mechanisms, as she refers to dsmaas the ‘nerves of the
developmental state’. Chang (1999, 2006) illumisditew East Asian nations harnessed
industrial policy in setting up non-market instituts to improve market co-ordination
and to increase international competitivenesshbrtsthis line of research emphasises
state autonomy, bureaucratic insulation, and s&pacity in the policy process.

While the developmental state approach highlighésléading role of the state
in economic development, it also acknowledgestecatialliance between the state and
business, which was behind the formation of spes#its of economic policy. The close
state-business relationship is described as ‘thveldpmental alliance’, in which the
state undertakes the role of catalytic agency innemic development and the
businesses respond to incentives and disincensigedy the state (Hundt, 2009). In
essence, the state utilised various business promglicies to nurture ‘national
champions’ (i.e., Japaneskeiretsu and Korean chaebo) in pursuit of rapid
industrialisation. Woo-Cumings argues that the tgeental state is a situation in
which the government forms “a partner(ship) witle thusiness sector in a historical
compact of industrial transformation” (1999: 16)mgarly, Weiss claims that it was “a
negotiated relation” into which the autonomousestahd capital entered in order to
promote state-led fast industrialisation (1998. 3&)nce, the developmental state thesis
assumes that business has incomparably greatery pofiuence than other societal

actors.
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2.2.1. The East Asian Exceptionalism

Against the backdrop of scholarly interests in akphg economic growth in the region,
the scholarship on East Asian welfare states hasrgad since the late 1990s.
Influenced by the development state thesis, whiats pgmphasis on the state-led
economic development model, the scholarship expldie development of social
policy in East Asian countries as a state-led meaehich is closely embedded into the
project of economic development. Social policy waslerstood as something which
could facilitate industrialisation and thus was mpated insofar as it could have a
positive impact on economic growth. Kwon (2005a3eats that East Asian welfare
institutions are predominantly structured for faating economic development.
Similarly, Deyo (1992) claims that the developmefhtEast Asian social policy is
primarily driven by the changing requirements oforsmmic development policy.
Holliday (2000) also argues that the welfare regiméhe region is shaped by growth-
oriented bureaucrats, which subordinate all aspettstate policy to economic and
industrial objectives. In order words, the welfatate was regarded as the ‘hand-
maiden’ to industrialisation, as Titmuss (1976) idegal this instrumental approach to
the welfare state as ‘industrial achievement mpdaher than social rights of citizens.
For this reason, according to Hort and Kuhnle (208@st Asian countries introduced
the first social security programmes at lower Isvef socio-economic development
than the European countries. Within the scholargliigast Asian welfare states, the
instrumental approach to the welfare state is referto as ‘productivist welfare
capitalism’ (Holliday, 2000), ‘productivist socidevelopment regime’ (Gough, 2004),
and ‘developmental welfare state’ (Kwon, 2005b)isTtharacterisation of East Asian
welfare states has led to East Asian exceptionalsguing for the East Asian welfare

model as something qualitatively different from fae¢ states in Europe.
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In explaining the political underpinnings of thelfaee state development in
East Asia, the leading role of bureaucrats is Iiéd. Adopting the neo-Weberian
notion of bureaucrats from the developmental statsis, the scholarship treats
bureaucrats as a growth-oriented actor with conside amount of policy autonomy.
The social policy development in the region, hengas illustrated as a bureaucrat-
driven process in which technocrats use sociatpas an instrument for attaining the
supreme goal of economic growth (Gough, 2001, Ta&9§0, Holliday and Wilding,
2003, Goodman et al., 1998, Kwon, 2005a).

Scholars of this line of research tend to highlitite uniqueness of the East
Asian welfare model. The unique properties of teeetbpmental welfare state are
characterised as follows. First and foremost, esan welfare states provide very
modest social protection. To achieve rapid econgroevth, it is critical for the state to
mobilise resources for industrialisation and to asdew resources as possible in other
areas, such as welfare programmes. Hence, thergoeat is reluctant to finance social
security programmes by revenues. Yang (2008) referghis reluctance of the
government as ‘fiscal conservatism’. Structuredtbg developmental ethos, social
policies in East Asia discourage dependence orstidie, promote private sources of
welfare (Goodman et al., 1998). Consequently, puddicial expenditure in East Asia is

significantly lower than that of other advancedremies (see Table 2).
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Table 2. Public Social Expenditure (as Percentagd GDP)

1990 2000 2005 2007
Sweden 30.2 28.4 29.1 27.3
Germany 21.7 26.6 27.2 25.2
OECD average 17.6 18.9 19.8 19.2
Japan 11.3 16.5 18.6 18.7
Korea 2.8 4.8 6.4 7.6

Source: SourceOECD accessed 3 September 2011.

In order to provide social safety nets with minimustate financial
contributions, governments in East Asia pushed rimriton-based social security
programme, on the one hand, and enforced compaligres@rogrammes, on the other
(Kwon, 2005a, Haggard and Kaufman, 2008, AspaRéf)l). Although East Asian
governments were reluctant to provide finance émia protection, they tightly control
the management of the programmes to enforce daweloial logic. Put differently, the
government played a role of the regulator but wesctant to be of the provider of
social policy (Kwon, 2005a). Not surprisingly, salcinsurance schemes and mandatory
(or voluntary) occupational welfare programmes ratatively well developed in East
Asia. As a consequence, entitlements to welfarefitsnn the three countries are tied to
a person’s employment record, not to his/her aisbgp. The state protects these
entittements by providing employment security tlgiouhigh levels of trade
protectionism and employment regulation. High leg&lemployment protection and
trade protectionism, therefore, were understooda danctional equivalent of social
protection in the region.

Furthermore, the welfare states in the region tsmkection bias to productive

population. Social insurance programmes in Japawed and Taiwan, began with

45



limited coverage, giving productive population pity in social protection, in particular
workers of large firms and the public sector. Kw@897) points out that in East Asia
the lion’s share of redistribution through sociallipies was taken by high-income
earners, reflecting the fact that wage earnersaigel enterprises and state sector
employees were the first groups of people covergdsdcial policy programmes.
Because of the selectivity of the social secunystem, social policies in East Asia tend
to reinforce socio-economic inequalities.

The abovementioned characteristics of East Asiatfaree states are also
branded as ‘Confucian welfare states’, in which fQoman ethos imposes a greater
responsibility for welfare provision on families cancommunities (Jones, 1993,
Goodman et al., 1998, Walker and Wong, 2005b). &alg scholars pinpoint that
Confucianism has an important bearing on the famibdel that East Asian welfare
states are based on. With the concept of strigthasated gender roles (which assign
men to public affairs and women to family affair€pnfucian ideology enforces a male
breadwinner model of family, in which men engag@and employment and women in
unpaid caretaking (Pascall and Sung, 2007, Sun@3,2Won and Pascall, 2004).
Therefore, social protection in the region was géatowards male breadwinners,
limiting public social policy for women, childrennd the elderly. In sum, the
development of East Asian welfare states can beerstwbd that the strong state
diverted its responsibility for social protection tompanies and families, while it

ensured only employment security by legislation.
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2.3. Towards a Comprehensive Approach to East Asian Wedfe States

The following section of the chapter presents aalydical framework of the thesis that
focuses on policy influence and policy preferenckgey actors of the welfare state.
The developmental welfare state framework has heidely used in explaining the
development of East Asian welfare states in lasi tdecades. As this state-centred
framework was widely used in East Asian welfar@estasearch, the role of non-state
actors has been largely neglected in the fielttetts the state as if it is the sole actor of
the welfare state. Other competing political thesrof the welfare state are not well

incorporated.

2.3.1. Policy Influence of Actors of East Asian Welfare Sites

As the East Asian welfare model regards the buraawc dominant actor of social
policy-making who could introduce or reform soqgmlicy without interference from
other actors, it neglected the role of societab@cand political parties. Even the role of
business is largely neglected from the politicalgsis of the East Asian welfare states,
although it was given important treatment by theetigomental state thesis. Therefore,
| argue that existing scholarship on East Asianfavelstates fails to capture political
dynamics on two levels: the state vis-a-vis thaetp@nd bureaucrats vis-a-vis parties.
In the following section, the chapter explains tiexessity of inquiry into changing

dynamics among actors of East Asian welfare statebe two levels.

The State vis-a-vis the Society: Bringing Social Poers into the Politics of East
Asian Welfare States
It is well documented that political dynamics bedwdhe state and societal actors has

undergone substantial changes since the mid-198@sEast Asian welfare model was
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built against a certain backdrop in which free neaiconomy or democracy was either
absent or rudimentary. Authoritarian regimes indéand Taiwan, and long-periods of
one party rule in Japan endowed the state withiderable policy autonomy over any
societal actor (Tang, 2000, Deyo, 1989, Haggar@01%Vong, 2004a, Aspalter, 2001,
Walker and Wong, 2005b). However, it is argued thatdual transition of democratic
deepening and economic liberalisation in the regjmited East Asian states in their
‘iron rule’ over societal actors (i.e., businesgyamised labour and civil societal groups)
(Kim, 2002, Koo, 1993, Kong, 2000, Buchanan andhnlis, 2003). As the political
landscape of East Asian welfare states moved frathoaitarianism and highly
regulated economy to democratic consolidation atwh@mic deregulation, one could
expect that the bargaining power of social partiesocial policy-making would have
increased.

However, empirical analysis on the role of emplgyassociations in the social
policy-making is largely missing. Given the empbasin the role of the state-business
nexus in economic growth, it is surprising that tbke of business was largely absent in
the East Asian welfare states research. Lindblo@¥Y7{)L argues that business has a
disproportionately large say in the political ecomyw since the health of the economy
relies heavily on the willingness of the businessnvest. The ‘privileged position of
business’ in the policy process is even more prooed in East Asia, as the business in
the region has enjoyed more explicit support friva $tate than its counterpart in the
Western world. By virtue of its status in the depghental alliance, Korean businesses
have enjoyed greater access to policy-makers thgother societal actors (Graham,
2003, Haggard et al., 2003b, Koo and Kim, 1992kite its privileged position in the
East Asian political economy, however, the roldosiness in the development of East

Asian welfare states has not received much attentiove accept the proposition on the
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developmental alliance between the state and bassirsnd the state harnesses social
policy in pursuit of industrialisation, it is reasble to assume that employers’
associations also has keen interest in shapinglguaicy to their preferences.

In addition, the role of trade unions also remdargely unexplained, lacking
systematic research based on empirical evidence d€hrth of research on the role of
organised labour in the studies of East Asian welfstates is surprising given the
importance ascribed to classed-based politicsarctmparative welfare state literature.
Historically, trade unions in the region had longffered from political repression,
which derived largely from what the geo-politics thie Cold War produced: anti-
communism (Kume, 1998, Deyo, 1989, Evans, 1995,i,Ch889). In Korea, in
particular, the experience of the Civil War withnommunist North Korea aroused anti-
sentiment against any sorts of leftist ideologie®ag the South Korean public. Also
the imperative of economic growth justified theression of labour movements for the
sake of industrial peace and wage restraint, wiviafi deemed essential to achieve rapid
export-oriented industrialisation. The repressiétabour movements furthermore led
to the absence of a strong political left in Easdia countries. In short, the
conventional wisdom holds that organised labourEsst Asia plays only a very
marginal role in the policy-making process. In Jegse case, Pempel and Tsunekawa
(1979) portray Japanese political institutions @gporatism without labour’, referring
to the exclusion of organised labour from the natldevel interest mediation. Hence,
the role of trade unions has been widely neglectethe study of East Asia welfare
states.

However, the role of social partners is deemedale ta different turn after
democratic transition. In the aftermath of demaosadion, Korea witnessed an

explosive growth of trade unions, which resultedamarkable wage hikes (Koo, 2001,
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Kwon and O'Donnell, 1999, Buchanan and NichollsD30 Considering economic
liberalisation, which began in the early 1990s, onght also expect employers to voice
their genuine policy preference more independefiityn the government’s policy
directions. Scholars assert that the influence ofeldn business grew rapidly after a
series of economic liberalisation in the 1990s (K&#@03a, Graham, 2003, Haggard et
al., 2003a). The last two decades, therefore, geowis with a critical window to
scrutinise the role of both organised businesslabdur in the Korean welfare state.
Therefore, there is a critical need to embark oremupirical research, examining the
role of social partners in the post-transition &edfreforms in East Asia, and here more

specifically in Korea.

Bureaucrats vis-a-vis Parties: Bringing Parties inb the Politics of East Asian
Welfare States

The conventional wisdom holds that parties do nay p significant role in the policy
process. The existing literature contends thatigartpolitics does not have an ample
impact on social policy development in East Asiaagblard and Kaufman (2008)
suggest standard left-right policy and social céeges, which have defined politics in
the advanced industrial economies, are extremety toafind in East Asia. In the same
vein, Goodman and Peng (1996) also contend thatielelopment of social welfare
programmes in post-war East Asia is difficult tgkn in terms of right-left political
movements. It is argued that the ability of Korgearties to actively engage in the
policy deliberation process is underdeveloped a@uehé long history of authoritarian
regimes (Yang, 2008). Instead of political partibsireaucrats are considered the
dominant actor of social policy-making. It was andestanding practice that the

government, and its think tanks, almost monopoliserk legislative tasks (such as
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developing policy proposals and drafting legislasiy while the National Assembly and
political parties simply gave formal approval tovgmnment proposals (Chan, 2000, Mo,
2001, Jaung, 2000). Under these circumstancesepadrdly had agenda-setting power,
and party platforms did not vary much on socialéss It seemed inconceivable that
policy development could be driven by parties, ahd literature concluded that
political parties did not matter in the policy pess in spite of democratic transition and
consolidation. This begs the question of why, iitespf the prominence given to the
role of parties by the comparative welfare stateokrship, parties are irrelevant to the
development of East Asian welfare states.

The absence of clear left-right ideological cleaige ascribed to the
insignificance of political parties in social polimaking. First, weak class
consciousness is pinpointed as an important fagton (2000: 67) insists that the
political culture, which is greatly influenced by&fucianism, does not encourage the
development of the notion of class. The strong liami element of Confucianism,
which places all individuals and groups into onegdafamily, tends to emphasise
common bonds and interests rather than socio-ecoabdifferences. Religion also did
not play an important role in political organisaticn East Asia. In contrast to the
important role that Christianity (and its politicalng, Christian democracy) played in
political mobilisation in the western world, Confacism did not function as a source
of political mobilisation (although it features aMare ideology similar to the Catholic
principle of subsidiarity). Nor are other religiofsuch as Buddhism or Christianity)
closely affiliated with parties, let alone becameritical base line of party organisation
in East Asia (Kim, 2000). Owing to the fact tha¢ thources of social cleavage, which
played an important role in political mobilisationwestern democracies (for instance,

class, religion, ethnicity, or language), did redtlire prominently in East Asia,
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Furthermore, influential left parties, which cou&dfectively represent the
interests of the working class, are largely absemast Asia (Ahn and Lee, 2005, Wong,
2004b, Tang, 2000). The mainstream literature ist Baian political economy contends
that the absence of a strong political left hasats in the geo-politics of the Cold-War
in the region, facing the Soviet Union and Chinhjolh produced political repression of
left parties. Anti-communist sentiments, which @ésd in the region, seriously
hampered the prospect of the political left in aglng mass political mobilisation and
establishing parties. Especially in South Korea,gbarring effect of the Civil War with
the communist regime in North Korea brought a glgguulitical future to all that was
associated with the left ideology, be it social demacy or Stalinism (Kim, 2000).
Certainly, the political context of East Asia prtordemocratic transition or democratic
consolidation was adverse to left parties. The Ipagod of the conservative Liberal
Democratic Party rule in Japan and authoritarianisikorea and Taiwan gave leverage
to incumbent parties to repress their oppositiamstdad of left-right ideological
cleavage, consequently, the authoritarian-demacrdtvide, until the democratic
transition, and a regional cleavage (the urbantdixade in Japan and the South East-
South West divide in Korea) in the aftermath ohsiéion, are most critical determinants
to voting behaviour (Pempel, 1997, Kim et al., 2088ggard and Kaufman, 2008).

However, an emerging body of literature challentpesscholarly orthodoxy of
the insignificance of partisan politics in the gtbvof East Asian welfare states. This
line of research argues that partisan politics aelettoral competition had marked
effects on social policy outcomes in the post-iteors East Asia. Peng and Wong
(2010) contend that electoral competition in Japéorea and Taiwan played a central
role in transforming productivist social policy in& more redistributive and solidaristic

one. H.-Y. Kwon (2005c) shows the systematic impafctelectoral competition on
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public spending in democratic Korea, refuting threposition of the developmental
state thesis that Korean bureaucrats are insulaigdpartisan politics. H.-M. Kim and
others (2008) insist that the left-right ideologickeavage has emerged in Korea as a
critical determinant of voting behaviour, wherehs tmportance of regional cleavage
has significantly diminished in post-transition kar In the case of Japan, the
increasing importance of parties in policy-makiadliuminated (Rosenbluth and Thies,
2010, Pempel, 1998, Estévez-Abe, 2008). Partigul&stevez-Abe (2008) indicates
that the 1996 electoral system reform reshapedJ#pmanese policy process into a
Westminster-style one, in which partisan politicstbe basis of the left-right cleavage
features more prominently in welfare politics. Haiwan, Wong (2008) and Fell (Fell,
2004) demonstrate that social policy has emerged aalient cleavage of electoral
competition. In light of these findings, which #hinate the rise of partisanship in East
Asian welfare politics, therefore, | argue that thale of parties and electoral
competition should be taken into account, whenarplg political mechanisms of the

East Asian welfare state in the post-democratisaia.

2.3.2. Policy Preferences of Actors of East Asian Welfar8tates

The very purpose of political analyses of the welfatate is, in essence, to discover
who promoted the welfare state, and why. Compepiigical theories of the welfare
state offer different explanations on the ‘champiohthe welfare state, based on
different, and even some contradicting, proposgion the policy preferences of actors.
Therefore, any serious scholarly attempt to ingesé political underpinnings of
welfare state transformations has to engage withnatysis of the policy preferences of
actors. Drawing on political theories of the wedfastate presented in the preceding

section of this chapter, | develop propositionswlibe policy preference of actors of
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East Asian welfare states.

The Social Policy Preferences of Bureaucrats

As was shown in the earlier part of the chapterppsitions on the policy preference of
bureaucrats are largely built upon the state-cdrapproach and the East Asian welfare
model. Derived from the neo-Weberian notion and -Meoxist perspective of
bureaucrats, it is expected that bureaucrats dmilith favour of social policy due to its
instrumental value in facilitating economic growahd social peace. The East Asian
welfare model also views the bureaucrats in EasarAsountries to support social
policy insofar as it could promote economic develept as they are growth-oriented
actors. Yet the model articulates that due to tiwipy they placed on economic growth,
bureaucrats in East Asian countries prefer to msemesources used in provision of
social protection in order to maximise investment dconomic development. Put
differently, the bureaucrats exhibit fiscal consgism, in which they are reluctant to
spend financial resources of the government (mepdictly general tax revenues) to
finance the welfare state. Therefore, the bured&sicpait forward selective social
protection, which is geared towards productive pagan, and contributory social
policy, which could be funded by user contributiobg and large. In pursuit of
economic growth through rapid industrialisation,lenandustrial workers (especially,
those working for industrial conglomerate which &eelected to be national champion)
are considered as productive population. In tigist]iit can be assumed that bureaucrats
would not favour the extension of social protectitm less- or non-productive
population (for instance, women, children and thideiy). Moreover, they promote
occupational welfare programmes in order to diveublic demands for social

protection from public social policies to privatees. The bureaucrats in the region
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incentivised companies to provide welfare prograsmigh subsidies or tax-deduction,
or to force them to do so by introducing mandatecgupational welfare programmes
(Song, 2003, Yi, 2007). In a nutshell, bureaucratsEast Asian countries prefer
selective, contributory, or occupational welfareoggammes to universal and tax-
financed social benefits.

Meanwhile, according to the school of public choigereaucrats could pursue
the expansion of welfare state. The public choa®sl contends that bureaucrats are
motivated by personal gains and seek self-interedtih often overlap with expanding
the size of bureau or budgets (Brennan and Buchak®80, Buchanan and Tullock,
1962, 1997). Hence, bureaucrats would be in fawbuexpanding policies which are
under the jurisdiction of their ministry. If appii¢o the East Asian welfare model, it can
be assumed that social ministries (the MinistryHeflth and Welfare, the Ministry of
Labour, the Ministry of Gender Equality), would prote institutionalisation and
expansion of social and labour market policiesroteoto expand the size and budget of
bureau. In the same vein, economic ministries wouéder to invest more resources in
projects for economic development (for instancejustrial policy) rather than the
welfare state since social policy does not fallemttieir jurisdiction.

On formulating the policy preference of bureaugrtitsrefore, attention should
be paid to possible inter-ministry cleavages oénests. It is reasonable to assume that
ministries and bureaucrats pursue their own orgéinisal interests, which might cause

conflicts within the government. If one acceptsstproposition, one can assume that

2| understand that demarcation between economidstries and social ministries can be criticised as
somewhat crude, given that all aspects of goverhmelicies can have direct and indirect implicaton
on economic activities of a nation. However, fomgilicity of analysis, | would like to adopt the
dichotomy between economic ministries (which | defas ones dealing with economic planning, budget,
and finance) and social ministries (which | defaseones dealing with social and labour market slic
including employment protection, unemployment pebtan, and work-life reconciliation policies).

55



ministries have conflicts of interests over acogriimited resources (i.e., budgets) to
achieve return from their investment. However, axB(1992) warns, the state-centred
approach treats the state as a unified rationat,aghich obviate questions about what
occurs within the ‘black box’ of the state. In ttentext of East Asian welfare model, in
which social policies are subject to the suprenaogconomic development and hence
they are ascribed to low priority on the politiGelenda in comparison to economic
policies, it is reasonable to assume that the afiBocial ministries to expand has been
hampered by economic ministries. Therefore it ipanant to disaggregate the policy
preferences of the government bureaucrats at ted ¢& ministries to see if there were
differing preferences, and if so how they were ragstl and reflected in policy designs.
Disaggregating interests within the government,rdfoge, can provide us with

important insights on dynamics within the statejolvhcould have marked impacts on
the outcome of policy reforms (For works on diffeyiinterests between economic

ministries and social ministries, see Kwon, 1998 Betévez-Abe, 2008).

The Social Policy Preferences of Employers’ Assotians

The developmental state thesis asserts that tie atal business are in alliance for
implementing certain strategies of economic develm. According to this line of
logic, the two parties of the alliance should stameilar policy preferences in order to
maintain the alliance. Therefore, a propositionlddae derived from the thesis that
employers support the government direction of $gmécy. Recall that the government
bureaucrats put forward the developmental welfaegesin which selective social
protection (contribution-based social insurance aoclpational welfare programmes)
and high level of employment protection are the important pillars of social welfare.

Beneath bureaucrats’ rationale for such policy gmexices lied their reluctance to use
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general tax revenues for social protection. In iotwerds, bureaucrats favoured a
strategy of cost-shifting to users of welfare pesgmes (employees and employers in
case of social insurance and employers in caseafpational welfare). Building upon
the assumption that employers shared the policiermeces of bureaucrats, it can be
said that they supported the cost-shifting strateggovernment for social protection.
Some argue that Korean employers were in favowoaipany-level welfare benefits,
as a way to facilitate skill formation and to tidlled workers to the firms during the
period of industrialisation, when the labour mankess tight and consequently poaching
became a widely spread practice (Yang, 2004, 006, Chung, 2007). When the
government wanted to institutionalise social ineaeaprogrammes (for instance, health
and work-injury insurance programmes), employerks riht oppose the government’s
initiative, because they had been running simitagmamme at the company level and
joining social insurance programme would not creadglitional cost on their side
(Kwon, 1999). Meanwhile, it is argued that emplayesupport for the government
policy direction (in particular, on occupational lfaee) merely reflects unequal
bargaining power between the two parties. Song 3JR@dsists that employers rather
provided company welfare involuntarily becausehef $tate enforcement and the end of
company welfarism era has come in Korea as thagttieof the state enforcing firms to
provide welfare has significantly decreased dupdittical democratisation and market
liberalisation. If we expect to see change in popceferences of employers in the post
transition period, then a question arises as fdlot@ which policy direction that they
switched?

In the section on the employer-centred approaah ctiapter pointed out that
Korea was classified as CME. According to this sifgsation by the VoC, Korean

employers are expected to support high level ofleympent protection or generous
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social policy if the policy serves the functionvehge-replacement (for instance, old-age
pension and unemployment insurance) for the purpbskill formation. Drawing upon
the VoC thesis, thus, it is safe to assume thae&woemployers follow the line of policy
preferences that those in the CMEs have. Henceh#ses will investigate if employers
continue their preference in the developmentalgie§ie., selective, contributory social
policy or occupational welfare), or resemble thef@rences of employers in the CMEs
(i.e., generous social policy with wage-replacemduanction and employment

protection).

The Social Policy Preferences of Trade Unions

The Power Resources theorem argues that organeeourl pursue the social-
democratic model of welfare state. Two conceptsraportant to understand the model
and the policy preference of trade unions: redigtron and decommodification. First,
the important purpose of welfare state is to rethste wealth from the ‘have’
(capitalists) to the ‘have not’ (wage earners)casithe welfare state is understood as a
political triumph of workers in the democratic dastruggle between capitalists and
wage earners. Second, and more importantly, theéafumental goal that workers want to
achieve through the establishment of the welfaatess decommodification. The reason
why trade unions champion the welfare state is Umexat can decrease the workers’
reliance on the labour market for survival throuigguring workers against social risks.
Drawing on the Power Resources thesis, thus, ibeasissumed that trade unions would
be in favour of a type of social policy which coubeést pursue redistribution and
decommodification. In other words, they would prefenerous (e.g., high level of
income replacement rates and longer benefit durgatimiversal and progressively tax-

financed social policy rather than selective, dbotory, or regressively financed one.
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However, the Power Resource approach has been ahdkenge by the new
perspective illuminating that the policy preferenaie workers is not homogenous.
Rueda (2005, 2007) claims that that labour is @dithto the insiders and outsiders of
labour markets, showing fundamentally differentipopreferences, based on different
risks of unemployment. While the insiders are cptealised as those who have highly
protected jobs, the outsiders are those who aieereiinemployed or have jobs
characterised by low salaries and low levels of leympent and social protection.
Derived from their differing status in labour matkeand differing risk of
unemployment, he argues that the insiders areylikel prefer higher levels of
employment protection whereas outsiders unemploymsstection (i.e., passive and
active labour market policies). More importantlg lustrated that social democratic
parties, which represent the interests of workérsthe Continental Europe have
prioritised policy preferences of the insiders thfaose of the outsiders.

The existing research on the preferences of Kooeganised labour, although
there is lack of research anchored in empirical@vwte, exhibits two contending views.
Some argue that, following the line of Power Resesirapproach, organised labour is
the champion of social democratic welfare statengS®003, Kim, 2008b). Others
claim that, driven by powerful unions of industriednglomerates, organised labour
pursued wage increases or expansion of companwamegifogramme rather than public
policy gains (Yang, 2006, Kim and Lim, 2000).

Applying the new perspective to the case of Koregs, plausible that Korean
trade unions pursue the interest of insiders of ldi®ur market. Given that the
mainstream literature on the East Asian politicareomy contends that the duality of
the labour market is greatly pronounced in theargthe insiders/outsiders distinction

can be particularly useful in the examination oligyopreferences of organised labour.
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The thesis pays attention to the fact that organiséour in East Asia is highly
fragmented, as the predominance of enterprise ismohinders organised labour from
developing industry wide interest. It is argued kgour movement, driven by power
unions of industrial conglomerate, promoted wagedases or expansion of company
welfare programme over public policy gains and éargheglected interest of atypical
workers (Yang, 2006, Kim and Lim, 2000, Shin, 2010)light of two competing views,
the thesis will pay attention as to whether difigrinterests exist within labour and if so,
how they are represented by organised labour. iferate, it is an important line of
inquiry of the thesis as to whether Korean tradensseek universal and redistributive

social policy or material gains at the company leve

The Social Policy Preferences of Parties
The partisan theory is built on the assumption thatleft-right ideological cleavage is
salient in party politics. The thesis broadly cifiss parties into three broad categories:
parties of the left (e.qg., the Social Democrats, tentre (e.g., the Christian Democrats),
and the liberal and the secular conservative (¢hg,Conservatives). The existing
research illustrate that Social Democratic paidiggocate universal public social policy
with tax-based financing whereas secular-consemgtiarties a pronounced market-
oriented social policy stance, emphasising empleyeployee contribution based
private social protection. Christian Democratictigs; and most centre parties, come in
between the two ends, pursuing public social ptmecwith less enthusiasm than
Social Democratic parties (Schmidt, 2010, Benodt baver, 2006).

Turning to the scholarship on the East Asian welfgtates as had been shown
earlier in the chapter, the mainstream view doéscaonsider parties in the region to be

programmatic; it is argued that partisanship in tlegion is underpinned not by
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cleavages in the left-right ideologies but by omesegionalism or ethnicity. Therefore
party platforms on the welfare state, which wereettgped in accordance with the left-
right ideological divide in case of other advaneednomies, are not articulated in East
Asian countries. In particular, the weak class camssness and the absence of a viable
political left were attributed to preventing theries from developing party platforms
on the welfare state. A new body of research isrgimg, meanwhile, illuminating the
increasing importance of electoral competition le folitics of East Asian welfare
states against the backdrop of democratic deepetiimg accept that social policy has
become a salient cleavage of electoral politicEast Asia, it is reasonable to expect
that the parties have begun to develop elaboraéedeas on social policy. Moreover, the
election of left governments in East Asian coustiglikely to have an ample impact on
the development of party platforms on social polidhe thesis, therefore, will
scrutinise as to whether partisanship in the redias become programmatic with
reference to the issue of welfare state. Especiallyight of recent social protection
expansions in the region, how party platforms wota of welfare state growth emerged

will be scrutinised.
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3. Understanding the Korean Welfare State: Its PolicyMaking Institutions
and Developments

This chapter delineates the policy making institsi of the welfare state in Korea. In
order to facilitate a better understanding of thalgsis presented in the subsequent
chapters, this chapter provides a detailed conmdéxpolicy-making institutions with
regard to the Korean welfare state and an illustnabf important developments in the
area of social protection and the labour markete Tirst part introduces important
backdrop of the policy-making institutions beforeovimng onto the state-society
relations. It presents a historical account of ha&mocratic governance is
institutionalised as well as the general charasties of the policy-making institutions
in Korea. It is followed by an elaboration on thetitutional settings of the state-society
relations which illuminate how the settings andirtthange shaped relative strength
among key actors of the Korean welfare state. Theorsd part delineates the
development of the Korean welfare state over tiAethe thesis defines the welfare
state as an intricate web of social and labour etaplicies, this part follows the

development in the domain of social protection gredlabour market.

3.1.  The Policy-Making Institutions of the Korean Welfare State

This part pays special attention to the process tleg dual transition (i.e.,

democratisation and economic liberalisation) inoadance with the central line of
inquiry of the thesis, that is, to investigate hdynamics of the social policy-making
has been changed by the dual transition. The dextigation is dealt with in the first
half where a brief chronology of the Korea governtrie presented in order to illustrate
how democratic governance was interrupted by aitédn@mism, restored and

institutionalised in Korea. The economic liberdiisa is illuminated in the second half
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where institutional settings defining the stateistycrelations and their change over
time are delineated, offering a rich context of #gfting dynamics of the social and
labour market policy-making. The section explainitige state-business relations
especially provides an informative account on htw €conomy was regulated and

deregulated.

3.1.1. The Modern History of the Korean Governments

The modern history of South Korea is of complicatinvolving colonial rule, a civil
war, a series of military coups d’etat and dictsitgp, and democracy. In 1948, the first
modern South Korean government was establishegk tyears after the liberation from
the Japanese Empire. For four decades, the whol€éoofa was subjected to the
Japanese colonial rule (1905-1945 including thst fiive years of the Japanese
protectorate) which was terminated by the end ef\World War Il. Immediately after
the War, the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. began theiteteship in southern and northern parts
of Korea respectively under the oversight of thatéthNations. During the period of
the American trusteeship, the National Assembly established in South Korea which
laid out the Constitution and elected Rhee Syng-Mathe first president of South
Korea. The division of Korea between South and MNomas formalised as the
inauguration of separate governments in both Eiféstively created the Republic of
Korea in the South and the Democratic People’s Blepwf Korea in the North
(Ringen et al., 2011). The inter-Korea relations haen marked by hostility since the
inception of two separate entities which was welhdnstrated by the Civil War (1950-
1953). Until 1961, South Korea was technically undiemocratic governance from the
perspective that governments were created as dt mesulirect elections with the

exception of the indirect presidential election1948. However, the early years of
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democracy were marred by the allegations that thieg party resorted to election
rigging and corruption to stay in power. The pubdiatcry for resignation of the
president Rhee (which reached the highest poinnvithe April Revolution occurred in
1960) led to the establishment of the parliamengayernment headed by Yun Po-Son
in 1960. Unfortunately, the government became atdived one when Park Chung-
Hee, a military general, seized the power by cdatatlin 1961. This was the beginning
of an authoritarian rule which lasted for 26 yedbaring this period the Constitution
was frequently revised to manoeuvre military leatdeway to presidency and
consolidate their rule. Measures such as martial dad military forces were often
deployed to maintain the dominance of authoritaggvernments over the society
(Woo, 2004, Koo, 1993). In particular, the studend the labour movements and
opposition parties were subject to severe oppressiahey were deemed as opposition
forces to authoritarian governments. A distincti®often made between periods of hard
and soft authoritarianism (Ringen et al., 2011, ¢#ad and Moon, 1990) reflecting the
variation in the degree to which authoritarian gaweents restricted the civil liberty.
Here, the chapter does not delve into the demarcadf sub-periods within the
authoritarian era because it goes beyond the sobpbe thesis. Suffice it to say,
therefore, that the authoritarian era shaped tite-sbciety relations in a particular way,
some of which had or have had a rather long lastimzact on the relations even in the
democratic era.

On 29 June 1987, near the end of the Chun govemmam Tae-Woo, the
leader of the ruling party, announced to hold adipresidential election. In December
of the same year, a first direct presidential e&bectafter a couple of decades of
authoritarianism took place. For this reason, ityfcal to refer to 1987 as a point of

democratic opening. Considering that Korea expeddmascent democracy prior to the
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authoritarian period, the democratic transitionemlftl987 is a period of re-
democratisation, to be precise, as Ringen and tl2011) rightly emphasised.
However, following the convention and for convemienthe thesis refers to the post-
1987 period as the democratic era. The inauguratidRoh Tae-Woo government the
following year opened the democratic era but higegoment was often criticised of
authoritarian legacy. President Roh himself was iitany general who was deeply
involved in the previous authoritarian Chun goveenin and was a handpicked
successor of Chun. Therefore, many considered tleesding Kim Young-Sam
government (1993-1998) as the first true democivernment which was headed by
a civilian. The Kim government nevertheless suffeirem a democratic deficit. It was
argued that Kim Young-Sam was able to win the pesgtial election only because his
party was able to secure the largest popular stgpothe merger with other two
conservative parties, one of which was the Demucdaistice Party, ruling party during
the authoritarian Chun government and the subséd@ngovernment. For this reason,
many view the Kim Dae-Jung government (1998-2003) mark the period of
democratic consolidation. Kim Dae-Jung and his ypdwad no involvement in the
authoritarian governments. Moreover, he was tis fader of opposition ‘democratic’
forces (which was broadly defined as the polititeft) to become a president.
Following the Kim Dae-Jung government, the elecobiRoh Moo-Hyun (2003-2008)
to the presidency opened the second term of the gefernment. In 2009, the
conservatives came back in power after ten yeatsfofovernments. Throughout the
period of government change from the conservativdbe democrats, and back to the
conservatives again, there was no threat of mylitamups to overthrow a democratic
government. Passing the test of time of two andlé decades, it is safe to say that

democracy was proven resilient and governance n&gutionalised as the norm of
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Korean politics.

Table 3. Chronology of the Korean Governments

Period Head of Years Remarks

government

Nascent democracy| Rhee Syng-Marl948-1960| Indirectly elected at
first but re-elected by
direct elections

afterwards

Yun Po-Son 1960-1962 Parliamentary

government system

Authoritarianism Park Chung-Hee 1961-1963| Military general, hard

authoritarianism

Park Chung-Hee 1963-1972| Soft authoritarianism

Park Chung-Hee 1972-1979| Hard authoritarianism

Choi Kyu-Ha 1979-1980 civilian, indirectly

—

elected presiden
under the control of

the military junta

Chun Doo-Hwan 1980-1988| Military general

Democratization Roh Tae-Woo 1988-1993 Military general, the

transition first directly elected

1%

president after th

authoritarian era
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Kim Young-Sam| 1993-1998 | The  first  civil

president
Democratic Kim Dae-Jung 1998- 2003 The first left
consolidation president

Roh Moo-Hyun | 2003-2008| The second left

president

Lee Myung-Bak | 2008- The first conservative
president after ten
years of left

government

Source: adapted from Ringen and others (2011)

3.1.2. The Korean Polity

Policy-making institutions in Korea have often bedaracterised as being bureaucrat-
led. The executive is pinpointed as a dominantrasfth a considerable amount of
autonomy in gathering policy ideas, their delibiersd and their passing in the National
Assembly. This executive-driven nature of policykimg is rooted in the strong
presidential system with a clear sense of hieraramong bureaucrats which was
instituted during the authoritarian Park regimethAugh he was not the first president,
Park was certainly the one who instituted the lggafcstrong president in many ways.
It is self-evident that the authoritarian rule bgbtialmost uncontested power to the
president and his government. The constitutionakien of 1972 (which replaced the
existing Constitution withtvushinConstitution) bestowed him with life-time presidgn
Moreover, the president was endowed with the poteeoverride the legislature.

Underneath the president was the Office of theiteas the “Blue House”, consisting
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of a few Secretariats which oversaw the workinggafernment ministries. Among the
government ministries, the Economic Planning Bd&#B) had a special standing, as
it was portrayed as the ‘pilot agency’ by the depehental state literature which was in
charge of devising plans for economic developmert policy coordination in the
realm of economy (Amsden, 1989, Cumings, 1987, desah and Appelbaum, 1992,
Johnson, 1982, 1987, Koo, 1987, Woo-Cumings, 1998&ting from 1962, the EPB
announced five-year economic development plansghwblearly set out the objectives
of economic and industrial policies, for instantzggets of export volume and priority
sectors. The privileged status of EPB could be sedme fact that the head of the EPB
assumed the position of Deputy Prime Minister. Urtle regime which set economic
growth through industrialisation as a national ptyo agenda, the power of EPB
reached far beyond ministries which were typicdmed to have direct involvement
in industrialisation, such as the Ministry of Commee and Industry. As will be
illustrated later, the EPB (and its successor d@ftemerger with the Ministry of Finance
during the Kim Young-Sam government) attemptedxirtts influence over social and
labour-market policy making.

If the EPB laid out the blue print of economic pgliand to some extent public
policy, the government ministries were largely heddponsible for drawing policy
proposals and passing them to the legislature. $mecific policy design, the
government ministries greatly rely on expertisead¥isory agencies. In general, the
advisory agencies existed in the form of governmesgarch institutes. A few institutes
were of particular importance in the area of sogwlicy-making: the Korean
Development Institute, the Korean Institute of Hleaind Social Affairs, and the Korean
Institute of Labour, although the influence of timst one diminished significantly in

the post-transition. Quite often, policy delibeoatitook place only within the closed
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terrain of the ministries and their advisory agesdn the authoritarian period, largely
excluding societal actors.

Once presented to the National Assembly, the govem bills were rarely
subject to rigorous discussion or substantial remigs a result. In order to relegate the
National Assembly to a rubber stamp of the exeeutitie authoritarian governments
limited the number of days in which the Nationak@sbly could be open and discuss
the bills, and exerted strong internal disciplimetbe ruling party. Party leaders strictly
control their rank-and-file members. At every stagfedecision making, legislative
members followed instructions from above (Kim, 1P8Bven the speaker was not
immune from party discipline, which hindered hamfr keeping up the autonomy of the
legislature. Overall, the legislature and parti¢sy@d a marginal role in the policy
process (Chan, 2000, Mo, 2001, Jaung, 2000).

Entering into the post-transition period, the pplprocess became more open
and pluralist. In order to enhance the participatimf societal actors, democratic
governments frequently utilised special committéekich were given the status of
ministerial, prime ministerial or presidential Iéwkepending on the weight of matters)
which were set up on an ad-hoc basis. Usually thandittees were comprised of
representatives from employer’s associations, ttadens, and public interests, set up
on an ad-hoc basis (Mo, 2001). Although restricdigaced on activities of political
parties and the National Assembly have been lifted,two have not moved to centre

state in the policy process after democratisaticimaf, 2000, Yang, 2008).
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3.2. Institutional Setting of the State-Society Relatios

The Korean welfare state does not exist in vacutipxists against the backdrop of the
Korean political economy which underwent fundamkeakeanges in the last two and a
half decades caused by democratisation and ecoridraralisation. Numerous works
suggest that one of the changes undertaken iiarda of the state-society relations.
The state-society relations can inform us of a widentext within which social and
labour market policy-making takes place. Thus,llstration of how the state-society
relations had been and changed in the aftermatheofiual transition can help us to
better understand change in relative strength aniang actors of policy-making.
Understanding the origin of change is especiallparant for comprehending its
magnitude. For this reason, the chapter delineiesnstitutional legacy which had
shaped the state-society relations for almost themades and still might have lingering
impact on the relations in some ways. Prior totthasition, the state used authoritarian
dictatorship in order to attain and maintain domg®over societal actors. In particular,
the high degree of state intervention in the afeadustrial relations, business activities,
and political activities led to the substantialtrieson of the autonomy of trade unions,
employers and political parties. Hence, the follagvsection portrays the state-society

relations with a focus on the three areas.

3.2.1. Trade Unions

During the authoritarian era, labour was excludexnf the political arena. Workers’
right to freedom of association in terms of thentitp form trade unions and collective
bargaining, although recognised as constitutiorggits for most periods and for most
sectors, was significantly restricted by the stéldeyo, 1989, Henderson and

Appelbaum, 1992). The state repression of labouvements is rooted in the geo-
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politics of the Cold War. The American forces, whiauled South Korea during the
transition period (1945-1948) from the Japanesertal rule to the establishment of the
first government, repressed any type of leftistitmall movements. The first national

level trade union, the National Trade Union CouChun Pyunyjwhich was organised

in close association with the Chosun CommunistyPartl945, was put under severe
state regulation (Kwon and O'Donnell, 1999). Afilee Korean Civil War in the early

1950s, the political climate for the labour movem@nSouth Korea became extremely
hostile. The priority of the Rhee Seung-Man goventrwas to develop a capitalist
economy in South Korea as a bulwark against thenoamist North Korea. Broad-based
socialist or labour movements were repressed in rhme of ‘the fight against

Communism’ (ibid.).

When the authoritarian Park Chung-Hee regime cartee power by military
coup in May 1961, the labour movement faced an gveater oppression. In order to
pre-empt the labour movement to develop into angtrpolitical opposition to the
authoritarian government, the regime further sugged the labour movement in the
following ways. First, the regime nurtured the stedntrolled monopolistic unionism
(Woo, 2004). The General Federation of Korean Trabmheons (GFKTU), which
became the nation’s sole labour federation afteiCiwun Pyunchad been outlawed by
the American forces, was reformed into a new undbi@iganisation; the Federation of
Korea Trade Unions (FKTU) consisted of sixteen Btdal federations, comprising
2,359 unions and 336,974 members. Among the ueiatelrs, those who were loyal to
the regime were allowed to stay in the FKTU, ondhe hand, and some of them were
appointed as members of the government, on ther ¢theang, 2006, Kwon and
O'Donnell, 1999). Furthermore, the regime presertreel monopolistic structure of

state-controlled unionism and deterred the grovtindependent labour movements by
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outlawing multiple trade union representation (WB004). Consequently, the ability of
the labour federation in representing worker’s nesés was significantly constrained.
Instead, the FKTU rather functioned as an enfooéegovernment labour policies and
often supported managements in the case of labsputés (Deyo, 1989, Hwang, 2006).
Second, rights to collective action of trade uniarese severely constrained under the
authoritarian regime. The political activities abde unions were outlawed as the
Special Act for National Security banned any pcditiactivities against the government
in 1971. In particular, the Act defined strikedange workplaces as disruption of social
order and damaging to economic development (SKIW2)L In the following year, the
Constitution was revised to bestow the governmaafpower to restrict civil rights and
freedoms whenever it saw national security or pubklfare was at risk (Pae, 1992). At
the same time, the State of Emergency came intaffeder which time all collective
rights of labour were suspended (Ringen et al.1R0Ihird, the authoritarian regime
paved the way for the state to directly intervemdabour disputes. The use of public
security agencies (such as police and the Koreartr&lelntelligence Agency) was
allowed to suppress industrial conflicts (Park,9,93hin, 1972). Besides, the Office of
Labour Affairs (which later became the Ministry babour) was given the right to
supervise arbitration procedures, and the scopgoeérnment intervention in labour
dispute was extended to all industries (Choi, 198%2007).

The suppression of the labour movement continuedemuthe authoritarian
Chun Doo-Hwan regime (1981-1988). In order to hantpe growth of the labour
movement, the Chun regime endeavoured to weakemihbetween shop floor unions
and peak associations (Haggard and Moon, 1990, 2@@®4}). The ban on third party
intervention was introduced which in essence forthe labour federation from

engaging in collective bargaining and labour dispuat the firm-level (Song, 1999).
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Thus, the role of labour federation was margindlige the extent that they were only
permitted to make policy recommendations and, siomest petitions to employers
when collective bargaining had reached a stalen@irversely, enterprise unions were
given heavier weight with authority to decide mokimportant agendas such as wage
bargaining. It was argued that the regime delileéyaénforced an enterprise-union-
centred structure of industrial relations by deatgrg enterprise unions as responsible
organisations for settling grievances and maintgréooperation between employers
and employees (Yang, 2006). As a result, the straktie between shop floor unions
and the labour federation became weak as the lalederation could not have much
authority over rank-and-file members of unions bea shop floor. The ability of trade
unions to develop horizontal and vertical linkag&kjch was critical to the growth of
labour movement, was severely undermined.

Quite the contrary to harsh oppression and politicarginalisation it faced
during the pre-democratic era, labour movementswgven legal recognition and
brought into the political arena in the democratia. The most distinctive change of
labour relations in the democratic era is thatd&sdour right for collective action was
fully recognised by labour laws. Notably, the thias on trade union activities were
lifted one by one: ban on multiple unionism, bartlind party intervention, and ban on
political activities of trade unions (OECD, 199&61157). First, the monopoly of the
FKTU came to an end after 1987 when unions weratgdafreedom to decide freely
whether to join the FKTU as their national centret@ remain independent (Song,
1999). Multiple unionisnwas permitted at the industry and national level$997 and
the workplace level in 2011. This opened up a waytfie Korean Confederation of

Trade Unions (KCTU), the federation of independembns established in 1995, to be
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legally recognisetl The KCTU finally gained a full legal status in9% however, when
teachers unions, then illegal members of the KCigre legalised in line with the
expansion of labour right to association to loweleypublic sector employees and
teachers (OECD, 2000). From 1995 to 1999, memhemshihe KCTU continued to
grow from 418,000 (862 unions) to 565,000 (1, 26&ns) (Lee and Lee, 2003: 514).
In addition, third-party participation in collecévbargaining and labour disputes was
granted. Representatives of labour organisatiomsgaer levels (i.e. labour federations
at the level of industry or nation), could now papate in collective bargaining and
labour disputes at firm level on one condition e tiepresentatives from third parties
should register with the Ministry of Labour in adee. Lastly, organised labour was
granted freedom for political activities in 199@&haugh making donation for political
parties was allowed at a later point. The Democriibour Party was established in
2000 by strong backing of independent labour unitmshe 2004 National Assembly
election the party managed to form a floor negamgroup, winning 13.1 per cent of
votes. Nevertheless, the party suffered from dvimgdpublic support, winning 5.7 per
cent of votes, in the subsequent 2008 National Abbeelection.

Reflecting the democratisation of labour relatiotise labour movement
underwent significant growth in terms of its mensb@n. The democratic transition of
1987 led to the noticeable growth of the labour emognt. While union density
remained in the region of low-10 per cent until #aly 1980s, it soared to almost 20

per cent in the same decade after the democrasition of 1987 (OECD, 2011c).

% Independent unions refer to trade unions organisedorkers without the interference of either the
management or the government, unlike the FKTU, d¢fictv establishment was directed by the
authoritarian Park government and prerogatives vpeotected by the ban on multiple unionism until
1997.
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Although union density remained relatively low twe twvhole in Korea in comparison to
other industrial democracies, it is safe to say tirganised labour achieved greater

strength, and hence greater bargaining power,nmodeatic Korea.

3.2.2. Employers’ Associations

There are several associations that represent garplin Korea. First, there are quasi-
public associations, which were given special stdiy legislation, represent broad
streams of employers. The Korean Chamber of Comenand Industry, the oldest
employers’ association which was founded in 1884eg automatic membership to
every employer regardless of size and industry edsethe Korean Federation of Small
and Medium-sized Business (KFSMB) focuses on reptasy the interest of small
employers. These associations are under the jatiediof government bureaus and
financed by taxes (OECD, 2000, Chun and Seo, 2008jle they act as channels of
employers’ opinion to the government, they alsovig® vocational training. Second,
there are private associations, based on fee-paymgmbership, which are
political/economic pressure groups. Among those, associations are often consulted
as the representative of employers in the poliogess, and thus considered influential.
On the one hand, The Federation of Korean Indu@&kil) consists of industrial
conglomerates;haebo] and advocates the interest of large enterprisgscglly in the
realm of economic policy (OECD, 2000). On the othand, the Korean Employers
Federation (KEF), which has not only 4,000 indiatlanterprises but also sectoral and
regional employer and trade associations as its beesn aims to represent broader
groups of employers (ibid.). It specialises in athtong the interests of employers in the
area of industrial relations and provides its memlvath information and advice with

regard to industrial relations including enterpiliseel collective bargaining. However,
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it is argued that the KEF tends to representsntezasts of large enterprises than small
ones as large enterprises constitute its core maimpgChun and Seo, 2008).

Prior to the transition, business had a closertiogiship with the state as a
partner in the developmental alliance. During the-fpansition period, the state had an
upper hand within the alliance as it had poweriteall and guide businesses in pursuit
of industrialisation. The authoritarian Park goweemt not only drew up to which
direction that the nation should pursue indussé&lon, but also provided an incentive
structure for firms to follow the direction of thstate. It was during the Park
government when industrial conglomeratebaebo] began to thrive as they were
chosen to be national champions which would leadettport-oriented industrialisation.
Among many policies, industrial and financial pa& were underlined as key policy
instruments ohurturingchaebol(Kim, 1997, Koo and Kim, 1992, Haggard and Moon,
1990, Woo-Cumings, 1999). With industrial policiéise government could direct the
investment decision of business in a few strateglastries. The Park government set
the heavy-chemical industry as a priority sectod & introduced a set of legislations to
promote firms to enter into it. For instance, thdustrial Machinery Promotion Act of
1967, the Shipbuilding Promotion Act of 1967, thed&onic Industry Promotion Act
of 1969, the Petrochemical Industry Promotion Att1669, and the Steel Industry
Promotion Act of 1970 were enacted granting theegoment’s preferential treatments
for firms entering into these industries — easyeasdo foreign and domestic credits, tax
breaks, public provision of infrastructure, and like. Numerous scholars argue that the
availability of government subsidies was the gretatlecentive for firms to enter into
these priority industries (Kim, 1997, Koo and Ki992, Woo, 1991). Adding to the
favourable terms in the area of bank credits ardstavere the exporters of the priority

industries treated with, they were also protecteainf foreign competitors in the
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domestic market, sometimes with outright import $ar the products in question
(Jones and Sakong, 1980).

Along with the industrial policies, the governmeniised financial policies as
a tool to influence businesses. As the Park goventmmationalised banks and the
financial market was regulated by the governmenthad substantial room for
manoeuvre in influencing business decision by wéyngestment subsidies, price
controls, credit rationing and maintenance of iegérates at artificially low levels. All
measures were to encourage business investmeribvo iito strategic industries
(Castells, 1992, Koo and Kim, 1992, Woo, 1991, \Whonings, 1999). Especially, the
government subsidies were given to those firms weae able to achieve outstanding
performance to meet the target of the five-yearneodc development plans. In
addition, the ‘policy loans’ from the state-ownednks, of which interest rates were
exceptionally low, were widely used as the funaciloequivalent to subsidies. The
government also underwrote foreign loans for cormgsaim priority industries. During
the authoritarian era, approximately 70 per cempadicy loans were distributed to the
heavy chemical industries and entrepreneurs “falbwhe subsidies” (Graham, 2003:
30, Koo and Kim, 1992). Woo-Cumings (1999) callsafice the ‘nerves of the
developmental state’ in illuminating the criticalle of finance in market-governing
mechanism of the state. The state wielded sigmfic#luence on business decision by
gaining a tight control on finance by means of haich strong grip on the banks.

In addition, dependence on foreign finance duen&léack of domestic capital
also gave the government a potentially powerfulhmétfor guiding economic activity.
The government could control credit provided byefgn lenders to Korean enterprises
by acting as guarantor of credit. In 1962, the Epre&apital Inducement Deliberation

Committee was established within the Economic RfapBoard to screen applications
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by Korean firms for foreign finance (Graham, 200B)e power to control which firms

would receive foreign credit thus came to be usedhe government as a tool of
industrial policy. This power was used extensiveifynen Korean firms, under

government direction, began to invest in highlyipntensive industries during the
early 1970s. Even the remarkable increase of daensavings, from virtually zero in

the early 1960s to close to 20 per cent of GDFiR01to almost 25 per cent of GDP in
1980, and to 30 per cent in 1985, did not diminisk power of government in

controlling finance (ibid.).

In sum, the nationalisation of the banking systalong with the control on the
scarce foreign loans, provided the state with paweneans of directing investment
decisions, thereby infringing the most fundameptarogative of the capitalists. It was
not unusual that the state often intervened inaffegrs of individual firms as it can be
seen in the case in which the government orderesivDa to take up shipbuilding in
1978 (You, 1994). When the success or failure airmss largely depended on whether
a firm was chosen as a beneficiary of generousrgavent’s subsidiaries and policy
loans, business had to subordinate its managemergatives to the policy objectives
of the government.

However, the power balance in the developmentaralé had begun to shift
since the 1990s. While the political strength o #tate to undertake developmental
industrial policy began to diminish since the 14®@80s, the economic and political
power of thechaebolwas on the rise. The dismantling of state-led stdalisation was
accelerated by the Kim Young-Sam government asdlished the practice of five-year
planning, which used to provide an overarchinggyotioordination framework since its
introduction in 1962, upon its assumption of powerl993. Most industrial policy

measures were negated aside from the exceptioheoptomotion of research and
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development in some high-technology industries (Qhet al., 1998).

Furthermore, the liberalisation of the financialrked was a key factor which
caused considerable decrease of the state inflimmrebusinesses. The first significant
step of the liberalisation of the financial markeas taken in the early 1980s when
commercial banks were privatised (Economic PlanBogrd, 1984). Yet, the degree of
liberalisation remained modest since and the gaowen still had a good deal of
influence on financial sector through interest i@atrols and quantitative credit targets
(Kim, 2003a). Also, the opening of the capital nerkrovided business with further
leverage to gain financial independence from theestSince 1988, the financial
authority have encouraged local securities hous@e tabroad to directly raise funds in
foreign capital markets and thelmaebolhave responded with enthusiasm. By 1993,
eight out of ten largesthaebolhad their own securities companies (Kim, 2003&e T
capital market liberalisation enabled ttteaebolto bypass regulatory regime simply by
going abroad to raise new funds. Now businessesedaa considerable degree of
financial independence from the state as the sbfaoank loans in the corporate sector
fund dropped down by half to 11.4 per cent by theé ef 1980s, from 18.4 per cent in
the late 1970s (Bank of Korea, 1990).

It was only during the Kim Young-Sam governmentwhweer, when the
financial market underwent path-breaking reformie Tour major areas of financial
reform programmes were as follows: liberalisatibralbinterest rates; reform of policy
loans; autonomous management of financial instiisti and liberalisation of capital
accounts (Bank of Korea, 1994). In particular, thaebolpushed the government for

liberalisation in the Non Banking Financial Instian (NBFI)* sector (Haggard, 2000,

* The Non Banking Financial Institutions typicallgfer to merchant banks, securities companies,
investment trusts, life insurance and fire and aligunsurance companies, instalment finance comegan
mutual savings, venture capital companies, crealitt companies and factoring finance firms (Shin,
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Hahm, 2003). Contrary to the modest level of pisaiton in the banking sector and the
limit of chaebok ownership of banks to 8 per cent, the degrekbefalisation of the
Non Banking Financial Institution (NBFI) sector waansiderable. Since the late 1980s,
the chabols entry into the NBFI was very visible; the majgrof the license of life
insurance companies, investment finance compamessacurities companies were
issued tochaebolfirms (Hahm, 2003: 84). With the lowering of entoarrier to the
merchant banking industry during the Kim Young-Sgovernment, the number of
newly established merchant banks dramatically aseéd. By the end of 1996, a total
of thirty merchant banking corporations were inrapien and sixteen of them owned

by chaebol(Hahm, 2003: 88).

3.2.3. Political Parties

It has been most often illustrated that politicattfegs in Korea play a marginal role in

the policy process. Scholars argue that policy bgweent in Korea is rarely driven by

party competition but by bureaucratic expediencadégard and Kaufman, 2008, Mo,

2001). The light weight of political parties in pl-making processes is reflected in the
legislature-executive relations. Jaung (2000) ctatmat the legislature only plays a
subjective role to the executive and refers toNlational Assembly as a mere ‘rubber
stamp’ of the executive. The weak influence of focdi parties over the policy process
has its root in the authoritarian era under whiolitipal competition between parties

was severely restricted (Kang, 2001).The activibésopposition parties against the
authoritarian regimes were sanctioned to varyingreles. The extremely low level of

effective number of parties during the authoritarnperiod, ranging from an extremely

2003).

® Merchant banks in Korea are wholesale financiatiitions engaged in underwriting commerci
al paper, leasing, and short-term lending to thepa@te sector. They fund themselves from issui
ng bonds and commercial papers and borrowing frbenibter-bank and foreign markets.
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low 1.66 to a high of 2.65, suggests that it wasrofmpossible for party competition to
take place when less than two parties existed @meloStockton, 2005).
Inasmuch as repressing opposition parties, theoatdahan regimes frequently changed
electoral systems in order to prevent oppositioriggfrom winning elections. It was
not uncommon for the electoral system to be chamyéavour of the governing party
which was the largest and wealthiest party durihg authoritarian era (Heo and
Stockton, 2005).For instance, the electoral refofrh971 to two-member districts from
single-member districts guaranteed the incumbenty g@ secure one seat in each
district, while allowing opposition parties to gpie remaining half of seats. The two-
seats-per-district system also allowed for the mneleresentation of the more populated
urban districts, which opposition forces tendedetgoy strong support, and over-
representation of the pro-regime, rural distrieteq and Stockton, 2005). Moreover, the
PR block seats, which consisted of one-third duthey Park regime but decreased to
one-fifth of all seats during the Chun regime, sdrto the benefit of the ruling party.
The allocation mechanism of proportional repredema(PR) seats was to the
disadvantage of opposition parties which had smallenber of seats in the National
Assembly as the PR seats were awarded on thedfassats held by a party, and not on
the percentage of votes. Small parties had andlisadvantage to earn the PR seats as
only of parties which won more than 5 per centatélt votes could be allocated PR
seats (ibid.). As a result, the ruling party alwhgsl parliamentary majorities even when
it had lower vote shares than opposition partiég [6ng dominance of the conservative
party during the authoritarian era severely hantpetee prospect that policy
development could be led by competition of polidgas put forward by parties.

It seems that little has been changed in the reafinparty system since

democratic transition in 1987. Mo (2001) argued #w7en in post-transition period,
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party competition does not feature prominently aliqy-making processes. Despite the
cease of oppression on opposition parties, theignfle of parties over the policy
process could not grow due to personality-centhedacteristic of parties (Cotton, 1989,
Han, 1989, Kim, 1989). Parties are typically fouthds leading political personalities
as “disposable vehicles for their personal elettamzbitions” (Heo and Stockton, 2005:
685). Often the focus of election campaigns is gdlaon personalities rather than
policies. Moreover, personality-driven parties kdshort-span of lifetime of Korean
parties. Until 2000, none of the ruling parties éaurvived intact for more than one
election and only two parties have survived for telections, the Democratic Party
(1992 and 1996) and the United Liberal Party (1886 2000) (ibid.). In general, party
leaders were responsible for financing election gaigns either through raising funds
or his/her own assets (Kang, 2001). As the existasfcparties greatly relies on the
leading personalities, there is little incentive fbe personalities to stay in the same
party if leaving the party offers better electof@aftune. Party defections and mergers
have not been uncommon, especially around the dinedections. Thus, short-life span
of parties hampered the ability for parties to depesolid party platform on policy
issues (Chan, 2000).

Equally importantly, strong regional underpinninfgparty politics functioned
as an obstacle for parties to rise to key playgralicy-making processes. The regional
divide between the Kyongsang province in the saghand Cholla province in the
southwest was not a new phenomenon at all (HedSémekton, 2005, Kim, 2000). In
fact, it began during the authoritarian era whenftirmer, which was the support base
of the authoritarian regime, benefited most frorduistrialisation projects under the
authoritarian governments, whereas the latter, lwkanas the stronghold of opposition

party, was largely neglected. Nevertheless, it imec&ven more pronounced in the
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democratic era when the previous authoritarian-deatc divide faded away. It was
well documented that regionalism is the most imgdrtdeterminant of electorate
behaviour. Even Korean workers vote according @rthegional background, not to
their class interests. Park (1992) demonstratdsthiealevel of income and blue-collar
worker status were not significant determinant ofev's party choice in the 1992
National Assembly election. Among his sample, @fy7 percent of workers voted for
the party most sympathetic to the labour movemetime-Democratic Party — whereas
44.0 per cent supported the ruling DLP. The rultogiservative party received more
support from the working class than the main ogmosiparty. Hence, parties tend to

campaign on the basis of regionalism than on padisyes.

3.3.  Development of Social and Labour Market Policies

The Korean welfare state underwent transformagferms in the aftermath of the dual
transition. To provide an overview of how the wedfgtate was institutionalised during
the pre-transition period and transformed in thety@nsition period, the following

section illustrates the development of social ataur market policies.

3.3.1. The Pre-Transition Era: Selective Social Protectionand High Level of
Employment Protection

The Korean welfare state was institutionalised wiité three characteristics during the
authoritarian era as follows: selective welfarevgsion, well developed firm-based
welfare programmes, and high level of employmeantqution. During the authoritarian
era, only the rudimentary social safety net wastutonalised. The Industrial Accident
Insurance Programme (lIAIP) and the National He&idurance Programme (NHIP)

were introduced to insure workers against employmeated risks whereas public
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assistance programmes were available for thosecatilol not participate in the labour
market and were living under the poverty line. &bgolicy which was introduced
during this time represents strong elements of yetidism and fiscal conservatism. In
1962, the Committee for Social Security, the goment committee which was in
charge of drawing the blue print of social polidytbe nation, proposed three social
insurance programmes: industrial accident insurarielth care insurance, and
unemployment insurance programmes (Kwon, 1999). Agrntbem, industrial accident
insurance and health care insurance were instiaiiged on the two grounds. First, the
two programmes were seen more likely to increaseuaproductivity growth and thus
seem to have greater instrumental value for fatiig industrialisation while
unemployment insurance was deemed to cause wariceligives (Kwon, 1999, Shin,
2006, Yang, 2004). Second, the two programmes wasidered as programmes which
could minimise the financial burden on the governtmand employers. Industrial
accident compensation programmes and health cagrgmnmes had been already in
operation at the company level (Shin, 2003, Kwd@899). In essence, the introduction
of two social insurance programmes was turningtiexjscompany level private social
policy into public social policy with the governnetovering administration costs. It
was a convenient way for the government to instinalise the social safety net with
relatively small financial inputs from it. Thirche social insurance was only provided to
the core workers (that is, regular workers in laggéerprises) who were considered as
productive population (Kwon, 1997, 2005b).

Alongside with the enactment of a series of soaislurance programmes
during the 1960s and the 1970s, occupational weelfggrogrammes were
institutionalised. In order to divert demands facial welfare, the authoritarian

government encouraged companies to provide ocauzdtiwelfare by giving tax
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reduction on the expenses of occupational welfasgrammes (Song, 2003, Yi, 2007).
The largest component of company welfare benefés thie retirement payment. It was
institutionalised in 1961 by the revision of thebbar Standards Act which stipulated a
retirement payment as compulsory scheme for corepamith 30 or more employees.
According to the Act, the employer ought to makigeenent payment that was not less
than 30 days of the average wage per year for timbaer of consecutive years
employed at the company (Yi, 2007). By expenditoeéirement payment is the second
largest social protection programme, comprisingp@6cent of social expenditure right
after the NHIP, which takes 34 per cent of sociatgction expenditure as of 2004
(Korea Institute for Health and Social Affairs, Z0B7). Besides, variety of cash and
in-kind benefits made available during the 1970sxstly for employees of large
enterprises. On average, in large enterprises, aoynwelfare benefits amounted to
one-thirds of monthly wages. The workers in the Ilsmaad medium-sized firms
received far smaller fringe benefits, but even tiveye sizable. By the end of the 1980s,
the total cost of company welfare benefits averagesfifths of the total labour cost for
large firms, and one-fifth of the total workforceceived company welfare benefits in
one form or another (Song, 1996).

In conjunction with selective social policy, it wasgued that labour market
policy constitutes an integral part of social potiten system in Koregcholars claim
that the labour market policies which were gearedatds the life-time and full
employment played a central role in achieving sarisl poverty reduction with a
meagre social welfare system (Dreze and Sen, M8y, 2008). It was suggested that
the high level of employment security in Korea h@en a supplement to modest public
social welfare provision. This is in line with thieew that employment protection laws

(e.g., protection against dismissal) are functioequivalents to income protection
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policies for industrial workers against the lossvafges, when they are unable to extract
an income from the labour market (Bonoli, 2007: )50ideed, one of the key features
of the Korean labour market since the 1960s haad lzedigh level of employment
protection. Although it still remains contentioushether Korea has life-time
employment which could be found in countries likepdn, a number of scholars
contend that Korea had de facto life-time employnactice during the era of rapid
economic growth. Long-term employment relations wagarded as a norm as
companies traditionally hired new employees withiobt experience and trained most
of them through firm-specific education and tragi(Korea Research Institute for
Vocational Education and Training, 2000). Woo-Cugsin(2007a:18) argues that,
without having the kind of lifetime employment syt found in countries like Japan,
the Korean labour laws provided ‘de fadti@time employment’ for male workers in
standard employment. In particular, the Labour &adh Law, until the reforms in the
late 1990s, denied the rights of employers to lfaymid hire non-standard workers.
Court approvals were required if they wanted todslabdour. The rigid employment
protection in the Korean labour market, particylan the inside labour market, was
understood as political compromise between the statsiness and labour. Between the
state and labour, employment security and depightion of labour was traded for
industrial peace. It was also in the interest eflbsiness to uphold the compromise by
virtue of industrial peace it provided (Woo-Cuming@®07a, Gourevitch and Shinn,
2005). Amsden (1989: 133) insists that the Koreanhaitarian state used a
government directive banning large scale lay-aifgimes of recession to foster long-
term employment system.

However, a note of caution should be attacheds Hrgued that the Korean

labour market demonstrates profound duality betw&eninternal and external labour
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markets (Jung and Cheon, 2006). The internal labw@urket provides jobs with a higher
level of employment security whereas the exterabblr market provides ones with
lower level of employment security. In addition, @oyment in the internal labour

market tends to offer higher wages and better catomupal welfare benefits than the one
in the external labour market. In the Korean labhmarket, employment conditions tend
to differ significantly, especially in terms of elapment security and remuneration
package, between large and small to medium engepas well as between workers in
standard employment (typically defined as full-tiwerkers in permanent positions)
and non-standard employment (typically defined exaptorary or part-time workers).

The duality between the insiders and the outsidetke labour market was augmented
by the selective and firm-centred social protectsgystem in which social insurance
programmes was provided only to those who weretandard employment at large
enterprises and occupational welfare benefits ofeaied in accordance with the firm

size. Thus, Kwon (Kwon, 2005b) argues that selectivcial protection during this time

reinforced inequality.

Social care was the least development area of thredd welfare state. The
social care provision was marginal and predomiganteans-tested. Childcare was
largely regarded as a private matter, limiting prbhildcare support to families on very
low incomes. The Child Welfare Act was legislatedlD61, laying out the legal ground
for the provision of public childcare for childrérom the disadvantaged background.
The Child Welfare Division of the Ministry of Hehltand Welfare assumed the
responsibility for public childcare, of which theipary objective was to tackle child
poverty. Thousands of community daycare centre® wstablished nationwide to mind
children of low-income families during the 1980s€, 1999: 28). In contrast, policy

measures to facilitate mothers’ employment raraligted. Mothers of child aged one
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and under could be on leave for up to twelve magntbmbining paid maternity leave
scheme which covered up to two months and unpaiehfa leave scheme for the rest
of the period. Mothers were typically expected ¢avie the labour market for family
formation whereas fathers could not take off amyetifor family-related reasohsAs

argued, Confucian ethos played a great role inisgahe care regime into a strong
male-breadwinner model (Won and Pascall, 2004, S20@3, Pascall and Sung, 2007;

Ahn and Lee, 2005: 166).

3.3.2. The Post-Transition Era: Inclusive Social Protectio and Flexible Labour
Market

In the aftermath of democratic transition, the Kuorevelfare state underwent substantial
expansion, which was referred to as ‘welfare exptos(Ahn and Lee, 2005). The
social protection system grew out of the selectivedel and became significantly
inclusive. The pension system was extended a gteal with the introduction of
National Pension Scheme (NPS) in 1988, coveringaat \majority of working
population who were not covered by occupationalspgmnschemes for civil servants,
military personnel and private school teachers amtployees. The NPS further
expanded to the self-employed in rural areas (sascfarmers and fishermen) in 1995
and eventually achieved universalisation in 199%nvit was extended to the self-
employed in urban area, and to workers of smathdiwith less than 5 employees,

temporary workers, and daily workers in 1999 (L&#)4). The NHIP was universalised

® Women'’s employment was regarded as temporaryastwell spread practice that female workers were
forced to retirement at the age of 25. It was anl{985 that women’s groups formed alliance to leack
this discriminatory practice (Kim, Y.-L. (2004) 3tudy of Women's Political Participation and Worsen'
Welfare Policy in Korea: A Case Study of the EqOalportunity Law' Journal of Social Securitg0(1),
27-58.: 41).
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in 1989 by inclusion of the urban self-employedrtRermore, national health insurance
reform was implemented in 1999 unifying financialstronger company health

insurance societies with regional health insurasum@eties under a single national body.
This was to improve redistribution mechanism ofioral health insurance from

company insurees, half of whose contribution isdpay employers, and to regional
insurees, half of whose contribution is paid byalogovernments (Yang, 2008). The
Employment Insurance System (EIS) was introducetio®@b, offering unemployment

insurance and active labour market programmes,eatehded its coverage in a great
scale over the wake of the Asian economic crisnsequently, the EIS achieved de
facto universal coverage in the late 1990s by beped) compulsory coverage to all
workplaces which fell under the Labour Standard l(enterprises with five and more

employees) and to temporary and part-time worlkersandem with the expansion of
the EIS, public works and training programmes wigteoduced to provide social

protection for the unemployed who were still not@ed by the EIS due to insufficient
employment record. The IAIP was also expandedltwaikplaces in July 2000.

On public assistance programmes, a significantrmeftook place. At the
beginning of the economic crisis, the eligibility public assistance programme was
temporarily relaxed to provide income protection tlee unemployed of working age.
Moreover, the means-test for benefit eligibility sveased that only the income of the
family members living together rather than thaexfended family would be taken into
account. The temporary relaxation of public asestaprogramme became permanent
when the National Basic Livelihood Security (NBLSYystem replaced the old public
assistance programme in 2000. This led to the asereof number of beneficiaries of
public assistance by three fold from 500,000 to,AQ80 individuals in 2000 alone

(Yang, 2008).
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Social care domain also experienced transformatixgansion in the post-
transition period. First, care leave schemes uneetrwisible expansion. The care leave
reform in 2001 extended maternity leave from twehi@e months with the third-month
benefit paid by the Employment Insurance Fund. Pheental leave benefits were
introduced, providing the flat-rate benefit of 2000 won for twelve months. Moreover,
fathers were also given entitlement to the pareetle scheme (Ministry of Labour,
2008b). In 2005, the parental leave was extendeoatents with children under age
three, doubling the total duration of the leavedaouple up to 24 months. The parental
leave benefit had been gradually increased to B00Won (Ministry of Gender
Equality and Family, 2005). Three-day unpaid patgreave and the right for parents
to claim reduced working time (between 15 and 30r&iaa week) were introduced
(Ministry of Labour, 2008c). In 2011, parental lealenefits were transformed from
flat-rate to earnings-related benefits with incoreplacement rate of 40 per cent for
twelve months. Also, the eligibility of parentablee was extended to parents of children
under age six. The paternity leave was expanded thvee to five days with benefits
paid for the first three days (Korea Institute ftwalth and Social Affairs, 2010a, b).

Second, a series of comprehensive childcare reforenre implemented. With
the introduction of free childcare for children dgese in 2002, tax-financed childcare
benefits were made available for low-income farsila first and then eventually for
middle-class ones. The most notable example isntheduction of universal childcare
benefits which covered half of childcare costs bildren under age two enrolled in
childcare facilities (Ministry of Gender Equalitpé Family, 2006b). The benefits were
restructured into the means-tested ones under uh@nt conservative government
subsidising from 15 to 100 per cent of childcaresfeBut this does not mean that the

childcare benefits were retrenched. The scope tfiren who were eligible for the
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benefits was expanded from age two to five whildédebn of families whose household
incomes exceeded bottom 80 percentile were excl(Medstry for Health Welfare and
Family Affairs, 2009). In addition, at-home-caréoalances were introduced providing
100,000 won of monthly allowances for low-incomeniites which did not send their
children under age two to childcare centres (Migigbr Health Welfare and Family
Affairs, 2009). Furthermore, the measures for enimgnthe supply side of childcare
were introduced; the public childcare drive set antambitious plan of doubling the
number of public childcare centres from 1,352 t60R, by 2010, and the mandatory
workplace nursery policy was extended to smallkendi that is, firms with 300 or more
female workers and firms with 500 or more workevenistry of Gender Equality and
Family, 2006a, 2007).

Parallel to the expansion of social policy, theegaitation of employment
protection took place. The high level of employmepnttection became increasingly
untenable at the turn of the 1990s when rapid evongrowth came to a halt and the
competitiveness of economy decreased due to sgnifiwage increases (Gourevitch
and Shinn, 2005). Caused by the flourishing of [#mur movement since 1987, the
unprecedented increase in the real wages of Kgreaduction workers had dampened
the low-price comparative advantage of Korean itrgu8y the mid-1990s, with the
rise of China as the factory of the world, the higbour costs put pressure on Korean
labour market for liberalisation. After a seriegeform attempts, the labour market was
liberalised in 1998. The layoffs were legalisedha case of managerial needs including
mergers and acquisitions. The temporary agency w@k also introduced, enabling
employers to hire labourers through ‘dispatchingreies’ without having to enter into
any formal obligations with labourers. Consequeritie rigidity of the Korean labour

market dropped from 2.74 in 1997 to 2.03 in 199&atding to the OECD Employment
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Protection Legislation indicator, which measure® thgidity of labour market
institutions as a score between 0 to 4. The scér2.@8 denotes that the level of
employment protection in the Korean labour markeved very close to the average of
OECD countries, which was 2.01, between countrfeBigh employment protection
(e.g., Greece 3.5, France 2.98, Germany 2.34) lavgktof low employment protection

(e.g., United Kingdom 0.60, United States 0.21) QDE2011b).
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4. The First Transformation of Korean Welfare Politics: Labour Market Reforms

under the Kim Young-Sam Government 1993-1998

4.1. Introduction

This chapter investigates the politics of labourkeareforms in the immediate period
after democratisation and economic liberalisatibhe Kim Young-Sam government
marks the beginning of a series of important labmarket reforms in post-transition
Korea. It was during this time that the first serad attempts for labour market reform
took place; some of them materialised, others did All reform initiatives for labour
market deregulation turned out to be futile, yiefdonly little success at the end of the
government. In contrast, great progress was madéhenarea of unemployment
protection with the institutionalisation of unemytoent insurance. In this chapter, |
examine the political underpinnings of the labouarket reforms during the early
democratisation period and their implications far&n welfare politics. To this end,
the chapter analyses the role of actors in sométymaking which have been given
important treatment by political theories of thelfaee state: namely, government
bureaucrats, employers’ associations, trade uneams political parties. In doing so, the
chapter assesses the veracity of the conventioisdlom East Asian Exceptionalism in
post-transition Korea.

A great deal of literature on the East Asian paditieconomy highlights the
lasting legacy of the authoritarian era, and casgettat policy-making institutions in
the region are somewhat different from those ofatfleent democracies in the Western
world. The developmental state thesis puts emphasishe developmental alliance
between bureaucrats and business as a dominantimdtee policy process, in which

bureaucrats set the policy direction with significautonomy and businesses receive
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favourable treatment to deliver economic growthh@Bmn, 1982; Amsden, 1989, Wade,
1990; Koo and Kim, 1992, Haggard and Moon, 1993nd4u2009, Pirie, 2008). By
contrast, the conventional view contends that asgahlabour and political parties do
not play any important role in the policy proces€ast Asia (Pempel and Tsunekawa,
1979, Deyo, 1989, Haggard and Kaufman, 2008, Rirgfeal., 2011). This line of
argument is largely built on the experiences of thiesist Asian countries, in which
authoritarian regimes or the long dominance of eoretive parties in the post-war era
hampered the growth of the labour movement anddiéwelopment of robust party
politics (Wong, 2004b, Kim, 2000, Pempel, 2008)stlikes marked contrast with the
dominant theories of the welfare state that asqoiimeninence to the role of organised
labour and political parties in the developmenthad welfare state (Esping-Andersen,
1985, Korpi, 1983, Stephens, 1979, Hicks, 199911€251982).

The Kim Young-Sam government, however, providesldigal landscape in
which one could expect different dynamics in polagking. The government was the
first civilian government, which came in power aftee political opening of 1987. In
the presence of fair and democratic election, a¥. HKwon (2005c) argues, one could
expect the government and politicians to responthéodemands of the electorate in
pursuit of re-election. Put differently, a demoardtansition should lead to an increase
in the importance of societal actors in the pdditiarena. By virtue of the sheer size of
wage earners in the electorate, it is reasonablexpect that democratisation would
substantially raise the bargaining power of orgashigbour, which was under political
repression during the authoritarian era. In addjtlmecause elections became the ‘only
game in town’, one might anticipate that partiesuldanove to the centre stage in the
policy process. Finally, it was during the Kim Y@i8am government in which a set of

substantial economic reforms, especially the ddatign of financial markets, was
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undertaken. Under the authoritarian regime, govemntmegulations and interventions
in the market forced businesses to comply withpiblicy directions of the government.

One can, therefore, assume that economic libetialisavould enhance the political

freedom of business; it is more likely that emplsy@ssociations actively advocate
their own interests independently, when employers kss dependent on the
government for the success of their business &esviFor this reason, the employer-
centred approach, providing insights on the role ooflanised business in the
development of welfare state, might be particulanistructive in the analysis of the

behaviour of Korean employers. In short, we coutgeet that democratisation and
economic liberalisation, which Kong (2000) refessas the dual transition, brought new
dynamics into social policy-making, in which thet@momy of the government is

constrained by rising societal actors and politpzties.

This chapter is structured as follows. The firstt pielineates the processes of
labour market reform, taking the socio-economickigacund into account. The second
and third parts respectively analyse policy prefees and policy influence of actors in
guestion. These parts scrutinise the explanatowyepaf competing theories of the
welfare state with respect to the Korean case.chiapter concludes with discussing the
theoretical implications of the empirical findingrfKorean welfare politics. The main
argument of the chapter is that the Korean welfpoditics underwent a first
transformation in the Kim Young-Sam government. Tise of societal actors (namely,
organised business and organised labour) broughtalld’ driver of labour market

policy-making, the developmental alliance, to ad.en
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4.2.  Understanding the Labour Market Reforms

The legacy of the authoritarian era in the laboarket was a trade off between job
security and the political freedom of organisedlab On the one hand, a high level of
employment protection was guaranteed as the freexdfarmanagers to fire workers was
considerably limited by law (Amsden, 1989). The dabStandard Act, which provided
the overarching legal framework of the Korean labmarket, stipulated that layoffs
were illegal and should only be allowed under sticcumstances. Even then, firing a
worker was a lengthy and costly procedure. Foramst, even if a worker caused
serious damage to the company, the managers boteutiden of having to prove this.
Furthermore, the courts often reinstated workengpleyment. In a nutshell, labour
market regulations highly discourage employers frairedding labour unless a
company went into bankruptcy. It should be noted,thowever, even a small section of
workforces could still benefit from these regulagso With the exception of core
workforces (namely permanent employees of largeerprises who were highly
organised and had resources to take employerautb ioocase of dismissals), the rest of
workforces were subject to much less rigorous egmpent protection. Often
regulations of employment protection were not impated beyond the core
workforces (Ringen et al.,, 2011). For part-time at@hporary workers, which
comprised up to mid-forty percent of all wage wasken the early 1990s, such
regulations were not applied (Keum, 2008: 17). Mweez, the self-employed, who took
up one third of the labour force in the same peneere left outside of the regulations
(ibid.: 20). On the other hand, trade union adgsgitwere highly regulated (Kwon and
O'Donnell, 1999). Authoritarian regimes across E&stia strongly encouraged
enterprise unionism in order to prevent organisgolr from becoming a viable

political force (Haggard and Moon, 1990). A ban owltiple unionism severely

96



repressed the growth of independent unionism, sitiee then state sponsored
Federation of Korean Trade Unions (FKTU) was thdydegal labour federation
(Buchanan and Nicholls, 2003). Due to this ban,lti®ur federation of independent
unions could not obtain legal recognition from #tate. Furthermore, labour federations
were not allowed to intervene in company-level tiagions, which substantially
constrained their power in steering the labour mwmt (Song, 1999). Political
activities of trade unions were also not permitiadluding the establishment of a party
based on trade union members and the donation firage unions to parties.
Consequently, the repression of trade union aE#/itendered Korean organised labour
a fragmented structure without a strong senseasictolidarity.

In the aftermath of the transition from the autteotan regime, the der
egulation of employment protection became a pofciprity of the developmenta
| alliance, whilst organised labour sought the rdhsation of union activities. Ag
ainst this background, the developmental allianseduthe deregulation of union
activities as a concession in order to achieve uabuarket liberalisation. Conseq
uently, the liberalisation of union activities bawa an agenda closely intertwined
with labour market reforms. Although the reform thie legal framework for un
ion activities is not a focus of the chapter, itimgportant to include this issue i
n the empirical investigation for a nuanced contahsation. The following secti
on presents how the developmental alliance pushbdul market liberalisation a
nd, amid its push, introduced unemployment inswratec make labour market lib

eralisation palatable to organised labour.
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4.2.1. Early Efforts for the Deregulation of Employment Protection

The Kim Young-Sam government is the first Korearvagoment that proposed the
deregulation of employment protection in tandemhwihe liberalisation of union
activities. From the very beginning of its termoiffice, the government insisted that the
rigid labour market was one of the core causeshef économic downturn. The
government diagnosed that the Korean economy wasisis, and pledged to pursue
economic restructuring, of which labour market ldsation was at the centre, “to
revive the vital signs of Korean economy and tergjthen the competitiveness of the
nation” (Government of the Republic of Korea, 1993). The government’s ‘100-day
Plan for a New Economy’ called for “revitalisingetimealth of the economy by cutting
the vicious circle of soaring prices and wages ublo burden-sharing of every
economic actors” (ibid.: 18). The first push foretlleregulation of employment
protection came from the Ministry of Labour, wheémttempted to introduce temporary
agency work in 1993 (Choi et al., 2000a: 220). Mnistry presented the Bill on the
Regulation of Temporary Agency Work and the Pradecdf Dispatched Workers to the
National Assembly, with which it sought to legalibe use of dispatched workers for up
to one year. Organised labour fiercely opposedottecalling temporary agency work
the ‘legalisation of labour exploitation by disgaitty agency’ (Korean Trade Unions
Congress, 1993). Beneath such criticism, conceagats that temporary agency work
would weaken the organisational strength of unidriee FKTU also argued that the
introduction of temporary agency work would deceeamployers’ incentive to invest
in workers’ training and skill formation and lead the destruction of good human
resource management practice by encouraging reliancmeasures seeking numeric
flexibility (Federation of Korean Trade Unions, B)9 The vociferous opposition of

trade unions made the Ministry suspend the legigladrocess, when the bill was being
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reviewed in the National Assembly. Consequentlg, shspended bill expired with the
end of the parliamentary session.

The second push for the deregulation of employnpeotection came from
the Office of the President and the Ministry of Goerce, Industry and Resources. In
1995, the number of small- and medium-sized ensap(SMES) filing for bankruptcy
soared, as the economy entered into a downturnniitvder of bankrupt companies, of
which SMEs were the majority, recorded an incredsg2.1 per cent in the first half of
1995 (Hankook Daily, 29 October 1995). Taking tlieeation as a serious warning
signal of the Korean economy’s ill health, the Rtest promised to legislate a special
act to facilitate the restructuring of SMEs at aetitgy with the business community
(Seoul Newspaper, 10 August, 1995). In accordanite te presidential order, the
Ministry of Commerce, Industry and Resources annedrits plan to draft the Special
Act for the Restructuring of SMEs. The announcenceaated considerable controversy,
since the Ministry expressed its intention to id@uayoff and temporary agency work
clauses in the bill (Hangyerye, 31 August 1995; €iimodaily 2 September 1995). Once
again, facing furious opposition from trade unioosly the temporary agency work
clause was included in the government bill (Govesnimof the Republic of Korea,
1995). Even then, when the bill was presented eéd\thtional Assembly, the temporary
agency work clause was eliminated from the billimiyrthe review process in the
Standing Committee, reflecting the high resistaiacthe bill among trade unions. As a
consequence, the bill was enacted without any medasushed labour in the case of
corporate restructuring. Overall, the early effoftlabour market deregulation proved

unsuccessful.
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4.2.2. The Institutionalisation of Unemployment Protection

In contrast to continuous failures in implementiladpour market deregulation, the
government’s reform effort to establish unemploymesurance came to fruition. The
introduction of unemployment protection policieshigh was initiated by the Ministry
of Labour, had been discussed within the governmaigice the 1980s. However, every
reform initiative until the early 1990s was blocKegl economic bureaucrats; especially
the Budget Bureau, which opposed it on the grouth@s$ it might increase work
disincentives with a counterproductive effect te @zonomy. The breakthrough came in
1991, when the ‘employment insurance’ was includedthe Seventh Five-Year
Economic and Social Development Plan, the most rtapb blueprint of national
policies for the next five years. The employmessuirance systefa combination of an
unemployment benefit programme and active labourketaprogrammes, was a
strategic proposal of the Ministry of Labour to iwcthe unpopularity of
unemployment protection policies among economicéaucrats because of perceived
work disincentives of unemployment protection. Byppgosing active labour market
programmes as well as the unemployment benefitranoge (which many economic
bureaucrats regarded as a ‘luxury’), labour buresacwanted to downplay the
counterproductive image of the programme (Ministiy.abour, 2005). A year later, the
employment insurance was adopted in the manifestball major parties for the 1992
presidential election (National Election Commissi@@92). With the election of Kim
Young-Sam (the candidate of the ruling conservatpaaty) to the Presidency,
unemployment insurance was set to be institutisadliby 1995 (Ministry of Labour,

1995).

" Following the conventional use of terminology viiththe welfare state literature, employment i
nsurance will be called ‘unemployment insurance’ttie paper.
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The policy deliberation to design unemployment rasge took place around
the Employment Insurance Planning Commission, ahcadcommission specifically
set up to develop proposals for the new insuramogramme. The Korea Labour
Institute (KLI), a research institute under thehauity of the Ministry of Labour, was in
charge of the deliberation process in the Commissibe Commission solely consisted
of 29 academics, including researchers of the KRépresentatives of employers’
associations and trade unions were invited as wbserto the meetings of the
Commission. This organisational structure of them@ussion reflects the lingering
existence of the bureaucrat-led policy-making. disva very common practice of policy
deliberations during the authoritarian era that go@ernment delegated the task of
designing a policy to a government research irtstifkwon, 1999). The inputs from
societal actors were marginalised, as they werénwded to participate in deliberations.
Against this background, the organisational stmectf the Commission indicates that
the Ministry did not discard the common top-dowmpra@ach to policy deliberation of
the authoritarian government. Through two years paflicy deliberation, the
unemployment protection scheme came into effedO®b (interview nos. 2; 3; 13; 19;

20).

4.2.3. ABig Push for the Deregulation of Employment Protetion

After the institutionalisation of unemployment pction, the Kim Young-Sam

government once again made its final attempt obuabmarket liberalisation towards
the end of its term. Upon experiencing a few fatuof reform initiatives spearheaded
by government ministries, the Kim Young-Sam goveznirealised the necessity to
build a wider consensus on this sensitive reforrandg. Following the President’s

announcement of the launch of the ‘new industedtions’ initiatives on 24 April 1996,
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the Presidential Commission on Industrial RelatiGteform was created on 9 May
1996 to engineer tripartite consensus on labourr&farm. This time, the Commission
invited the social partners as official and full mizers, although it still had numerous
representatives of the public interest, who weretiyaacademics. The core of policy
deliberation in the Commission was two-pronged. @as labour market liberalisation
by introducing three measures to increase flexybilayoffs, temporary agency work
and working-time accourfts The other was the improvement of labour rights fo
collective action by removing the three bans oromractivities: the ban on political
activities of trade unions, the ban on plural urson and the ban on third party
intervention (Presidential Commission on IndustRelations Reform, 1998, Lee, 1997,
The Presidential Office, 1996). As these two issuese most contentious, policy
deliberation in the Commission did not reach angsemsus. Employers’ associations
strongly pushed for a far-reaching deregulatioremployment protection but rejected
the liberalisation of union activities, while tradaions voiced fundamental opposition
to labour market deregulation but demanded moelber of union activities. Although
the Commission failed in producing an orchestratddeprint for reform, the
representatives of the public interest put forwardeform proposal. With the strong
intention to pursue labour market reform, the gowent set up an ad-hoc
Interministerial Committee headed by the Prime Bt in order to finalise the reform

proposal. The economic ministries called for a wideregulation of the labour market

8 Working-time accounts are a system in which an leyge is able to work longer or shorter h

ours than collectively agreed over a certain periddtime and thereby collect working time cred

its or debits in an individual working time accoumthich are later compensated for by additiona
| free time or work. From the employers' point déw, this concept has at least two major adv
antages. First it allows the companies to have nilendble production, which is more closely re

lated to the demands of the market. Second, singst of the working time credits are not cou

nted as overtime, the employer does not have to rpgular overtime bonuses and can thus redu
ce labour costs. From an employees' viewpoint, ube of working time accounts might be an in
strument for more "time sovereignty" which couldlpghe¢hem organise working time more in line

with their individual needs and interests (Eurapéadustrial Relations Observatory On-line (199

8) Provisions on Working Time Accounts in Colleetiigreements, 29 May 2011.).
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in the Interministerial Committee, which was evetiyy accepted across the
government. Consequently, the government’s drajtslation became closer to the
demand of business and economic ministries thapriby@osal from the representatives
of the public interest. Not surprisingly, the annoement of the government’s reform
proposal, which included provisions on layoffs amatking-time accounts, caused very
different responses from the social partners. Om; d@he hand, labour federations
strongly boycotted the government’s proposal, anguihat the fine tuning of the
Interministerial Committee made the proposal evemenskewed to business demands.
They threatened with industrial action, if the gaweent’s proposal was presented to
the National Assembly. On the other hand, employassociations expressed their
satisfaction about the proposal. The Korea Empk¥@&deration (KEF) uttered overall
satisfaction on the bills by saying that “the firabposal is 70 percent satisfactory”
(Presidential Commission on Industrial Relation$oRa, 1998: 197).

Whilst the main opposition party (namely, the Denatic Party) boycotted
the vote for the government bill in the Nationals@mbly, the ruling conservative party
resorted to a controversial tactic of passing lagan. It was common behaviour of the
opposition party to occupy the floor of the NatibAgsembly in order to prevent the
ruling party with majority in the legislature frompassing legislation it opposed.
Anticipating interruption from the opposition paity the voting procedure, the ruling
party convened a secret early morning session pp@émber 1996 in which it passed
the bill. The reform bill included the permissiohlayoffs as well as temporary agency
work. It also postponed the legalisation of muéipinionism at the peak association
level for another few years, which was arguablydimgle most important issue for the
then outlawed labour federation of independent ngyidhe Korea Congress of Trade

Unions (KCTU). In other words, the reform grantedamised business its longstanding
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demand of increasing labour market flexibility, kdenied organised labour its core
demand of the legal recognition of independent nsidJpon passing the bill in the
National Assembly, outraged trade unions wagedGbkeeral Strike from December
1996 to January 1997, which brought the countrya tealt. More than three million

workers joined the strike in support of the amenainw the reform bill (Koo, 2000,

Kwon and O'Donnell, 2001). After a wave of rollimglustrial actions, the government
relented and agreed to revise the bill. Eventually, extraordinary session of the
National Assembly was called, and the bill was atieeinby the agreement of all major
parties; the implementation of layoffs was postgbbg two years. In addition, trade
unions were granted greater freedom of activitessmultiple unionism at the industry
and national levels was permitted immediately wathplan to be expanded to the
workplace level by 2002. The federation of indeperdinions, KCTU, was given legal

recognition (interview nos. 13; 16; 21; 29).

4.3.  Policy Preferences of Actors

The very purpose of political analyses of the welfatate is, in essence, to discover
who promoted the welfare state and why. Competioigigal theories of the welfare
state offer different explanations on the champainthe welfare state, based on
different, and even some contradicting, proposgion the policy preferences of actors.
Therefore, any serious scholarly attempt to ingaes#i political underpinnings of the
welfare state transformations has to engage withanatysis of the policy preferences of
actors. This section offers an analysis of thegyopreferences of actors in the two
central domains of labour market reform: employmand unemployment protection
policies. In doing so, the following scrutinises avipromoted (or opposed) certain

policies, and why. Finally, theoretical implicat®mf the empirical findings will be
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discussed.

4.3.1. Employment Protection

During the Kim Young-Sam government, the followittgee measures were at the
centre of the deregulation of employment protectiagoffs, temporary agency work
and working-time accounts. Therefore, this secfamuses on these three measures in

the investigation of actors’ policy preferenceshia domain of employment protection.

Employers’ Associations

According to the findings of the empirical investign, it was employers who started
championing the deregulation of the Korean laboarket as early as the beginning of
the 1990s. Throughout numerous reform episodes,logens’ associations did not
behave as the Varieties of Capitalism (VoC) literatpredicted, according to which
employers in co-ordinated market economies shoufgpart employment protection
policy for the purpose of skills formation (Estéwkke et al., 2001). It is well
documented that the Korean economy can be class#ge a co-ordinated market
economy (CME), as opposed to a liberal market exgyn@ME). The Korean economy
exhibited a high degree of co-ordination among eadn actors, largely through the
implementation of centralised planning by a soethlpilot agency’ (namely, Economic
Planning Board), and state control over the finansystem (Mathews, 1998, Soskice,
1999, Amsden, 1989, Woo-Cumings, 1999). Thus, itldikve reasonable to expect that
Korean employers display similar behavioural pateas those in the CMEs. According
to the VoC line of argument, Korean employers stididve supported the old regime
of high employment protection, since the VoC assuthat labour market institutions

evolved in the present form as a result of co-a@tiim among actors for competitive
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advantage of a national economy. From this pointvigiwv, if a high level of
employment protection was institutionalised, it walso because of the benefits it
brought to employers. Therefore, the VoC predibtd employers in the CMEs would
not forsake high-level employment protection, |ébna champion outright labour
market deregulation (Hall and Soskice, 2001b, Hitéuis and Manow, 2001a, Streeck
and Thelen, 2005).

Quite contrary to the VoC argument, however, Koreaiployers behaved as
their counterparts in the LMES; they persistenigressed their preference for the least
possible regulation of the labour market (Korea Exygrs Federation, 1993a, b, 1995b,
1996). Employers demanded minimal state intervantio the terms and conditions of
layoffs, so that they could maximise their disartito shed labour. As employers
believed that the scope for layoffs would be limiieits conditions were specified, they
asked for their broad stipulation (i.e., when themere managerial needs caused by
economic, structural, and technical reasons (K&wewsloyers Federation, 1996). For
the procedure of layoffs, employers also put fodvarsimpler and shorter process,
which would minimise consultation with trade uniofibid.). In a similar vein,
employers preferred the least regulations with nééga temporary agency work. The
KEF demanded minimal regulation on occupation caieg and contract duration in
the case of temporary agency work. Specificallypleyers put forward the “negative
list system”, which would legalise temporary agenegrk across all occupation
categories, unless a particular occupation cateigdisted as illegal by the government.
In contrast, the “positive list system” stipulatbat temporary agency work is illegal in
general, but allowed in few work categories asetisby the government (Korea
Employers Federation, 1995b). Also, employers prefethe introduction of working-

time accounts in the least regulated format. Fataimce, employers’ associations

106



proposed working-time accounts on long-term baksxoor twelve months (to reduce
overtime payments) and the introduction of workiimge accounts without reduction in
working hours (Presidential Commission on Induktielations Reform, 1998).
Working-time accounts were of special importanceStdEs, which faced a greater
burden of wage hikes. At the beginning of the 1998age increases became the
biggest huddle for SMEs; especially those in labatensive industries started moving
their production to China. In terms of cost redotistrategies, the introduction of
working-time accounts for overtime payment reductior the use of foreign workers
was a more pressing matter for SMEs than layoffdvi® reasons. First, job tenure at
SMEs was much shorter than that of large entepriSecond, SMEs were far less
likely to face resistance from trade unions agdegbffs, given that labour was weakly
organised in SMEs. In a nutshell, Korean employeeferred a fully fledged labour

market liberalisation (interview nos. 21; 25; 3@).3

Government Ministries

The government, as much as the employers, actipahed the deregulation of
employment protection. A consensus existed acrogsrgment ministries that labour
market liberalisation was critical for economic @th. Concerning the extent and pace
of reform, nevertheless, ministries were occaslgredl odds with each other, since the
different parts of the government (the Ministrylafbour, the Ministry of Commerce,
Industry and Resources, and the Office of the Bees$) pursued the deregulation of
employment protection. The Ministry of Labour exted preferences towards a more
gradual labour market reform, while the Ministry@bmmerce, Industry and Resources
sought a far-reaching reform. The latter expresseexplicit support for the position of

employers, claiming that it put forward a refornoposal from a “business point of
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view” (National Assembly, 1995a: 74). The differesdetween the two Ministries were
resolved when the President replaced two high lerafconomic affairs posts (the
Minister of Finance and Economy and the Secrethfconomy to the President) with
‘hardliners’, who took a market-oriented stanceeomployment protection. The power
balance within the government was tilted towardsrkeiaoriented bureaucrats.
Consequently, the government bill reflected more ddmands of employers’
associations than that of trade unions.

At the centre of the government rationale for thigour market deregulation,
there was the key issue of the Korean economy’spetitiveness. The government
diagnosed that the high level of employment pratechad been undermining the
competitiveness of the economy in the era of daegeglobalisation. The government
harnessed the rhetoric of globalisation to juskigour market liberalisation, arguing
that globalisation brought the days of unlimitedngetition and hence enhancing
competitiveness of the Korean economy is not acghbut a must (Bureau of Public
Information, 1997; Government of the Republic ofré&am 1993). It also argued that the
high level of employment protection was no long&cessary given that it was
established in the early 1950s when labour mark&gulations were largely absent.
From today's perspective, therefore, the governnmmmttended that workers were
‘overprotected’ and the rigid labour market greabntributed to the stagnation of the
Korean economy (Park, 2000). As the rigid labourke&was singled out as one of core
causes of the decrease in the Korean economy’'s etdmeness, labour market
restructuring became a policy priority (Korean Gowveent, 1993: 17-18). This line of
reasoning was again articulated upon the launcth@fPresidential Commission for
Industrial Relations Reforms, when the governmaestified the need for labour market

deregulation as follows:
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“Industrial relations need to be re-establishedpdate the old practice of laws,
systems, conventions and perceptions. Highly réigeladaws and systems,
which were laid out during the early period of isthalisation and
modernisation, ought to be reformed to more flexidnhd adaptable ones to keep
pace with globalisation. We should change our laavel systems to be
compatible with global standards and conventiortsclwvare upheld among the

international society” (The Presidential Office 9869 3).

The findings demonstrate that the government styoadhered to the developmental
logic in which social policy should serve to creatbetter environment for economic
growth (Goodman et al.,, 1998, Holliday and WildingQ03). The government’s
preferences and rationale for labour market refarenpredominantly structured by the
growth-oriented logic (Holliday, 2000, Kwon, 2005 addition, the findings of the
analysis established that the government and eraggogissociations shared the same

policy preferences with regard to employment pricdec(interview nos. 1; 2; 3).

Trade Unions

On the whole, organised labour expressed stronigtaese to the deregulation of
employment protection. At the beginning of the Kioung-Sam government, the
Korea Trade Union Congress (KTUC), one of four laborganisations which formed
the KCTU in 1995, took a position of outright oppios to both the legalisation of
layoffs and temporary agency work. As a proactitep sagainst the introduction of
dismissals, the federation of independent uniofsngited a legislative request to the

National Assembly to introduce “restrictions onleotive dismissal for economic and
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technical reasons”. The essence of the requestom&strict labour-shedding practices
implemented by court approval (Korean Trade Uni@wngress, 1993:72-81). In
regards to temporary agency work, the KTUC argueat temporary agency work
would only benefit employers and work agencieshatdxpense of dispatched workers.
Thus it condemned the government proposal to utgiitalise temporary agency work
as “legalising the middle men’s exploitation of mhsched workers” (Korean Trade
Unions Congress, 1993: 89). Inheriting these pmsitifrom the KTUC, the newly
established KCTU opposed the deregulation of ermpémy protection at the
Presidential Commission on Industrial Relations drRef in 1996. In particular, it
insisted that union approval should be obtainedase of layoffs due to managerial
reasons (Korean Confederation of Trade Unions, 49 an interview, a KCTU
official told me that this move effectively stateeh objection to the legalisation of
dismissals as KCTU knew that employers would neaecept such a condition
(interview no 39).

In comparison to the federation of independent nsithe FKTU took a more
flexible stance towards labour market liberalisatidnstead of taking outright
opposition to the legalisation of dismissals, tl&'B admitted the need for dismissals.
The FKTU rather focused its effort on imposingatterms and conditions for layoffs,
such as special severance payments in case of sd@siwithout good reasons
(Federation of Korean Trade Unions, 1998). Desgitaring KCTU’s negative opinion
on temporary agency work, the FKTU did not fundataky reject the idea of
legalising temporary agency work. A representatif¢he FKTU informed me that, in
their view, dispatched workers would be better ibftemporary agency work was
legalised. Once legislation was put in place, iuldoopen a way to improve

employment protection and working conditions fosp#itched workers by revising the
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legislation. Whereas, the representative explaitiegl absence of legislation left those
workers with no legal protection. For this reastine FKTU were open to the
legalisation of temporary agency workers on stecins and conditions (Federation of
Korean Trade Unions, 1993: 139-140).

It is worth noting that beneath their shared rasist¢ to the deregulation of
employment protection from organised labour, the bour federations were divided
in its positions; while the FKTU took a more coagere stance, the KCTU held a
hostile stance towards the government reform iniga Here | highlight the different
paths of relationship that the two labour federaiexperienced with the government as
a result of their diverging attitudes. It has beegued that the FKTU takes a relatively
flexible approach to industrial relations while ti€TU a radical one (Buchanan and
Nicholls, 2003, Kwon and O'Donnell, 1999). SucHetiénce is largely attributed to the
history of industrial relations dating from the laoititarian era (for more on this topic,
see chapter 3). Under authoritarian governmentchviecognised FKTU as the only
legal labour federation, the FKTU behaved as alédamnsenter of government and
sometimes an enforcer of government labour policlegen after the democratic
breakthrough, the FKTU maintained its privilegedtss as the only legal labour
federation until the near end of the Kim Young-Sgowernment, whereas independent
unions were still treated as illegal organisatiarsl thereby were restricted their
freedom. Such partial treatment by the governmeeated a keen sense of rivalry
between the two labour federations - the statetgaredl FKTU and the independent
KCTU. This background explains why the then outldw&CTU expressed stronger
opposition to the government reform proposal thenRKTU.

It should also be mentioned that union leaders,paoed to their rank-and-

file members, had different attitudes towards #d@our market reform. My interviews
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with representatives of trade unions suggest thainuleadership was, by and large,
ready to accept labour market liberalisation, esigahe legalisation of layoffd-irst,
there was implicit understanding that defendingtigh level of employment protection
would not be possible in the near future. Layof§scburt ruling had been becoming a
common practice since 1989 and the governmentsmeproposal was based on the
key court rulings, which effectively set parametefslayoffs. In addition, a layoff
provision was already incorporated into the collecbargaining agreements of many
firms. As long as layoffs were to be legislated daocordance with the terms and
conditions stipulated in collective bargaining agrents, trade unions did not anticipate
that the legislation of layoffs would lead to a ded increase of dismissals. Second,
union leaders viewed that organised labour couldrtegignificant influence on the
decision of employers on layoffs. As far as theirecmembers (i.e., enterprise unions of
large manufacturers) are concerned, who had be&n tabachieve many of their
agendas by militant unionism, union leaders did exqiect employers to easily shed
labour, even if layoffs were permitted. In contrmsthe relaxed stance of union leaders,
however, the legalisation of layoffs was the singlest important issue to defend for
the rank-and-file members, particularly those wheobged to the unions of SMEs.
Representatives of both federations confirmed thatpermission of dismissals was a
non-negotiable agenda for rank-and-file members targlstrong rejection from their
members restricted unions’ official position (inview nos. 34; 39; 40; 41). This shows
that organised labour prioritised the interestsvofkers of large enterprises over those
of SMEs. In so far as the job security of its corembership was not threatened, there
was room for organised labour to compromise onissae in exchange for greater
freedom of union activities. Apparently, organisaolour was most concerned about the

interests of insiders of the Korean labour mark#tat is, workers of large enterprises
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(interview nos. 20; 40; 41).

Political Parties

With regard to the preferences of political partiesemployment protection policies,
empirical evidence indicates that all major part@sknowledged labour market
liberalisation to be indispensible for reviving thérean economy. Even though
political parties did not explicitly express thgiew on employment protection in their
manifestos, one can inductively interpret it frohreit interaction with the public

through the media. Obviously, the ruling consemeatparty was in favour of the

deregulation of employment protection. Even thoubbk conservative Democratic
Liberal Party (DLP) did not openly express its fakable stance for labour market
liberalisation, the party did not hide its intemtito support the government’s reform
initiative, either (Chosun daily, 11 December 1996@&nkook daily, 14 December, 1996).
When liberal forces within the party protested agathe party direction to pass the bill
in the midst of strong opposition from trade uniaihe leadership disciplined them with
a threat of punishment (Hangyerye, December 126)¥9%aking advantage of its solid

majority in the National Assembly, the conservatpaety called for a vote and passed
the reform bill at midnight December 26, 1996. Timsve from the conservative party
exhibited its strong support for its governmentssifon and business interests.
Considering the fact that the party made the bikre more skewed towards the

demands of business by postponing the legalisatfamultiple unionism, it becomes

° The liberal forces within the DLP rebelled agaitise direction of the party to pass the contro
versial government reform bill at the National Asddy in a hasty manner. In particular, they str
ongly raised their opposition at the party convamton 11 December 1996. As it was the intenti
on of the government to legislate the reform biifdre the end of 1996, the DLP had had to c
all for the vote within few weeks before the ordinasession of the National Assembly ended.

113



even more clear that the conservative party chamepidhe interest of businesses. It
comes as no surprise that the conservative pattyopward the policy preferences of
employers’ association. Numerous scholars delinaatiose relationship between the
conservative party and big business (Kim, 2000, Ahd Lee, 2005), which has its root
from the authoritarian era when the ruling eliteseead into an alliance with the latter
group.

It comes as a surprise, however, that the cenfirepbaty endorsed labour
market liberalisation. Although the party expresgsdpposition on the legalisation of
layoffs and temporary agency work (Maeil Economiewspaper, May 4, 1996), this
should not be interpreted as a genuine objectidaliour market liberalisation per se.
Considering the stance that the party took in tpecial session of the National
Assembly, which was held to amend the reform bilMarch 1997, the party made no
attempt whatsoever to repeal the layoff provisiQnite the contrary, at the hearings of
the National Assembly, members of the party teshedwater to see if unions could
accept further relaxation of layoff regulations {idaal Assembly, 1997: 26-7). Yet, the
party was unsatisfied with the procedures of tHerne. As the opposition wanted to
distinguish itself as a truly democratic party apased to the ruling party, it denounced
the attempt of the ruling conservatives to passhilleas ‘undemocratic’, when there
was not enough social consensus (Choi et al., J000breiterate, the centre-left party
was in favour of labour market liberalisation, abok a strategic position of partial
objection in the policy process.

The analysis of parties’ policy preferences on @wplent protection shows
that the position of Korean parties on labour mapgaicy had not diverged. It is hard
to distinguish the positions of the centre-lefttpdrom those of the conservatives, as

both political movements preferred deregulating defending the institutions of
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employment protection. In other words, all majortiea were essentially ‘conservative’
parties on employment protection policy insofartlasy supported the demands put
forward by business. In spite of democratic tramsjta political force offering an
alternative stance to the conservative party imseof labour market policy had not yet
emerged. This finding has two important theoretiogplications. First, Korean party
politics, at this stage, was still in conformitytlvithe unique characteristics of East
Asian party politics, in which no left-right ideaal divide was observed (Haggard
and Kaufman, 2008, Goodman and Peng, 1996). Secetaied to the first point,
parties did not matter in labour market policy-nmgkiRegardless of the party in power,
the direction of reform would have been the sarsgha two major parties shared the
same policy preferences; they followed the ‘leafi'tlte developmental alliance of

government bureaucrats and business (interviewIn@l.).

4.3.2. Unemployment Protection

The unemployment insurance programme, as one e¢ fiwogrammes of the umbrella
scheme of the Employment Insurance, was introducedhe Kim Young-Sam
government. It was the first policy of unemploymeptotection that was
institutionalised in Korea. Therefore, this sectfonuses on the policy deliberation on
the introduction of the unemployment insurance paogne in order to examine the

policy preferences of actors on unemployment ptmec

Government Ministries
The analysis of government ministries’ policy prefeces shows that they pursued a
developmental approach towards unemployment insaraihe thrust of the

developmental logic is to prioritise economic grbwds the supreme goal of the
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government — and thus to minimise the financial wwment of the state in all other
areas, including social protection (Goodman etl&98, Kwon, 2005b, Holliday, 2000).
Yang (2008) refers to the latter as ‘fiscal cona@sm’. Examining the policy

preferences of economic ministries, the chaptedsfinthat they opposed the
institutionalisation of unemployment insurance elador this reason. The Budget
Bureau of the Economic Planning Board was quiteuctaht to finance the

unemployment insurance programme from general t@s&because of its view that the
programme would only create work disincentives (stiry of Labour, 2005). The

Ministry of Industry and Resources opposed theusion of SMEs in unemployment
insurance, arguing the financial burden placedhayrtew insurance would particularly
hamper the competitiveness of SMEs. Hence, econamiigstries did not regard

unemployment insurance as something worthy of dpgnthxes on, since it would

compromise the competitiveness of the economy.

Even the Ministry of Labour, the champion of uneoyphent insurance,
displayed the developmental logic in policy desighe Ministry favoured a policy
design that could minimise expenditures from theegal tax revenues. According to its
proposal, the unemployment insurance scheme wowd ldigely financed by
contributions of employees and employers with gorent subsidies only covering
administration costs. The scheme would provideerasielective coverage; the proposal
included only standard workers (full-time workersthwindefinite contracts), but
excluded part-time workers (whose work hours was kan 70 per cent of full-time
work), as well as temporary and daily workers frdme mandatory coverage of the
scheme. Furthermore, minimising work disincentiwes also a central concern to the
Ministry. It proposed a rather lengthy work recofdr unemployment benefit

entittement (12 months of employment record in flast 18 months prior to
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unemployment}°. For benefit generosity, the Ministry insisted @m income
replacement rate of 50 per cent for all income earnvith a cap of one million won,
although trade unions demanded a higher incomaaepient rate, especially for low-
income earners (Korea Labor Institute, 1993).

But why did the Ministry of Labour champion the tigionalisation of
unemployment insurance scheme if it shared the Idewental approach with
economic ministries, especially the concern abbat financial implications and the
counterproductive impact of the scheme on the engfloLabour bureaucrats claimed
that they promoted the unemployment insurance sehasran instrument for increasing
the flexibility in the labour market. They argudtt the rigid labour market was a core
factor that was slowing down the economy, and thbsur market liberalisation was
essential to improve the economic environmenthis line of logic, labour bureaucrats
underlined the instrumental value of unemploymergurance insofar as it could
decrease the social costs of the labour marketalisation (e.g., the rise of labour
unrest and the increase of poverty). However,af thas the main rationale, why did the
Ministry promote unemployment protection as eady1®80s when the rigid labour
market was not perceived as a problem? The findofgey empirical investigation
offer an alternative explanation. First and forethtiee Ministry of Labour put forward
unemployment insurance to pursue its organisatiam@irest. The rationale choice
thesis of bureaucratic behaviour argues that buoratsi are self-interest seeking

individuals. They seek to increase returns fromrtimvestments in their bureaucratic

% 1n comparison to Korea, the work record requiredunemployment benefit entitlement is shorter in
Sweden (5 months) and Japan (6 months).

Note: The reference point of time is as followsy&a (1995) and the other countries (1989).

Source: OECD, Employment Outlook, 1991: ch. 7; Istiryi of Labour 2005
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careers; expanding bureau size and budgets arei@eado meeting private interests
(Buchanan and Tullock, 1997, 1962, Brennan and 8&uwah, 1980, Niskanen, 1971).
Following this line of inquiry, Estevez-Abe (200850 argues that Japanese bureaucrats
were in favour of policy reforms which would expatihéir bureaus and policy portfolio.
Likewise, Korean labour bureaucrats persistentlysped the strategy of expanding
their Ministry. To them, a policy of unemploymentofection was fundamentally an
instrument to achieve a drastic increase in budaadssize of the Ministry. That is why
the Ministry began to champion unemployment pradectong before the rigid labour
market became a major issue. In short, the truenae of labour bureaucrats behind
their promotion of unemployment insurance was thesgit of organisational interest.
In that sense, the deregulation of the labour ntasKered a ‘window of opportunity’
(Kingdon 1985) to labour bureaucrats, as unemploynesurance provided a policy
reducing the ‘political costs’ of labour market difalisation, which made the new
scheme palatable to economic bureaucratic presuningmployment insurance

complied with the core of the developmental lognterview nos. 2; 13; 19; 20).

Employers’ Associations

Throughout the policy deliberation of unemploymmsturance, employers’ associations
made explicit that their first-order preference wasunemployment insurance at all. In
particular, small- and medium-size employers exggdsheir fundamental opposition to
the unemployment insurance scheme. The Korea Remteraf Small and Medium
Business asked for SMEs (employing 150 workersess)l to be exempted from the
mandatory coverage of the scheme, arguing thatbtlsness morale of SMEs had
already been undermined by all kinds of social iasoe contributions (Korea

Federation of Small and Medium Business, 1993; [@ddgily August 4, 1993). Large
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employers consented to the scheme, but secondedietnands of SMEs (Korea
Employers Federation, 1993c). They also demandatdatiypical workers (namely, day
labourers, seasonal workers and part-time emplypyslesuld be excluded from the
scheme (ibid.). In other words, large employerdepred to exclude outsiders of the
Korean labour market (i.e., workers of SMEs angiagl workers). They argued that
the inclusion of outsiders could lead to ill heatththe insurance fund due to these
workers’ high risk of unemployment (ibid.). Thisdicates that the underlying reason of
large employers to argue for the exclusion of thesiders from the scheme was cost
minimisation. As job tenure of outsiders was suttsaly shorter than that of insiders
(i.e., workers of large firms). Thus, large emplsygere concerned that the scheme
would greatly benefit the outsiders who were netrtemployees.

In the same vein, large employers expressed threing preference for cost
minimisation in regard to benefit generosity. ThERKinsisted that regular bonuses and
fringe benefits should be excluded from the calooha of unemployment benefits
(ibid.). By the end of 1980s, the total cost oh@y@ benefits accounted for a substantial
portion of total labour costs, averaging around bftke of total labour costs of large
firms. In particular, fringe benefits and regulamibises were widely practiced among
large firms (Song, 1996). Therefore, excludingdarbenefits and regular bonuses from
benefit calculation was critical, especially to g@remployers, to keep low the
contributions of employers to unemployment insueanthis finding challenges the
VoC approach, which contends that employers in CMigsport the generous social
protection (Swenson, 2002, Mares, 2003, Estévezehlad, 2001). In particular, Mares
(2003) argues that large employers prefer geneumgnployment benefits for the
purpose of skill formation. However, Korean emplsyavere fiercely opposed to

generous unemployment benefits. Quite the contthaey first-order preference was no
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unemployment benefit at all. Then, why did large ptayers consent to the
institutionalisation of unemployment insurance? &fypirical investigation found that
the consent of large employers was a strategiccehdn spite of their first-order
preference (that is no unemployment insurancelatilaéy gave strategic consent to the
scheme in order to achieve a greater gain: labarken liberalisation. My interviews
with labour bureaucrats and representatives of @yepd’ associations indicate that the
Ministry of Labour persuaded employers to supploet introduction of unemployment
protection scheme, arguing that it would facilitdkee deregulation of employment
protection. Consequently, employers endorsed ur@ymmnt insurance as the price to
pay for labour market liberalisation, expectingvituld decrease workers’ resistance to
the legalisation of dismissals. Because employ&wsus was on facilitating the
deregulation of employment protection rather tharonmting skill formation,
employers did not see any ‘functional’ case foregens unemployment insurance. For
Korean employers, unemployment insurance was ne ithan strategic compromise to
realise labour market deregulation (interview rt$5.23; 24; 25).

To conclude, | argue that Korean employers did se¢ unemployment
protection as an instrument to incentivise workersiwvest in specific skills or to retain
skilled workers, but to pre-empt the resistanceorgfanised labour to the impending
deregulation of the labour market. Korean emplogkasnot consider the instrumental
value of unemployment protection for skill formatioExperiencing fast economic
growth, Korea new little of the mass unemploymeaused by business cycles.
Unemployment remained very low (below four per §iesd that some even argue that
the developmental welfare state was establishednstgahe background of full
employment. The risk of unemployment was widelycpered as being rather low.

Therefore, the low unemployment rates up until ¢hey 1990s prevented employers
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from seeing the possible use of unemployment imafor retaining skilled workers in

the near future.

Trade Unions

The policy preferences of trade unions seemed ambgat first glance. On the one
hand, they expressed policy preferences for thbse¢ were consistent with the
theoretical propositions of the Power Resourcesagmh (Esping-Andersen, 1985,
1990, Korpi, 1980, 1983); trade unions advocatadoae generous and inclusive design
of the unemployment insurance than the governmespgsal. The FKTU demanded
higher income replacement rates — between 60 amqeB80ent of previous incomes —
while the government proposal stipulated 50 pert ¢Eaderation of Korean Trade
Unions, 1993). In addition, both labour federatiaraled for the inclusion of small
firms with five or more workers in the scheme (KameTrade Unions Congress, 1993,
Federation of Korean Trade Unions, 1993). Knowihgt torganised businesses and
economic ministries pressed hard to exclude SMiEsFKTU insisted that the scope of
mandatory coverage (which included small firms)utidoe stipulated in the Act and
not in the Decree, which the President could rewiglout the consent of the National
Assembly (Federation of Korean Trade Unions, 1988). qualifying conditions, trade
unions insisted that those should be relaxed td@myent records of six months in the
previous twelve months, criticising the Ministrysoposal as being ‘too strict’. With
reference to the funding method, organised labamahded a substantial financial
commitment from the government, such as asking thenbear one third of total
insurance contributions as well as covering fulmadstration costs and possible
deficits of the insurance fund (Korean Trade Uni@ungress, 1993, Federation of

Korean Trade Unions, 1993).
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On the other hand, organised labour also exhibgexferences that were
contrary to social-democratic values articulatedh®s Power Resources theorem. First,
universalism did not feature prominently in theans’ preferences as they paid little
attention to non-standard workers. The FKTU iniglroposed to exclude part-time
and temporary workers from unemployment insurarfeedération of Korean Trade
Unions, 1989: 144), although it turned around talerate advocacy for the inclusion of
part-time and temporary workers later on (Fedenatib Korean Trade Unions, 1993:
129-38; 1995a: 83-8). This change of the FKTU stagttows its motivation to catch up
with its rival KTUC as it further advanced the ided universal coverage of
unemployment insurance to include seasonal, daily part-time workers (Korean
Trade Unions Congress, 1993: 64-5). Neverthel&ss; official stance promoting the
inclusion of non-standard workers in the scheme hadsincere at best. They readily
accepted the legislation of unemployment insurastgmulating the exclusion of non-
standard workers. Also, unions did not criticise #xclusion of the self-employed,
which made up 27 per cent of the Korean labourefarc 1993 (Korea Statistical
Information Service, 2012), from the insurance.non official stated that the inclusion
of non-standard worker in the insurance scheme peaseived ‘impractical’ for two
reasons; not only could it create administrativedles but also the reality was that, at
the time, all other social insurance schemes peavidoverage only for standard
workers. In short, unemployment protection for mb@rdard workers was not given
much weight by organised labour. Second, organitgabur did not pursue
redistribution. According to the government proppsantributions would be levied on
gross wages but benefits calculated on “basic wégess wages subtracting bonuses
and all sorts of welfare-related allowances)”. @Gitleat bonuses and company welfare

benefits were a well spread practice only amonggléirms, the government’s proposal
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would have higher income earners of large entaprigay higher contributions and
receive lower benefits. The FKTU rejected this igroalculation method as “unjust”
since it would be a disadvantage to some workers weceived larger bonuses and
allowances. Instead, they demanded that regulardasnand all allowances be included
when calculating benefits. In essence, thus, tpeaposal was to preserve wage
differentials across different size of firms andustries as they argued “the proportion
of basic wages to gross wages varies widely bystigand company size” (Federation
of Korean Trade Unions, 1992: 135).

How can we interpret the discrepancy in the uniopstferences of
unemployment protection? | argue that the discrepaoints to the fact that the issue
of unemployment protection was given low priority the Korean labour movements at
that time. When their preferences for the unemplaymnsurance scheme were not
adopted in the government bill, organised labodrrait make serious efforts to realise
them. Officials from labour federations confirmedat the introduction of
unemployment insurance was not given much priosithin the labour movements.
Particularly for independent unions, which werdl steated as illegal, obtaining the
state recognition and greater freedom of unionvdiets was their top agenda.
Furthermore, their promotion of unemployment proteclacks the elements of a social
policy championed by social democracy. Not only Hatean organised labour fail to
wholeheartedly pursue universal unemployment ptiatiecit neither sought to achieve
the redistributive effect of unemployment benefespite using organisational strength
to realise “particularistic interest”, unions didtrmake the same efforts when extending
unemployment protection to non-standard workersis iehaviour of Korean trade
unions contradicts the theoretical prediction & tower Resources approach — that

organised labour is the champion of the universafare state (Esping-Andersen, 1985,

123



Korpi, 1983, Stephens, 1979, Shalev, 1983). Ratheés, finding goes in line with the
argument that organised labour in Korea concertrisgdepower on maximising material
gains at the company level rather than expandiagatbifare state (Song, 2003, Yang,
2006, Kim and Lim, 2000). Put differently, tradeiams preferred wage increases and
welfare benefit expansion at the company leveh&eaxpansion of public social policy.
This begs us the question why Korean organiseculadhiol not develop a keen
interest in public social policies — unemploymendtpction policy, in particular — but
rather pursued material gains at company levelhat time. First, low levels of
unemployment might have prevented unions from vigwinemployment insurance as
an urgent matter. The threat of mass unemploymaasthardly visible at the time, when
Korea enjoyed near full employment due to its legbnomic growth. Arguably, Korea
had life-time employment (or long-job tenure foriamsed firms at least) up until mid-
1990s (prior to the recession of 1997-98), whichtgbuted to workers’ low perception
of unemployment risk (Hwang, 2006, Jung and Che@006). In addition,
unemployment protection was not totally absentesin@andatory retirement payment
played a functional role that was equivalent to mpyment insurance. For such
reasons, unemployment insurance did not featummipently on the agenda of Korean
trade unions. Second, within Korean trade uniorsret were the so-called
‘fundamentalists’ who pursued a militant methodctzfss struggle with a neo-Marxist
view of social policy and dampened the atmosphereattively advocate for
unemployment insurance. Fundamentalists were eltidb promote unemployment
insurance, as they saw it a concession from a aegpitstate to pre-empt the
mobilisation of labour as a political force. Mostportantly, | would like to underline
the fragmented structure of Korean organised laltioatr augmented unions’ incentive

to prioritise the interest of their core membershighe standard workers of large
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enterprises. The composition of Korean organisbduawas highly skewed to standard
employees of industrial conglomerates; while woskier large enterprises were highly
organised, those in small firms and non-standardl@ment were weakly organised.
As unions of large enterprises constitute a majoot the labour federations, the
federations were prone to prioritise interestsholse unions. Such unions were seen as
self-serving, seeking their own material gains taapsfloor level, neglecting national
social issues which could have benefited a brogdeup of workers (Kim and Lim,
2000, Shin, 2010, Yang, 2006, Wong, 2004b). Undes tircumstances, social
protection for non-standard workers and the selileyed, whose workforces were
either poorly organised or not organised at alls v little importance to unions.
Therefore, consistent with Rueda’s (2005, 2007inchhat trade unions in advanced
political economies prioritise the interests of theiders of the labour market, Korean
unions behaved in the same way during the Kim YeSam government (interview nos.

33; 34; 39; 40; 41).

Political Parties

With regard to unemployment insurance, all majortiega were in favour of its
introduction. All major parties adopted the introtian of the employment insurance,
which was a combination of unemployment insuramzeactive labour market policies,
in their manifestoes for the 1992 presidential tbec It is hard to tell if there were
differences in the design of unemployment protecpolicy that parties promoted, as
their election manifestos did not present spegpiidicy designs (National Election
Commission, 2009b). Furthermore, political partiemained silent during the policy
deliberation of unemployment protection, largelycdgse parties were not adequately

incorporated into the policy process. Not only wéney not consulted during the
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process, but also they did not make any effortnftuénce the deliberation process.
When the government bill was presented at the Naktidssembly, the bill received
cross-party support, and passed the National Adgemithout much debate. Even
members of the centre-left party did not press rfasre generous unemployment
benefits. Suffice it to say that there were no edéhces in party platforms on
unemployment insurance. Not a single party put &wdva ‘social-democratic’ policy
alternative in term of the Power Resource modeis Tihding confirms the claim that
party politics in Korea were not programmatic; tb&ction strategy of parties
emphasised the charismatic personality of partgdesarather than specific policies.
Ideological cleavages between parties’ stance oralspolicy had not emerged in early

post-transition Korea (Kim, 2000, Wong, 2004b, M601, Shin, 2003).

4.4.  Policy Influence of Actors

In the preceding part, the chapter investigateptiey preferences of actors. This part
turns to the policy influence of these actors. Drgawon the findings on the policy

preferences, this part examines the bargaining pofvactors. Which party managed to
realise its policy preferences, or to block othgm&ferences, will be scrutinised to

assess the bargaining power of actors in laboukeh@olicy-making.

4.4.1. The Lingering Existence of the Developmental Alliace

The examination of policy preferences of actorsidatks that the developmental
alliance between the state and business, whosemmednce was highlighted by a

number of scholars (Hundt, 2009, Woo-Cumings, 193 and Kim, 1992), persisted

during the Kim Young-Sam government. Governmentlaminess shared the diagnosis

that the current economic stalemate was causee@dyyHabour market regulations and
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high wage increases. As they shared the diagntiey, also put forward the same
prescription for the recovery of economy; namely bour market liberalisation, and
the institutionalisation of unemployment insuramc@rder to facilitate the former. The
growth-oriented logic was prevalent in the politiciiscourse, as the government
justified the labour market reform with the rhetonf globalisation and economic
competitiveness. Thus, social policy continueddgsbbordinated to the key policy goal
of economic growth. Furthermore, the alliance belaas if it could still override the
demands of organised labour. Amid strong oppositibtrade unions, bureaucrats and
employers’ associations pushed the labour markietme and the leadership of the
ruling conservative party acted as a ‘rubber starffhien the reform bill passed the
National Assembly, it only contained labour marletegulation measures, which was
put forward by the developmental alliance, but lefit the liberalisation of union
activities, which was forcefully demanded by orgaai labour.

Nevertheless, the dynamics within the developmeadtaince did not remain
static. My empirical investigation finds that theditiative for labour market
liberalisation came from organised business, whdiegan to proactively pursue it in
the early 1990. Employers’ associations were naoheae consenter of government
policies, but an independent interest-seeking actus signifies that the power balance
within the developmental alliance shifted towardsibess, as employers afforded to
behave more independently. Then, why did the pahéiyence of organised business
increase in post-transition Korea? First of allpremmic liberalisation increased the
autonomy of employers’ associations in the poliapcess. The deregulation of
financial markets reduced business dependenceeogavernment for access to capital
(Ringen et al., 2011: chapter 3). Under the authoan era, the banking industry was

tightly controlled by the state. The governmentidied on who gained access to bank
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credits, and on what terms and conditions. This enlagisiness extremely dependent
upon the state, as access to credits was critccahé success of business. When
financial markets were deregulated, and businessss allowed to enter the non-
banking financial market during the Kim Young-Sarovgrnment,chaebol firms
proactively sought to secure access to capitalsbgbéishing mutual funds and security
houses (Woo-Cumings, 2007b). Employers became maocal on policy issues by
taking finance, the ‘nerve of the developmentatestainder its control (Woo-Cumings,
1999). Indeed, organised business began to prefctpursue its interests through
economic ministries, as it was shown in the cadelmiur market liberalisation.

The democratic transition also contributed to thméft sof power balance
towards businesses. The influence of businesses pokticians, especially the
conservative party, increased in the immediaterrafiéh of democratisation. Since
authoritarian regimes were devoted to economic ldpweent in order to justify their
political repression of the civil society (and aty delivered it), the public had been
accustomed to high rates of economic growth. Againis backdrop, the economic
performance of the government was crucial for theservative party to win election
(Kim, 2008a). Consequently, it became more vulrerab the demands of organised
business. In addition, businesses, especially div@ebo] could wield substantial
political influence as long as its financial cohtriions remained critical to running
political campaigns (Mo, 2001). As my empirical damce showed earlier, organised
business was able to exert substantial influenctherruling party to the extent that it
passed the reform bill amid strong resistance aifdrunions. To reiterate, the political
power of businesses experienced a substantialasena the post-transition Korea, and

it led to the shift of power resources from thedawrcrats to businesses.
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Thus, the findings of empirical investigation susfg¢hat the democratic
transition in 1987 did not lead to the immediatente of the developmental alliance in
post-democratised Korea but a ‘modification’ of ttevelopmental alliance. In spite of
the fact that the Kim Young-Sam government was fired democratically elected
civilian government, it could not, and probably didt want to, break away from the
developmental alliance. From a political perspegtivis not surprising that the election
of the first civil government did not create a sfggant change in ruling elites. The Kim
Young-Sam government was established from the mafythree major conservative
parties that included the ruling elite of the auttasian era. One of the three parties was
the Democratic Justice Party, which was the rupagty since the Chun Doo-Hwan
military authoritarian regime of 1981 (Kang and KRait997: 124). Therefore, the
election of the government extended the old comrdem political alliance into the
young democracy Korea. Inheriting the close refetidoetween politicians and
businesses, the government was not free from siei@eated by the developmental
alliance, which dominated the Korean political emory under the authoritarian regimes
(Choi et al., 2000b: 209). The technocratic spifithe developmental state continued to
thrive in democratised Korea (Kim, 2008a). Thiseliof argument was essentially
confirmed by representatives of employers’ assmratthat employers also viewed the
Kim Young-Sam government as the continuation of thereggme. From employers’
standpoint, the election of new presidents didmatter much, as long as technocrats
were in charge of the policy process. To sum up,déwvelopmental alliance continued
to exist, and pushed the labour market reform$épost-transition Korea (interview

nos. 1; 16; 23; 26; 27; 33; 39).
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4.4.2. Continuous Failures of the Developmental Alliance

Nevertheless, the developmental alliance continyodailed to realise the most
important reform agenda — the liberalisation of thleour market. Although, reform
initiatives were made in a piecemeal style, pusliagegulation even in relatively less
sensitive areas (such as working time accountstamgorary agency work) was not
successful due to strong opposition from organiabdur. In the beginning, the reform
impetus came from the government ministry leveteAthe attempt of the Ministry of
Labour to legalise temporary agency work faile@, Bresident’s Office showed greater
direct involvement. This time, the President ordetbe Ministry of Commerce,
Industry and Resources to take the reform init@atihe Ministry’'s proposal covered a
layoff provision, which was the most sensitive topDespite continued strong
resistance from trade unions, the Ministry presértee reform bill to the National
Assembly (Federation of Korean Trade Unions, 1993}ive protest of organised
labour was not strong enough to override the refionpetus from the Ministry and the
President, but it made a visible impact on membétke National Assembly. Although
this bill was initiated by presidential order anbagly supported by organised business,
the members of the National Assembly eliminated ¢katrepiece of the bill (the
temporary agency work) during the review processireg the direction of the
government. Employers criticised that legislatorsrevblinded by the fear of losing
wage earners’ votes (Choi et al., 2000b). Althotlgh rebellion of parties against the
developmental alliance curtailed quickly as thesssmative party was again subjugated
to the demand of the alliance, it demonstrated th&hocratisation and electoral
competition could increase the sensitivity of poiéns to the demand of organised

labour. This point will be elaborated further i tlater part of the chapter.
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However, until this point, the developmental altardid not comprehend the
scale of change in Korean welfare politics — teahe ‘crumbling’ of the developmental
alliance. Soon after the failure of reform initiai by the Ministry of Commerce,
Industry and Resources, the President of the KEffirooed its determination to “keep
pleading to the government until when working-tinaecounts and layoffs are
legislated” (Korea Employers Federation, 1995a)ithiée did the government discard
its charge for the labour market reform. This tiiey developmental alliance attempted
to materialise the reform through the establishn@nsocial consensus among the
government, employers’ associations and trade gnibhe President’s Office carefully
orchestrated policy deliberation at the Presidé@@mmission. As forming consensus
on the reform agenda faced an impasse in the Casionjsthe government took the
matter into its hand. The cabinet was reshuffled] the so-called ‘economic team’
(Minister of Finance and Economy and Secretary obriomy) was replaced with
‘hardliners’, who took an explicit pro-businessrgta. After the appointment of a new
Minister of Finance and Economy and a new Secretdrfeconomy, employers’
associations increased their lobbying for labourkeidiberalisation. In addition, an ad-
hoc Interministerial Committee was establishedinalise the reform bill. The ruling
conservative party resorted to a controversialngptactic to pass the government bill.
In other words, the developmental alliance thoubhkt resistance of organised labour
could be overridden, only if it increased its pressfor labour market liberalisation.
However, the alliance was proven wrong. In the faicthe General Strike of 1997, the
implementation of labour market liberalisation hadbe put on hold. In the following,
the chapter turns to the rise of organised laboulatveto player challenging the

developmental alliance (interview nos. 14; 15; 2.
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4.4.3. Rise of Organised Labour to a Veto Player

The series of reform failures during the Kim Yousgm government signifies the rise
of organised labour to a veto player, which is mdi as individual or collective
“actor(s) whose agreement is required for a charigbe status quo” (Tsebelis, 2002:
17). The episodes of labour market reform in thenRfoung-Sam government show
that consensus from organised labour became aspeniible factor determining the
success of reform. Although the developmental mtamobilised every possible means
of the ‘old politics’, it could not realise its @in agenda in the absence of consent from
organised labour. The implementation of labour rearkeregulation had to be
postponed by two years, shifting the reform impletagon to the hand of the next
government. Besides, organised labour managed terat the scope of labour market
liberalisation against the preferences of the dguakntal alliance. The second revision
of legislation tightened the conditions of deretjola measures; layoffs were not to be
permitted in case of merger and acquisition. As@2-hour cap on daily working hour
was introduced to further restrict the use of wogkiime accounts. Organised labour
could not nullify labour market liberalisation, bmanaged to slow down liberalisation.
Furthermore, trade unions were granted their desaritth regard to the legalisation of
union activities. The General Strike not only helack the implementation of labour
market liberalisation, but also endowed independerdns with the much awaited state
recognition and trade unions with more freedomciivéies.

The rise of organised labour to a veto player m dftermath of democratic
transition challenges the conventional wisdom thede unions played a marginal role
in the policy process (Deyo, 1989, Pempel and Tismma, 1979). The substantial
increase in policy influence of organised labounedrom the fact that it could inflict

costs on the economy through collective actionamdcratised Korea (Mo, 1996, Koo,
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2001). Prior to democratic transition, collectiveian of organised labour was highly
repressed by the authoritarian governments. Inatisence of a viable political party
representing the interests of labour, governmenpregsion on collective action
effectively deprived organised labour of meansxereits influence in policy-making.
With the arrival of democracy, the government comtd oppress collective action of
organised labour as blatantly as the previous aitéin@n governments did; organised
labour could effectively increase its bargainingvpo by the threat of general strikes.
Eventually, organised labour firmly secured itscplan the labour market policy-
making, and put an end to the ‘old’ politics of dalp market policy, in which the

developmental alliance overrode organised labour.

4.4.4. Insignificant Policy Influence of Parties

Whilst trade unions and employers’ associationsewale to increase their policy
influence in post-transition Korea (paradoxicallymsltaneously), political parties

remained largely insignificant. The findings frohetearly reform initiatives support the
conventional view that political parties, and tlegislature, did not play an important
role in the policy process in the immediate yedtex ahe transition (Mo, 2001, Haggard
and Kaufman, 2008, Jaung, 2000). In all reform ages that this chapter analysed,
reform bills were proposed by the government mii@stand not by parties. Even in the
case of the institutionalisation of unemploymerguirance, which was adopted by all
major parties in their election manifestos, theralfgolicy development was led by
bureaucrats — from agenda setting to implementatiage. After the election, parties
quickly disappeared from the scene of policy delbiens. Political parties remained
silent and produced no input in the bureaucratgedrpolicy process. Neither were they

consulted during the deliberation process, nortdey express their opinion about the
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design of unemployment insurance. The weak inflaepfcparties over policy-making
translated into the insignificance of the legistatun all reform episodes, which were
scrutinised in this chapter, except the one, theoNal Assembly was simply asked to
approve government reform proposals negotiatedvilses. Thus, it can be said that, as
Jaung (2000) argued, the National Assembly andesarbntinued to play a subordinate
role in the policy process by acting as a rubbamst of the executive branch in
democratised Korea.

It is worth mentioning, nevertheless, the one ekoapl episode
demonstrates that democratisation and electorapettion could provide a momentum
for parties. The 1995 reform attempt is the casgoint that demonstrates the potential
of parties to behave independently from the govemmmWhen the Ministry of
Commerce, Industry and Resources pushed dereguiagéasures in order to facilitate
the restructuring of SMEs, members of the Natiohsdembly deleted the temporary
agency work provision from the government bill. BExaing remarks of the members of
the National Assembly, we can see that the ratbahind the ‘rebellion’ was not to
provoke wage earners, which took up a great portibthe electorate: “opinion of
workers should be fully reflected”, “employment sety should be protected” and “the
proliferation of temporary agency work should beided” (National Assembly, 1995a:
67-68; National Assembly, 1995b: 5). Put differgndome forces in political parties,
including the conservative party, became more seagp the interests of wage earners.
It should not be neglected, of course, that thegybarty complied with the direction of
the developmental alliance, when it pushed hargeréform agenda. And eventually,
the government pushed its legislation through th&ddal Assembly. However, we can
establish that parties, though with limited successnonstrated their ability to oppose

the direction of the developmental alliance in faee of electoral competition. It
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denotes nascent party politics, with political etmore proactively participating in
policy-making for electoral reasons.

One might wonder then why democratic transition alettoral competition
did not lead to a substantial increase of paritéklence over policy-making. The most
convincing explanation would be that parties did offer visions alternative to that of
the developmental alliance. As the analysis ofgyofireferences of parties shows, no
major party had an articulated platform that défkisubstantially from the stance of the
developmental alliance. As the chapter clearly destrated, it was the developmental
alliance, not parties, who had ownership of themaf agenda. When parties do not
have different ideas from the developmental alkarit is unlikely that parties could
make a difference in the outcomes of policy delbien process driven by the
developmental alliance.

Why, then, did parties not develop a position ddfeé from that of the
developmental alliance? First, | point out the wemltitical mobilisation of labour,
especially in terms of a labour party. The legatyjong authoritarian rule severely
hampered the ability of trade unions to ignite masitical mobilisation, which could
have nurtured a genuine social-democratic poliioede — the protagonist of welfare
state building according to the mainstream welfatate literature (Shalev, 1983,
Stephens, 1979, Korpi, 1983, Esping-Andersen, 1985andem with heavy regulation
on union activities, fragmented organised labouleda in successful political
mobilisation of workers (Kim and Lim, 2000). Thua, connection to the labour
movement was not critical to electoral succesemacratised Korea (Mo, 1996, 2001).
Not a single major party emphasised redistribuabwealth or the decommodification
of labour. In the absence of a viable social-dewroxipolitical force, all major parties

were essentially ‘conservative’ parties in termshafir social policy stance. Second, we
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need to highlight the presence of a strong regidnatle in Korean electoral politics.
Scholars argue that parties adopted electoralegiest building upon the charisma of
party leaders, who represented certain regionaeforather than programmatic party
platforms. Hence, regionalism was the most critibadlerminant of voting behaviour
(Mo, 2001, Kim, 2000). When the ruling Democraticstice Party lost the absolute
majority in the 1988 National Assembly election,iegfhtook place immediately after
the democratic transition, it engineered the cosadif the ‘grand conservative coalition’.
The merger of three conservative parties in 19@ated the Democratic Liberal Party,
combining regional support of the Kyoungsang andr@cheong provinces. The loyal
voters of these regions secured the conservativty ph least one third of the total
electorate (Kim, 2008a: 171). The sheer majoritypsut that the party enjoyed in the
two regions allowed the party to pursue the potlmgction by the government even if

the direction was deemed unpalatable among workers.

4.5.  Conclusion

The labour market reforms during the Kim Young-Sayjovernment suggest a
transformation of Korea welfare politics — the reagcnew politics of the Korean
welfare state. In contrast to the emphasis of theastream literature on bureaucrats as
protagonists in social policy, we observe sociatreas moved to centre stage of labour
market policy-making. Organised labour rose to tovyd@ayer in the labour market
policy. In the face of the opposition of trade urgpthe developmental alliance could
not materialise its most pressing agenda — thegd&ton labour market. The
democratic transition empowered organised labouthéo extent that it could curtail
reform efforts of the developmental alliance. Farthore, the status quo within the

developmental alliance was broken, with greateutirippm businesses. After economic
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liberalisation (which allowed businesses far gredieancial independence than it
enjoyed during the authoritarian era), organisedinmss raised its voice more
independently in labour market policy. Employerssaciations began to explicitly and
forcefully put forward labour market liberalisati@s their policy priority. These two
findings indicate that the Korean welfare politisederwent the first transformation; the
bureaucrat-led policy process is undermined in pbst transition Korea as social
partners could constrain the autonomy of bureasidratthe labour market policy—
making. Therefore, | conclude that the ‘old’ palgj suggested by the developmental
state thesis, does not hold true in the labour etgsklicy-making in the aftermath of
dual transition of democratisation and economieriiisations.

Although Korean welfare politics underwent its fir¢ransformation,
democratisation did not yet lead to a substantiaivth of the welfare state for the
following reasons. First, government ministries exdd to the developmental logic. The
expansion of welfare state was only promoted to e@kient that it could facilitate
economic growth. Even when the Ministry of Labowomoted the institutionalisation
of unemployment insurance, it did so in pursuit afanisational interests (i.e.,
expansion of budgets and size of bureau). Secandctor emerged as a viable political
force to champion the welfare state. In line wilie ttconventional wisdom, political
parties did not matter in labour-market policy-nmaki Not only did parties largely
remain insignificant in labour market policy, bus@they were all ‘conservative’ parties
in terms of their stance on labour market policyug, parties could not be an
alternative political force to the developmentdiaaice. But what about social partners,
whose policy influence increased significantlyie post-transition era? Did employers’
associations promote generous social policy, asMh€ line of argument would

suggest? The chapter did not find any supportfenoC claim of employer support for
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generous social policy in the CMEs. The first-orgeeference of Korean employers
was no unemployment insurance at all, but they @aesl to the introduction of
unemployment insurance on strategic grounds. Famflit was a price to pay to realise
the more pressing agenda of labour market libextadis. Then, did trade unions, the
champion of the welfare state according to the PdResources approach, promote the
welfare state? The chapter did not find strong &wvi@ for this approach, either. In spite
of its rise to a veto player, organised labourmd utilise its new position in pursuit of
welfare state expansion. Trade unions rather fatwse utilising their newly gained
power to achieve material gains at the companyl laad the full freedom of union
activities. Taking everything together, this chapteoncludes that the first
transformation of the Korean welfare state, whigbkt place in the Kim Young-Sam
government, denotes that the democratisation aoiloadic liberalisation set in motion
irreversible changes in Korean welfare politics, ickih destabilised the political

equilibrium of the developmental welfare state wiith rise of social partners.
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5. The Second Transformation of Korean Welfare Politis: Labour Market

Reforms under the Kim Dae-Jung Government 1998-2003

5.1.  Introduction

This chapter scrutinises the politics of labour kearreforms in the Kim Dae-Jung
government, which came in power approximately aadeafter the democratic opening
in 1987. In this chapter, | further the investigatiof the political underpinnings of
labour market reforms to examine as to whetheptbeess of democratic consolidation
advanced the transformation of Korean welfare jgsliand made a clear break away
from the conventional ‘developmental welfare stateddel (Kwon, 1999, Holliday,
2000). As the election of Kim Dae-Jung to presiderairked the transition of power
from conservative elites to progressive oppositmnes for the first time in the Korean
modern history, it signalled a profound changeha political landscape and policy
environment. The chapter, hence, examines as tthetheelfare politics has changed
during the Kim Dae-Jung government and if so, hle&riew dynamics of social policy-
making has shaped labour market reforms differefrtyn the reforms during the
previous Kim Young-Sam government. To this end,dih@pter analyses the role of key
actors in social policy-making, as in the previocisapter (namely, government
bureaucrats, employers’ associations, trade unanspolitical parties).

The welfare reforms of the Kim Dae-Jung governngarierated a great deal
of debates on the change and continuity of the &wordevelopmental welfare state.
Proponents of ‘change’ thesis claim that the reformndicate a clear break away from
the developmental welfare state (Kim, 2008b, Kuh2@04), while opponents highlight
the prevalent developmental logic behind the reforgHolliday, 2005, Kwon and

Holliday, 2007). Others position their stance batwethe two and underline
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simultaneous change and continuity of the developatevelfare state in which the

Korean welfare state evidently became inclusivethenone hand, but still incorporating
developmental elements, on the other hand (Kwo@520Gough, 2004, Kuhnle, 2004).
Regardless of their arguments and diagnosis df#fectory of the Korean welfare state,
works on the topic tend to focus on the state @altfin some point out the civil society
for social policy reforms) as political drivers r@forms.

The existing analysis, however, fails to fully aagt the dynamics of the
social policy-making in the new political environmieby adhering to the same state-
centred perspective. If it was the bureaucrats veteered the labour market
liberalisation, how were they able to materialisefien they had not been able to do so
in the previous government? Furthermore, how camur@aucrat-centred framework
explain the universalisation of unemployment prtte; something that bureaucrats
were against in the previous government? At theestame, the existing literature tends
to neglect the role of social partners in the mef@rocesses. According to the finding of
the previous chapter, trade unions opposed andtiefiéy blocked the implementation
of labour market liberalisation in the Kim Youngs@overnment. Why, then, did they
let it happen this time? What was their role in llgour market reforms of the Kim
Dae-Jung government? Also one might wonder aboet ithle of employers’
associations in the reform process of the Kim DaggJovernment. Lastly, the existing
accounts for the reforms do not provide any satisfg answer to the question as to
whether the change of government and democratisatiolation had an ample impact
on the reforms because it focuses on the sameatikite (i.e., bureaucrats-led policy-
making). As the relations between democratic codatbn and transformation of
Korean welfare politics is the central inquiry bktthesis, the neglected question as to

whether the centre-left party coming into power mddference at all in social policy-
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making is of paramount importance to the thesis.

Hence, this chapter seeks to answer the abovemedtiguestions with
reference to the labour market reforms of the KinaeBung government by
investigating the political underpinnings of thdorens. The first part of the chapter
analyses the policy preferences of actors in thee demains - employment protection
and unemployment protection. This part also paysnabn as to whether there was
change or continuity in the policy preferences aftoes and their theoretical
implications. The second part investigates thecgalmfluence of actors by examining
whose preferences were accepted to what extedbiig so, this part scrutinises how
the change in the actors’ bargaining power shapedréforms differently from the
developmental welfare state trajectory. The chapiecludes that the politics of Korean
welfare state underwent a second transformatiomgltine Kim Dae-Jung government.
The old driver of the labour market reform, the elepmental alliance, was replaced
with a new reform coalition between the centre-ferty and organised labour. The
result was the Korean version of flexicurity refotowards the increase of the
flexibility of the labour market and the expansiohunemployment protection at the
same time, which was qualitatively different frohmat of the developmental welfare

State.

5.2. Understanding Labour Market Reforms under the Kim Dae-Jung
Government

Korean labour market underwent its most comprekensforms during the Kim Dae-
Jung government. At the onset of the economic <ridi 1997-8, the Tripartite
Commission was set up to draw a blue print of adsgbolicy reforms, which was

deemed essential to overcome the crisis. Thedirase of the Commission produced a
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social pact in an unprecedentedly speedy manndrer @nly a few weeks of policy
deliberations. To be precise, the Tripartite Consinis was actually convened at the
very end of the Kim Young-Sam government. Howeverywas under the strong
initiative and leadership of the president-eleankKDae-Jung and the centre-left party
that social consensus on the reform proposals wl@s\aed in the Commission. For this
reason, policy deliberation at the Tripartite Comssion with regard to the reforms is
treated as the work of the Kim Dae-Jung governnretitis chapter.

The Asian economic crisis began to unfold at the @nthe Kim Young-Sam
government. Signs of recession became visible enstttond half of 1996. A series of
firms went into bankruptcy, including industrial @omerates (which were believed
“too big to fail”). At the same time, the econonudsis brought forth an occasion to
bring to light the ‘dark-side’ of the economic grbwstrategy pursued by the
developmental alliance; The East Asian model aedied economic development was
criticised as ‘crony capitalism’, in which big bosss was nurtured by political
favouritism. Anti-sentiment towards tlobaebolwas widespread, since it was accused
of being responsible for inducing the economic isrizvith its ill management.
Furthermore, the currency crisis, which was hittBguth East Asian countries hard,
took its grip on the Korean economy, too. The decadtpreciation of the Korean Won in
a few months led to an extra-ordinary liquiditystsi As foreign exchange reserves hit a
record low in November 1997, the government decittedequest the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) for a bail out. On 3 Decemb&91, two weeks before the
presidential election, the Korean government signddemorandum of Understanding
with the IMF, which granted Korea a bailout of S8itn US Dollars. The core policy
prescriptions attached to the bailout were as fedladeregulation of the financial sector,

corporate restructuring, and labour market libeedion (International Monetary Fund,
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1998). In addition, foreign creditors, especiallyetUS government, put forward
economic restructuring in line with neo-liberalmmiples as conditions for the renewal
of debts (Kim and Moon, 2000). The unfolding of tAsian economic crisis left the
newly elected government in great need of extenthegdeadlines of debts, as well as
implementing the policy prescriptions. Smooth aagia implementation of the policy
prescriptions was deemed critical to restore thsttof foreign investors in the Korean
economy.

Against this background, the president-elect Kime{lang resorted to the
Tripartite Commission in order to build social census on the reform agenda. The
Tripartite Commission was set up on 15 January 1888ging representatives from
both labour federations —the Federation of Koreaadd Unions (FKTU) and the
Korean Confederation of Trade Unions (KCTU)—, empls’ associations —the Korea
Employers Federation (KEF) and the Federation ofedo Industry (FKI)—, and
representatives of the government to the tableth®freform agenda, labour market
reform became one of the most important one. Thairclan of the Tripartite
Commission said that the legalisation of dismissald temporary agency work was at
the core of the agenda (Kyung-Hyang Daily, Jan9B8). The Presidential Transition
Team also confirmed that the legalisation of layoffas of supreme importance to
regain the confidence of foreign creditors and #tees in the Korean economy
(Emergency Committee for the Economic Crisis, 198&er weeks of intense debates,
the Tripartite Commission agreed on the Social Ract6 February 1998, which

outlined five main points of the reform agenda (5alele 4).
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Table 4. Key Contents of the 1998 Social Pact

Management transparency and corpo

restructuring

rate  improvement of the corporate

financial structure by reducing debt-
to-equity ratio

more responsible and more
transparent corporate governance
promotion of business

competitiveness

Enhancing labour market flexibility

permission for employers to dismiss
workers in cases of managerial need
permission for the establishment of

temporary work agencies

Policies to promote employment stabilltye

and combat unemployment

expansion and improvement of
employment insurance

livelihood support for the unemployed
expansion and improvement of the
public employment service

expansion of vocational training

job creation through public works and
business start-up subsidies
consultation and rehiring requirements

in case of redundancy dismissals

Enhancing labour rights

permission for public servants to form

workplace associations
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» permission for teachers to join trade
unions

* permission for trade unions to engage
in political activities

* right of dismissed and unemployed

workers to join trade unions

Extension and consolidation of the sogiab integration of social partners in social
security system security steering committees

» wage guarantee in bankruptcy cases

» extension of social insurance coverage

to nonstandard workers

Source: adapted and edited from OECD, 2000: 49

The implementation of the Social Pact brought funeiatal changes to the
Korean labour market. First, employment protecticas seriously undermined by the
legalisation of layoffs and temporary agency wokior to 1998, dismissals were
illegal; employers had to obtain approval from theurts to shed workers unless
companies went into bankruptcy. Dismissals for nganal reasons were legalised at
the end of the previous Kim Young-Sam governmeuit s implementation was put on
hold owing to the General Strike of 1997, whichugiot the country to a grinding halt
for a month. The Social Pact contained not onlynramediate implementation of layoffs
but also the relaxation of terms and conditiondagbffs. Under the Pact, dismissals
were now allowed in the case of merger and acquisithandovers, corporate
restructuring, and corporate emergency. The S&aat also included the permission of

temporary agency work for both specialised protessiand labourers. These measures
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were designed to increase flexibility of the Kordalmour market by making hiring and
firing easier. After the measures became effectiemployment protection was
substantially eroded. According to the OECD Emplegin Protection Legislation
indicator, which measures the rigidity of labourrked institutions, the score of Korea
dropped from 2.74 in 1997 to 2.03 in 1998. Giveat the score goes from 0 to 4, a drop
of 0.71 implies significant deregulation of the dalb market institutions. By
international standard, in the aftermath of thelatmarket reform, Korea ranked in the
middle of OECD countries below high employment potibn countries (e.g., Greece
3.5, France 2.98, Germany 2.34) and low employnpeotection ones (e.g., United
Kingdom 0.60, United States 0.21) (OECD, 2011bdnfra micro perspective, one can
observe that the labour market reform created @ral®rtionate effect on non-standard
workers; they experienced greater decrease of emmgot security than standard
workers. Right after the reform, the job retentrate for non-standard workers fell by
41 per cent and has not recovered to the pre-refewa. In contrast, for standard
workers, the rate decline was less dramatic at 45 gent and job retention also
recovered close to the pre-reform level in the 20@ho, 2008: 107). That is to say that
employment security gap between standard and ramaatd workers widened after the
labour market reform of 1998. As a result, the yah the Korean labour market
became more pronounced.

Second, unemployment protection policies underwent considerable
expansion in parallel to labour market liberalisatiThe coverage of the unemployment
insurance scheme extended at a fast pace, resimtihg universalisation of the scheme.
Not only all full-time workers but also some noayslard workers (part-time workers
whose work hours were more than 50 per cent oftifuk work, and temporary workers

whose contract was longer than one month) were nedidéole for unemployment
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insurance. Qualifying conditions were relaxed fiesnporarily and later permanently,
making workers who had an employment record of 6 @ul8 months prior to
unemployment eligible for unemployment benefits riiry of Labour, 2005). The
level and duration of unemployment benefits alswdased, providing the unemployed
with more generous income protection. In ordeiiriarice the expansion of the scheme,
the contribution rate increased from 0.3 to 0.5 gamt of gross wages. Furthermore,
comprehensive unemployment protection policies tfmse who fell outside of the
contribution-based unemployment insurance scheroe {d insufficient contribution
records or employment condition) were introducekde Government budget for these
policies increased from 1 trillion Won in 1998 tdrlion Won in 1999 (Kwon, 2001).
Public assistance programmes, which had stricttyuebed the ‘able-bodied’ prior to the
economic crisis, were extended to include this grét the beginning of the economic
crisis, the eligibility of public assistance progmaes was temporarily relaxed, thereby
expanding social protection to the unemployed ofrkimg age. The temporary
expansion of public assistance became permanent thieeNational Basic Livelihood
Security scheme replaced the old livelihood pradecprogramme in 2000. In order to
provide social protection for the young unemployed new entrants into the labour
market, public works and training programmes wateduced as well. Beneficiaries of
public works programmes grew quickly from 440,0001998 to 780,000 in 1999.
Training programmes were provided to around 360&fple during the same period
(Lee, 2001). As of 1999, the share of the unemplogyevered by public works and
vocational training programmes was 22.6 per cedt@é per cent, respectively (OECD,
2000). It should be underscored that the refornur@mployment protection denotes
radical transformation of the Korean welfare stéte the reform, especially the reform

of non-contributory unemployment protection prognaes, was considerably funded by
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general taxes, the reform entailed substantiakease in the state commitment to the
provision of social protection. According to Le®(B), the reform denotes a shift in the
role of state in social welfare provision from adulator’ towards a ‘provider’.

In short, we have been witnessing a flexicurityatglgy in the reform of the
labour market, in which policies aimed at incregdime flexibility of the labour market
whilst providing greater social security at the satime (Wilthagen and Tros, 2004,
Wilthagen, 1998). This reform approach of the KimmeRJung government came with
some surprise; it was not envisioned by any keycpahctor. Where, then, did the

flexicurity strategy come from?

5.3.  Policy Preferences of Actors

The labour market reform during the Kim Dae-Jungvegoment took a rather
unexpected turn from the perspective of the devetogal welfare state thesis. Whereas
institutions ensuring a high level of employmenttpction, which was regarded as the
foundations of the ‘welfare through employment’ rabdf the developmental welfare
state (Yang, 2008), were immensely undermined, pi®yment protection, whose
institutionalisation was highly unpopular amongwgtio-oriented bureaucrats due to its
work disincentives, was universalised. This begs destion of what triggered the
unexpected direction of the reforms of the Kim Baeg government. In the following,
the policy preferences of key actors in social@elnaking are analysed to identify the

sources of change in employment and unemploymeiggtion policies.

5.3.1. Employment Protection Policy
The first section examines actors’ preferencesmpleyment protection policy. As

demonstrated in the earlier part of the chaptgnffa, which were legislated during the
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previous government but whose implementation wastpomed, came into an
immediate effect, and temporary agency work wassleigd and implemented during
the Kim Dae-Jung government. Therefore, this sadtouses on these two measures in

the investigation of actors’ preferences in emplegitrprotection policy.

Trade Unions

At first, trade unions denounced in one voice tbgegnment proposal for the labour
market liberalisation. Unlike the Kim Young-Sam endoen they had held subtle
differences in their positions, this time two labdederations became one in expressing
their fundamental objection to the legalisationlajfoffs and temporary agency work
(Federation of Korean Trade Unions, 1998, Koreamf€teration of Trade Unions,
1998c). At the Tripartite Commission, organised olab officially opposed the
immediate implementation of layoffs, let alone dusther liberalisation of their terms
and conditions. Both the FKTU and KCTU argued thatas unfair to ask workers to
bear the consequences of the ill behaviour of ‘bigsiness (Tripartite Commission,
2008). Nevertheless, during the policy deliberationthe Tripartite Commission,
organised labour changed its stance from fundarepposition to consent at the very
last minute. At the final meeting of the Standingn@nittee, the two labour federations
reluctantly agreed to the deregulation of employnpeatection (Tripartite Commission,
1998e). Now their priority was to impose rigid terrand conditions on layoffs and
temporary agency work. For layoffs, employers stiaéek trade unions’ consent on
the details of dismissals. Employers should alsolileged to give 60 days notice, to
state what efforts were made to avoid dismissalsform about the selection criteria
for laid-off workers, and to make an effort to my@oy redundant workers. (Tripartite

Commission, 1998b). With reference to temporarynagavork, trade unions strongly
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put forward the “positive list system”, which wouddlow temporary agency work for
only a few listed occupations but leave it illegdherwise. They also insisted that
dispatched workers be granted a permanent posititen two years of employment.
Furthermore, organised labour advocated betteakpmtection for dispatched workers,
especially with respect to work injury protectidmipartite Commission, 1998a, b).
Why did trade unions change their stance on lalbwanket liberalisation? In
spite of their official rejection to the deregutati of employment protection, union
leaders understood that it would be impossibledi@mtd high employment protection.
In fact, by and large, they had been prepared teeaip the labour market liberalisation
from the time of the previous government (as dermatexd in chapter four). However,
the radical and hostile approaches that the KCTak tagainst the government had
prevented them from taking a more flexible starm&ard the labour market reform.
Entering into 1997, meanwhile, the economy undetveerather abrupt downturn: the
soaring number of firms filing bankruptcy and tieng unemployment pointed to deep
turmoil that the economy was in. This acute serisgisis turned the union leadership
around and made them consent to the labour maefketm. Witnessing a series of
bankruptcy of industrial conglomerates, union leadeere convinced that even the job
security of the employees ohaebolfirms, once regarded as safeguarded, could be at
risk. Similarly, the fast growth of temporary aggmeork also made it more difficult for
trade unions to maintain its objection. Althoughmas illegal, it was estimated that
more than 200,000 people were engaged in tempagepcy work in the mid 1990s
(Tripartite Commission, 1998c). The sheer numberdispatched workers made it
increasingly difficult for union leaders to defetitbmselves from the criticism that they
had turned a ‘blind eye’ to dispatched workers, wi@re at great danger of exploitation

due to the illegal nature of the terms of employmen
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Furthermore, the change of government also provatgdnised labour with
political motive to consent to the deregulatiortred labour market. With the election of
a centre-left government for the first time in mod&orean history, organised labour
was willing to cooperate with the government. Ritest Kim Dae-Jung, perceived as a
pro-labour politician, was highly respected acrtgs labour movements. In particular,
the FKTU established a close relationship with ¢katre-left party. Prior to the 1997
presidential election, the FKTU entered a “polidyjaace” with the centre-left party,
which effectively denoted its endorsement of presicl candidate Kim Dae-Jung
(Federation of Korean Trade Unions, 1997a). At fivst phase of Tripartite
Commission, thus, leaders of the FKTU were rathppsrtive of the new government’s
reform initiatives. In a similar vein, the indepemtl unions were also less hostile
towards the Kim Dae-Jung government as his govemhmvas considered a pro-labour
one within the working class. Representatives efKIKTU revealed that its leadership
was more inclined to accept the reform proposa time since the new government
was sympathetic towards independent union movenheriaict, the KCTU gained full
state recognition as its two sub-groups — teaclad’public sector workers unions —
obtained legal status by the 1998 Social Pact.ufo 8p, organised labour had a stake
in showcasing the governing ability of the cenef-yovernment since it was viewed as
a better environment to advance their interestingathe economic crisis, unions
perceived that successful crisis management wagratige in proving this ability.
Organised labour, thus, became a reluctant consentabour market liberalisation in
the Tripartite Commission for pragmatic and stretggasons (interview nos. 34; 37,

39; 40; 41).
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Political Parties

During the Kim Dae-Jung government, the two majartips took a similar stance on
labour market liberalisation, as they had dondnenKim Young-Sam government. Both
the conservative party and the centre-left partynsmered the labour market
liberalisation to be necessary to revive the Koreaonomy. In the initial stage of the
economic crisis, meanwhile, marginal differencéhi@ position of parties was observed;
the centre-left party preferred more gradual arstricded labour market liberalisation
(such as introducing layoffs in the financial sectwshich found itself in the deepest
trouble at the beginning of the 1997-8 recessiontemporary permission of layoffs
during the recession), whereas the conservativiy f@voured a more comprehensive
deregulation of employment protection (Choi et2000b).

As the economic crisis deepened, however, the edefir party began to
pursue a faster and wider form of labour markeerhltisation. Empirical evidence,
including my interviews, underlines the imperatig€ labour market liberalisation,
perceived by the party, in turning the troubled repay to recovery. Borrowing the
expression from a senior economic advisor to tlesigent-elect at that time, “foreign
capital was flying away from Korea like a low tidgen after the Korean government
signed an MOU with the IMF for a bail-out.... [if tleapital flight had kept the pace]
international reserve was about to dry up withid @ays” (Seoul Economy, January 10,
2007). It was the perceived threat of capital fljghhich changed the position of the
president-elect and his party on labour marketrdiligation. My interviews confirmed
that the number one priority of the incumbent pangis to stabilise the Korean
economy by stopping capital flight from it. As tpeediction, that obtaining the IMF
bailout would stop the capital flight, turned oatlde wrong, the president-elect and his

party understood the gravity of demonstrating tees government’s determination to
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implement economic restructuring thoroughly to fegthe confidence of foreign
creditors. To this end, the centre-left party bedanpush fervently for immediate
implementation of labour market liberalisation. Moty did the president-elect publicly
address firm intention to effect layoff provisianmediately®, but his party also tried to
effect the postponed layoff provision during anradession of the National Assembly
in January 1998 (Tripartite Commission, 2008). Rga@trong resistance against such a
move from organised labour, however, the centre{efrty decided to pursue a
consensus-based approach to labour market refolandeliberations at the Tripartite
Commission.

To sum up, one can say that there was no fundafgifieaence in the policy
preferences on employment protection among majotiesa Until this point, the
behaviour of Korean parties did not correspond i parties patter thesis, claiming
that parties of the Left and the Right have disiwety different positions on social

policy (Korpi and Palme, 2003, Huber and Steph2881a, Castles, 1982).

Government Ministries

The government ministries were in favour of labmarket liberalisation, as they were
in the previous government. The two ministries e-Ministry of Finance and Economy
and the Ministry of Labour — which participatedtire Tripartite Commission, shared
the same preference for the deregulation of empéoyrprotection. In comparison to
the previous government, differences between thge manistries became narrower as
the position of the Ministry of Labour moved towsrthe Ministry of Finance and

Economy. At the Tripartite Commission, the governtministries were in consensus

' During the meeting of the centre-left party, thesident-elect said that failure to implement ecito
restructuring, notably allowing dismissal for maeagnt reason, meant failure to regain international
confidence in Korean economy which would lead ttiamal insolvency (Kyung-Hyang Daily Jan 6,
1998).
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on the point that labour market liberalisation dddee implemented at a fast speed and
in an economy-wide scope (Tripartite Commissio)&0 In particular, they strongly
advocated that layoffs be permitted in a varietgitfations including a case of merger
and acquisition.

Why, then, did the government ministries stand athitor wider and faster
implementation of labour market liberalisation retKim Dae-Jung government? The
finding of empirical investigation pinpoints thadtere was a shared notion of the
immediate implementation of labour market libemien being of paramount
importance to the successful crisis managementirwithe government ministries.
Bureaucrats were convinced that implementing lalnoarket liberalisation was the key
to regaining the trust of foreign investors in th@rean economy. During the meetings
of the Tripartite Commission, the government buceais urged social partners to reach
an agreement on reform agenda including labour etdieralisation, arguing that it
would greatly help the success of meetings betwieerrepresentatives of the Korean
government and foreign creditors on extending tkadtines of debts, which were
simultaneously held in New York at that time. Thego expressed a view that labour
market liberalisation would draw in more foreigmedit investments, which would help
to resolve the monetary crisis caused by the drymgf international reserves. It can be
said, thus, that the imperative of economic recpved the government ministries to
unanimously promote the far-reaching deregulatibreraployment protection in the
Kim Dae-Jung government. Put differently, the goveent’s preferences and rationale
for labour market liberalisation was predominamstifuctured by the concerns about the
economic growth as they were in the previous gavemnt. The developmental logic in
which social (and labour market) policy should h#jsgated to the imperative of

economic growth (Goodman et al., 1998, Holliday avidding, 2003, Kwon, 2005b)

154



was still resilient within the government minisgi@nterview nos. 4; 28; 45).

Employers’ Associations

Organised business continued pushing the deregulaif employment protection
during the Kim Dae-Jung government. Despite thevglemt animosity towards big
business during the economic crisis (which held lginess largely responsible for
increasing vulnerability of the Korean economy wii ill management), employers
pressed hard for labour market liberalisation fritra onset of the crisis. Employers’
associations pointed out the rigidity of the Kordabour market as one of the core
causes of the economic crisis, insisting that esieesregulation on employment
hampered the efficient functioning of the labour rked (Federation of Korean
Industries, 1999: 41). As organised business soaigidy out of the recession through
labour shedding strategies, it demanded the gowamhmo fully implement the policy
prescriptions by the IMF, which recommended to ease labour market flexibility
(Tripartite Commission, 2008: 143). On the termsl aonditions of labour market
liberalisation, employers put forward a wholes#bedalisation. They wanted to broaden
the scope of layoffs as wide as possible. Espgcrthployers emphasised the necessity
of labour shedding in case of merger and acquisitio the same vein, they preferred
the “negative list system” for temporary agency kyowhich legitimises temporary
agency work across all work categories unlessdidig the government. In short,
employers’ associations essentially called for dbamg the old institutions of the
Korean labour market. This finding contradicts tte#cal propositions of the VoC
approach on the behaviour of employers in the dinated market economies (CMES),
according to which employers support the labourketarnstitution of employment

protection for purposes of (specific) skills formoat (Estévez-Abe et al.,, 2001,
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Ebbinghaus and Manow, 2001a). Other scholars, vehoadl necessarily belong to the
VoC school of thought, also argue that Japanesdogers voluntarily upheld life-time
employment, in spite of labour market liberalisatitor the sake of productivity (Vogel,
2005, Rebick, 2005). Thelen (2001) shows that Gereraployers supported not only
high employment protection but also the system ofkplace co-determination for the
very same reason. Quite the contrary, Korean emepdolgad no interest in protecting
high employment protection, but rather pushed gisolabour market liberalisation.
Why, then, did the Korean employers continue to hplmsbour market
liberalisation in the Kim Dae-Jung government? €hapter found that they were under
pressure to substantially reduce the debt-to-eqatty in a short span of time, as it was
not only the policy prescription of the internatriinancial institutions and foreign
creditors, but also the demand of the governmeme. Jovernment saw the practice of
high-level debt financing, which was widely spreadong industrial conglomerates, as
il management caused by ‘crony capitalism’. Toderate crony capitalism, the
president Kim Dae-Jung advocated ‘market principlelswhich the thrust was to end
extensive government intervention in the markestdad of the government choosing
national champions, a company should thrive orapske based on its own performance
in the market. In other words, the government warnteestablish the ‘clean politics’
image by ending the collusion between a governrardtbig business. For this reason,
the government took a tough stance on debt fingnasexhibited in the breakdown of
Dae-Woo. The fourth largest industrial conglomeratent bankrupt during the
economic crisis after the government rejected thma'd request for a bailout. From
employers’ point of view, hence, allowing layoffsgase of merger and acquisition was
of critical importance when the selling-off of subary firms seemed to be an only

viable option to meet the challenge of debt redunc(interview nos. 25; 26; 27; 28; 29).
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To conclude, policy preferences of all key actonsemployment protection
converged. During the Kim Dae-Jung government, aaobnsensus was established
that the deregulation of the labour market was aavaidable choice to revive the
Korean economy. Put differently, key actors in ld@our market were in agreement of
discarding the foundations of the developmental favel state, in which social

protection is primarily provided through high les@f employment security.

5.3.2. Unemployment Protection Policy

Moving on from employment protection, the followirggction investigates actors’
policy preferences on unemployment protection goliburing the Kim Dae-Jung

government, unemployment insurance was universabsel other tax-funded policies
of unemployment protection were introduced. In tighthe finding from the previous

chapter that there was no broad alliance advocatiregnployment protection, the far-
reaching reform of unemployment protection durihg Kim Dae-Jung government
poses a question as to whether a broad alliancegedhén favour of unemployment
protection. With this question in mind, the chaptemw turns to the investigation of
actor’s preference of unemployment protection aodsequently examines how their

preferences changed.

Trade Unions

The most visible change in the policy preferencksators of social policy-making
during the Kim Dae-Jung government was that tradens became the champion of
universal unemployment protection. This is in castiwith their half-hearted advocacy
on unemployment protection in the previous era,ihey prioritised material gains at

the company level. This time both the FKTU and KCWdoleheartedly pursued the
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expansion of unemployment protection as a prioasking for the ‘10 trillion budgets
for unemployment protection’ (Tripartite Commissiod998a). This request by
organised labour to expand unemployment protedsitnvo-pronged. First, trade unions
demanded the expansion of unemployment insurantegnms of benefit generosity and
coverage. They requested the increase of the uogmpht benefit by raising its floor
from 50 to 70 per cent of an average wage (Federati Korean Trade Unions, 1997b:
124). Furthermore, they insisted on extending benddration by 30 days and
introducing a special benefit extension of 30 diiythe unemployment rate exceeded
four per cent (Tripartite Commission, 1998b, Fetleraof Korean Trade Unions, 1998).
For coverage, trade unions put forward the expansiothe unemployment insurance
scheme to all firms. When the scheme was introdiuicgte previous government, its
compulsory coverage was scheduled to graduallyndxte firms with 10 or more
workers by 1998 and to all firms by July 1999 (Miny of Labour, 2005). At the onset
of the recession in 1998, however, trade unionsatheled immediate expansion of the
scheme to all firms (Federation of Korean Tradeoddsj 1997b). In addition, trade
unions also championed the inclusion of non-stahdaorkers (namely, part-time
workers and temporary workers) in the unemploynresurance. Similarly, they sought
to expand the scheme’s coverage to include those, wlne to frequent career
interruption, had irregular patterns of employmieyntrelaxing the qualifying condition
from 18 to 12 months of employment record withinr@dnths prior to unemployment
(Federation of Korean Trade Unions, 1997b). Aghowever, the inclusion of the self-
employed in the unemployment insurance was not ptedh by organised labour
(Tripartite Commission, 1998a).
Second, the FKTU and the KCTU demanded the intrbolucof non-

contributory unemployment protection policies foegarious workers who would still
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fall outside of the unemployment insurance schetaspite its expansion, such as new
entrants in the labour market, the self-employéal, dew entrants to the labour market
and marginal workers did not qualify for the uneayphent benefits because of their
short work records. Hence, trade unions strongioeated the introduction of public
assistance and vocational training programmes fo@ tnemployed (Korean
Confederation of Trade Unions, 1998c, Tripartiter@assion, 1998b, c).

Trade union’s championing of unemployment protetticespecially for
precarious workers, marks a watershed in the Kolaawur movement. It signifies that
Korean organised labour shifted its focus from malteyains at the company level to
the welfare state. This finding indicates that Kaoreorganised labour became the
‘belated’ champion of the universal welfare stads, the Power Resources theorem
would expect (Stephens, 1979, Esping-Andersen, ,1888pi, 2006). Furthermore,
trade unions finally began to pursue the intere$ta wider range of workers as it
moved away from its previous sole interest in thpresentation of insiders of the
labour market during the Kim Young-Sam governmeQuite different from its
behaviour in the previous Kim Young-Sam era, whieas consistent with Rueda’s
(2005, 2007) claim that organised labour priordigee interests of insiders of the
labour market, organised labour broadened its sobpaterest representation towards
outsiders of the labour market.

What should be noted here is that organised labegan to put forward social
democratic model of the welfare state. It spedifjcdemanded tax-funded inclusive
unemployment protection. As to financing the expanseforms of the unemployment
insurance scheme, organised labour suggested hotasing the contribution rate of
employers and employees (from 0.3 to 0.5 - 0.7 gt of gross wages) but also

introducing government contributions financed byeal tax revenues (Federation of
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Korean Trade Unions, 1997b; Tripartite Commissi®98b, c). Particularly, in order to
facilitate the extension of the scheme to smathdir(which small employers strongly
resisted on the grounds of financial burden), traxiens asked for the introduction of
temporary government subsidies for small employterseduce their contributions
(Korean Confederation of Trade Unions, 1998b, Fatter of Korean Trade Unions,
1998). Trade unions also demanded for an increasegovernment budget on
unemployment protection programmes for marginalkers, as explained above. In
short, policy preferences of organised labour oemyployment protection policies
moved towards the social-democratic model of usiaietax-financed social protection,
which was in accordance with the Power Resourocesrém (Esping-Andersen, 1990,
Korpi, 1983).

What, then, caused the previous narrow-minded Koweganised labour to
become the champion of the welfare state? Empigs@dence indicates that the
renewal of the labour movement became a priorityinduthe Kim Dae-Jung
government. After the immediate post-transition erdon leaders realised the need “to
develop new mobilization strategies and, more irigmdyr new ways of thinking about
labour issues and social policies” (Wong, 2004L¥.)14he recession of 1997-8 created
an acute sense of the crisis of the labour movemeliorea; mass unemployment and
the liberalisation of the labour market posed @jitale pressure to reduce the size of the
internal labour market. This is to say that thelitranal support base of the Korean
labour movement, namely standard employees of largerprises, was subject to a
significant decline. To make the matter worse, tublic support for the labour
movement had been waning since unions were regasleglf-serving, neglecting the
interest of outsiders of the labour market (Shitd@. Facing the fall of union density

and public support, renewing the support for labmavement became an important
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task for organised labour. To achieve this, orgahimbour shifted its priority from
particularistic interests towards social issueshat national level - in particular social
welfare for marginalised workers. For this reasamions strived to extend
unemployment protection towards outsiders of theeko labour market (such as
employees of small firms, non-standard workers #ma unemployed), as well as
demanding the right of the unemployed to join labdederations (Tripartite

Commission, 2008; interview nos. 34; 37; 39 ).

Political Parties

What is most striking about the preferences ofigarffor unemployment protection in

the Kim Dae-Jung government is that the centregafty supported the expansion of
unemployment protection, which was put forward byamised labour. The findings of

my empirical investigation points out that the jpfest-elect and the centre-left party
granted the demand of trade unions for ‘10 trilllmon budget for unemployment

protection’ as an exchange to its consent to thedamarket liberalisation. Participants
of the Tripartite Commission described that it was incumbent centre-left party which

‘approved’ the request of organised labour for riferm of unemployment protection

and ordered the Ministry of Labour to work out ttedails of the reform with organised

labour. It is not surprising that the party enddrsiee drastic increase of budgets for
unemployment protection programmes considering ithptit forward the increase of

welfare budget by 30 per cent as a major pledg&96i7 presidential election (National
Election Commission, 2009a: 354-7). Suffice it #y ghat the centre-left party put

forward the increase of financial commitment of dy@vernment for unemployment

protection, going beyond the fiscal conservatisnictviwas prevalent in the labour

market policy-making.
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With regard to the preference of the conservatiagtyp it is not easily
observable since the party’s official stance os thsue was not well documented. For
1997 presidential election, unemployment protecticas not even mentioned in the
conservative manifesto whereas other social pgliceich as the expansion of the
National Pension Scheme, were (National Electioomf@gsion, 2009a: 354-7).
Although, on the public front, the party remainether silent, my interview with
participants of the Tripartite Commission indicétat it did not oppose the expansion
of unemployment insurance at the Commission. Gtherfact that the party shared the
very similar (if not the same) policy preferenceshvithe developmental alliance, we
could assume that it would have adhered to fisoakervatism. In this light, one can
expect that the party would have not given a farster preference to the expansion of
general tax-based unemployment programme for poecarworkers. Therefore, |
derive that the party took a position of (rathéuctant) consenter to the reform.

This finding signifies the emergence of differenaestance of major parties.
Quite in contrast to the similar position that the® major parties took with regard to
employment protection, their positions on unempleghyprotection began to diverge as
the centre-left party shared policy preferences witganised labour. It is noteworthy
that the centre-left party explicitly advocated tbk&pansion of non-contributory
schemes in line with the demand of trade unions diierently, we observe the centre-
left party begin to take a lead in social policyodtes within parties over the course of
the late 1990s. Quite the contrary to the conveatiovisdom that political parties in
East Asia are not programmatic (e.g., Haggard aaafridan, 2008, Wong, 2004b) and
thus their positions on social policy are not dgesit, a cleavage began to emerge in

Korean parties’ platforms on social policy in therKDae-Jung government.
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Employers’ Associations

In contrast to trade unions and the centre-leftypamployers’ associations opposed the
expansion of unemployment protection. On most mefproposals for the expansion of
unemployment protection, employers expressed thejection. Employers were
strongly against the extension of unemployment fisnearguing that the policy
objective of the benefits was to provide short-tgerotection against unemployment
(Korea Employers Federation, 1998a). For extendieycoverage of unemployment
insurance to all firms, they asked the governmenglowdown the pace of extension
(ibid.). With regard to the relaxation of qualifgrcondition, employers did not resist
when it was proposed as a temporary measure in. 18038e following year when it
was proposed to be a permanent measure (6 montemployment record and 18
months reference period), employers opposed ithengrounds that it would be a
financial burden on business. They argued thatitienployment benefit was to protect
‘deserving workers’ who had a strong will to worknd this measure would only
increase work-disincentives for ‘those who are diegfly in and out of the labour
market’ and their dependence on unemployment kisngforea Employers Federation,
1999). In short, from the timing to the scope ofemployment insurance reform,
organised business consistently put forward no msipa of unemployment insurance
as their first order preference.

To reiterate, employers did not support generowsryoloyment protection. It
is not surprising given that they expressed thg same preference during the previous
government. Their preference was clearly given gagne unemployment protection.
This finding refutes the claim of the employer-cedtapproach, especially the Varieties
of Capitalism theorem, that employers in CMEs prtangenerous unemployment

protection for skill formation and retention of k&d workers (Mares, 2001, Estévez-
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Abe et al., 2001). My empirical investigation didtrfind any evidence that Korean
employers endeavoured to retain skilled workershan midst of the economic crisis,
when a large-scale labour shedding was impleme®@edthe contrary, employers did
not want to insert any clause enforcing their éffdo re-hire redundant workers in the
layoff provision (Tripartite Commission, 2008). Thsito say Korean employers did not
seem to have a perspective that generous unemphbynseirance would facilitate skill
formation or retention of skilled workers, as sugjgd by the VoC theorem. Unlike
what the VoC thesis predicted about behaviour oplegers in the CMEs, Korean
employers did not promote generous employment giiote Quite conversely, they
continued to behave as employers in the LiberalkistaEconomies, as they did in the
previous Kim Young-Sam government

What was different this time about employers’ prefee in comparison to that
of the previous government was that employers bégaemand government subsidies
for social protection. Although their first ordereference was no unemployment
insurance during the previous government, emplogtegegically gave consent to the
introduction of unemployment insurance in order fazilitate the labour market
liberalisation. In contrast to their consent to th&oduction of the unemployment
insurance scheme in the previous government, time temployers’ associations
exhibited a strong reluctance to bear the finanoiablen of unemployment insurance
expansion. They insisted that the government shbaeht at least some of the costs
incurred by the expansion of unemployment insuramcparticular, the introduction of
the special benefit extension which was to prod@emore days of unemployment
benefits if unemployment exceeded 4 per cent (Ké&egloyers Federation, 1998a).
This shows that employers lost incentives to ereltine government’s cost shifting of

social protection as the close alliance betweergtwernment and business came to an
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abrupt end with the Kim Dae-Jung government (whigh be explained in a more
detailed manner in the next part of the chapter).

In a similar vein, employers did not oppose the aggion of tax-based
unemployment protection programmes, while theycteg most reform proposals for
the expansion of unemployment insurance - namély, éxtension of the benefit
duration, the relaxation of the qualifying conditifor benefits, and the inclusion of
atypical workers (Korea Employers Federation, 198898b). In light of the finding
presented above, it can be interpreted that emgdadid not reject reform proposals as
long as it did not involve direct costs for theno. Jum up, Korean employers shifted
their preference from consenting to the governneast shifting of social policy to

promoting cost externalisation (interview nos. 28; 26; 28; 29).

Government Ministries

With reference to the policy preferences of goveentmministries, the chapter found
ambivalence towards the expansion of unemploymestegtion. On surface, the two
government ministries which participated in thep@rtite Commission, the Ministry of
Labour and the Ministry of Finance and Economy, edpressed either explicit or
implicit consent to the expansion of unemploymewtgxtion. The Ministry of Finance
and Economy did not raise strong objections in ti@lato the expansion of
unemployment protection policies as it did in tmeyous government. On the meeting
minutes, there was no mention of the Ministry’s @gifion to the expansion of policies.
The Ministry of Labour exhibited more explicit supp for the reform of
unemployment protection. It put forward wider cage of the unemployment
insurance scheme, although its proposal for coeeexgansion was rather limited and

gradual in comparison to that of trade unions @mipe Commission, 2008). The
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Ministry also proposed temporary relaxation of thelifying condition (which was
halving the employment record from 12 to six moptishe beginning of the economic
crisis, and later on it advocated to make the teamyomeasure permanent with even
further relaxation (an employment record of six ooft 18 months prior to
unemployment). Furthermore, the Ministry of Lab@lso supported the increase of
unemployment benefits. Although it preferred a monedest increase at first, it
eventually endorsed the trade unions’ proposaltafher increase (Ministry of Labour,
2008a). In addition, my interviews with the pam@nts confirm that the two ministries
were in agreement to support the expansion of utegmmgnt protection.

However, closer examination exhibits the lingeraxgstence of developmental
logic within the government ministries as bureatscthsplayed continued reluctance to
spend general taxes on unemployment protectiorgeswith-oriented ethos (Goodman
et al., 1998, Kwon, 2005b, Yang, 2008). It is olndhat the Ministry of Labour was
reluctant to finance the expansion of the unempkrymnsurance scheme by general
tax revenues. Instead, it put forward the increafaiser contributions (Tripartite
Commission, 2008). Also, the Ministry was reluctémtsubsidise the contributions of
small firm's employees and employers (ibid.). E¥eym the abovementioned support
of the Ministry for the reform, we can observe ttihe Ministry was in favour of modest
expansion of unemployment insurance unlike tradens which advocated far-
reaching expansion; the Ministry of Labour did wednt to extend unemployment
insurance towards atypical workers. Furthermore,alements of developmental logic
(for instance, the growth-oriented ethos, emphasisctivation and minimising work
disincentives), were very visible in the policy f@rences of the Ministry. The Ministry
put forward a strong workfare element with refeeet@ the unemployment protection

for marginal workers, barring the able-bodied fragneiving any sort of unemployment
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benefits without taking up work. For the Ministry Binance and Economy, it was
obviously in favour of modest expansion of unempiewnt protection. The Ministry put
forward the reduction of budget for unemploymenbtection, arguing that the 10
trillion won budget was out of proportion in ligbf the current government's fiscal
ability. In order to curtail the scope of expansiminsocial protection for precarious
workers and the unemployed, the Ministry insistiealt the expansion should be only
made in an incremental fashion (Tripartite ComnoissiLl998d, e; interview nos. 2;4).
How, then, can we explain the ambivalence of gawemt ministries with

regard to their policy preferences? The above amalindicates that although the
developmental logic was resilient within the gowveamt ministries, it was undermined
by a broader political context (which will be illunated further in the later part of the
chapter). Given that economic bureaucrats had giyampposed the introduction of the
unemployment insurance scheme in the previous Kaung-Sam government on the
grounds of fiscal conservatism, it is plausiblet tiiiey maintained the same first order
preference during the Kim Dae-Jung government. nggkinto account interview
material, which indicates that the Ministry was mota position to raise a strong
objection as it was held responsible for the ecanamsis and mass unemployment by
failing to regulate the ill management of big bess, it can be said that economic
bureaucrats were reluctant consenters to the expané unemployment protection.
Even the Ministry of Labour exhibited fiscal consism as it was only willing to
promote the expansion of unemployment protectiotoag as it could be financed by
the increase of user contributions. Furthermore, Nhnistry was reluctant to expand
unemployment insurance towards atypical workers wudéscal implication. It was
concerned that the inclusion of atypical worker&ose job security was low, might

lead to the drying up of employment insurance fufolwever, it should be highlighted
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that it was easier for the Ministry to endorse deenands of unions for the reform of
unemployment protection as it was broadly in linghwadvancing organisational
interests of the Ministry. For this reason the Miry eventually supported many
demands of trade unions for wider reform, althoughadvocated more modest
expansion in the first place (interview nos. 24319).

To sum up the section on policy preference of urneympent insurance, |
conclude that trade unions were the champion disgne unemployment protection.
The centre-left party strongly supported the adegcaf organised labour as a
concession to trade unions for their consent todalnarket liberalisation. Government
ministries continued its adherence to fiscal coretesm but they gave their consent to
the reform. Employers opposed the expansion of pl@ment protection. How, then,
were the various preferences reflected in the me&Poin the following section, the
chapter turns to the analysis of actors’ policyuence to investigate how the change in

bargaining power of actors shaped the labour maefetm.

5.4.  Policy Influence of Actors

This part of the chapter focuses on the changkdrpblicy influence of actors of social

policy-making in order to identify the origins die reform impetus. The analysis of
actors’ policy influence indicates that politicalatignment among key actors took place
during the Kim Dae-Jung government due to the cbanghe political landscape; a

new reform coalition between the centre-left pay organised labour emerged and
drove the reform on the one hand, while the oldetgmental alliance between

economic bureaucrats and organised business a@iastiast their grip on the labour

market policy-making on the other.
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5.4.1. The Formation of a New Reform Coalition between the&Centre-Left Party
and Organised Labour

The first visible change in the policy influenceaaftors in social policy-making can be
observed in the formation of a new coalition betwtee centre-left party and organised
labour. The former was in great need of establghirtoalition with the latter. Despite
scoring its first ever victory at the 1997 presiilgrelection, the political left was rather
weak in pushing its own grand reform agendas, @gltorporate restructuring and
labour market reform, as the conservative party Bad majority in the National
Assembly. Furthermore, the centre-left party ledh& lesson from the failed labour
market reform initiatives of the Kim Young-Sam gawaent; that reform initiatives
were highly likely to fail without the consent ofrganised labour (Tripartite
Commission, 2008: 42). Hence, the centre-left paegded trade unions on board for a
smooth implementation of labour market reform. Ti@umbent centre-left party was
ready to concede to organised labour most of themands, only if it consented to
immediate implementation of labour market libeiiisn. Furthermore, as it was
shown in the earlier part of the chapter, the eelaft party was in favour of widely
expanding unemployment protection, in contrash&donservative party which was in
line with the preferences of organised labour. (2308) interprets the establishment of
the new reform alliance as political manoeuvringshe left party and its leader Kim
Dae-Jung. For the left party, entering into araalte with organised labour in the wake
of the economic crisis was strategic behavioure@ise its progressive agenda — the
expansion of social protection. As the crisis terapty weakened the power of the old
alliance, which would have otherwise resisted tkgaasion, the party used the demand
of organised labour for unemployment protectioromaf to their advantage in this

window of opportunity. Therefore, from the centeélparty’s point of view, entering
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into a political alliance with trade unions was imming strategy.

For organised labour, entering into a political litman with the incumbent
centre-left party enabled it to be in the drivirgasof the labour market reform. It was
the advocacy of organised labour which expandedhpieyment protection beyond the
intention of the government - in terms of both tin@ng and the scope of the expansion.
In particular, the institutionalisation of unemphognt protection for outsiders of the
labour market is ascribed to the advocacy of tradens. While the Ministry of Labour
was rather reluctant to introduce unemploymentgmtain for precarious workers, trade
unions spearheaded it wholeheartedly. Besidesnmga labour was able to limit the
scope of labour market liberalisation against thefgvences of the old developmental
alliance. As trade unions materialised their dersamderall terms and conditions of
layoffs became tighter than what the previous raftegislation stipulated. Employers
ought to follow rather lengthy procedures beforedartaking layoffs, involving
thorough consultation with representatives of erygds. Likewise, temporary agency
work was introduced in a “positive list system” feat whereby the use of temporary
work remained illegal, but was allowed in listed ®6rk categories only. The use of
dispatched workers was also tightly regulated, dpdimited to up to two years for
professional positions and six months for manuaditmms. In order to open an
employment agency, the approval of the Labour Memisneeded to be obtained.
Although the government ministries and employerssaogiations preferred less
regulative terms and conditions of labour markeédalisation measures, demands of
trade unions on stringent terms and conditions nadited (Tripartite Commission,
2008). It shows that trade unions had an upper hapdlicy deliberation of the labour

market reforms.
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This finding challenges not only the conventionatgpective on social policy-
making in Korea in which the developmental alliamssumes predominance, but also
the claim that the labour market reform during &ien Dae-Jung government was
largely led by the government or external press(iésiss, 2003, 2005, Holliday, 2005,
Kwon and O'Donnell, 2001). This line of argumenpides organised labour as a weak
and passive actor who was simply forced to yielddemmands for labour market
liberalisation and other requests as concessiamsdifferently, this line of argument
contends that flexicurity reform equates the fdllomanised labour because it had to
give up its most valuable bargaining chip, namehpyment protection. As J.-H. Lee
(2008) illuminates how the forces from below, whigtganised labour comprises the
core, functioned as a driving force of welfare estakpansion in the Kim Dae-Jung
government, however, | present an alternative vibat organised labour was a
powerful and proactive actor in the reform. Orgadisabour did not passively consent
to labour market liberalisation due to neithemtsakness nor strong external pressures.
As explained in the earlier part of the chaptegaoised labour changed its stance on
labour market liberalisation at the bargaining eéad the Tripartite Commission in order
to co-operate with the centre-left party. It prossly consented to labour market
liberalisation because it had a stake in the palitsuccess of the first left government,
which it regarded as a ‘pro-labour’ government. drchange for its important
bargaining cheap (i.e., employment protection),aniged labour realised the far-
reaching reform of unemployment protection beyonghtwbureaucrats had initially
envisaged to achieve.

Therefore, | contend that the economic crisis @d7t8 and the election of the
centre-left government provided organised labouh\&h immense leverage to increase

its influence over labour market policy, althouglcame at the expense of employment
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security, and organised labour actively seizeddpportunity. The political coalition
between the centre-left party and organised laboought forth the flexicurity reform
which would have not taken place had the developaheiiance still been in power

(interview nos. 2; 4; 19; 34; 37, 45).

5.4.2. The Demise of the Old Developmental Alliance

The second most visible change in terms of actooity influence during the Kim
Dae-Jung government is the decline of the old dgreental alliance between the
government and business. The core of the old dpredatal alliance, the Ministry of
Finance and Economy and tbleaebol(industrial conglomerates), was held responsible
for inducing the crisis by the government, medraj academics (Tripartite Commission,
2008). The developmental alliance, which had beetis@d as the key to nurturing
‘patient capital’, was criticised as the very cao$écrony capitalism’ that fostered ill
management on the business side. Also, it was ¢tin@réint public opinion that the
political favouritism and the failure of the finaatc authorities in regulating the
behaviour of business resulted in the high-levéit-di@ancing practice of thehaebol
According to the 1998 Korea Democracy Barometev&yrespondents singled out the
collusive business-government relations as thefaghich contributed the most to the
outbreak of the crisis (Kim and Shin, 2004: 58).isTholitical atmosphere had an
immense impact on the bargaining power of the Mipisf Finance and Economy in
the policy process. During the policy deliberation the Tripartite Commission,
economic bureaucrats kept their head low, whiledatbureaucrats and trade unions led
the policy deliberation. This situation significgndiffers from the previous government,
in which the substantial policy influence of theoeomic bureaucrats resulted in the

developmental design of unemployment insuranceutn, the decline of the policy
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influence of economic bureaucrats allowed laboueaucrats to be less constrained by
the developmental logic in the policy deliberatiarthe Tripartite Commission. Under
these circumstances, in which combating mass ureymant became a top priority and
economic bureaucrats who strongly adhered to fisoakervatism became politically
weak, the new reform alliance and, to some extbetMinistry of Labour were able to
have considerable room for manoeuvre in the purstiiinemployment protection
expansion. This finding that the all powerful ecomo bureaucrats were constrained in
the policy process because of the public attitum®ions H.-Y. Kwon'’s (2005c) claim
that bureaucrats were no longer insulated fromtipaliinterferences in democratised
Korea due to the new political dynamics broughelactoral competition.

The decline of the old developmental alliance aiseans that the policy
influence of business substantially decreased. gdley preferences of employers’
associations on unemployment protection hardly naized. In spite of employers’
resistance, the mandatory coverage of the unemp@oiynmsurance scheme was
extended rapidly and finally universalised in O&oh998, advancing the timing of the
universalisation by nine months (Tripartite Comnaes 1998b, Korea Employers
Federation, 1998a). In the same vein, despite grapbopposition, the qualifying
conditions for unemployment benefits were permdgeataxed in 2000. The resistance
of employers’ associations to the increase of tharibution rate turned out futile as
well; the contribution rate increased by 67 pertcatthough the implementation was
postponed by six months. This fall of businessuerice over labour market policy was
clearly augmented by the election of the centregdefrfernment. From the onset of the
presidential election of 1997, the leader of thatmeleft party, Kim Dae-Jung,
distanced himself from the old developmental atggrwhich was tainted by rumours of

corruption, in order to establish himself as a cdawe of integrity for the presidential
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election. In conjunction with the animosity towarldigy business in the public, the
election of the centre-left government made orgahisusiness aware of the possible
decline of their policy influence (Chung, 2008). the new political landscape,
businesses could no longer enjoy greater polidyenice than other societal actors as
had been the case in the past (Koo and Kim, 1988; K997).

To reiterate, the chapter found that the drastigaazion of unemployment
protection policies was possible due to the sulisiaiall of the policy influence of old
developmental alliance over labour market policykimg. As the dominion of the
alliance over labour market policy dwindled, thedar market reform could have been

less restricted by the developmental logic (in@wivith 2; 4; 25; 26; 45).

5.4.3. Impact of Exogenous Shocks

It is important to analyse the role of exogenousckh in labour market reforms of the
Kim Dae-Jung government since a good deal of lieeaportrays the economic crisis
of 1997 and the related external pressures to Baaped the labour market reform
decisively. Although one cannot deny that the snwovided a policy environment quite
different from that of the previous governmentsitould be emphasised that external
pressures functioned only as a catalyst. Schol&s facus on policy processes argue
that external factors outside the realm of domeptticy-making institutions can
function as a catalyst in the domestic policy psscé&ingdon, 1995, Sabatier, 1988).
As we have seen from the above analysis of poliefepences of actors, most actors
maintained their preferences by and large frompiteeious government. In particular,
the centre-left party shared the view that laboarket liberalisation was necessary for
continuous economic growth. Therefore, it is highmigleading that the centre-left party

and the Kim Dae-Jung government were forced to emehnt labour market reform
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according to policy prescriptions of internatiorislancial intermediaries, something
that they did not want at all. As Kim Dae-Jung hathsffirmed in his scholarly work,
he regarded ‘rationalisation’ of the Korean markebnomy, including the labour
market, to be necessary for sustainable economviel@ament (Kim, 1985). One might
argue that the Kim Dae-Jung government could haitated a more gradual labour
market reform or postponed the timing of the refdrad the crisis not take place in
1997. It would be safe to argue, nevertheless,ttieaKim Dae-Jung government would
have pushed labour market reforms in a similam@f the same) direction, once it
embarked on the reform. At the same time, | ackedge that the crisis produced what
Weiss (2003, 2005) called the ‘state-augmentingcesf, although | highlight the new
reform alliance between the centre-left party arghoised labour as a political driver
instead of ‘state’. My findings indicate that theegident-elect and his party were able to
utilise the economic crisis (and the perceivede#trof foreign capital flight) as a tool
to induce social consensus on the flexicurity mefdn a very short span of time.
Therefore | reiterate that the exogenous shockg played a role of catalyst in the
labour market reform during the Kim Dae-Jung gowsnt (interview nos. 4; 34; 40;

45).

5.5.  Conclusion

The second transformation of welfare politics unither Kim Dae-Jung government led
to the flexicurity reform, which was unexpectednfrahe developmental welfare state
perspective. On the one hand, the developmentdareettate, which was built on the
‘welfare through employment’ model, became untemafdthen employment protection
was severely undermined by labour market libertiiea On the other hand,

unemployment protection policies achieved univésatibn, bringing in not only
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insiders but also outsiders of the labour markedeurthe social safety net. From a
theoretical point of view, the reform substantialilydermines central characteristics of
the developmental welfare state. First, the seleatiature of social protection system
was challenged by the universalisation of unemplaytmprotection which expanded
social protection beyond the productive populat{orsiders of the labour market)
towards the less productive population (outsiddrshe labour market). Second, the
prevalence of fiscal conservatism diminished asedes of general-tax-financed
programmes of unemployment protection were intreduc

The chapter has shown that the unexpected refouhd b@ ascribed to the new
political dynamic of social policy-making which erged in the Kim Dae-Jung
government. First and foremost, political realigmin@mong key actors in social policy-
making led to the establishment of a broader supjporthe inclusive welfare state.
When the centre-left party came in power for thst fiime, it formed an alliance with
organised labour. Proactively seizing the oppotwintrade unions put forward
expansion of unemployment protection beyond whatrétviously had promoted and
what bureaucrats initially wanted in exchange eof the most important bargaining
cheap, employment protection. That is trade unb@tame the champion of the welfare
state as they shifted their priority from theirditeonal agenda (i.e., material gains at the
company level) to new agenda (i.e., social policy).

Quite the contrary, the change of the governmeoinceding with the
economic crisis, resulted in constraining the prditspace for fiscal conservatism. In
awareness of unfavourable public opinion towarésalld developmental alliance which
was sharpened over the period of economic cribig, governing centre-left party
maintained an arm’s-length relation with the ecoioministries and organised

business. The result was the drastic fall of polnduence of economic bureaucrats and
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employers’ associations. Under the new politicaldcape in which the new reform
coalition between the centre-left party and trademns steered the reform towards the
inclusive welfare state, moreover, the economicistries had to compromise on its
stance on fiscal conservatism whereas employessicétions began to develop its
interest in cost externalisation (i.e., support twn-contributory tax-based
unemployment protection).

Lastly, the chapter has also shown that partiesemit Korean social policy-
making as the centre-left party which came into @omade an ample difference in the
trajectory of the welfare state reform. The suppaofrtthe centre-left party to the
demands of trade unions for the expansion of uneynpént protection during the Kim
Dae-Jung government demonstrates that an incungaetyt matters in social policy-
making. In addition, we observe a cleavage in ppldyforms on social policy begin to
emerge as the centre-left party begin to advocabee ngenerous welfare state in
comparison to the conservative party. With a clgava social policy stance emerging
within the major parties, the prospect for politiparties to play an indispensible role in
social policy-making came into existence.

Therefore, this chapter concludes that the Koreatiare politics underwent
the second transformation during the Kim Dae-Jungeghment in which the old
driving force of social policy (the developmentdieence between economic ministries
and employers’ associations) was replaced withnéwe reform alliance (between the

centre-left party and trade unions).
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6. The Third Transformation of Korean Welfare Politics: Work/Family
Reconciliation Policy Reforms under the Roh Moo-Hya and Lee Myung-Bak

Governments 2003-Present

6.1. Introduction

This chapter investigates the reforms of work/fgmigconciliation policy during the
Roh Moo-Hyun and Lee Myung-Bak governments. Easa\svelfare states are often
described as ‘Confucian welfare states’, in whickater responsibility for welfare
provision lies in families — especially in femaleembers of the family (Jones, 1993,
Walker and Wong, 2005b). Highlighting this famiigath of the Japanese welfare state,
Esping-Anderson (1997: 187) contended that a paokégrm which is geared towards
the reduction of care responsibility of family wdidignify a “regime shift”. In this light,
the expansion of Japanese work/family reconciliafolicy since the 1990s, notably
the expansion of childcare and care leave andritreduction of long-term care, is
pointed out as a “regime shift” (Campbell, 2002L®-or “policy shift” (Estévez-Abe,
2008: 225). In Korea, a similar trend is obserrethe 2000s. Rignen and others (2011:
99) indicated that work/family reconciliation pati¢is becoming a new pillar of the
welfare state in Korea and can be expected todisoag government preoccupation in
the years ahead”. The development of work/familyoreiliation policy over the last
decade suggests a significant turning point of Kbeean welfare state: it signifies a
break away from the Confucian welfare state as aglfrom productivist social policy.
First, it alters the gender dimension of the welfastate by freeing up women, in
particular mothers, from care burden. Second, imdgeof finance mechanism, the
reforms do not comply with the productivist chaeaistic of the East Asian welfare

model. The significant expansion in tax-financedlddare and the introduction of
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government subsidies for the maternity leave scheomdradict fiscal conservatism
(that is, minimising the financial commitment oktltate in social protection). Third,
recipients of the policy — women and children — everot typically considered
‘productive’ populations.

Scholarly efforts to explain the reforms of workfidy reconciliation policy
in Japan and Korea highlight socio-economic as aglbolitical underpinnings. For the
former, particular attention is paid to demograptih@ange such as population ageing
and fertility decline (for socio-economic drivers the introduction of the long-term
care insurance, see Campbell and Ikegami, 200Bhédapanese case and Kwon, 2008
for the Korean case; also see Schoppa, 2010 faxpansion of childcare in Japan). It
should be mentioned that policy needs created lyosconomic change do not
automatically translate into policy reform. Althdug is widely acknowledged that the
demographic change created a window for new pofiolitical actors and institutions
often play a mediating role, shaping specific polautcomes. Providing a political
explanation of the Japanese work/family recondiiatpolicy reform, Estévez-Abe
(2006: 234) underscores that “shifts in the pdlitistructure are necessary if new
policies are to be enacted regardless of the ssmmaomic factors at work”. In a similar
vein, Peng (2004) emphasises regime shifts in Japah Korea — the demise of
conservative party dominance — as a political factothe reforms. Building on the
body of work illuminating political mechanisms ohet reform of work/family
reconciliation policy in Japan and Korea, this dkapscrutinises the reforms of
work/family reconciliation policy in the last twodfean governments.

The Roh Moo-Hyun and Lee Myung-Bak governmentsradie opportunity
where one might observe different political dynangince they are viewed as the

democratic-consolidation period. There exists ageamf definitions concerning
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democratic consolidation but a number of scholasntend that democratic
consolidation is associated with peaceful changegmfernment by fair and open
election — in particular, when the opposition peéit force comes into power (Powell,
1982, Duverger, 1954, Huntington, 1968, 1991, SarttD76). In this regard, the
election of Kim Dae-Jung to presidency, the fiistd for an opposition party to win
office, is most often referred to as the beginnofgdemocratic consolidation era
(Diamond and Shin, 2000, Ringen et al., 2011). Heaegue that the two subsequent
governments led by Roh Moo-Hyun and Lee Myung-Bedpectively denote further
democratic consolidation. The Roh Moo-Hyun govemimeas the first time that the
centre-left party won a successive presidentiattiele. The inauguration of the Roh
Moo-Hyun government allowed the centre-left panmpthaer five years of incumbency.
With the inauguration of the Lee Myung-Bak govermi¢he conservatives came back
to power after a lost-decade. As democratic codabbn is a gradual process that takes
place over a long period of time, it is importaot rhake observations at different
temporal points. In the context of democratic titéms in Korea, the election of the
second left government and the return of the coasiges to office via democratic
election certainly signify a greater degree of deratic consolidation. During the two
government periods, power was transferred fromptiogressives to the conservatives
for the first time. Through the transfer of powdre two parties demonstrated their
ability to shift from opposition to ruling roles,hich is an important indicator of
democratic consolidation (Stepan and Skach, 198mining the two government
eras, which demonstrated a greater degree of datmmaonsolidation, would also
increase the robustness of the research design.

Making observations within the span of two governtagit is evident that the

focus of labour market development has shifted fremployment protection and
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unemployment protection policies to work/family oeciliation policy. Since
work/family reconciliation was pursued with the etfive of promoting female
employment participation, policy measures in thasndin are considered to be labour
market reforms. Looking at recent policy developtagone finds remarkable changes
have been made in work/family reconciliation poliayea since 2001. Care leave
schemes underwent expansion in both the amounthenduration of leave benefits.
Tax-based childcare benefits extended to the middblss, doubling childcare
expenditures from 0.09 to 0.17 per cent of GDP betw2000 and 206% (OECD,
2011a). The ratio of parental payment to total £dst childcare decreased to 46 per
cent in 2007 from 69 per cent in 2004. Out of aeidenrolled in childcare facilities in
2007, the ratio of those who receive childcare benwent up to 70 per cent (Choi,
2009: 338). In marked contrast, policy developmentshe domains of employment
protection and unemployment protection were ataadstill after the transformative
reform of the late 1996% Although social partners continued to raise issoe further
reform of the employment insurance (including tinbancement of their participation
in the management of the insurance), these attedightsot lead to substantial reform
up to now*. Given the absence of major reform in employmerd anemployment
protection policies versus substantial policy clengn work/family reconciliation

policy, | therefore contend that the latter progid® ideal case in examining the politics

12 Childcare expenditures are calculated as the stihitdcare services and pre-school services
from the database.

3 The Act on protection for non-standard workers vegislated in 2005 toughen the use of no
n-standard workers by limiting the employment ofpatal workers to two years. Despite the sali
ence given to the legislation because of severdlictsnarose among actors of the labour market
policy-making process around it, however, it imtcoversial if the legislation brought substantial
change in the labour market.

 For instance, labour federations and employersoaations demanded of greater participation i
n the ruling committee of the Employment Insurar®@eheme (Employment Insurance Committee
of The Tripartite Commission (2009) An Agreementcay Labour, Management and the Govern
ment on Improvement Plan for Eemployment Insurak@nual Report 2008Seoul: Korea Empl
oyers Federation.).
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of the labour market reform during the time of Beh Moo-Hyun and Lee Myung-Bak
governments.

The structure of the chapter is as follows. Thetfipart presents the
development of work/family reconciliation policy iight of the welfare/care regime
typology, taking into account the socio-economicdenpinnings of recent policy
developments. The second and third parts analysealicy preferences and policy
influence of actors during the Roh Moo-Hyun goveemtn By doing so, the chapter
will show that political parties were in the drigirseat of the reforms. To substantiate
this argument, the chapter will also demonstratatweinabled the parties to emerge as a
critical driver: the change of the electorate ie tlast decade incentivised political
parties to become more policy-oriented as well asreiasing the importance of
work/family reconciliation policy for electoral wiory. The chapter concludes with
discussing the implications of the findings for Kan welfare politics. The core
argument of the chapter is that the reforms of Warkily reconciliation policy of the
Roh and Lee governments denote a third transfoomati the Korean welfare politics

in which political parties emerged as a criticavdr of policy reform.

6.2.  Understanding the Work/Family Reconciliation PolicyReforms

As briefly shown earlier, the reforms of work/fagnieconciliation policy that occurred
under the Roh Moo-Hyun and Lee Myung-Bak governmémdicate that the Korean
welfare state may no longer conform to the develaqad ethos. In order to fully grasp
the departure from the developmental welfare stttis, chapter brings in another
dimension of the Korean welfare regime, that isndge. The following section,
therefore, introduces the welfare/care regime tygpland delineates the development

of work/family reconciliation policy and its impktion on the welfare/care regime in
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Korea.

6.2.1. Welfare/Care Regime in Korea

East Asian welfare capitalism has been defined dsylaid between liberal and
conservative regime (Esping-Andersen, 1997, 1999noB and Kato, 2004),
‘Confucian welfare states’ (Jones, 1993), or ‘depeiental welfare state (Kwon,
2005b)’. Esping-Anderson (1997, 1999) points ouwtt tthe East Asian welfare regime
has both elements of liberalism (the strong roletlod private sector in welfare
provision) and conservatism (occupational segmemtatnd familialism). A group of
scholars contend that the liberal and conservaipmoaches of East Asian countries to
welfare are attributed to Confucianism. Goodman antkers (1998) argue that
Confucian welfare ideology assigns a prominent tol¢he private sector, family, and
community in welfare provision. Jones (1990, 1988)sts that the newly industrialised
economies of East Asia (Hong Kong, Singapore, Sd{mhea, and Taiwan) have
family-/community-based welfare systems, heaviljuenced by Confucianism which
regards the family as the key unit of society dmel society as a big family. Saunders
(1996: 4) also argues that ‘the principle of faaliliesponsibility and obligation’ is the
foundation of Confucian welfare states. Confuci#imos prescribes strong familialism
in the welfare mix, since the family is regardedtlas main provider of welfare. At a
closer examination, one can also observe thatespecially women in the family on
whom the care burden falls, as the Confucian idd¢dake family are based on a strict
separation of gender roles and female subordindtlmat is, men engaging in public
space and women being confined to the domestice}d&@oodman and Peng, 1996,
Ahn and Lee, 2005). Therefore, it can be said @@tfucianism is consistent with the

principle of subsidiarity in conservative welfatates of Continental Europe, as Jones
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describes it as “subsidiarity without the church©93: 214). Similar to the Catholic
thinking in the West, Confucianism provides a covnatve ideology underpinning the
gendered division of labour in which women are fghienary carers (Walker and Wong,
2005a: 219).

Against this background, Korea, as other East Asialiare states, might be
best described as a strong male-breadwinner cquatgording to Lewis’s (1992)
gender and welfare regime typoldgyin Korea, state intervention into the care domain
was marginal and predominantly means-tested. Ginédevas largely regarded as a
private matter, limiting public childcare suppaoot families on very low incomes. The
public childcare was seen as an anti-child povprogramme, and thus the eligibility
depended on family incomes, not on mothers’ emptymstatus. If middle-class
families needed childcare support, they had to wmtythe private market or the
voluntary sector. Policy measures to facilitate meot’ employment rarely existed. As
argued, the Confucian ethos played a great rodhaping the care regime into a strong
male-breadwinner model (Won and Pascall, 2004, S20@3, Pascall and Sung, 2007;
Ahn and Lee, 2005). It is worth mentioning, howewbiat the Korean welfare state
generally does not strongly intervene in familyaa. Unlike conservative welfare
states such as the German exemplar, which sougbttotctively facilitate the male-
breadwinner family with ‘general family support’lmees, these policies did not feature

prominently in Korea; it was rather characterisgdh® non-interference we know from

5 Lewis (Lewis, J. (1992) 'Gender and the DevelopmeWelfare Regimes'Journal of Europe
an Social Policy,2(3), 159-73.) introduced the distinction between thelepmmeadwinner model fa
mily and adult-worker model family. While the formassumed that male adults of the family ar
e in the labour market and female adults stay m fdmily providing unpaid care work, the latt

er assumed that all adults are in the labour mairkespective of gender.
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the British case (see Korpi, 2000 and Ostner, 1@93he German case, and Lewis,
2009 for the British case; interview nos. 10; 12).1

Among the sub-domains of social policy, therefdhe, state effort is found
least frequently in work/family reconciliation poyi According to the developmental
welfare state thesis, the state has an entrenaleest in providing as many resources
as possible for economic development while econiognison social security
programmes. Even then, when major social insur@negrammes — national pension,
health, and unemployment insurance — were univeeshlin the 1990s, work/family
reconciliation policy still remained rudimentary aomparison. Some scholars argue
that the Korean state modelled after the Bismarckiaodel and fostered the
development of a fragmented social security sydternthe exclusive protection of core
workers (namely, civil servants and industrial weyek of large enterprises, whose role
was deemed more important for economic growth agihre stability) (Goodman and
Peng, 1996, Hort and Kuhnule, 2000, White and Gadm998). Also, social policy
was introduced during the pre-democratisation aadsttion period to pre-empt the
political mobilisation of the working class by ieasing workers’ support for the regime
(Ahn and Lee, 2005). As a result, while occupatiased social security schemes were
relatively well developed, work/family reconciliati policy did not feature prominently
in the Korean welfare state, because women wererisated as a working population.
Rather women were seen as those who were primanfjaged in the domestic
domain and were economically dependent on men (R064: 31). Thus women were
not typically regarded as recipients of social @ctibn. A rare exception was ‘women’s
welfare policy’ pu-nye bok-ji jung-chagk which provided social protection for

vulnerable women, such as single mothers, who diichave a male provider.
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6.2.2. Socio-Economic Changes and the Emergence of Work/fély Conflict

Since the 1980s, Korea has undergone substan#iabel in its demographic profile. A
notable change is observed in fertility rates. Uthte early 1970s, Korea recorded a
high fertility rate, well above 4 per cent. Sinbe mid-1970s, however, the fertility rate
has been rapidly declining; it dropped by half witla decade, from 3.43 in 1975 to
1.66 in 1985, and remained below the replacemest & 2.1 in the 1980s and onward.
With the fertility rate as low as 1.15 in 2009, Karranks as the lowest in fertility

among OECD countries (OECD, 2011d).

Table 5. Trend of Fertility Decline: 1970-2009

1970 | 1975 | 1980| 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2Q09

A 4.53 3.43 2.82 1.66 1.57 1.63 1.47 1.08 1.15

B 1,006 | 874 862 655 649 715 634 435 444

A. Total fertility rate
B. Number of new born children (1,000 children)

Source: Korea National Statistical Office (2012)jl@birth Trend.

This rapid decline in fertility expedited populatiageing, in turn, as the decrease of the
youth augmented the proportion of the elderly italtgpopulation. Between 1980 and
2000, the percentage of population over the adgiafoubled, from 3.8 to 7.2, and it is
expected to record two-fold increase by 2020. Altito the current level of ageing
population in Korea is relatively lower than thétother industrial economies, the pace
of population ageing is much faster than otherscotding to Korean National

Statistical Office’ population projection, by 20B@rea’s ageing population will be the

186



largest in the world, at 38.2 per cent, whereasameesize of ageing population of other

industrialised economies will be 25.9 per cent @géoNational Statistical Office, 2011b).

Table 6. Trend of Ageing Population: 1980-2020

1980 2000 2020

Percent of population over 65 | 3.8 7.2 14.5

Source: Korea National Statistical Office, Futureuldehold Projection (2003)

These demographic trends, fertility decline andypaion ageing, are deemed highly
problematic as they appear to have negative impacéconomic growth. The First
National Plan for the Low-Fertility and Ageing Sety states that “due to the world’s
lowest birth rate and rapid population ageing,e¢hsrgrowing concern as to whether the
Korean society can achieve sustainable growth” gaawent of the Republic of Korea,
2009:13). The Second National Plan for the Lowdilkgrtand Ageing Society
elaborates on the inimical implication of thesenti® on the economy as follows: “the
problem of low-fertility and population ageing [...Will lead to worsening of the
quality and quantity of the labour force and cocitia consumption. This in turn will
weaken the growth potential of the economy, in@etdse dependency ratio and
financial burdens of future generations” (Koreatitnge for Health and Social Affairs,
2010a: 4).

Among the possible causes of these demographits sivbrk/family conflict
is underlined as an important factor contributiogfertility decline. The conflict is
understood as one of “new social risks” which asoaiated with post-industrialisation
(Taylor-Gooby, 2004, Bonoli, 2005). Coinciding willeindustrialisation and the growth

of the service sector, the number of women ententm the labour market increased

187



remarkably. In the 1970s and 1980s, most of themckd industrialised economies in
the Western world witnessed a ‘take-off’ in femédour force participation (Daly,
2000). With some time gap, East Asian countriesehaso experienced a rise in female
employment since the mid-1980s (Peng, 2004). Wthietertiarisation of employment
induced women to enter into paid employment ongelacale, the change of household
structures and the resultant decline of the avelagesehold size put considerable

constraints on care provision by family.

Table 7. Female Employment Rate: 1980-2008

1980 | 1985 | 1990 | 1995 2000 2005 2008

Female employment rate | 46.9 46.8 50.9 52.6 52.9 56.1 57.1

Source: OECD Labour Statistics

Conflicts arising from combining work and familydihave become ever more
pronounced since the mid-1980s in Koreacording an almost nine per cent increase
within a decade between the 1980s and the 199@s|deemployment rate exceeded 50
per cent in the 1990s and reached near 60 peratéim end of the 2000s. Meanwhile,
the traditional role of the family in care provisibas marked a downturn (Choi, 2009).
A decrease in family size (caused by the decrefieree generation families and the
increase of nuclear or single person families) reakdifficult to resolve work/family
conflict within the family (see Table 8). To makestmatter worse, meagre care leave
and limited availability of childcare left workinmothers in a “Confucian war over

childcare” (Won and Pascall, 2004).
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Table 8. Composition of Family in Korea: 1980-200%by type)

1970 1980 1990 2000 2005
Nuclear family 71.5 72.9 76.0 82.0 82.7
Three generation family 17.4 10.4 9.3 6.8 5.7
Other types of family 11.1 16.7 14.7 11.3 11.6

Source: Korea National Statistical Office (2011a)

Work/family conflict brought a formidable challeng®er many working
mothers. A survey among low-income female headsooiseholds revealed that 68.4
per cent of them faced difficulties in finding attee job due to the care burden of pre-
school children (Kim, 2001). Furthermore, the higbgree of duality between the
internal and external labour markets also posegrafisant barrier to working mothers
for reconciling work and family (Grubb et al., 200The line dividing the two Korean
labour markets coincides with the gender segregabib employment with a higher
share of women in the external labour market (whkeslow-skilled sector provides
low-wage jobs) than in the internal one (where high-skilled sector provides high-
wage jobs) (Ministry of Labour, 2002). Motherhoaadechild rearing are reported to
cause interruptions in a woman’s career, hampdrargstay in or move to the internal
labour market (Goodman and Peng, 1996, Choi, 2008]er these circumstances, it is
not surprising that working women were highly diskaged to have children (Ministry
of Gender Equality and Family, 2006b, Ministry féealth Welfare and Family Affairs,

2009).
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6.2.3. The Development of Work/Family Reconciliation Polig

As mentioned earlier, despite the ‘welfare explosiander the conservative
governments of 1988-1997 (notably, the expansiomsamial insurance programmes)
(Ahn and Lee, 2005), the development of work/fammégonciliation policy remained
modest in the democratic era. In response to gagtincrease in female employment,
the government attempted to increase childcare lyndirough private means. In 1991,
the government mandated large workplaces (with &0 more female employees) to
establish workplace nurseries. The development akifamily reconciliation policy
during this period was in line with the strong mateadwinner model; the eligibility of
workplace nurseries and parental leave was lintiedothers who were assumed to be
primary caregivers; fathers could only use parele@le when working mothers could
not take it up. The rudimentary development of vfarkily reconciliation policy is not
surprising, since the issue of reconciling work dachily featured rather low on the
political agenda. In its presidential election camgp of 1997, the conservative Grand
National Party pledged ‘*housewife-friendly’ polisjevhich highlighted the party’s deep
commitment to the male breadwinner ideology (Kinalet2007).

With the election of the centre-left government 982002), however, the
development of work/family reconciliation policy demn to take a different trajectory.
Maternity leave was extended to three months vhiéhthird-month benefit paid by the
Employment Insurance Fund (with a cap of 1.35 omlliwon; approximately 108
percent of the average female wage as of 2001thé&wumore, parental leave was
extended to all workers with children under age. drfee parental leave turned into a
paid-one, although the flat-rate leave benefit was modest as 200,000 won
(approximately 20 per cent of the average urbarker®s wage), and the benefit was to

be paid by the Employment Insurance Fund for upmelve months. Tax-based free
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childcare for children aged five was introduced fow-income families. Private
childcare was also significantly deregulated ineortb increase childcare provision
through the market (Ministry of Health and Welfar2009). Despite such visible
advances made in the policy domain, the scopefofms appears too narrow to erode
the male breadwinner model. The market-orientedagah to childcare in particular,
which led to little expansion of affordable childeafailed to trigger a shift towards the
adult-worker model of family (Won and Pascall, 2DMore importantly, compared to
extensive reforms undertaken in other domains oilaspolicy during this time, which
were geared towards protecting family wages earbgdmale breadwinners (in
particular, the universalisation of unemploymensuirance and national pension
schemes). The extent of work/family reconciliatexpansion appeared rather modest to
qualify as a departure from the male breadwinnedeho

Under the second left government (2003-2007), hewewa series of
transformative reforms was implemented in the warkily reconciliation policy
domain, which could be interpreted as a move awam fthe liberal trajectory. The
most notable expansion was made in the childcaneadowherein various tax-based
childcare benefits were introduced and extendedtdsvmiddle-class families for the
first time. In particular, universal childcare bétewere introduced, covering half of
childcare costs of every child under age two eatblh childcare facilities. In order to
increase affordable quality childcare, the govemtmdrew up the National Childcare
Strategy, which pledged to double the number ofipuhildcare centres from 1,352 to
2,700 by 2010 (Ministry of Gender Equality and FgmR006b). Accordingly, the
childcare budget increased fourfold from 235 billiwon in 2003 to 1.04 trillion won in
2006. The mandatory workplace nursery policy waereked to smaller firms, that is

firms with 300 or more female workers and firmshw800 or more workers (Ministry
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of Gender Equality and Family, 2007). Care leavieestes also underwent visible
expansion. Parental leave was extended to pareitits oildren under age three,
doubling the total duration of the leave for a dewp to 24 months. The parental leave
benefit was gradually increased to 500,000 won r@pmately 40 per cent of the
average urban worker’s wage) (Ministry of Gendeudiy and Family, 2005). Three-
day unpaid paternity leave and the right for pareot claim reduced working time
(between 15 and 30 hours a week) were introduceldethér a worker used either
parental leave or reduced working time, the totataton of time using such policies
could not exceed 12 months (Ministry of Labour, )0 The financial burden of the
maternity leave scheme that small employers had sigasficantly reduced with the
Employment Insurance Fund funding the whole dunatibstatutory maternity leave for
employees of small firms. Furthermore, various tgafor female employment
promotion, including ones targeting the re-inteigrabf mothers into the labour market,
were established. Consequently, family servicegedpure recorded an almost twofold
increase from 0.3 to 0.5 of GDP during the time GDE 2011a).

In 2007, the conservative Grand National Party wWanpresidential election,
which terminated ten years of the centre-left goweent. From the perspective of the
parties matter thesis, the conservative governnsfituld have discontinued the
work/family reconciliation policy expansion its plecessor pursued. Yet, the
conservatives carried on with considerable poligpa@sion. The most noticeable
expansion was once again made in childcare poAdier coming into power, the
conservative government published the “more bablassa-rang white paper on
childcare, which effectively revised the Nationahildcare Strategy set up by its
predecessor. The initial Strategy set a plan terekthe tax-based childcare benefits to

every child under age five by 2012 (Ministry for &l Welfare and Family Affairs,
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2009). Although the conservatives adopted tméversal childcare benefits as their
election pledge, the white paper scaled down thepescof the childcare benefit
extension by excluding families whose householdnne fell into the top 20 per cent In
addition, at-home-care allowances were introdu€edhilies whose household income
fell below 120 percent of poverty line and did rs&nd children under age two to
childcare centres were to receive 100,000 won (apmprately 50 pounds) monthly from
July 2009 (Ministry for Health Welfare and Familyffairs, 2009}°. The revised
Strategy also pledged to extend the allowance® {oeB cent of all children who are not
enrolled in childcare centres by 2012. Accordinghge budget for the Strategy now
doubled from 6 trillion to 11.7 trillion won (Minisy for Health Welfare and Family
Affairs, 2009: 7, 30).

Further expansion took place in work/family recdiation policies, especially
care leave schemes, when the conservative govetrpublished the Second National
Strategy of the Low-Fertility and Ageing Society @ctober 2010. Parental leave
benefits were transformed from flat-rate (500,0@hjto earnings-related benefits with
income replacement rate of 40 per cent for twelhantims. Also, the eligibility of
parental leave was extended to parents of childrefer age six. In addition, measures
were introduced to incentivise the early returnvtrk by paying 15 per cent of unpaid
leave benefits for those who return to work beferdausting the duration of their
parental leave. The paternity leave was expanded three to five days with benefits
paid for the first three days. The right to claimriung time reduction for parents was
strengthened in conjunction with incentives to tise right to claim working time

reduction, as parental leave benefits are to be ipgproportion to reduced work hours.

® The amount was approximately 30 per cent of publiddcare fees and 19 per cent of privat
e childcare fees.
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All new measures were scheduled for full implemeortain 2011 (Korea Institute for

Health and Social Affairs, 2010a, b).

6.3.  Policy Preferences of Actors

This section examines actors’ policy preferencesvork/family reconciliation policy.

In the study of the policy, the Swedish case issm®red as an archetypal example of
work/family reconciliation policy reform, which tnaformed a Swedish care regime
from the male-breadwinner model into the adult-veorknodel. As it is argued that the

women’s movement played a critical role in the Seledase, here women’s groups are

investigated as well.

Women’s Groups and Trade Unions

In the Swedish case, the establishment of the adhrkter model through the extensive
reform of work/family reconciliation policy is asbed to the pivotal role played by
women activists both in the labour movement andsihaal-democratic party (SAP)
(Huber and Stephens, 2001a, Naumann, 2006, Mahe®9).1 Likewise, women’s
groups and trade unions in Korea are long-standivagnpions of female employment
promotion and the socialisation of care. The womemvement and labour movement
in Korea have been intricately intertwined as thesve fought together for
democratisation and rights for female workers uritier broader theme of “people’s
movement” (in Koreanminjung movement): anti-authoritarian regime civil society
movement. The achievement of industrial democraspédcially improving working
conditions of industrial workers) was one of centans of the movement, which
consists of the working class, especially factorgrkers, intellectuals, university

students and various Christian labour organisat{des, 2007). In the 1970s, female
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workers led the labour movement, as they comprisedmajority of rural migrants
entering into burgeoning light industries at thatet, although male workers took over
the leadership in the 1980s in tandem with the gnavf heavy industries (Koo, 2001).
It has been these female (industrial) workers, @licg to a representative of the
women’s movement, who have comprised the majoritypmgressive women’s
organisations until now. Sharing the same interestsromoting female employment,
women’s organisations and trade unions establiaheskplicit alliance in the late 1980s.
Having the two national labour federations (the EKand KCTU) and two women’s
umbrella organisations (the Korean Women’s AssmriatUnited and Korean National
Council of Women) as core members, eight repreieatarganisations from the labour
and women’s movements constituted the Women’s &afydCouncil for Labour Law
Revision. Their most notable efforts are campaigngqual employment legislation in
1987 and maternity protection for female worker@@®1 (interview no. 51).

Entering into the 1990s, the issue of female emmpkEyt promotion gained
greater importance within the women’s movement® Kbrean Women’s Association
United, an umbrella association of progressive wuseorganisations, declared
“lifetime and equal employment rights for women”aasentral goal for them to achieve
(Kim, 2004: 46). The Korean National Council of Wem also called for policy
measures to realise gender equality in the labcanket, especially the enactment of
anti-discrimination legislation, the increase i thumber of workplace nurseries, and
the expansion of care leave schemes (National Aslge@ommission on Women's
Affairs, 1998: 257-258). During the Kim Dae-Jungrgmnment (1998-2003), women’s
groups and trade unions proposed the care leasammefWomen's Solidarity Council
for Labour Laws Revision, 2001, Federation of Korekade Unions, 2001). Their

proposal was adopted by the incumbent centre-laftyp and resulted in greater
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generosity of the leave benefits.

During the Roh Moo-Hyun and Lee Myung-Bak governtagrwomen’s
groups and trade unions continued to champion dpareion of childcare and care
leave. On childcare reform, trade unions and womemganisations advocated the
expansion of public childcare, insisting that paldhildcare provide better quality care
at a lower price. In particular, women'’s groups lexgty put forward the Nordic model
of childcare, whose core element — in their un@eding — was affordable and quality
public childcare. Similarly, both trade unions (tRETU and KCTU) also demanded
that the proportion of public childcare be increhs® 50 per cent among all childcare
facilities (Federation of Korean Trade Unions, 2080rean Confederation of Trade
Unions, 2007). In addition, organised labour adwedathe expansion of childcare
benefits: The FKTU argued that childcare for evehild aged 3-5 should be provided
free of charge (Federation of Korean Trade Uni@@§7). Women’s organisations and
unions furthermore demanded that childcare beneditsargeted at dual-earners, not at
low-income families, as they promoted (full-timenfale employment as a policy goal
of childcare benefits (Korea Institute for HealthdaSocial Affairs, 2010b). For this
same reason, they fought against the introductibthe at-home-care allowances,
arguing that it would generate work disincentives\Wwomen. At a public consultation
meeting for the Second National Strategy of the {katility and Ageing Society,
progressive women'’s organisations and trade unéwgsed forcefully that the budget
for allowances should be rather used for expanginiglic childcare centres (Korea
Institute for Health and Social Affairs, 2010b: 28%5-6).

On care leave reform, women’s organisations andetnanions demanded
further expansion of maternity, paternity and ptakheave schemes. The FKTU

specifically advocated for the parental benefitdbéoincreased up to 50 per cent of
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average wage. For financing of the reform, womenianisations and unions insisted
that the government bear the costs of care leaparnskon. Their argument was that if
employers were to bear the costs of policy expanstonvould discourage employers
from hiring women. Moreover, the tax-funded caravie was favoured as it seemed a
better way to extend care leave, which was operatedontribution-based social
insurance, to atypical workers. Trade unions emphddhat extending the work/family
reconciliation policy to atypical workers was imaeve for female employment
promotion, as a vast majority of those workers weoenen (Korea Institute for Health
and Social Affairs, 2010b: 44-50, Federation of éor Trade Unions, 2007, Korean

Confederation of Trade Unions, 2007, 2005; intemvn®s. 35; 36; 38; 50; 51).

Employer’s Associations

Korean employers in general opposed most work/famsitonciliation policies with the
Korea Employers Federation (KEF) in particular ammbusly arguing that the reforms
would disincentivise employers to hire women angsthamper the prospect of female
employment. A closer examination of employers’ prefces on work/family
reconciliation policy suggests that employers’sesice towards the reforms came from
their discontent with the mechanism for financiraigy expansion. On care leave and
workplace nursery reforms, the government contislyoproposed that employers
should bear most of the costs. The government'ssfofting strategy was to finance
the reforms with the Employment Insurance Fund,clwhwas largely funded by
employers’ contributions. The Employment InsuraBoteme consisted of three sub-
programmes: the Unemployment Insurance ProgranmeeEmployment Stabilisation
Programme, and the Vocational Ability Developmentoglamme. While the

Unemployment Insurance Programme was financed biribations made equally by
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employers and employees, the Employment Stabis®rogramme and the Vocational
Ability Development Programme were solely finanbgdemployers’ contributions. The
government proposed that the Unemployment Insurdnoed provide the financial
instruments for care leave scheme reforms. In @agithe government also proposed
various subsidies for workplace nurseries and ptmnagrants to be financed by the
Employment Stabilisation Programme. Employersuim,tdemanded that more than 50
per cent of maternity benefits be financed by ganix revenues and the rest by the
Employment Insurance Fund. For subsequent refoopgsals aiming to further extend
leave schemes, employers demanded that the gowernmerease its financial
commitment for the care leave reforms (Korea EmgisyFederation, 2000, 2009,
2010). When the government proposed turning therdke parental leave benefits into
earnings-related benefits, employers strongly opgafie proposal and argued that,
without a substantial increase of the governmeimancial input, the reform would
seriously undermine the financial health of the dp®yment Insurance Fund, which
was already in deficit. The KEF pointed out thatggmment subsidies for the maternity
and parental leave benefits were insignificant gitlee expenditures of the benefits. In
2009, 178 billion won and 140 billion won were pdaf the maternity and parental
leave benefits respectively from the Unemploymesutance Fund, while government
subsidies paid into the Fund for the leave benefitsounted for only 10 billion won
(Korea Employers Federation, 2010: 4-5). In the esar@in, employers opposed the
expansion of workplace nurseries, for which empisygere made to bear 80 per cent
of the costs. Although employers’ financial respbiisy was reduced to 50 per cent of
the costs and various grants were introduced telteshe running costs of workplace
nurseries, employers were nevertheless not pledserreason for their discontent is

that the subsidies were paid from the Employmeabi$tation Programme Fund, a part
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of the Employment Insurance scheme that was fulgléd by employers’ contributions
(Korea Employers Federation, 2004).

Moreover, employers were not supportive of the meiy as they viewed
work/family reconciliation policies as an infringemt of management prerogatives.
Employers rejected the introduction of the rightréduced working time, arguing that
Korean firms were not ready to operate their wartdoon a part-time basis, as their
work practice was predominantly full-time work. $hiemployers contended, would
cause a serious problem in manufacturing companiashich female workers were
dominant (Korea Employers Federation, 2010: 6).piumsuit of employers’ greater
prerogatives, the KEF also put forward a greatgreke of labour market liberalisation
as a solution for sustainable economic growth i ¢na of ‘low-fertility and rapid
ageing’ rather than ‘pro-natal’ work/family recol&iion measures, since raising
fertility rates takes a long time. The KEF claintbdt further liberalisation of the labour
market would allow more entrants to the market lagalce function as a viable solution
to keep the economy growing (Korea Employers Feaera2010; Korea Institute for
Health and Social Affairs, 2010b: 35-39).

Despite their first-order preference, that is, norkifamily reconciliation
policy whatsoever, employers nevertheless consetaeithe expansion of tax-based
childcare benefits for strategic reasons. Firstplegers supported their expansion to
pre-empt increasing demands on other policies, whiould place a greater burden on
employers. If the expansion of the childcare beseafould resolve the work/family
conflict substantially, employers thought, it migake away the pressure for expanding
other work/family reconciliation measures for whiemployers had to bear the costs,
such as care leave and workplace nursery schemekefmore, employers had less

reason to oppose the reform, as long as it wasndeth by general tax-revenues, and
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thus it did not involve direct employers’ costs.téraon, employers exhibited explicit
support for the expansion of public childcare cemtas they expected that it would
decrease the demand for an increase of workplasemes, which had persisted in spite
of great increase in private childcare faciliti®s. was shown in the earlier part of the
chapter, women’s organisations and trade unionsedrghat the quality of private
childcare was inferior to that of public childcafgainst this backdrop, the workplace
nurseries were regarded to be the second bestateldption in terms of quality. Thus,
the only way to alleviate the pressure to increasegkplace nurseries, from the
employers’ point of view, was to promote publicldbare for which they did not need
to pay the costs. Taking the examples of advancedagnies, employers argued that
public childcare was the main mechanism of childgaovision in advanced economies,
and Korea was the only advanced economy in whighl@rars were obliged to provide
workplace nurseries (Korea Employers Federation]l020According to the data
presented by the KEF, the share of children inipulflildcare was substantially lower
in Korea (11 per cent of children aged 0-5) tharCiontinental European countries
(approximately between 70 and 90 per cent of ohildaged 3-5) (Korea Employers
Federation, 2010: 15). In short, cost minimisatas employers’ preference in
work/family reconciliation policy the expansionwhich employers did not support for
the purpose of human capital accumulation. Empkgamw work/family reconciliation
policies as a burden on their shoulders and amggment of prerogatives of employers
and therefore put forward that the policies be teftvoluntary agreements between

employers and employees (interview no. 26).

200



The Ministry of Gender Equality

The Ministry of Gender Equality had a clear prefiee towards universal public
childcare to facilitate not only work/family recalation but also employment creation
for women. When the Ministry was put in charge lofdcare policy, it spearheaded the
expansion of public childcare kfng-bo-yuk with the ultimate policy objective to
increase public childcare facilities to 30 per cemithin five years. Reformist
bureaucrats within the Ministry considered publiuldcare to be the best way to
provide affordable quality childcare support for rkiag mothers, as well as an
opportunity to create jobs for women. Although thenistry did not explicitly
benchmark the Nordic model, unlike the argumenPkyg (2008), it is clear that the
Ministry sought a type of childcare policy that tbubest facilitate women’s
participation in the labour market (interview na; 12; 18).

The Ministry’s preference towards public childcasmained quite resilient,
even when the Ministry realised that a substantiaiease in public childcare was
almost impossible due to fierce opposition fromoag#ions of private childcare
providers. Since increasing the share of publi¢dchre in a relatively short period of
time no longer seemed feasible, the Ministry turitegolicy direction to enhancing the
quality of private childcare centres up to the lesfepublic ones, which was reportedly
worse than public provision. Its intention was uent private childcare into semi-public
ones through the provision of subsidies and theositipn of quality checks in order to
achieve the ultimate aim of increasing the avdilgbof affordable quality childcare.
Indeed, the rationale for introducing universaldtare benefits for the under-twos was
to provide government subsidies to private childcaroviders until public provision
reached 50 per cent of all childcare centres avail@gnterview nos. 10; 11).

Furthermore, the Ministry had the firm intention lbmit universal childcare
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benefits entitlements to working mothers in orderptomote female labour market
participation. However, this would have involveda@anplicated decision on how to set
the qualifying employment conditions given the gabsal proportion of women

engaged in atypical work. In addition, bureaucpsrceived that excluding children of
low-income families on the sole basis that theirthneocs were not engaged in paid-
employment would be seen as discrimination agaivespoor and politically unpopular.
As most of the children under the age of two inlddare were those of working
mothers, according to the research that the Minismmmissioned, the Ministry

decided to introduce universal childcare benefits the under-twos, paying half of
childcare costs which were regulated by the govemirtinterview no. 10).

Analysing the Ministry’'s underlying rationale fotsi policy preference,
empirical evidence suggests that the far-reachifgrm in childcare was in its
organisational interest. Although the establishnadrthe Ministry of Gender Equality
was regarded as ‘gender mainstreaming’ by femirfiste, 2000), the Ministry did not
have any significant policy tools under its juréhn. As Won (2007) demonstrated,
the Ministry had a formidable mission of promotiggnder equality in public policies
through inter-ministerial policy co-ordination wilittle resources, particularly financial,
at its disposal. Its core mission was mainly campmag and inter-ministerial co-
ordination work, which did not endow the Ministryitiv great financial resources.
Therefore, the Ministry wanted to increase itsitngbnal capacity through a policy
domain with a sizable budget under its authoritysoukd this time, by the end of the
first centre-left government, the perception waareti among feminists and progressive
scholars that, under the Ministry of Health and fafel, childcare policy had very
limited potential to expand in keeping up with tlast-growing demand of childcare

services taking into account the means-tested approf the Ministry to childcare. For
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this very reason, childcare had great appeal toMhestry as a policy domain that
could give the Ministry leverage to increase itstitational capacity. The first minister
of gender equality, who spearheaded maternity aneinal leave expansion during the
first left government as a legislator, was veryhestastic about having childcare policy
transferred to her ministry. She ordered her daftonduct research to develop an
elaborated logic which could persuade the governraed its parties that her ministry
could better manoeuvre childcare expansion. Thesttinof Gender Equality argued
that the Ministry of Health and Welfare would nat bble to engineer substantial
childcare reform due to its means-tested approaatthermore, the Ministry also put
forward that childcare would not be given priontythin the Ministry of Health and
Welfare, overshadowed by large-scale programmesh sas pension and health
insurance schemes. Before the inauguration of #worsl left government, the
Presidential Transition Committee decided to tranghe childcare domain to the
Ministry of Gender Equality, backed by the stromgort from the left party. In 2004,
childcare policy was formally transferred to thenMiry of Gender Equality. The
Ministry changed its name to the Ministry of Genfguality and Family accordindiy

(interview nos. 10; 11; 12; 46).

The Ministry of Health and Welfare

Prior to the Lee Myung-Bak government, the MinistfyHealth and Welfare exhibited
a preference to modest childcare expansion, defread the legacy of the means-tested
approach to childcare policies that it operatedtha past. During the second left

government, when the Ministry of Gender Equality lthe childcare reform, the

" During the Roh Moo-Hyun and Lee Myung-Bak governisg the name of the Ministry of Ge
nder Equality and the Ministry of Health and Wedfannderwent several changes as the childcare
and other domain of work/family reconciliation ji¢s transferred between the two ministries. F
or the convenience of analysis, | refer to the twimistries by their initial names.
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Ministry of Health and Welfare neither supported mpposed the reform officially.
Underneath such a neutral official stance, nevirsise welfare bureaucrats informally
criticised that the reform, notably the introduatiof universal childcare benefits, was
driven by feminist ideology and organisational rests (interview nos. 7; 8).

Since 2008 when the childcare domain was put bademthe authority of the
Ministry of Health and Welfare by the Lee Myung-Bgkvernment, however, welfare
bureaucrats have been in favour of childcare expanalthough with a set of policy
preferences different from those of the MinistryGénder Equality. First, the Ministry
of Health and Welfare favoured private childcar@ansion over public provision. The
Ministry preferred a liberal approach to childcargentivising the market to increase
its provision through deregulation. Consequenthe bbjective of public childcare
expansion, which had been pursued under the sdetingbvernment, was completely
discarded. Welfare bureaucrats considered incrgdkashare of public childcare to 30
per cent as an unrealistic goal. From observinddhg battle between the Ministry of
Gender Equality and the associations of privat&lchre providers in the course of the
previous government, welfare bureaucrats learnigbgon that any attempt to change
the dominance of private provision in the Koreainlddare market would be highly
likely to fail. Also, childcare expansion throughulpic means was deemed as an
expensive strategy for the government, since tlsésdor building the infrastructure for
public childcare centres in particular were sulisdhn Therefore, the welfare
bureaucrats preferred private to public childcand shifted the government policy
towards stimulating private provision of childcaervices (interview nos. 5; 7; 9).

In addition, welfare bureaucrats preferred to cti@rése the childcare policy
under their authority as ‘pragmatic’ and ‘child-Veeling-centred’. In order to distance

its stance from the feminist agenda, the Ministgpbasised that child-wellbeing
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should be given as important consideration as tbenption of female labour market
participation in pursuing childcare expansion. Aean point is the introduction of at-
home-care allowances, which the Ministry pursuedinia with the election pledge of
the conservative party. The introduction of thewlnces communicatedconservative
ideology that at-home care by mothers (or altevetiby grandparents) in early ages
was the best way of childrearing. Welfare bureascyastified the introduction of the
allowances, which was opposed by women’s orgaoisatiand trade unions, with
greater parental choice; it would allow parentsntake the best care arrangement from
the perspective of a child’s well-being (interviews. 5; 7; 8; 9).

Why, then, did the Ministry discard its previougf@rence of modest childcare
and begin to promote childcare expansion in the Myang-Bak government?
Empirical evidence indicates that the underlyingiorsale was to pursue the
organisational interests of the Ministry. Havingtivassed the significant childcare
expansion during the time of the second left govent, the welfare bureaucrats’
perception on childcare policy had changed; froe plolicy domain which had little
room for manoeuvre to the one with great poteritalexpansion. The fast growth of
childcare policy in terms of size of budget anddawr under the Ministry of Gender
Equality had made the welfare bureaucrats wantatee lthe policy back under their
authority. It is not surprising, therefore, that tMinistry shifted its preference of

childcare to substantial expansion (interview ms).

Other Government Ministries
The Ministry of Labour was also a stakeholder inrk#family reconciliation policy
because of the employment-related nature of theydt was closely engaged in the

reforms of care leave and workplace nursery schebszsuse the reforms were
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financed by the Employment Insurance Fund, whick wader its jurisdiction. Overall,
the Ministry took a neutral stance on the reformstivo reasons. First, it was divided
over using the Employment Insurance Fund to finaheereforms. While the Bureau
for Women’s Employment Policy was in favour of ugihe Fund for the reforms, other
bureaus of the Ministry were reluctant to do soin@peconcerned that it would
jeopardise the fiscal health of the Fund (Ministdy Labour, 2008b, Kim, 2003b).
Second, the Ministry was not keen on imposing tbsts of reforms on businesses,
either. As a result, the Ministry neither supportedr opposed work/family
reconciliation policy reforms because it was diddever the issue of financing those
reforms (interview nos. 6; 10; 26; 43).

While the labour ministry took an ambivalent pasition the reform of
work/family reconciliation policy, economic mini&s'® expressed clear opposition for
two reasons. First, their liberal approach to welfarovision (that is targeting welfare
benefits at low-income groups) made them adamargjgct any reform proposal
expanding welfare benefits beyond low-income faasiliWith reference to childcare
reforms, the economic ministries persistently adgtiet childcare benefits should be
restricted to low-income families, and not be exjehto the well-off. During the Roh
Moo-Hyun government, the Bureau of Planning and dggidwas against the
introduction of universal childcare benefits, whialas proposed by the Ministry of
Gender Equality, insisting it would be inappropgiad subsidise the childcare costs of
affluent families. In the same vein, the MinistriyQirategy and Finance under the Lee
Myung-Bak government also opposed the implementaiiathe ruling party’s election

pledge of universal childcare benefits, arguingt tihawould be a ‘luxury’ for the

8 Government organisations (including Ministries aBdreaus) dealing with economic policies ex
perienced several changes of name during the Rob-Man and Lee Myung-Bak governments.
For convenience of analysis, therefore, | refenthto economic ministries unless specified.
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government to finance childcare of the rich. Sucheav was well summarised in the
often cited phrase “why should the government paychildcare costs of the grandchild
of Mr. Lee Kun-Hee, the chairman of Samsung grolMu?eover, the Ministry was

determined to exclude middle-class families frorm@ine-care allowances entitlement,
which was the initial plan of the ruling party, acalled the allowances ‘one of the top
ten policies whose budgets must be axed’. Secarahoenic bureaucrats held a strong
market-oriented perspective that the expansiorffofdable quality childcare could be
best achieved through incentivising the market byedulation. By the same reason,
they preferred a type of work/family reconciliatipalicy that could minimise the use of
general tax-revues. Economic bureaucrats were eppts financing the care leave
reform in 2001 by general tax-revues (Kim, 20034%0, during the time of the Roh

Moo-Hyun government, the Bureau of Planning and detdrejected the public

childcare strategy pushed by the Ministry of GenHeguality. Because the strategy
would not only entail significant size of governrhexrpenditures but also disincentivise
the childcare market, the Bureau continuously opfdse strategy (interview nos. 5;

10; 12; 18; 46; 49).

Political Parties

With the democratic transition, political partiesgan to give serious consideration to
women’s issues. In 1987, the ruling conservativervegament (then-called the
Democratic Justice Party) introduced the Equal Bympknt Act in order to increase its
electoral appeal for the impending first directqudential election at the year-end. As
democratic elections became the only game in topwlitical parties started to
incorporate women'’s issues into their party platferin order to broaden electoral

appeal, although no concrete party platform on wosessues actually emerged until
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the 1997 presidential election. Platforms of maantips at that time were no more than
normative statements, lacking concrete substansefolows: ‘promote women’s
economic participation’, ‘enhance women’s welfareliqy substantially’, ‘reform
gender discriminatory policies and legislationsida'enhance maternity protection’
(Kim, 2004; Korean Women's Development Institu@)D).

With the 1997 presidential election campaign, teatie-left party began to
push a ‘feminist’ agenda. Work/family reconciliatimgenda was adopted into the
party’'s manifesto such as the promotion of womesrgry into paid work, the
socialisation of the costs of maternity protectiand childcare, the extension of
maternity leave to three months, the introductibseven-day paternity leave, and the
expansion of childcare centres (National Electiam@ission, 2009c, Kim et al., 2007).
The party also promised to create a feminist ageniiin the government, the
Presidential Committee of Women’s Affairs (whiclelabecame the Ministry of Gender
Equality), and the position of equal employmenticeff for “the realisation of
participatory society where gender equality is ecbd” (Segye Daily 25 November
1997; Munhwa Daily 10 December 1997). By doing th& centre-left party and its
presidential candidate, Kim Dae-Jung, succeededestablishing an image of
‘progressive force’ for women'’s issues. The partgisorporation of a feminist agenda
into its manifesto was attributed to its leaderlsse relationship with progressive
women’s associations. These associations weregbahe support base of Kim Dae-
Jung, as they were his long-time allies dating biackhe democratic struggle in the
authoritarian era. In fact, his wife was a leadiingure of the Korean women’s
movement. In contrast, the ruling conservative ypantinued campaigning on a
conservative platform. The party’s first electidegge in the women'’s policy area was

‘to promote a housewife-friendly society’, followdxy the statement ‘to enhance the
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economic status of women’ (Kim et al., 2007). Tlaety promised to elevate the legal
standing of homemakers by giving housework the ll@gaognition of paid work
(interview no. 46).

In the aftermath of the 1997 presidential electibnwever, the two main
parties converged in promoting female employmenit ttue work/family reconciliation
as the conservative party began to modernise @&fopmh after its first presidential
election defeat. For the 2002 National Assemblyctela, the conservatives
incorporated concrete and specific pledges to ambvarork/family reconciliation policy
in their election platform; for instance, the sdisation of the costs of maternity and
paternity leave schemes, and the increase of anédéacilities (Korean Women's
Development Institute, 2001). For the 2002 prediderelection campaign, the
conservative party made bold pledges on childcaremising to double childcare
budgets and to provide free childcare for all atefd aged five. In response to the
modernisation by the conservatives, the progressigeoposed an even greater
expansion of work/family reconciliation policy. Thgarty pledged childcare reform,
providing not only free childcare for all childrexged five but also the state paying up
to 50 percent of childcare costs for children uritierage of five, in addition to a care
leave reform (Kim et al., 2007)Kbng-bo-yuk(which signified the expansion of public
childcare) was adopted as a catchphrase, well @ptun a famous TV campaign
advertisement where the presidential candidatehefcentre-left party said, “all you
need to do is to give birth to a child, then therdoy will raise the child for you.” His
party won the election and became the second tférgment in the Korean history
(interview no. 47).

In the 2007 presidential election, the two pargghibited deeper commitment

on the work/family reconciliation issue. The consgive party presented its most
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comprehensive platform on work/family reconciliaticAs shown in their catchphrase,
‘childcare as the state responsibilityuk-ka ui-mu bo-yykit pledged to further expand
state-supported childcare. The party promised tenektax-based childcare benefits to
all children aged 0-5 by 2012, which would expamel benefits to middle-class families.
With regard to the leave schemes, the conservptiviy proposed to increase the state’s
contribution to maternity and parental benefits: working parents who could not take
up parental leave, they should have enhanced rightseduced working hours.
Moreover, policies to promote female labour manbatticipation were included, such
as the creation of 500,000 social service jobsMmmen whose career were interrupted
due to care-giving (Grand National Party, 2007)kelwise, the centre-left party
proposed further socialisation of childcare asoieB: free childcare for every children
aged 0-5, the expansion of public childcare centvesccommodate 30 per cent of all
children enrolled in childcare centres, the inceea$ parental leave benefits to one
million won (27 percent of average urban worker'susehold income), the
enhancement of the right to reduced working tintepfarents with dependent children,
and the establishment of paternity leave benefits & ‘daddy’ quota. In addition, the
party promised to extend the workplace nursery ratntb all public companies and 80
per cent of private companies (Kim et al., 2007).

It is worth mentioning that the conservative patypromotion for the
work/family reconciliation is accompanied by cathparty strategy. While the policy
preferences of the centre-left party more closedgembled those of the social
democracy in Western Europe (e.g., public child@are universal childcare benefits),
the conservative party exhibited catch-all partateigy combining the proposals of the
left (notably, the socialisation of care) with tbenservative ideology (e.g., increasing

childcare provision through the market, means-tesggproach to childcare benefits).
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Furthermore, the conservative party introduced catdrcare allowances in its
manifesto, which progressive women’s groups seyaypposed. The allowances were
something that male-breadwinner families could &lepefit from. Therefore, it can be
said that the party introduced the allowances tengthen its electoral appeal to

traditional conservative supporters.

6.4.  Policy Influence of Actors

This section focuses on the change in the polityence of actors in the labour market
policy-making process in order to investigate thmgio of the reform impetus. The
analysis of actors’ policy influence indicates thhe conventional wisdom of the
bureaucrat-led policy process does not hold in rifferm episodes of work/family
reconciliation policy under the two governmentsstéad, parties have emerged as a

new political driver of policy-making in this arednew social policy.

6.4.1. Policy Influence of Societal Actors

In the previous chapters, it was demonstrateddbeietal actors (namely trade unions
and employers’ associations) took on an active iolkabour market policy-making in
the post-transition era. Employers’ associationgewm the driving seat in the
deregulation of employment protection, while traseons spearheaded the expansion
of unemployment protection to include the outsidefsthe Korean labour market
(typically employees of small firms and atypicalnkers). However, it is questionable
as to whether social partners were a politicalaetrivehind the reforms of work/family
reconciliation policy, as they had been in the lalimarket reforms of the1990s. In light
of actors’ policy preferences, it is evident thatptoyers’ associations did not actively

pursue public policies to help with the reconcibatof work and family. Instead, we
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find strong advocacy of women’s organisations a@odsomewhat less extent, trade
unions for work/family reconciliation policies. Yatloser examination casts doubt as to
whether the reform impetus came from these tworadkr two reasons. First, the
work/family reconciliation issue was never giverar weight within trade unions due
to the patriarchal nature of the leadership. Tihe®ula movement has been led by male
workers since the 1980 and female members stillpcm®d less than 30 per cent in the
2000s (Lee et al., 2009: 167). Women'’s policy odiie of trade unions confirmed this
view and further informed me that male members tenekgard childcare as women'’s,
not their, issue. Given the low priority placed ogbe issue among agendas pursued by
organised labour, it is safe to say that tradensiwere only ‘half-hearted’ promoters of
the issue, and did not exert their policy influeteerive the reforms. Second, women’s
organisations were the most passionate advocatekeofssue, but they lacked the
political resources to drive the reforms. Considgrihe claim that feminist movements
in East Asia did not achieve policy gains as prantras their counterparts did in the
Western world (Goodman and Peng, 1996: 197), nbissurprising that a decade-long
advocacy of the Korean women’s organisations forkéf@mily reconciliation issue had
not produced many policy gains until the first lglivernment. Even when important
policy reforms were made to enhance gender equiditynstance, the enactment of the
Equal Employment Act of 1987, it was argued thaspures from the international
organisations were more critical than those frormestic women’s groups (e.g., Kim,
2004). When it came to the ten years of the leftegoment, women’s movements
appeared to gain momentum as a number of femigstdas, including work/family
reconciliation, were adopted into the election rfestoes of the centre-left party.
However, as far as work/family reconciliation pgliceform is concerned during this

period, | would like to underline the obvious irgetion between the incumbent centre-
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left party and feminist agency, which displays samailarities with the early Swedish
case of ‘social democracy cum feminism’, rathemtiaghlight the role of feminist
agency alone as Peng (2004, 2009)“didithough women’s organisations played a
critical role, the reform would have not happened hot the centre-left party been in
power (interview nos. 35; 36).

The point that feminist agency alone could not baibed the reform impetus
becomes even more evident when we examine workifaneiconciliation policy
expansion under the conservative Lee Myung-Bak wgowent. The conservative
government clearly had no close relationship witbgpessive women’s associations,
which was well illustrated by the episode in whibke government attempted to abolish
the Ministry of Gender Equality but failed to do doe to strong opposition from
women’s groups. Moreover, the conservative govermmet only transferred childcare
policy from the Ministry of Gender Equality to tiMinistry of Health and Welfare, but
also intentionally excluded experts with ‘strongatbgical inclination’ (in other words,
feminists) when it appointed members of the Centdlildcare Policy Review
Committee, an advisory board to the governmentssnds relating to childcare. The
confrontational relationship between the conseveatjovernment and progressive
women’'s associations could be also seen in thedotation of the at-home-care
allowances, a policy which was fiercely opposeddiyinists due to its possible work-
disincentives for mothers. Hence, the women’s mamncannot be considered a

source of reform impetus during the conservativeegament. Taking all these findings

19 As one can see from the 2001 care leave expartsiemmost comprehensive reform in the domain of
work/family reconciliation policy during the firstentre-left government, it was the strong suppbthe
incumbent party which enabled the reform, in theefaf strong resistance from employers and economic
ministries.
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into account, it is safe to argue that societabr@ctemained ‘low-profile’ in the reforms

of work/family reconciliation policy (interview no%; 50; 51).

6.4.2. Power Shift in the Government-Party Relations

As societal actors turned out to remain low-profife the reform processes, the
following section turns to government ministriesthe possible driving force of the
reforms. As seen in the previous section, no gowenmt ministry other than the
Ministry of Gender Equality had keen interestshia teforms in the first place. Driven
by the ideology of gender equality and, more imgatty, by organisational interests,
the Ministry promoted the expansion of work/famigconciliation policy — particularly
regarding childcare. The transfer of childcare @oto the Ministry of Gender Equality
from the Ministry of Health and Welfare during tReh Moo-Hyun government opened
a new chapter of childcare policy in Korea, asrthédle-class became the beneficiaries
of tax-based childcare benefits for the first tiridas it the Ministry, then, which drove
the reform during the Roh Moo-Hyun government?

Considering that the Ministry of Gender Equality swgiven an ample
opportunity to manoeuvre childcare expansion whin transfer of the policy authority,
it is easy to think that the Ministry was the dngiforce of the reforms. Besides, the
government approach to childcare also shifted tdgvaublic childcare with universal
access, which was promoted by the Ministry. In tlght, it is quite plausible that the
Ministry steered the childcare reform in accordandé its ideology of gender equality.
Put differently, the childcare reform of the Roh dAdyun government seems like a
case supporting the ‘femocrats’ thesis, which assrithe advancement of gender
equality through policy reform to female bureausi@teatman, 1990, Eisenstein, 1995).

Given that high-level bureaucrats in charge ofddale policy were mostly women, and
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the bureaucrats of the Ministry | interviewed clatnthat they pursued the childcare
reform from the perspective of gender equalityisittempting to underscore female
bureaucrats of the Ministry as the driver of théeoma. However, such an argument is
refuted by the fact that the Ministry was ‘powesids spearhead any significant policy
reform (Won, 2007, Won and Pascall, 2004). Empiresadence that | obtained from

interviews also confirms that the power of the Miny alone would not have been
strong enough to secure historically large budfmtshildcare expansion against the
opposition of the Bureau of Planning and Budgetemnvithere was no broad support
across government ministries.

Furthermore, for care leave and workplace nursehemes, it is unlikely that
the Ministry drove the reform of these schemesesthe Ministry was not in charge of
either. Recall that the Ministry of Labour, whictasvin charge of these domains, was
reluctant to promote the reform because it hadmatedivision over the financing
methods of the reform. The fact that the MinistfyLabour was not entirely willing to
pursue the reform indicates that the reform impeligs not come from government
ministries but from elsewhere (interview nos. 140; 46).

Expanding the scope beyond the government mirsstiie find that parties
played a proactive role in the reform processeast,FHparties provided political saliency
to work/family reconciliation agenda by bringing b centre stage of electoral
campaigns. As demonstrated earlier in the chaptain parties set the reform in motion
by making bold election pledges on the expansiowark/family reconciliation policy.
According to their representatives, the partiesewdearly aware that they — or their
policies — had to “compete” with one another; whhe conservatives endeavoured to
catch up with the progressives, the centre-leftyparade every effort to outbid its

competitor. In the run-up to the 2002 election, ¢baservative party — mindful of the
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centre-left party’s progressive platform on workifly reconciliation policy — turned
away from its previous “housewife-friendly” platfarand pledged the expansion of
policy. This, in turn, created pressure on the reelgft party to promise even greater
expansion in order to maintain its lead in the wvifarkily reconciliation debate. For the
2007 presidential election campaign, the consematmade an ambitious pledge of
comprehensive reform that could appeal to all wterthe progressive, centrist,
undecided and conservative. The conservatives'uguoé catch-all-party strategy on
work/family reconciliation policy resulted in anav greater reform (interview nos. 46;
44; A7),

In addition to providing political salience to thesue, parties also created
favourable policy-making environment for the refetnTo implement their election
pledges, parties seized the window of opportunggrned by demographic changes —
notably fertility decline and population ageing rdasuccessfully brought the issue of
work/family reconciliation high up on the governmeagenda. During the time of the
Roh government, fertility decline was dubbed asagomcrisis, similar to the Japanese
“1.5 low fertility shock” of 1989 (Estévez-Abe, 280225). It should be noted that,
despite reaching the record low rate of 1.18 inX0@rtility decline was not a new
social trend at all. In fact, academics and weltawesaucrats had been pointing it out
since the time of the Kim Dae-Jung government. Hswonly during the Roh
government period that the fertility decline wasried as crisis with a heightened
sense of urgency. Based upon the fact that eachawawmas having only 1.18 children
during her child-bearing years, much below the aepment level of 2.1, it was
underscored that fertility decline would not onlguse labour shortage but also worsen
the dependency ratio. These negative implicationgeuility decline for economic

growth was highly emphasised during the Roh goveminas well as the Lee
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government. As the discourse of “low-fertility a¢sisturned out to be an effective
means to gain public support, the expansion of ffemkily reconciliation policy was
promoted as pro-natal policy strategy. Since warkify conflict was pointed out as
one of the core causes of fertility decline, waf&/feconciliation policies — especially
regarding childcare — received broad political sup@s pro-natal measures. Even
feminists partially adopted the discourse of the-fertility crisis and used pro-natalist
appeal to broaden the public support for the expansf work/family reconciliation
policy (interview nos. 11; 44; 47; 51).

Furthermore, incumbent parties restructured theduaracy to implement the
reforms. After the progressives came into powe®2, reform-minded legislators,
pro-welfare academics, and leaders of progressiv@em’s groups were appointed to
cabinet positions such as the Prime Minister, ther&ary of Social Policy, and the
Minister of Gender Equality. Presidential Committee Low-Fertility and Ageing
Society was established in 2005 to set an oveddiltypframework to raise fertility. The
Secretary of Social Policy Yong-lk Kim, an advocatea generous welfare state,
became the first chair of the Committee. The claitdgolicy was transferred from the
Ministry of Health and Welfare to the Ministry ofe@der Equality, as the left party
regarded the latter a better apparatus to promiotdcare reform in line with its
platform. In a similar vein, there was a reshufjlirof bureaucracy when the
conservative party won the presidential electio2@®8. Once again, childcare policy
was placed back under the Ministry of Health andf&ke. Jae-Hee Chun, senior
member of the party and champion of work/familyorealiation reform, was appointed
to the Minister of Health and Welfare. The NatioQddildcare Strategy was revised in
accordance with the conservatives’ platform. Asdbeservative government wanted to

differentiate its childcare policy from its predsser’s, the Strategy was revised in order
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to incorporate ‘pragmatic’ and ‘child-wellbeing-¢eed’ elements, and the public
childcare strategy was eliminated. Childcare bémefiere restructured by replacing
universal childcare benefits with means-tested tisn® exclude families who were
well-off. The reformed childcare benefits subsidigeom 15 to 100 per cent of total
childcare costs to every child under age five tw- and middle-income families. At-
home-care allowances were adopted in the Stratdfigr the revision, the budget
needed for the Strategy almost doubled from 6 t@ frdllion won (Ministry for Health
Welfare and Family Affairs, 2009) (interview nos.7 8; 44; 46; 49).

Parties also played a critical role in materialisithe reforms by securing
necessary budgets. During the Roh government, asfdheir weak policy influence,
bureaucrats at the Ministry of Gender Equality dsitee incumbent party to fight for
the childcare budget against the Bureau of Plan@ng Budget. According to
representatives of the left party, the leadershifh@ party strongly pushed the Bureau
not to reduce the proposed childcare budget atmbemt party-government meetings
(dang-jung hoe-yj wherein leadership of the party met with highelebureaucrats to
make decisions on high priority agendas. Duringlitbe government, the conservatives
exerted great pressure and secured the budgeiseckduor childcare expansion against
the stiff opposition of the Ministry of Strategydirinance, which was determined to
cut escalated childcare budgets and also the rplnty (interview nos. 5; 7; 8; 49).

The shifting dynamics between bureaucrats andgsaliecame even more
evident when the reforms of care leave and workptagseries were examined. Recall
that the Ministry of Labour did not actively champithe reforms. The financing
mechanism of reform proposals (either using the IBympent Insurance Fund or
imposing the costs on employers) made many laboreaoicrats reluctant to push the

reform because of its financial impact on the Emplent Insurance Fund and
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businesses. Facing the reluctance of Labour Mipishe centre-left party bypassed
bureaucratic apathy by spearheading reforms thrthaglegislature: parties submitted a
number of bills for care leave and workplace nwsexpansion to the National
Assembly. In fact, parties have become proactiviegislative matters in the aftermath
of democratic transition. Among the bills, eitheegented to or passed by the National
Assembly, the ones submitted by parties began touaiber the ones submitted by
government ministries in the 2000s (National Assgmi2012). This clearly
demonstrates that parties evolved from being a rnebber stamp’ of the government
proposals and became a key actor in policy-makimgr{/iew nos. 6; 26).

The finding that the reforms were driven by parfieses a great challenge to
the conventional understanding of the policy precesEast Asia, where the policy
deliberations are dominated by the executive bramocti the legislative branch is
typically reduced to giving formal approval to goveent bills (Chan, 2000, Mo, 2001,
Jaung, 2000, Haggard, 1990). In particular, it bagn argued that bureaucrats are
insulated from other actors such as political parand other societal groups (Amsden,
1989, Johnson, 1982, Wade, 1990, Woo-Cumings, 19@thermore, much of the
literature insists that parties are unable to @ayimportant role in the policy-making
process as their election campaigns are centrgze@onality rather than policy issues
(Kim, 2008a, Yang, 2008, Shin, 1999). Contrary twe tbureaucrat-led policy
development model, the reforms of work/family rembation policy show that political
parties were in the ‘driving seat’ and steeredqyoéxpansion against the resistance of
government ministries, especially economic burestsciThus, political parties not only
pushed reform initiatives in the first place, bilgoaadded enough reform impetus to
disrupt the status quo within government ministrighich was an impediment to the

reforms. To engineer the reforms in line with thplatforms, parties restructured
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government ministries and transferred policy domdmmm one ministry to another.
These findings not only refute the conventionaldeim of bureaucrat-led policy-
making in East Asia, but also challenge the cldiat bureaucrats are free from political
interference. What is worth noting here is thatoats who argue that party politics is
largely irrelevant to the policy process in Koreambt normally expand the scope of
their empirical analysis beyond the first centrié-g@vernment (1998-2003). In the last
two governments, we have been observing the emeegefinparties as a critical political
driver in the reforms of work/family reconciliatigrolicy. But what has enabled parties

to take on this new central role in the reforms?

6.4.3. The Generational Change of the Korean Electorate ah Increasing
Importance of Policy Issues in Electoral Competitia

The conventional wisdom that Korean parties playparginal role in policy-making
holds during the authoritarian era when the OffaéePresident and bureaucrats had
strong control over the policy process. In the mealf social policy-making, policy
ideas were developed by a narrow range of poligegxgroups — notably government
think-tanks (e.g., the Korea Development Instittite, Korea Labour Institute, and the
Korea Institute of Health and Social Affairs) arm/grnment advisory committees (e.g.,
the Committee for Social Security) — under the atiom of the Office of President and
ministries. Parties were not policy-oriented as #la¢horitarianism-democracy divide
and regionalism were at the centre of electoralpition (Chan, 2000, Park, 1988).
The irrelevance of parties’ policy stance to elesttcompetition persisted for some time
after the democratic breakthrough of 1987, whemoredism became the most critical
determinant of electoral behaviour in the absercth® authoritarianism-democracy

divide (Mo, 1996, 2001, Heo and Stockton, 2005, Kif11). In the 1990s, main
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political parties were identified with the threengpstanding politicians (Kim Young-
Sam, Kim Dae-Jung, and Kim Jong-Pil) giving theigetthe name ‘three Kim era’ (Im,
2004). Each politician could draw loyal supportfréis region. For this reason, parties
were incentivised to exploit this regional patromdgr voter mobilisation. As a result,
charismatic leadership of party leaders often featumore prominently in electoral
campaigns than policy specific issues.

From the 2002 presidential election, however, pgolgsues moved up to
centre stage for electoral competition since thamimence of regionalism began to
dwindle. In comparison to his predecessor Kim DaagJ who received 93 per cent of
support from the centre-left party’s regional b&wlla province, Roh Moo-Hyun only
gained 52 per cent (Kim, 2011: 102; 125). A simdacline of regional support for the
conservative Grand National Party is also obserted; Hoe-Chang received 59 per
cent support from the conservative stronghold Kgp&ang province in 1998, while
receiving only 38 per cent in 2002 (Ibid.: 102; L2%im and others (2008) ascribe the
decline of regionalism to a generational changthefelectorate: younger voters are far
less likely to be affected by personality but byigoissues. B.-K. Kim (2008a) also
underscores an emerging electoral cleavage betttee5060 Generation (people in
their fifties and above) and the so-called 386 @Gatien (those in their thirties) for the
2002 presidential election (Kim, 20083); whereas the former demonstrated
conservative leaning, the latter were progressiwanihg. Furthermore, the
progressively-oriented young generations becantearin elections, as it constituted

the single largest age-cohort of the electorat2df2 (Ibid: 173).

20 The name “386 Generation” came from their age (@0OyBars old), their decade of college en

trance (1980s), and their decade of birth (196@s),0f December 2002 when Roh Moo-Hyun w
on the presidential election with a massive supmdrijoung voters.
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Against this background, parties — the centrepeity, in particular — began
to put more emphasis on policy issues for the 20¥@2idential election campaign. With
the nomination of Roh Moo-Hyun as its presidentahdidate, the party faced a greater
need to consolidate support from progressive vatersin the election. Unlike his
predecessor Kim Dae-Jung, Roh Moo-Hyun did not Isérang regional support, which
had been regarded as the most critical elemenineat electoral politics (Mo, 1996,
2001). As a man who was born and established Higcpb career in the Kyongsang
province, the stronghold of the conservative pdrty, tie to the Cholla province, the
stronghold of the centre-left party, was rather kvé@ather, as a young politician with a
reformist image (which he had earned as a humatsriggwyer and legislator), his
political strength lay in strong support he dreanfrthe 386 generation. This is the age
cohort that attended college when the student deatisation movement was at its peak.
Hence, a substantial proportion of the 386 Germratvas exposed to progressive
ideology, which was deeply associated with the dmatsation movement during
authoritarian regimes. For this reason, consohdasupport from progressive younger
voters became an indispensible part of the cesftghrty’s campaign strategy for the
2002 presidential election.

Against this background, the work/family recondiba policy appeared
instrumental to attract young voters. Social polhag already been well established as
a winning platform in the democratic era (Wong, 200Peng and Wong, 2010). This
time around, work/family reconciliation policy washosen among social policy
domains as a ‘showcase’ to demonstrate the padytamitment to social policy
expansion, since it was in its early stages of kibgweent compared to ‘traditional’
social policies (such as pension and health ins@saand public assistance schemes).

Thus, the work/family reconciliation policy was citered to have more scope for
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expansion than traditional social policies, whichadh already experienced
comprehensive reforms in the time of his predece@sdvisory Board to President on
Growing Inequality and Bureau of Planning and Budg807: 75-. More importantly,
the party considered the work/family reconciliatigoiicy as a domain in which it could
demonstrate its progressive orientation to yountgrgo Representatives of the party
confirmed that the party recruited pro-welfare aaits to develop progressive
election pledges on social policy. Coinciding witihe generational change of the
electorate, public support for work/family recoimatiion policy significantly increased
in the early 2000s. The majority of the public soied the dual earner model of family
and childcare benefits: 70 per cent of respondagitsed to the statement that both men
and women have to contribute to household incone: &h per cent agreed to the
statement that families should receive financialdfies for childcare when both parents
work (Korean General Social Survey, 2003) (intemwres. 46; 47).

In this light, it is argued that the centre-lefttyastrategically used work/family
reconciliation policies to consolidate its elect@ppeal among progressive voters; and
in this context, the party’s presidential candidatén commissioned his campaign team
to develop a progressive party platform on workifgmeconciliation policy and the
promotion of female labour market participation.nde, the expansion of work/family
reconciliation policy became a major election pkedd the centre-left party, and the
reform of childcare and care leave schemes becaomgeacomponent of the election

manifesto (interview nos. 46; 47).

2l The centre-left party used the term “social sawicinstead of work/family reconciliation policy,
referring to care-giving for children, the elderand the sick, which largely overlaps with the s=ab
work/family reconciliation policy. The social sece sector, according to the party and the secdhd-le
government, was regarded as a new engine of econgmoivth with great potential to create jobs for
women (especially those who with an interrupteceegr Thus one can say that the thrust of the socia
services drive of the second-left government wasexpand work/family reconciliation policy and
promote female employment. For more on the Roh Mgon government’s drive on social services and
rationales, see National Advisory Council of Econo(@007) New Vision and Strategy for Mutual
Growth (in Korean)Seoul..
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After coming into office, the centre-left party h&al rely even more on the
support of progressive voters, as it experienceldiqa instability both inside and
outside of the party. Differing from his predecessdio established an unchallengeable
leadership position in the party based upon unwagesupport base that he secured
through his three decades of democratic struggesident Roh did not manage to gain
a tight control of party. Having been divided byraaparty factions, the party eventually
split into two when the President and reformistthimi the party created a splinter, the
Open Uri party. Furthermore, President Roh was aunped by the conservative Grand
National Party and the centre-left Democratic Rantlgich had been his own party
before the split. Aware of his strength (that is, popularity among progressive voters)
and his weakness (that is, lacking strong regiso@bport), the ruling Open Uri party
resorted to a wide range of ‘popular’ policies &igg progressive voters. A case in
point is the expansion of work/family reconciliatipolicy and the creation of the so-
called ‘wealth tax’. In the face of political chatiges, thus, the incumbent party showed
increasing reliance upon popular policies to mamnfalitical support (interview nos.
44; 46; 43).

As for the conservative party, their first electodafeat of 1997 brought the
party to the painful realisation that the lack eformist appeal was a main cause of the
defeat (Kim, 2008a). When preparing for the 200&slential election, therefore, the
party had to move leftward to win back centristd andecided voters. Moreover, after
five years of the centre-left government, whiclorafed the Korean political economy
and society in a profound manner, a shift in thetreeright direction was inevitable to
win the election (ibid.). In particular, the advantent made in social policy and gender
equality during the first centre-left governmentswsmething the conservatives could

not turn a blind eye to. The fact that the work/lsgmieconciliation policy reform,
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though modest, during the first centre-left goveeninwas well received by the public
incentivised the conservative party to turn awagnirits traditional platform. Long-
standing doctrines of social policy, especiallysthof work/family reconciliation policy,
were called into question. The “housewife-friendbplicy”, a corner stone of
conservative party ideology in the late 1990s, mheared from the party’s manifesto.
Instead, for the 2002 presidential election cammaibe party promised expansion of
childcare and care leave schemes.

This modernisation of the party platform was evemthered when the
conservative lost the presidential election in 2062 the second time. If the first
election defeat taught the party the importanc&edbrmist appeal’, the second defeat
opened up their eyes to the critical importanceyminger voters. The conservative
party in the past gave relatively less weight taing voters, compared to its support
base, that is, the residents of the Kyongsang peevand the generation over the age of
50 (Kim, 2008a). In the aftermath of the 2002 mtestial election, however, the party
seriously endeavoured to broaden its electoralagpeyounger voters, whose support
were now deemed imperative for electoral successkMdmily reconciliation policy,
in particular childcare, was identified as a catigolicy domain to attract younger
voters whose support for the conservative party thaditionally been weak. Jae-Hee
Chun, the chairman of the party’s Policy Committeas appointed as the head of the
division two of the campaign team, which dealt wghcial affairs for the 2007
presidential election campaign. She had a longrde@s advocating work/family
reconciliation policy expansion since the first wereft governmenrt. For the drawing

up of the conservative’'s 2007 election manifestoe stressed the significance of

22 She proposed a bill on care leave reform in 200Mwiich the National Health Insurance was
to finance the additional one month maternity &edenefits.
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work/family reconciliation policy, urging the partg make bold election pledges in this
policy domain. Accordingly, the party pledged chdde reform with a historically large
budget of 3 trillion won at a time when the pargcuied to make ‘efficiency savings’
(in other words, budget cuts) worth 20 trillion warentral election pledge. In addition,
the party endeavoured to consolidate its elecappkal to centrist and undecided voters
as well as conservative voters. Having been in sitipa for a decade, the conservative
party was compelled to deploy a catch-all-partyatstgy in order to deter the
progressive from winning the support of centristd anndecided voters, while
maintaining its traditional support base. A case point was the at-home-care
allowances, whichwere introduced as a flagship election pledge inatempt to
recalibrate the ideological underpinning of workifly reconciliation policy from
‘feminism’ to ‘pragmatism’. The conservatives aigated that the allowances would
appeal to both their traditional supporters (esgbgifemale homemakers and their
‘bread-winning’ husbands) and non-traditional supgs (especially working mothers
who would like to seek for alternative to childcaentres). Using the expression of a
party policy expert, the conservatives took “theirdhway” on work/family

reconciliation policy in pursuit of broad electogalins (interview nos. 7; 9).

6.5. Conclusion

The reforms of work/family reconciliation policy dng the time of the Roh and the
Lee Myung-Bak governments came as a surprise flmmperspective of East Asian
welfare model. First and foremost, the reforms aliga clear break away from the
developmental welfare state. In terms of finanaimgthods, the financial conservatism
was undermined by the general-tax-based financimghod of reforms. From the

expansion of care leave schemes to that of chiégdctre reforms entailed greater
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financial commitment of the state. The childcarfmas such as the public childcare
drive and the expansion of childcare benefits irtipalar were entirely financed by

general tax revenues, demonstrating that the segjan to play the role of the provider.
In terms of the scope of social protection, theomef brought the non-productive

population (i.e., women and children) within thabge. Moreover, the reform signals
that the gender basis of the Korean welfare stathanging. The reforms have been
shifting the gender basis of the Korean welfaréestam the male-breadwinner model,
which is embedded in the East Asian welfare madehe dual-earner model.

By analysing the political underpinnings of theorefis, the chapter has shown
that unlikely reforms can be ascribed to new dymanuof policy-making, in which
parties play a critical role. In contrast to thevprofile role that organised labour and
organised business played, parties now feature mastinently in the reform
processes. Parties set the reforms in motion byingaklection pledges on the
expansion of work/family reconciliation policy. Fnermore, parties even changed the
government ministry in charge of childcare in orderengineer childcare reforms
consistently with their platforms. Contrary to tbenventional view on government-
parties relations in which parties simply appro¥egovernment bills in the legislature,
incumbent parties during the Roh and Lee governsnbatl an upper hand over the
government ministries in the reform process. Tl tlaat the source of reform impetus
shifted from the government to parties indicates fgarties became a key actor of social
and labour market policy-making a decade and adfdf the democratic transition. It
should be noted that the generational change oélgwtorate incentivised parties to be
more policy-oriented in election campaigns. Spealfy, the increasing importance of
young voters and demographic trends moved the Veonily reconciliation policy to

centre stage of electoral competition. In shoe, réforms of work/family reconciliation
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policy were driven by parties. The emergence ofigaras the political driver of the

reforms denotes the third transformation of thedéorwelfare politics.
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7. Conclusion: the New Politics of Korean Welfare Sta

In the preceding chapters, the thesis has showntliiga Korean welfare state has
undergone fundamental changes since the early 1880sh denote its departure from
the developmental model in the following three wajyarst, the high level of

employment protection, which restricted the digoretry power of business to adjust
human resources operation in accordance with bssirngcle, was dismantled.
Beginning with the introduction of working-time amamt, which allowed the

management more leeway for flexible operation ajdpction lines without paying

overtime allowances, measures to increase thebflgyiof the labour market were

institutionalised. In particular, institutionaligant of layoffs and temporary agency work
was a formidable destabilisation force to the &rhployment model upon which the
developmental welfare state was built because th@eirwas underpinned by high level
of economic growth and employment protection. Sdcam marked contrast to the
erosion of employment protection, unemploymentgoton, which was argued as the
least likely social policy one would find in the vdopmental welfare state (Kwon,
2009, Holliday, 2005), was institutionalised and iversalised. Whereas the
unemployment insurance scheme provided social grote for the labour force not

only for those in standard employment but alsotlfimse in non-standard employment,
non-contributory programmes of unemployment pradectmostly in the form of public

assistance schemes, provided social protectiopréararious workers who could not be
covered by the contributory unemployment insurasceeme. Third, work/family

reconciliation policy became a central domain offare reforms in the aftermath of the
grand reform in employment protection and unempleytrprotection policies in the

late 1990s, transforming the old pattern of labmarket participation based on the

male-breadwinner model. Attempts were made to asmethe number of childcare
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facilities through both the private and the puldectors. Simultaneously, care leave
schemes and tax-funded childcare benefits werenebqol the latter especially reached
the middle-class families, who had been excludethfall kinds of tax-funded welfare

benefits in the past, for the first time. So whi the theoretical implications of the
welfare reforms for the study of East Asian welfates? Why do the three
characteristics mentioned above qualify the deparbfi the Korean welfare state from

the developmental welfare state trajectory?

7.1. EastAsian Exceptionalism Challenged

Welfare capitalism in East Asia is commonly chagdsed in mainstream literature to
be unique for having a low level of social expemdit in comparison to other
industrialised countries of the world (notably, fées Europe and North America).
There exist various theories explaining this EastaA exceptionalism, which largely
draw on experiences of welfare states in northAas (notably, Japan, Korea, and
Taiwan). From the productivist perspective, thedes welfare states in East Asia can
be explained by the leading role of strong intetiverist government in establishing the
welfare states in the region. The government wag witling to offer social protection
for the core workers (i.e., workers of large firrmasd in the public sector), whose
cooperation to the regime was critical to the ecoiecogrowth and thus the regime’s
political survival (Kwon, 1997, Haggard and Kaufm&®08, Holliday and Wilding,
2003). From the class-based approach, the resideiédre states in the region can be
explained by the weak power of the working cladse prospect of a generous welfare
state was thwarted by political repression andwestah of the labour movement and the
political left (Deyo, 1989, Pempel and Tsunekaw@/9). From the culturist point of

view, the low public outlays on welfare programnregast Asia are due to the heritage
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of Confucianism, which assigns the family and styctbe primary responsibility for

welfare provision (Jones, 1993, Walker and Won@520). All three accounts underline
the marginal role of the state in welfare provisiovhich was referred to fiscal

conservatism (Yang, 2008) or the reluctance ofstaée to play the role of the provider
(Kwon, 1997).

Drawing on the findings from the Korean welfaretesteeforms, however, the
thesis suggests that East Asian Exceptionalisnmiderusevere challenge. First of all, we
observe that the basis of the traditional residuadlel of welfare state in the region was
severely undermined. The labour market liberalisatf 1998 effectively dismantled
the welfare through employment model (Yang, 2068Qugh which Korea was able to
successfully reduce poverty with relatively low ééwf social expenditures by keeping
people in the labour market. In spite of the reaiduelfare state, people were able to
keep themselves afloat because the Korean econonig maintain full employment
for some time. Thanks to the virtuous combinatibrantinuous economic growth and
the government enforcement of high level of emplegtmprotection, the welfare
through employment model was sustainable. In thigext, discarding the high level of
employment protection regime means that the fouowatthat supported the traditional
model of Korean welfare capitalism collapsed.

Simultaneously, the selective scope of social ptme became more inclusive.
The coverage of social protection, which was presfip limited to the core workers,
was expanded beyond the boundary defined by thela@wental welfare state. The
unemployment protection, which had been previopstvided to the core workers in
the format of social insurance, now also covered-care workers. What is more
striking is that a series of non-contributory sclesnof unemployment protection were

institutionalised to provide social protection fprecarious workers, who would
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otherwise have fallen out of the safety net duéhinsufficient contribution records.
Such a trend is documented by a number of schaladsreferred to as ‘the inclusive
social insurance model (Peng and Wong, 2010)’, iticdusive developmental welfare
state (Kwon, 2005a), or ‘the inclusive productivisbdel (Holliday, 2000)’.

Furthermore, the expansion of social protectioreghaping the gender aspect
of the welfare states in the region. With the wiaikiily reconciliation policy reform,
women, who were not traditionally seen as partrodpctive population, became the
beneficiaries of the welfare state. This is to Hagt the work/family reconciliation
policy reform is altering the traditional divisiaf labour — men engaging in the labour
market and women in unpaid caretaking work — upbitiwvthe developmental welfare
state was built. With increasing commitments toia@ation of care, the Korean
welfare state made a departure from the male biieadw model towards the adult
worker model of the family.

Last but not least, the transformation to the isiele@ welfare state is
accompanied by the change in the method of fingnchks the beneficiaries of the
welfare state expanded from the traditionally pithe population (i.e., workers of the
large firms and the public sector who were typicatlale and in standard employment)
to traditionally less- or non-productive populagdmne., workers of small firms, atypical
workers, and women), the role of state shifted frarfregulator’ to ‘provider’. The
institutionalisation and expansion of general taaficed unemployment protection
programmes and childcare benefits signify enlarggrméthe state commitment in the
finance of the welfare state. Consequently, thetrakty of fiscal conservatism has
begun to diminish, as the use of general-tax-fiednprogrammes has become an
important financing method of welfare reforms. Tlias greatly contributed to the

transformation of the Korean welfare state fronelective one into an inclusive one.
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These changes denote that the Korean welfare stated beyond the East
Asian Exceptionalism thesis as the claimed uniqopegrties of the East Asian welfare
model have been severely undermined. The questisesathen, what has made the
Korean welfare state move away from the developaterdriant? | now turn to the

findings of the empirical investigation of the tle® answer this question.

7.2.  The Transformation of Korean Welfare Politics

The thesis notes that it was the fundamental palithanges which were overlooked in
the existing literature that underlie the true scaf transformation of the Korean

welfare state. While the origin of the Korean wedfatate is rooted in the authoritarian
era when the state had dominance over the soamtybasinesses, its transformation
has taken place in the aftermath of dual transitiotihe Korean political economy. Not

only did democratic transition since the late 198@gpower the society vis-a-vis the

state, but the economic liberalisation since thdye®90s also enhanced the autonomy
of businesses. Following the line of inquiry of hewelfare politics has changed after
the dual transition in Korea, the thesis found titahas transformed through three

distinctive stages.

The First Transformation of the Korean Welfare Poltics

The first transformation took place during the Kfoung-Sam government as the old
politics of the developmental state, in which thevelopmental alliance between
bureaucrats and businesses dominated the policggsp became ineffective. The
developmental alliance failed to fully materialige most pressing reform agenda —
labour market liberalisation — in the face of thgpaosition from organised labour. In

other words, it signifies the rise of organisedolabto a veto player. Unemployment
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protection policy, meanwhile, was institutionalisedy the introduction of
unemployment insurance. The Ministry of Labour cphamed the introduction of the
programme in pursuit of its organisational inter@sitably, expansion of the Ministry),
but had to design the programme in line with thevelopmental characteristics’ to
make it palatable to economic bureaucrats, who d@mtsiderable policy influence.
Employers’ associations and trade unions only he#rtedly supported the introduction
of the unemployment insurance programme for differeasons; employers gave their
strategic consent in anticipation that the intrdtucof the programme would facilitate
labour market liberalisation. Meanwhile, trade unsiadid not strongly advocate the
introduction of the unemployment insurance progran(tat alone the universalisation
of the programme) as they prioritised material ganhthe company level, such as wage

hikes, over public social policy gains at that time

The Second Transformation of the Korean Welfare Patics

The politics of the Korean welfare state undernaesecond transformation during this
period as the driving force of labour market polasvelopment completely changed.
With the election of the left government, the depehental alliance completely
collapsed as the incumbent centre-left party eistadd a reform alliance with organised
labour while maintained an arm’s length relatiothwarganised business. Trade unions
became a champion of universal social policy ands tpushed the expansion of
unemployment protection beyond what labour buresscand the centre-left party
wanted. They achieved universalisation of unempleyiprotection as the influence of
their policy increased even more during the fieft government by virtue of being in
the reform alliance with the governing party. Inntrast, the policy influence of

organised business and economic ministries sigmifig decreased during the time of
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the government as the ruling party distanced itBelih them. The decrease in their

policy influence contributed to the drastic expansof unemployment protection. That

is to say that the policy autonomy of governmenthucrats, who had been considered
as the political driver of social policy developmemas significantly constrained by the

establishment of the alliance between organiseouiabnd the centre-left party. Equally

important, the chapter finds that an ideologicaglaghge between party platforms on
social policies began to emerge as the incumbenttecéeft party explicitly put forward

the expansion of the welfare state while the coraie party did not do so.

The Third Transformation of Korean Welfare Politics

Investigating the political underpinnings of labanarket reforms during the Roh Moo-
Hyun and Lee Myung-Bak governments, the thesis dpyet again, new traits of the
politics of the Korean welfare state. Work/famibconciliation policy became a major
domain of labour market reforms as developmentgalicies in the domains of
employment protection and unemployment protectiame to a standstill. The chapter
argues that the politics of the Korean welfareestatderwent its third transformation
during the two governments as work/family recomatidin policy expanded in an
unprecedented manner, driven by parties. The polieg first championed by the
centre-left party in order to consolidate the supgmm young progressive voters,
whose strong support won the party the 2002 presaleelection. Realising the
significant importance of young voters to regainvpg the conservative party pledged a
profound expansion of the policy in the 2007 prestdl election. The significant
expansion of tax-based childcare benefits, whialmigkely to happen according to the
developmental welfare state thesis, can be at&tbud the emergence of the new

politics of the Korean welfare state, in which pestbecame a driver of policy
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development. The central role of partisan poliiitghe development of work/family
reconciliation policy demonstrates that partiesenenoved to the centre stage of social
policy-making. Having gone through the three stagfegsansformation, Korean welfare
politics have begun a process of normalisation. sAsietal actors (notably, social
partners and political parties) have started tg plaritical role in the process of welfare
reforms in Korea, the East Asian welfare Exceptisnathesis has little explanatory
power in analysing social policy-making. In contrake thesis has shown that the
Korean welfare politics can be analysed by thetipali theories of the welfare state

which have been widely applied to the study of enafstates in Europe.

7.3.  Towards Better Embedding of the Study of Korean Wdhre State into the
Comparative Welfare State Research
What, then, can the transformation of the Koreatiane state tell us about the theories

concerning the actors of the welfare state?

The State-centred Approach

First, the state-centred approach, which emphagisesrole of bureaucrats in the
transformation of the welfare state, was scrutohi§éne statist perspective suggests that
the bureaucrats led the transformation of the welésate. To begin with, it is erroneous
to claim that transformation of the welfare statesvepearheaded by bureaucrats with
their considerable autonomy. In spite of the cosgsmwithin the government for labour
market liberalisation, the Kim Young-Sam governmeatild not achieve it. It only
came to fruition at a later point when politicahlignment took place. Thus, the failed
attempt of the labour market liberalisation durithg Kim Young-Sam government

essentially demonstrates the diminishing policyoaamy of bureaucrats. Furthermore,
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the argument that bureaucrats changed their pgi@ferences and pursued the
expansion of the welfare state is not soundly mateempirical evidence. This line of
argument suggests that bureaucrats adjusted tbé&ay ppreferences accordingly in
order to continue pursuing the imperative of ecoicogrowth in a changing
environment. However, my empirical investigatiomrid that there was no change in
policy preferences of bureaucrats. This confusielating to policy preferences of
bureaucrats comes from the problematic treatmeitucéaucrats as one homogenous
agent. The thesis found the differing interestdinithe government. While economic
ministries consistently argued for the residualfarel state, social ministries promoted
the generous welfare state, as it was seen in #se of the Ministry of Labour
supporting unemployment insurance and the MinistryGender Equality promoting
public childcare. In light of the rational actorethry, it can be understood that diverse
preferences within the government are derived fobfferent organisational interests
among different ministries. If the government does have a homogenous preference,
it becomes critical to understand how differenerasts within the government were
mediated and how the power shift within the goveentmministries affects the
mediation. More importantly, the statist approa@mnrot provide a full account on
reforms in which the government did not take itk Cases in point are the
expansion of unemployment protection policy andwiek/family reconciliation policy.

If the proposition that the government is a homaogsnand dominant agent of the
welfare state does not hold true, then there isase dor broadening the scope of

investigation.
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The Power Resources Perspective

Overall, the Power Resources theorem is proveml valexplaining the transformation

of the Korean welfare state. The thesis findingallehge the conventional wisdom that
organised labour does not play a critical rolehia development of the Korean welfare
state. The opponents of the Power Resources apptead to base their argument on
one of the following points. First, organised labas weak and is not properly

incorporated in policy-making processes in Korescddd, Korean organised labour is
incorporated in policy-making processes but it does promote the welfare state.
Refuting the first argument is straightforward. Tieenarkable wage increases would
not have been possible if the power of organisédua was weak. The empirical

investigation of the thesis also indicates thatniged labour was powerful enough to
postpone the implementation of layoffs in the Kimu¥ig-Sam government. Owing to
its sheer organisational power demonstrated bys#eeral Strike, organised labour was
well incorporated in the labour market policy-makin the Kim Dae-Jung government.

Subsequently, trade unions were able to realis¢ afdkeir demands with reference to
labour market reforms during the Kim Dae-Jung goment.

The second argument, the thesis found, is onlydwuaitil the end of the Kim
Young-Sam government. The opponents of the PowspilRees approach argue that
labour peak associations failed to promote cladasdy (Kim and Lim, 2000). They
point out that unions sometimes opposed inclusfonnorganised workforce in social
insurance schemes (e.g., the self-employed). O$tteong enterprise unionism is held
responsible for this selfish behaviour of Koread#& unions. Yang argues that the weak
disciplining power of labour federations over thiember unions at the company level,
which was the product of political repression o€ tlabour movement during the

authoritarian era, prevented the Korean labour mave from developing a keen
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interest in the class-wide issues such as the mgelétate. Nevertheless, what is
neglected in this line of argument is that changespriority have occurred within
organised labour since the recession of 1997. ttuie that it took organised labour
some time to prioritise the welfare state over maltegains at the company level.
However, overlooking the important shift of its famence would lead to discounting its
role in its contribution to the expansion of thelfaee state. It should be taken into
account that organised labour had a turning paidtravised its strategy in the wake of
the recession of 1997-8 when it saw a serious tlamsing to undermine its traditional
support base. As the size of its core members iéh#te insiders of the labour market)
shrank, organised labour found itself in ever greated of broadening its support base
towards the part of the labour force, which hadbesn central to the labour movement
in the past. In an effort to broaden its supposgehdorean trade unions did shift their
priority from pursuing the interest of the insidéosincorporating that of the outsiders
of the labour market. Promoting social protectionthe outsiders of the labour market
was a critical element of this new agenda. Thiisay that Korean organised labour
has become the champion of an inclusive welfaite sta

The essence of my argument presented above igrdldat unions became the
champion of the welfare state. Here, a note oficawghould be attached. It should be
made clear that it is not my argument that Koreade unions became the champion of
the universal welfare state. The line of argumarttfprward by the opponents of the
Power Resources approach tends to emphasise thietpai Korean trade unions did
not consistently promote the universal welfare est&towever, equating the welfare
state to the universal welfare state is hard tofyusn other advanced economies, trade
unions were never the champions of universal wel&ate in the first place. As the

studies of the origin of universal welfare stateScandinavian countries show, it was
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not trade unions but farmers who promoted the cl@mpf universal welfare state
(Esping-Andersen, 1990, Baldwin, 1990). To be pmecitherefore, it should be
mentioned that it was the alliance between orgdnigbour and organised farmers in
Nordic countries (such as the Red-Green alliancgweden) that pursued the universal

welfare state.

The Employer-centred Approach

The thesis found that employers were not promatétbe welfare state as their first-
order preference was no social protection at atireldn employers neither promoted
generous social protection nor defended high emnpémy protection for the sake of
skill formation or the retention of skilled worker®n the contrary, not long after the
democratic transition, they called for wholesaleetalisation. Even when the risk of
unemployment was prevalent, Korean employers did atiempt to sustain the old
system of high employment protection. They pres$end for labour market
liberalisation from the onset of the crisis as tls®yght a way out of the recession
through implementing labour shedding strategiesusTremployers demanded that the
government fully implement the IMF’s policy desd¢igms, which were to increase
labour market flexibility. Some might argue tha¢ tieason why employers strongly put
forward labour market liberalisation is becauselatshedding was to decide the death
and life of business in the severe recession. Otmght suggest that employers were
forced to reduce the debt-to-equity ratio in atreédy short span of time and that labour
shedding was deemed the most viable solution te@eeht. Given that employers put
forward the same preferences not only during tleession but also in the period prior
to the recession, however, | argue that employadsdenuine interest in deregulation of

employment protection. In other words, Korean emppts never developed an interest
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in employment and unemployment protection.

In light of the Varieties of Capitalism theorem,ciin be said that Korean
employers behaved rather like employers in LMESs Timding illuminates the nature
of state-led coordination in the Korean economyhdiars contended that the Korean
economy could be classified as a CME (Soskice, 1B@8 and Soskice, 2001a). This
contention is based on the assumption that a aoatidn mechanism was established
by autonomous and mutual agreement between capitialabour to secure competitive
advantage of the national economy. The alternakmanation | offer here is that the
coordination mechanism in Korea was enforced byinterventionist state during the
authoritarian era when the government had tootsscipline capital and labour. During
the time when business was in the development@nat with the state, employers
consented to the government’s strategy of providiogal protection, in which social
protection was largely funded by employers, to stayhe alliance. Under the Kim
Young-Sam government, when employers achieved aoifist autonomy due to
economic liberalisation, they consented to theitutgdnalisation of unemployment
insurance, despite their lack of genuine interasumemployment insurance, on the
grounds that it would facilitate labour market libkesation. When the close alliance
between the government and business came to aptabrd during the Kim Dae-Jung
government, employers lost the incentive to endtiteegovernment’s cost-shifting of
social protection to them. Furthermore, contrarythieir behaviour in the previous
government, employers exhibited a strong reluctaodeear the financial burden of the
unemployment insurance expansion. Since they weréomger in the alliance with
government, and they perceived that they did nat gaything from the reform of
unemployment protection, employers began to styoadlocate externalising the cost

of social protection. Employers’ associations 3esip demanded that the government
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bear costs of the expansion of the welfare state.the case of work/family
reconciliation policy reform of Roh Moo-Hyun and d.éMyung-Bak governments,
employers strategically supported expansion ofdchile through public means (i.e.,
general-tax-funded childcare policies and expanssbrpublic childcare facilities).
Employers’ support for the expansion was essenti@dlst externalisation strategy to
pre-empt demand for policies that employers bearctbsts. Taking all these findings
together the thesis argues that the Korean castesethe employer-centred approach,

which holds employers as the promoters of the wesate.

The Parties-matter Thesis
The thesis underlines the increasing importancéhefparties’ role in social policy-
making process, although parties have only recdrglyun to play a critical role in the
process. It has been quite some time since the dattransition. During the years
immediately after the transition, parties remairahost irrelevant to policy-making
which is consistent with the mainstream argumeat ftarties do not matter in the
policy process in East Asia (Haggard, 1990, HaggadiKaufman, 2008). Even during
the Kim Young-Sam government, it was clearly denrated that the bureaucrats had
the upper hand in the policy-making; the ruling tpasimply adopted a rather
undemocratic tactic of calling for a vote in thedaie of the night, in the absence of the
opposition party, in order to pass the governmergferm proposal in the National
Assembly. Among the various reasons why parties raitl have influence over the
policy-making, the thesis emphasises the fact plaaties were not policy-oriented at
that time. Parties did not have articulated posgion social and labour market policies.
However, parties began to matter in the policy-mghkprocess under the Kim

Dae-Jung government as the incumbent centre-lefy paok a stance to the welfare
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state significantly different from that of its camgative counterpart; the party granted
organised labour the universalisation of unemplayinpeotection as concession for its
endorsement of labour market liberalisation. Giweat the Korean welfare state
substantially expanded under the country’s firftt g@vernment is consistent with the
parties-matter thesis, which argues that left parigumbency is one of key
determinants of welfare expenditures (Esping-Anelersl990, Huber and Stephens,
2001a, Castles, 1982). It denotes that a new eganban Korean welfare politics in
which the party composition of the government (#mel legislature) marked an impact
on the development of welfare state, as the pamigser thesis contends. Moreover, the
role of parties in the policy-making process undartrfurther evolution during the time
of the Roh Moo-Hyun and Lee Myung-Bak governmeriifie analysis of the
work/family reconciliation reforms shows that reforimpetus came not from
bureaucrats or societal actors, but from partiekefVin power, parties proactively
engineered the reforms using their leverage. Radimanged the ministry in charge of
childcare policy, steering childcare reform in ac@mnce with their party platforms. For
care leave reforms, parties found a way to bypasedoicratic apathy through their
legislative activities. This finding signifies thahe power balance between the
government and parties shifted towards the latiethair policy influence grew to the
extent where it could constrain the autonomy okhucrats. In short, parties became an
indispensible actor of the Korean welfare state.

What, then, activated the role of parties in thedan welfare politics? The
thesis highlights the change in parties’ electibategies. A number of scholars point
out a few factors for parties’ inability to takeetliead in the policy-making process;
among them, the strong presence of regionalismtlamgersonality-centred nature of

party politics are given a great deal of attentids.regionalism was the most critical
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determinant of election results, parties centre@irthelection strategies around
charismatic party leaders who had strong ties ttaiteregions. Since they had no
incentive to develop programmatic manifestos, partid not have a strong reason to
compete on the basis of programmes. Hence, dewegigmlicy ideas was left in the
hands of bureaucrats. However, the demographi¢ shithe electorate brought an
opportunity for parties to compete on the basisahething other than regionalism.
With the younger generations, which had a weakclattent to regions, becoming a
larger proportion of the electorate, parties haddwise a strategy to attract their votes.
Since parties identified work/family reconciliatigmolicy as a domain that had an
instrumental value to broaden their electoral appeayounger generations, whose
critical voting power was proven in Korea’s 2002gdential election, the work/family
reconciliation policy gained political salience. ©patrticular fact — being out of power
for ten years — galvanised the conservative partpaddernise its platform to overcome
its weak support among younger generations.

Therefore, the thesis contends that the signifieant parties in welfare
politics is largely shaped by electoral behavioud parties’ electoral strategies. As long
as electoral victory is largely determined by regiism, parties are incentivised to
focus on charismatic party leaders for election gaigns. With the generational change
of the electorate, regionalism was no longer carsd the most important election-
winning factor and parties responded to this chamgemphasising policy issues. In
light of recent research, which illuminates the idishing influence of regionalism and
the increasing role of policy issues in electorahdwviours, the thesis predicts that

parties will consolidate their critical role in salcpolicy-making.
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7.4.  Towards Building the Theory of New Politics of EasAsian Welfare States
This thesis is an attempt to provide a comprehenaocount of the welfare reforms in
Korea. With the adaptation of a broad scope ofaieseincluding state actors as well as
societal actors such as trade unions, employessicagtions, and political parties, the
thesis has endeavoured to prove that societalsastatter as much as the state ones in
social policy making in post-transition Korea. Tirelings of empirical investigation of
the thesis suggest that Korean welfare politicsthassformed into something new in
which societal actors play an indispensible rolesiraping the development of the
welfare state. By bringing trade unions, employassociations, and political parties
into its analysis, the thesis better embeds thé Asian welfare state literature into the
comparative welfare state literature. In light bk tfindings indicating that societal
actors are key players of social policy-makinghe Korea, the thesis argues that the
dominant theories in the field of comparative wedfstates can be applied to the
Korean welfare state.

The thesis has made a step forward into develgbiegries of new politics of
East Asian welfare states. By no means, howeveheaghesis without limitations. First
and foremost, the application of the thesis’ fimdinto other countries in East Asia
should be made with caution. The thesis conteralsKbrea is the crucial case among
three Northeast Asian countries (Japan, Taiwan, Kkm@a) and thus expects that at
least the findings will provide insights into howelfare politics in East Asia is
transformed. Nevertheless, the application of thdigs to other countries in East Asia
should be made only with the caveat: a crucial castod is not exactly the same as a
comparative research method and thus it is possitde the findings have limited
applicability to the other countries. By the samken, caution should be exercised in

applying the findings to other policy domains.dtgossible that strong domain-specific
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dynamics can exist in certain policy domains. Besjdthe welfare state cannot be
relegated to the three policy domains under ingattin of the thesis. It should be
acknowledged that there is a limit in generalisthg findings towards the whole
welfare state. In order to facilitate the theorylding of new politics in East Asian
welfare state, then, a series of research shoulcbbducted to investigate the role of
societal actors and state actors not only in atbentries in East Asia but also in other

policy domains.
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Appendix: List of Interviewees

Government

Ministry of Labour

1. Jin, Nyeom
Former Labour Minister 1995-1997,
KPMG Korea, Executive Advisor,

Interviewed August 17, 2009

2. Jung, Byeong-Suk
Former Vice Minister, Ministry of Labour

Interviewed September 24, 2008

3. Lee, Soo-Jong
Director, Ministry of Labour

Interviewed September 26, 2008

4. Yim, Mu-Song
Economic and Social Development Commission, DireGeneral
Delegation to the®ltripartite commission as a representative of thieidity of Labour

Interviewed August 3, 2009
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Ministry of Health and Welfare

5. Kang, Joon

Deputy Director

Office for Social Welfare Policy
Division of Basic Livelihood Security
Ministry of Health and Welfare

Interviewed September 6, 2010

6. Cho, Choong-Hyun

Deputy Director

Division of Fertility Boosting Policy
Ministry of Health & Welfare

Interviewed September 20, 2010

7. Lee, Bong-Wha
Former Deputy Minister, Ministry of Health and Wk, March - October 2008
President, Korea Health and Welfare Informatiorviger

Interviewed September 16, 2010

8. Lee, Ki-ll

Former Director, Childcare Policy Division, 2008
Director, Human Resource Development Division
Ministry of Health & Welfare

Interviewed September 20, 2010
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9. Woo, Jae-Joon
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Ministry of Gender Equality and Family

10.Kim, Sook-Ja
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Director, Family Policy Division

Ministry of Gender Equality & Family

Interviewed September 17, 2010

11.Bae, Geum-Joo
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Ministry of Health & Welfare
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Former Director, Childcare Policy Division
Director, Public Relations Division
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Interviewed September 9, 2010
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Ministry of Commerce, Industry and Resources

13.Chu, Jun-Seok
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Bae, Kim and Lee, LLC, Executive Advisor

Interviewed July 24, 2009

Office of the President

14.Kim, Ho-Shik
Former Director of Finance and Economics Secritaria
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Interviewed August 20, 2009

15.Kim, Won-Bae
Former Director of Social Policy Secritariat
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Interviewed August 18, 2009

16.Park, Se-ll
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Interviewed July 29, 2009
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Government Research Institutes
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18.Suh, Moon-Hee
Research Fellow
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19.Yoo, Kil-Sang
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22.Hwang, In-Cheol
Director of Economic Research Bureau
Korea Employers Federation
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23.Kim, Hoon-Sik
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Interviewed June 24, 2009

24.Kim, Jung-Tae
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Interviewed July 23, 2009

26.Lee, Ho-Seong
Executive Director, Social Policy Bureau
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27.Lee, Hyung-Jun
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Trade Unions
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Interviewed June 5, 2009
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The Democratic Party
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44.Lee, Kyung-Sook

Former Member of the Parliament, Uri Party, 2000720
Deputy Secretary General

Democratic Party

Interviewed September 13, 2010
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Interviewed September 28, 2010

49. Park, Yong-Ju

Senior Counsellor
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51.ParkCha, Ok-Kyung
Director
Korean Women’s Association United

Interviewed September 6, 2010

259



Bibliography

Advisory Board to President on Growing Inequalibgda@ureau of Planning and Budget
(2007)Social Policy of the Participatory Government (inran),Seoul.

Ahn, S.-H. and Lee, S.-C. (2005) The Developmenth&f South Korean Welfare
Regime. in A. Walker and C.-K. Wong (edsast Asian Welfare Regimes in
Transition: from Confucianism to GlobalisatioBristol: Policy Press, pp. 165-
86.

Amsden, A. H. (1989Asia’'s Next Giant: South Korea and Late Industzation, New
York: Oxford University Press.

Aspalter, C. (2001 onservative Welfare State Systems in East &atport: Praeger.

Baldwin, P. (1990)The Politics of Social Solidarity: Class Bases Ime tEuropean
Welfare State 1875-1976ambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bank of Korea (1990National Accounts (in Koreangeoul.

Bank of Korea (1994Financial Liberalisation and Internationalisatiom iKorea (in
Korean),Seoul.

Barone, A. (2001) Employment Protection Legislatigh Critical Review of the
Literature Firenze: Fondazione Cesifin Alberto Feead

Benoit, K. and Laver, M. (2006arty Policy in Modern Democracied,ondon:
Routledge.

Block, F. (1992) 'Capitalism without class powBwljitics & Society20(3), 227-303.

Bonoli, G. (2005) 'The Politics of the New Socialliies: Providing Coverage against
New Social Risks in Mature Welfare Stat€jicy & Politics,33(3), 431-49.

Bonoli, G. (2007) 'Time Matters: Postindustrialinat New Social Risks, and Welfare
State Adaptation in Advanced Industrial Democraci€smparative Political
Studies40(5), 495-520.

Bonoli, G. and Kato, J. (2004) 'Social PoliciesSwitzerland and Japan: Managing
Change in Liberal-Conservative Welfare Stat8wljss Political Science Review,
10(3), 211-32.

Brennan, G. and Buchanan, J. M. (198We Power to TaxNew York: Cambridge
University Press.

Bryman, A. (2004apocial Research MethodSxford: Oxford University Press.

Bryman, A. (2004bBocial Research Methoddxford: Oxford University Press.

Buchanan, J. M. and Tullock, G. (1962Zhe Calculus of Consen&nn Arbor:

260



University of Michigan Press.

Buchanan, J. M. and Tullock, G. (1997) 'The Expagd?ublic SectorPublic Choice,
31(1), 140-50.

Buchanan, P. G. and Nicholls, K. (2003) 'Labouritiesl and Democratic Transition in
South Korea and TaiwarGgovernment and Oppositio88(2), 203-37.

Bureau of Public Information (1997) White PaperReforms during the Five Years of
the Civil Government. Seoul.

Cameron, D. R. (1978) 'The Expansion of the PuBlmnomy: A Comparative
Analysis',The American Political Science Revié&(4), 1243-61.

Cameron, D. R. (1984) Social Democracy, Corporgtisabour Quiescence, and the
Representation of Economic Interests in Advanceplit@lest Society. in J. H.
Goldthorpe (ed)Order and Conflict in Contemporary Capitalism@xford:
Clarendon Press, pp. 143-78.

Campbell, J. C. (2002) 'Japanese Social Policy amg@arative PerspectivelVBI
Working Papers No. 37197

Campbell, J. C. and Ikegami, N. (2003) 'Japan'siddh&keform of Long-Term Care’,
Social Policy & Administration37(1), 21-34.

Castells, M. (1992) Four Tigers with a Dragon HeAdComparative Analysis of the
State, Economy and Society in the Asian Pacific RmmA. Richard. P and J.
Henderson (edsStates and Development in the Asia-pacific Riomdon: Sage,
pp. 289-306.

Castles, F. G. (1978)he Social Democratic Image of Sociégndon: Routledge &
Kegan Paul.

Castles, F. G. (ed) (1982)he Impact of Parties: Politics and Policies in Adeed
Capitalist Statesondon: Sage.

Castles, F. G. (1985The Working Class and Welfare: Reflections on tlodti€al
Development of the Welfare State in Australia arelvNZealand 1890-1980,
Wellington: Allen & Unwin.

Castles, F. G. and McKinlay, R. D. (1979) 'Doesitirsl Matter: An Analysis of the
Public Welfare Commitment in Advanced Democratiat&s' European Journal
of Political Research7(2), 169-86.

Castles, F. G. and Obinger, H. (2007) 'Social Egjgare and the Politics of
Redistribution’'Journal of European Social Policy7(3), 206-22.

261



Chan, W. P. (2000) Legislative-Executive Relati@ml Legislative Reform in L. J.
Diamond and D. C. Shin (edshnstitutional Reform and Democratic
Consolidation in KoreaStanford: Hoover Institution Press Stanford Uniitgrs
pp. 73-95.

Chang, H.-J., Park, H.-J. and Yoo, C. G. (1998jetpreting the Korean Crisis:
Financial Liberalisation, Industrial Policy and @orate Governance',
Cambridge Journal of Economic®2(6), 735-46.

Chang, H. J. (1999) The Economic theory of the hWbgraental state. in M. Woo-
Cumings (ed)Cornell studies in political economithaca: Cornell University
Press, pp. 182-99.

Chang, H. J. (2006)he East Asian Development Experience: The Mirdbke Crisis
and the Futurel.ondon: Third World Network.

Charmaz, K. (1983The Grounded Theory Method: An Explication andrjmmtation,
Boston: Brown University Press.

Cho, J. (2008) Assessing Dualism and Institutidnakecurity in the Korean Labour
Market. in R. B. Freeman, S. Kim and J. Keum (eBsyond Flexibility:
Roadmaps for Korean Labour Poli&eoul: Korea Labour Institute, pp. 99-130.

Choi, E. (2009) 'New Social Risks, Korean Famihesl Policy Challengesipurnal of
Asian Public Policy2(3), 330-43.

Choi, J.-J. (1989).abour and the Authoritarin State: Labor Unions South Korean
Manufacturing Industries, 1961-198Beoul: Korea University Press.

Choi, Y.-K., Chun, K.-S., Lee, C.-S. and Yoo, B.{3000a)Labour Law Revision and
Industrial Relations in Korea: With Focus on Labdiaw Revision after 1987,
Seoul: KLI.

Choi, Y.-K., Chun, K.-S., Lee, C.-S. and Yoo, B.{3000b)Labour Law Revision and
Industrial Relations in Korea: With Focus on Labdiaw Revision after 1987
(in Korean),Seoul: Korea Labor Institute.

Christenson, R. M., Rejai, M. and Jacobs, D. (19d@2plogies and Modern Politics,
London: Nelson.

Chun, I. and Seo, I.-D. (200&mployer Associations in Kore&eoul: Korea Labor
Institute.

Chung, H.-M. (2008) Employment Insurance SchemeK@nean). in J.-J. Yang (ed)

Policymaking Process of the Korean Welfare PolinyKiorea: History and

262



Qualitative Data.Seoul: Nanam, pp. 161-201.

Chung, M.-K. (2007) 'The Historical Formation oketbevelopmental Production and
Welfare Regimes in Korea (in Korearflorean Journal of Social Policy,4(1),
257-307.

Cotton, J. (1989) 'From Authoritarianism to Demagran South Korea'Political
Studies37(2), 244-59.

Cumings, B. (1987) The Origins and Development e Northeast Asian Political
Economy: Industrial Sectors, Product Cycles andtiPall Consequences. in F.
Deyo (ed) The Political Economy of the New Asian Industrialidthaca:
Cornell University Press.

Daly, M. (2000) A Fine Balance: Women’s Labour MetrParticipation in International
Comparison. in F. W. Scharpf and V. A. Schmidt jeédglfare and Work in the
Open Economy II: Diverse Responses to Common QigaeOxford: Oxford
University Press.

DeViney, S. (1983) 'Characteristics of the Statd #re Expansion of Public Social
Expenditures'‘Comparative Social Researdh, 151-74.

Deyo, F. C. (1989)Beneath the Miracle: Labor Subordination in the Nésian
Industrialism,Berkeley: University of California Press.

Deyo, F. C. (1992) The Political Economy of Sodralicy Formation: East Asia's
Newly Industrialized Countries. in A. Richard. Pdah Henderson (edStates
and Development in the Asia-Pacific Rimondon: Sage, pp. 289-306.

Diamond, L. (1994) "Toward Democratic Consolidatidournal of Democracys(3), 4-
17.

Diamond, L. and Shin, D.-C. (2000)nstitutional Reform and Democratic
Consolidation in KoreaStanford: Hoover Institution Press Stanford Uniitgrs

Dreze, J. and Sen, A. (1989unger and Public ActiorQxford: Clarendon Press.

Duverger, M. (1954alitical Parties: Their Organization and Activiip the Modern
State New York: Wiley.

Ebbinghaus, B. and Manow, P. (eds) (200Camparing Welfare Capitalism: Social
Policy and Political Economy in Europe, Japan, atitte USA, London:
Routledge.

Ebbinghaus, B. and Manow, P. (2001b) IntroductiStudying Varieties of Welfare
Capitalism. in B. Ebbinghaus and P. Manow (ed®mparing Welfare

263



Capitalism: Social Policy and Political EconomyRuirope, Japan and the USA.
London: Routledge, pp. 1-24.

Eckstein, H. (1975) Case Studies in Political Smgerin F. Greenstein and N. Polsby
(eds)Handbook of Political Science, Vol. Reading: Addison-Wesley, pp. 79-
137.

Economic Planning Board (198&Eronomy White Paper (in Korear§goul.

Eisenstein, H. (1995)Inside Agitators: Australian Femocrats and the &tat
Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Emergency Committee for the Economic Crisis (1998)port on Activities of the
Emergency Committee for Economic Crisis’, Febrd£98.

Employment Insurance Committee of The Tripartiten@assion (2009) An Agreement
among Labour, Management and the Government onolweprent Plan for
Eemployment InsuranceAnnual Report 2008.Seoul: Korea Employers
Federation.

Esping-Andersen, G. (198®olitics Against Markets: The Social Democratic Rda
Power,Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Esping-Andersen, G. (199The Three Worlds of Welfare CapitalisGambridge: Polity.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1997) 'Hybrid or Unique? Thstibctiveness of the Japanese
Welfare State'Journal of European Social Policy(3), 179-89.

Esping-Andersen, G. (199%ocial Foundations of Postindustrial Economi€sford:
Oxford University Press.

Estévez-Abe, M. (2006) 'Gendering the VarietiesCafitalism ',World Politics, 59,
142-75.

Estévez-Abe, M. (2008Welfare and Capitalism in Postwar Japa@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Estévez-Abe, M., Iversen, T. and Soskice, D. (208bcial Protection and the
Formation of Skills: A Reinterpretation of the Wk State. in P. A. Hall and D.
W. Soskice (eds)Marieties of Capitalism: The Institutional Foundais of
Comparative Advantag@xford: Oxford University Press, pp. 145-83.

European Industrial Relations Observatory On-lit@9g) Provisions on Working Time
Accounts in Collective Agreements, 29 May 2011.

Evans, P. (1995Embedded Autonomy: States & Industrial TransforamtPrinceton

Princeton University Press.

264



Federation of Korean Industries (1999) A Yearbookkmrean Economy (in Korean).
Seoul.

Federation of Korean Trade Unions (198@nual Report 1989 (in Koreareoul.

Federation of Korean Trade Unions (1992nual Report 1992 (in Koreareoul.

Federation of Korean Trade Unions (19898nual Report 1993 (in Koreareoul.

Federation of Korean Trade Unions (199Bajual Report 1995 (in Koreareoul.

Federation of Korean Trade Unions (1995b) The Gawent Should Stop Its Attempt
to Introduce Temporary Agency Work, 16 March 19%% Korean). Annual
Report 1995Seoul.

Federation of Korean Trade Unions (199&ajhual Report 1997 (in Koreareoul.

Federation of Korean Trade Unions (1997b) Our Daimian Employment Insurance
Reform to Secure Employment Stabilization, 15 Ddoenil997 (in Korean).
Annual Report 1997%Seoul, pp. 123-29.

Federation of Korean Trade Unions (1993)r Demand for Institutional Reforms to
Overcome the Economic Crisis and to Share Fair Baorcamong Labour,
Management and Government, 23 January 1998 (in&gr&eoul.

Federation of Korean Trade Unions (20@pinion on the Fast Implementation of
Socialisation of Maternity Protection Costs (in €an),Seoul.

Federation of Korean Trade Unions (200FKTU's Hope Plan for the Presidential
Election: Policy Demand for the 17th Presidentag¢dion (in Korean)Seoul.

Fell, D. (2004)Party Politics in Taiwan: Party Change and the Dematic Evolution of
Taiwan, 1991-2004,ondon: Routledge.

Flora, P. (ed) (1986%rowth to Limits: The Western European Welfare éstagince
World War I1,Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Flora, P. and Alber, J. (1995) Modernization, Demtzation, and the Development of
Welfare States in Western Europe. in P. Flora and. Aeidenheimer (ed3he
Development of Welfare States in Europe and Ametioadon: Transaction
Publishers, pp. 37-80.

Flora, P. and Heidenheimer, A. J. (199%) Development of Welfare States in Europe
and Americal.ondon: Transaction Books.

Fukuyama, F. (1992)he End of History and the Last Mdmndon: Hamish Hamilton.

Galbraith, J. K. (1967)he New Industrial Statepndon: Hamish Hamilton.

George, A. L. and Bennett, A. (200&pase Studies and Theory Development in the

265



Social Science€;ambridge: MIT Press.

Gerring, J. (2004) 'What Is a Case Study and W&t Good for?' American Political
Science RevieWws(2), 341-54.

Glaser, B. G. and Strauss, A. L. (196He Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies
for Qualitative ResearclChicago: Aldine.

Goodman, R. and Peng, I. (1996) The East Asianaiel$tates: Peripatetic Learning,
Adaptive Change, and Nation-Building. in G. EspAwgdersen (ed)Welfare
States in Transition: National Adaptations in GlbaonomiesLondon: Sage,
pp. 192-224.

Goodman, R., White, G. and Kwon, H.-J. (1998 East Asian Welfare Model: Welfare
Orientalism and the Statepndon: Routledge.

Gough, 1. (1975) 'State Expenditure in Advanceditaipm’, New Left Review[2, 3-29.

Gough, I. (1979 he Political Economy of the Welfare Statendon: Macmillan.

Gough, I. (2001) 'Globalization and Regional Wedf&egimes: The East Asian Case’,
Global Social Policyl(2), 163-89.

Gough, I. (2004) East Asia: The Limits of ProduisivRegimes. in I. Gough and G. D.
Wood (eds)insecurity and Welfare Regimes in Asia, Africa &atin America:
Social Policy in Development Contextambridge: Cambridge University Press,
pp. 169-201.

Gourevitch, P. A. and Shinn, J. J. (20@litical Power and Corporate Control: The
New Global Politics of Corporate Governandé&jnceton: Princeton University
Press

Government of the Republic of Korea (1993) New Frear Economic Plan: 1993-
1995 (in Korean). Seoul.

Government of the Republic of Korea (1995) 'Spe&dlfor Restructuring SMEs (Bill)
(in Korean)',Government Gazette no. 13123, September July 1995.

Government of the Republic of Korea (200%)e First National Plan for Low-Fertility
and Ageing Society (revised version): Saromaji 20i®&orean),Seoul.

Graham, E. M. (2003Reforming Korea's Industrial Conglomerat&gashington D.C.:
Institute for International Economics.

Grand National Party (200Barty Manifesto for the 2007 Presidential Electidforea
the First-Class Nation (in Koreangeoul.

Grubb, D., Lee, J.-K. and Tergeist, P. (20@&ddressing Labour Market Duality in

266



Korea, Paris: OECD.

Haggard, S. (1990pathways from the Periphery: The Politics of Growththe Newly
Industrializing Countrieslthaca: Cornell University Press.

Haggard, S. (2000)he Political Economy of the Asian Financial Crjsfgashington,
D.C.: Institute for International Economics.

Haggard, S. and Kaufman, R. R. (20@&velopment, Democracy, and Welfare States:
Latin America, East Asia, and Eastern EuropPenceton: Princeton University
Press.

Haggard, S., Lim, W.-H. and Kim, E.-S. (2003a) dasmn: Whither the Chaebol? in S.
Haggard, W.-H. Lim and E.-S. Kim (edg§conomic Crisis and Corporate
Restructuring in Korea: Reforming the Chaeb&ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, pp. 307-35.

Haggard, S., Lim, W.-H. and Kim, E.-S. (eds) (200Bbonomic Crisis and Corporate
Restructuring in Korea: Reforming the Chaeb&@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Haggard, S. and Moon, C.-I. (1990) 'Institutionsl &conomic Policy: Theory and a
Korean Case Studyorld Politics,42(2), 210-37.

Haggard, S. and Moon, C.-I. (1993) The State, iesliand Economic Development in
Postwar South Korea. in H. Koo (eSfate and Society in Contemporary Korea.
Ithaca Cornell University Press.

Hahm, J.-H. (2003) The Government, the ChaebolFandncial Institutions before the
Economic Crisis. in S. Haggard, W.-H. Lim and E.KSm (eds) Economic
Crisis and Corporate Restructuring in Korea: Refamgn the Chaebol.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 79-101.

Hall, P. A. and Gingerich, D. W. (2004) Varietie§ Gapitalism and Institutional
Complementarities in the Macroeconomy: An Empirigahlysis.Max-Planck-
Institut fur Gesellschaftsforschung, Discussion &&p/5.Cologne.

Hall, P. A. and Soskice, D. W. (2001a) An Introdostto Varieties of Capitalism. in P.
A. Hall and D. W. Soskice (edsYarieties of Capitalism: the Institutional
Foundations of Comparative Advantagexford: Oxford University Press, pp.
1-69.

Hall, P. A. and Soskice, D. W. (eds) (200Maieties of Capitalism: The Institutional

Foundations of Comparative Advanta@eford: Oxford University Press.

267



Han, S.-J. (1989) 'South Korea in 1988: A revohlutio the making'Asian Survey29(1),
29-38.

Heclo, H. (1974Modern Social Politics in Britain and Sweden: Frételief to Income
MaintenanceNew Haven: Yale University Press.

Henderson, J. and Appelbaum, R. P. (1992) Situatimey State in the East Asian
Development Process. in R. P. Appelbaum and J. ¥delrson (edsThe
Developmental State and Capital Accumulation intlsd{orea.London: Sage,
pp. 1-26.

Heo, U. and Stockton, H. (2005) 'The Impact of Deratic Transition on Elections and
Parties in South Kored@arty Politics,11(6), 674-88.

Hewitt, C. (1977) 'The Effect of Political Democya&nd Social Democracy on Equality
in Industrial Societies: A Cross-National Companisé\merican Sociological
Review42(3), 450-64.

Hicks, A. (1999)Social Democracy & Welfare Capitalism: A Century lotome
Security PoliticsJthaca: Cornell University Press.

Hicks, A. and Swank, D. (1992) 'Politics, Institris, and Welfare Spending in
Industrialised Democracies, 1960-1982merican Political Science Review,
86(3), 658-74.

Holliday, I. (2000) 'Productivist Welfare Capitatis Social Policy in East Asia,
Political Studies48(4), 706-23.

Holliday, I. (2005) 'East Asian Social Policy inetiVake of the Financial Crisis:
Farewell to Productivismolicy and Politics 33(1), 145-62.

Holliday, 1. and Wilding, P. (2003)Velfare Capitalism in East Asia: Social Policy iret
Tiger EconomiesBasingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Hollingsworth, J. R. and Hanneman, R. A. (1982) fiWwm-Class Power and the
Political Economy of Western Capitalist Societie€pmparative Social
Researchb, 61-80.

Hort, S. O. and Kuhnule, S. (2000) 'The Coming a$ttand South-East Asian Welfare
States'Journal of European Social Polic¥0(2), 162-84.

Huber, E. and Stephens, J. D. (200D&\velopment and Crisis of the Welfare State:
Parties and Policies in Global MarketShicago: University of Chicago Press.

Huber, E. and Stephens, J. D. (2001b) Welfare @tadeProduction Regimes in the Era

of Retrenchment. in P. Pierson (etlhe New Politics of the Welfare State.

268



Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 106-45.

Huber, J. and Inglehart, R. (1995) 'Expert Intetiggtens of Party Space and Party
Locations in 42 Societiearty Politics,1(1), 73-111.

Hundt, D. (2009)Korea's Developmental Alliance: State, Capital ahd Politics of
Rapid Developmeniew York: Routledge.

Huntington, S. (1968)Political Order in Changing SocietiedNew Haven: Yale
University Press.

Huntington, S. (1991The Third Wage: Democratization in the Late Tweht@entury,
Norman: University of Oklahoma Press.

Hwang, G.-J. (2006pathways to State Welfare in Korgddershot: Ashgate.

Im, H.-B. (2004) 'Faltering Democratic Consolidation South Korea: Democracy at
the End of the "Three Kims" Erdemocratization11(5), 179-98.

International Monetary Fund (1998) The IMF's Regegorto the Asian Crisis.
Washington D.C.

Iversen, T. (2005)Capitalism, Democracy, and Welfar&Gambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Iversen, T. and Wren, A. (1998) 'Equality, Employmeand Budgetary Restraint: The
Trilemma of the Service EconomWorld Politics,50(4), 507-46.

Jaung, H. (2000) Electoral Politics and Politicalties. in L. Diamond and D.-C. Shin
(eds) Institutional Reform and Democratic Consolidatiam Korea Stanford:
Hoover Institution Press, pp. 43-71.

Johnson, C. A. (198MITI and the Japanese Miracle: The Growth of IndiastPolicy,
1925-1975Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Johnson, C. A. (1987) Political Institutions and oRomic Performance: The
Government-Business Relationship in Japan, Soutied&and Taiwan. in F. C.
Deyo (ed) The Political Economy of the New Asian Industrialidthaca:
Cornell University Press, pp. 136-64.

Jones, C. (1990) 'Hong Kong, Singapore, South KareaTaiwan: Oikonomic Welfare
States'Government and Oppositio@5(4), 446-62.

Jones, C. (1993) The Pacific Challenge: Confuciaifake States. in C. Jones (&thw
Perspectives on the Welfare State in Eurdjoeidon: Routledge, pp. 198-217.

Jones, L. P. and Sakong, I. (198Bpvernment, Business, and Entrepreneurship in

Economic Development. The Korean Ca&ambridge: Harvard University

269



Press.

Jung, E.-H. and Cheon, B.-Y. (2006) 'Economic Grisnd Changes in Employment
Relations in Japan and Koredsian Survey6(3), 457-76.

Kang, D. C. (2001) The Institutional Foundationskafrean Politics. in S.-H. Kil and
C.-i. Moon (eds)Understanding Korean Politics: An IntroductioNew York:
State University of New York Press, pp. 71-106.

Kang, M.-K. and Park, S.-H. (1997) 'Political Syrntghand Politics of Discourse: From
'‘New Korea' to 'Globalisation’ (in Korearforean Journal of Sociolog31(1).

Katzenstein, P. J. (198%mall States in World Markets: Industrial Policy Europe,
Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Kerr, C. (1960)ndustrialism and Industrial MarCambridge: Harvard University Press.

Kersbergen, K., Van and Manow, P. (2008) The Welfatate. in D. Caramani (ed)
Comparative PoliticsOxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 520-45.

Keum, J. (2008) Historical Background. in R. B. ém&an, S. Kim and J. Keum (eds)
Beyond Flexibility: Roadmaps for Korean Labour gliSeoul: Korea Labour
Institute, pp. 7-34.

Kim, B.-K. (2000) Party Politics in South Korea'smocracy: The Crisis of Success. in
L. Diamond and B.-K. Kim (edsfonsolidating Democracy in South Korea.
London: Lynne Rienner Publishers, pp. 53-86.

Kim, B.-K. (2003a) The Politics of Chaebol Refort®80-1997. in S. Haggard, W.-H.
Lim and E.-S. Kim (edsEconomic Crisis and Corporate Restructuring in
Korea: Reforming the ChaeboCambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp.
53-78.

Kim, B.-K. (2008a) The Korean Conservatives in Dematic Consolidation. in E.
Friedman and J. Wong (edBbplitical Transitions in Dominant Party Systems:
Learning to LoselLondon: Routledge, pp. 169-87.

Kim, B.-K. and Lim, H.-C. (2000) Labor Against It&eStructural Dilemmas of State
Monism. in L. Diamond and B.-K. Kim (eds}onsolidating Democracy in
South KoreaLondon: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Kim, C. L. (1988) 'The Unwritten Rules of the Gamethe National Assembly of the
Fifth Republic', Asian Perspective,2(1), 5-34.

Kim, D.-J. (1985)Mass-Participatory Economy: Korea's Road to WorldoBomic

Power,Cambridge: Center for International Affairs, Haryainiversity.

270



Kim, E.-M. (1997)Big Business, Strong State: Collusion and ConiicBouth Korean
Development, 1960-1998ew York: State University of New York Press.

Kim, H.-N. (1989) The 1988 Parliamentary ElectionSouth Korea'Asian Survey,
29(5), 480-95.

Kim, H., Choi, J. Y. and Cho, J. (2008) 'Changinteavage Structure in New
Democracies: An Empirical Analysis of Political @eges in KoreaElectoral
Studies27(1), 136-50.

Kim, K.-J. (2003b) 'Analysis on Maternity Protecti®olicy Network during the Kim
Dae-Jung Administration (in KoreaniKprean Journal of Public Administration,
37(3), 23-44.

Kim, S.-H. (2001) Policy Proposal for Activation dfow-income Female-headed
Household (in Korean) Seoul: Seoul Developmenttlrist

Kim, S.-H. (2002) Civil Society and Democratization C. K. Armstrong (edKorean
Society: Civil Society, Democracy and the Statedon: Routledge, pp. 92-108.

Kim, S.-H. and Shin, D.-C. (2004conomic Crisis and Dual Transition in Korea: a
Case Study in Comparative Perspectiyeoul: Seoul National University Press.

Kim, W.-H., Kim, E.-K., Cheong, H.-J., Lee, H.-adaChang, J.-S. (200Developing
a Framework for Election Manifesto on Women's Bplseoul: Korea Women's
Development Institute.

Kim, Y.-C. and Moon, C.-I. (2000) Globalization amérkers in South Korea. in S. S.
Kim (ed) Korea's GlobalizationCambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp.
54-75.

Kim, Y.-L. (2004) 'A Study of Women's Political Riarpation and Women's Welfare
Policy in Korea: A Case Study of the Equal Oppatiubaw', Journal of Social
Security,20(1), 27-58.

Kim, Y.-M. (2008b) 'Beyond East Asian Welfare Protiusm in South KoreaPolicy
& Politics, 36(1), 109-25.

Kim, Y.-M. (2011) The Politics of Coalition in Korea: Between Instituns and Culture,
London: Routledge.

King, G., Keohane, R. O. and Verba, S. (1998signing Social Inquiry: Scientific
Inference in Qualitative ReseardPrinceton: Princeton University Press.

Kingdon, J. W. (1995)Agendas, Alternatives, and Public PolicieNew York:

HarperCollins College Publishers.

271



Kong, T.-Y. (2000)The Politics of Economic Reform in South Korea:rAgile Miracle,
London: Routledge.

Kong, T.-Y. (2006) 'Globalization and Labour Markieform: Patterns of Response in
Northeast AsiaBritish Journal of Political Scienc&6(2), 359-83.

Koo, H.-G. and Kim, E.-M. (1992) The Developmeriéhte and Capital Accumulation
in South Korea. in R. P. Appelbaum and J. W. Hesaler(eds)States and
Development in the Asian Pacific Ribendon: Sage, pp. 121-49.

Koo, H. (1987) The Interplay of State, Social Classl World System in East Asian
Development: The Cases of South Korea and Taiwarf. iDeyo (ed)The
Political Economy of the New Asian Industrialisithhaca: Cornell University
Press, pp. 165-81.

Koo, H. (1993) The State, Minjung, and the Work{lgss in South Korea. in H. Koo
(ed) State and Society in Contemporary Kortaaca Cornell University Press.

Koo, H. (2000) 'The Dilemmas of Empowered LabouKarea: Korean Workers in the
Face of Global CapitalismAsian Survey0(2), 227-50.

Koo, H. (2001)Korean Workers: The Culture and Politics of ClassrRation, Ithaca
Cornell University Press.

Korea Employers Federation (1993a) Opinion of BessnCommunity on Employment
Related Law Reform, 15 September 1993 (in Koreamnual Report 1993.
Seoul.

Korea Employers Federation (1993b) Opinion of BassnCommunity on Temporary
Agency Work Legislation, 23 November 1993 (in Karp@nnual Report 1993.
Seoul.

Korea Employers Federation (1993c) Opinion of thesiBess Community on the
Introduction of Employment Insurance, 30 June 1988 Korean). Annual
Report 1993Seoul.

Korea Employers Federation (1995a) 105th Board iMgetl9 September 1995 (in
Korean).Meeting MinutesSeoul.

Korea Employers Federation (1995b) Opinion on bhikmng Temporary Agency Work,
26 September 1995 (in Koreannual Report 19955eoul.

Korea Employers Federation (1996) Opinion of Emplsyon the Revision of Labour
Law, 30 July 1996 (in KoreanAnnual Report 1996eoul.

Korea Employers Federation (1998a) Opinion of Empgte on the Revision of the

272



Employment Insurance Decre®&nnual ReportSeoul.

Korea Employers Federation (1998b) Opinion of Emele on the Revision of the
Employment Insurance Decree, 25 June 1998 (in Kyrédanual Report 1998.
Seoul.

Korea Employers Federation (1999) Opinion of Emplgyon the Revision of the
Employment Insurance Act, 16 September 1999 (ineKny. Annual Report
1999.Seoul.

Korea Employers Federation (2000) Opinion of Empltsyon the Maternity Protection
Policy Reform, 22 September 2000 (in Koreamnual Report 2006Geoul.

Korea Employers Federation (2004) Opinion of Emplsyon the Childcare Act
Revision, 5 October 2004 (in Koreamnnual Report 20045eoul.

Korea Employers Federation (2009) Opinion of Emptsyon the Revision of the Act
on Equal Employment and Work-Family Reconciliatiogh, June 2009 (in
Korean).Annual Report 200%5eoul.

Korea Employers Federation (2010) Opinion of Emplsyon the Second Strategy of
Low-Fertility and Ageing Society (2011-2015), 10p8amber 2010 (in Korean).
Annual Report 201Geoul.

Korea Federation of Small and Medium Business (199Binions of Small and
Medium Business on Implementation of Employmentutasce (in Korean).
Annual Report 1993Feoul.

Korea Institute for Health and Social Affairs (20@taling Up of the Social Protection
Index for Committed Poverty Reduction-Korea Coun®gport (unpublished
report). TA No. 6308 - RE®/anila: Asian Development Bank.

Korea Institute for Health and Social Affairs (2@)0he Second National Plan of the
Low-Fertility and Ageing Society: Draft for the RitbHearing (in Korean),
Seoul.

Korea Institute for Health and Social Affairs (2010’ he Second National Plan of the
Low-Fertility and Ageing Society: Public Consultati(in Korean)Seoul.

Korea Labor Institute (1993tudy on the Implementaion of Employment Insurdince
Korean),Seoul.

Korea National Statistical Office (2011a) CensusKorean), 27 May 2011.

Korea National Statistical Office (2011Bppulation Projection (in Koreanpaejeon.

Korea Research Institute for Vocational Educatiod draining (2000)Technical and

273



Vocational Education and Training in Kore&eoul.

Korea Statistical Information Service (201Rinployed Persons by Status of Worker,
http://kosis.kr/abroad/abroad_01List.jsp?parentidBsited on 16 February
2012.

Korean Confederation of Trade Unions (1998a) OwpBsal for Labour Law Revision
(Min-ju-no-chong No-dong-bub Gae-jung-an). in KC{&dl) Seoul: KCTU.

Korean Confederation of Trade Unions (199&iatement on Labour-Management-

Government Tripartite Commission, 23 January 198&rean),Seoul.

Korean Confederation of Trade Unions (1998c) Statgnon Labour-Management-
Government Tripartite Committee (Min-ju-no-chong -sk-jeong-wi-won-hoe
Sung-myung-seo). in KCTU (e@pB January 1998Seoul: KCTU.

Korean Confederation of Trade Unions (2005) Rewidwihe Revised Maternity Leave
Scheme] June 200%in Korean).Annual Report 2005eoul.

Korean Confederation of Trade Unions (2007) Stat¢roa Childcare (Bo-yuk Seong-
myung-seo). in KCTU (ed)8 July 2007 Seoul: KCTU.

Korean General Social Survey (2003ppical Modules Codebook: Family and
Changing Gender Roles (in Koreagoul: Korea Social Science Data Archive.

Korean Government (1993) New Five-Year EconomiaP1®€93-1995. Seoul: Korean
Government.

Korean Trade Unions Congress (1988nual Report 1993 (in Korear§eoul.

Korean Women's Development Institute (20Bbyean Women's Political Participation
since Liberation and Future Task (in KoreaSgoul.

Korpi, W. (1978)The Working Class in Welfare Capitalism: Work, Urgpand Politics
in Swedenl.ondon: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Korpi, W. (1980) 'Social Policy and DistributionaConflict in the Capitalist
Democracies: A Preliminary Comparative FramewdNest European Politics,
3(3), 296 - 316.

Korpi, W. (1983)The Democratic Class Strugglegndon: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Korpi, W. (1985) 'Power Resources Approach vs. écind Conflict: On Causal and
Intentional Explanations in the Study of Pow&gciological Theory3(2), 31-
45,

Korpi, W. (2000) 'Faces of inequality: Gender, slaand patterns of inequalities in

different types of welfare stateSocial Politics: International Studies in Gender,

274



State & Society7(2), 127-91.

Korpi, W. (2006) 'Power Resources and Employer-&eat Approaches in
Explanations of Welfare States and Varieties of itaipm: Protagonists,
Consenters, and Antagonisid/orld Politics,58(2), 167.

Korpi, W. and Palme, J. (2003) 'New Politics andgSI Politics in the Context of
Austerity and Globalization: Welfare State Regresd8 Countries, 1975-95',
American Political Science Revied¥(3), 425-46.

Kuhnle, S. (2004) Productive Welfare in Korea: MayiTowards a European Welfare
State Type? in R. Mishra, S. Kuhnle, N. Gilbert akd B. Chung (eds)
Modernizing the Korean Welfare State: Towards thedBctive Welfare Model.
New Jersey: Transaction Publishing Company.

Kume, I. (1998)Disparaged Success: Labor Politics in Postwar Jgpdraca: Cornell
University Press.

Kwon, H.-J. (1997) 'Beyond European Welfare Regin@smparative Perspectives on
East Asian Welfare Systemdqurnal of Social Policy26(4), 467-84.

Kwon, H.-J. (1999) The Welfare State in Korea: the Politics of Leg#imon,
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kwon, H.-J. (2001) 'Globalization, Unemployment aRdlicy Responses in Korea:
Repositioning the State®Jobal Social Policy]l(2), 213-34.

Kwon, H.-J. (2005a) An Overview of the Study: Thevelopmental Welfare State and
Policy Reforms in East Asia. in H.-J. Kwon (edjransforming the
Developmental Welfare State in East ABasingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp.
1-26.

Kwon, H.-J. (2005b)Transforming the Developmental Welfare State int Hssia,
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kwon, H.-J. (2009) 'The Reform of the Developmentétlfare State in East Asia/,
International Journal of Social Welfaré8(s1), S12-S21.

Kwon, H.-Y. (2005c) 'Targeting Public Spending ilNaw Democracy: Evidence from
South Korea'British Journal of Political Scienc&5(2), 321-41.

Kwon, S.-H. and O'Donnell, M. (1999) 'Repressiod &truggle: the State, the Chaebol
and Independent Trade Unions in South Korg&airnal of Industrial Relations,
41(2), 272-94.

Kwon, S.-H. and O'Donnell, M. (200Iyhe Chaebol and Labour in Korea: the

275



Development of Management Strategy in Hyuridaw York: Routledge.

Kwon, S.-M. and Holliday, I. (2007) 'The Korean Wéeé State: a Paradox of
Expansion in an Era of Globalisation and Economitsi€, International
Journal of Social Welfarel,6(3), 242-48.

Kwon, S. (2008) 'Future of Long-Term Care Financiog the Elderly in Korea/,
Journal of Aging & Social Policy20(1), 119-36.

Lambert, P. A. (2007) 'The Political Economy of e Family Policy in Japan:
Economic Imperatives and Electoral IncentiveBhe Journal of Japanese
Studies33(1), 1-28.

Lee, B.-H., Kim, H.-W., Jeong, J.-H. and Cho, S2D09)Labor in Korea 1987-2006:
Looking through the Statistical Lersgoul: KLI.

Lee, H.-K. (1999) 'Globalization and the Emerginglidte State-the Experience of
South Korea'lnternational Journal of Social Welfar8(1), 23-37.

Lee, H.-K. (2001) 'Labor Market Policies and Pragsafor Pro-Poor Growth in the
Republic of Korea', Labor Market Policies in thaf Global Risks, Manila, 5-
9 February 2001.

Lee, H.-K. (2004) 'Welfare Reforms in Post-Crisier&a: Dilemmas and Choices',
Social Policy and Societ$(3), 291-99.

Lee, J. (2008) Welfare Reform in Korea After theoBamic Crisis.Department of
Social Policy and Social WorRPhil Thesis: University of Oxford.

Lee, N. (2007)The Making of Minjung: Democracy and the PolitidsRepresentation
in South Korealthaca: Cornell University Press.

Lee, W.-D. (1997)ndustrial Relations Reform: A Choice for Future Korean),Seoul:
Korea Labor Institute.

Lee, W.-D. and Lee, B.-H. (2003) 'Korean Industri@klations in the Era of
Globalisation'Journal of Industrial Relationgl5(4), 505-20.

Lee, Y. (2009) 'Divergent Outcomes of Labor Refdrolitics in Democratized Korea
and Taiwan'Studies in Comparative International Developmdd{1), 47-70.

Lee, Y. A. (2000) 'Discussion on Government PofayWomen (in Korean)yWomen,
July(2).

Lewis, J. (1992) 'Gender and the Development of fAkel Regimes'Journal of
European Social Policy2(3), 159-73.

Lewis, J. (2009Work-Family Balance, Gender and PoliGheltenham: Edward Elgar.

276



Lindbolm, C. E. (1977Politics and Markets: The World's Political-Econan®ystem,
New York: Basic Books.

Mahon, R. (1999) 'Child Care in Canada and SwedRaiicy and Politics',Social
Politics, 4(3), 382-418.

Malloy, J. M. (1979)The Politics of Social Security in Brazitjttsburgh: University of
Pittsburgh Press.

Manow, P. (2001) Business Coordination, Wage Barggi and the Welfare State:
Germany and Japan in Comparative Historical Petsqgean B. Ebbinghaus
and P. Manow (edsJomparing Welfare Capitalism: Social Policy and igoal
Economy in Europe, Japan and the USAndon: Routledge, pp. 94-120.

Mares, I. (2001) Firms and the Welfare State: WNghy, and How Does Social Policy
Matter to Employers? in P. A. Hall and D. W. Soskifeds) Varieties of
Capitalism: The Institutional Foundations of Comatwve AdvantageOxford:
Oxford University Press, pp. 184-212.

Mares, I. (2003)The Politics of Social Risk: Business and WelfaegeSDevelopment,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Martin, C. J. and Swank, D. (2004) 'Does the Omation of Capital Matter?
Employers and Active Labor Market Policy at the idiaal and Firm Levels',
American Political Science Revie98(4), 593-611.

Mathews, J. A. (1998) 'Fashioning a New Korean MoQet of the Crisis: The
Rebuilding of Institutional CapabilitiesCambridge Journal of Economics,
22(6), 747-59.

Ministry for Health Welfare and Family Affairs (20DThe More Babies Plan: 2009-
2012 (in Korean)Seoul.

Ministry of Gender Equality and Family (200Bhnual Report on Women Policy 2005
(in Korean),Seoul.

Ministry of Gender Equality and Family (2006anpnual Report on Women Policy 2006
(in Korean),Seoul.

Ministry of Gender Equality and Family (2006bhe Saessak Plan: the First National
Childcare Strategy 2006-2010 (in KoreaBgoul.

Ministry of Gender Equality and Family (200Rhnual Report on Women Policy 2007
(in Korean),Seoul.

Ministry of Health and Welfare (2009¥hite Paper 2009 (in Korean$eoul.

277



Ministry of Labour (1995White Paper 1995 (in Korean$eoul.

Ministry of Labour (2002White Paper 2002 (in Korean$eoul.

Ministry of Labour (2005)len-Year History of the Employment Insurance (imeldn),
Seoul.

Ministry of Labour (2008a)History of Labour Administration 2: Labour Market
Policies (in Korean)Seoul.

Ministry of Labour (2008bHistory of Labour Administration 3: Employees Puiten
Policies (in Korean)Seoul.

Ministry of Labour (2008cWhite Paper 2008 (in Korean$eoul.

Mo, J. (1996) 'Political Learning and DemocraticnSalidation: Korean Industrial
Relations, 1987-1992Comparative Political Studie®9(3), 290-311.

Mo, J. (2001) 'Political Culture and Legislativei@ock’, Comparative Political Studies,
34(5), 467-92.

National Advisory Council of Economy (200Rew Vision and Strategy for Mutual
Growth (in Korean)Seoul.

National Assembly (1995a)leeting Minutes of Commerce and Industry Commiftre,
Meeting, 177th Session (in KoreaSgoul.

National Assembly (1995)leeting Minutes of Commerce and Industry Committe,
Meeting, 177th Session (in KoreaSgoul.

National Assembly (199Meeting Minutes of Committee on Labour and Envirenin
183th Meeting, Vol. 3, 20 February 1997 (in Kore&ygoul.

National Assembly (2012) Legislation Informationsgm (in Korean). Seoul.
National Assembly Commission on Women's Affairs 98P Legislative Process of
Women's-Issue-Related Legislation (in Korean). $aédational Assembly.
National Election Commission (1992%th Presidential Election Campaing Promises
(in Korean),Seoul.

National Election Commission (20093he History of National Elections Vol. 4:
1980.1.1-1988.2.24 (in KoreaB&goul.

National Election Commission (20090)he History of National Elections Vol. 5:
1988.2.25-1993.2.24 (in KoreaBgoul.

National Election Commission (2009d)he History of National Elections Vol. 6:
1993.2.25-1998.2.24 (in Koreargeoul.

Naumann, I. K. (2006) 'Child care and feminism iestVGermany and Sweden in the

278



1960s and 1970s)purnal of European Social Policy5(1), 47-63.

Niskanen, W. (1971Bureaucracy and Representative Governm@htcago: Atherton.

O'Connor, J. S. (1973)he Fiscal Crisis of the Statdew York: St. Martin's.

OECD (1998)YOECD Economic Surveys: KoreRaris.

OECD (2000)Pushing Ahead with Reform in Korea: Labour Market &ocial Safety-
Net PoliciesParis.

OECD (2011afamily Database
http://www.oecd.org/document/4/0,3746,en_2649 3481836996 1 1 1 1,0
0.html.

OECD (2011b) OECD StatExtract: Strictness of Emplegt Protection: Overall,
http://stats.oecd.org/, 18 August 2011.

OECD (2011c) OECD StatExtract: Trade Union Dendityp://stats.oecd.org/16
September 2011.

OECD (2011dpociety at a Glance: OECD Social Indicatdpsyis.

Offe, C. (1984 Contradictions of the Welfare Statambridge: MIT Press.

Orloff, A. (1993)The Politics of Pensions: A Comparative AnalysiBain, Canada,
and the United States, 1880-19&0adison: University of Wisconsin Press.

Orloff, A. and Skocpol, T. (1984) 'Why Not Equabiction? Explaining the Politics of
Public Social Spending in Britain, 1900-1911, ahd tJnited States, 1880s-
1920',American Sociological Revied9(6), 726-50.

Ostner, 1. (1993) Slow Motion: Women, Work and temily in Germany. in J. Lewis

(ed) Women and Social Policies in Europe: Work, Familyd athe State.
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, pp. 92-115.

Pae, S. M. (199X orea Leading Developing Nations: Economy, Demog&d&\Velfare,
Lanham: University Press of America.

Park, C. W. (1988) 'Legislators and Their Constitsen South KoreaAsian Survey,
28(10), 1049-65.

Park, S.-I. (2000Reforming Labour Management Relations: Lessons fr@arKorean
Experience, 1996-9Beoul: Korea Development Institute.

Park, Y. (1979)Labour and Industrial Relations in Korea: Systend &ractice,Seoul:
Sogang University Press.

Pascall, G. and Sung, S. (2007) 'Gender and EaginA¥/elfare States: From

Confucianism to Gender Equality’, East Asian SoPialicy Research Network

279



Annual Conference, Tokyo, 20-21 October 2007.

Pempel, T. J. (1997) 'Regime Shift: Japanese Eoliti a Changing World Economy’,
Journal of Japanese Studi€g(2), 333-61.

Pempel, T. J. (1998Regime Shift: Comparative Dynamics of the Japarrddical
Economyjthaca: Cornell University Press.

Pempel, T. J. (2008) Learning to Lose is for LosgrE. Friedman and J. Wong (eds)
Political Transitions in Dominant Party Systems:at@ng to Lose.London:
Routledge, pp. 109-26.

Pempel, T. J. and Tsunekawa, K. (1979) Corporaii¥ithout Labor? The Japanese
Anomaly. in P. C. Schmitter and G. Lehmbruch (éldephds Toward Corporatist
IntermediationBeverley Hills: Sage, pp. 231-70.

Peng, I. (2004) 'Postindustrial Pressures, Pdlitagime Shifts, and Social Policy
Reform in Japan and South Korelurnal of East Asian Studie$(3), 389-425.

Peng, I. (2005) The New Politics of Welfare State Developmental Context:
Explaining the 1990s Social Care Expansion in Japan H. Kwon (ed)
Transforming the Developmental Welfare State intEAsia. Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 73-97.

Peng, I. (2009) The Political and Social EconomyCafre in the Republic of Korea.
Gender and Development Programme (Beneva: United Nations Research
Institute for Social Development.

Peng, I. and Wong, J. (2008) ‘Institutions anditmsbnal Purpose: Continuity and
Change in East Asian Social Polidyglitics and Society86(1), 61-88.

Peng, I. and Wong, J. (2010) East Asia. in F. Gstlés, S. Leibfried, J. Lewis, H.
Obinger and C. Pierson (ed3he Oxford Handbook of the Welfare State.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pierson, C. (2005) 'Late Industrializers and thedd@pment of Welfare Regimegicta
Politica, 40(4), 395-418.

Pierson, P. (2001) Post-industrial Pressures oividteire Welfare States. in P. Pierson
(ed) The New Paolitics of the Welfare Stabxford: Oxford University Press, pp.
80-104.

Pierson, P. (2004yolitics in Time: History, Institutions, and Socikahalysis,Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

Pirie, 1. (2008)The Korean Developmental State: from Dirigisme toHliberalism,

280



London: Routledge.

Powell, G. B. (1982 ontemporary Democracies: Participation, Stabilayd Violence,
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Presidential Commission on Industrial Relations dref (1998)White Paper on the
Presidential Commission on Industrial Relationsdref, Seoul.

Puhle, H.-J. (2002) Still the Age of Catch-allism™R. Gunther, J. Ramén-Montero and
J. J. Linz (edspPolitical Parties: Old Concepts and New Challeng@sford:
Oxford University Press, pp. 58-83.

Ramesh, M. (1984The Welfare State in Crisis: Social Thought andi@dChange,
New York: St. Martin's.

Ramesh, M. (1999%lobalization and the Welfare Sta@heltenham: Edward Elgar.

Ramesh, M. (20045ocial Policy in East and Southeast Asia: Educatiblealth,
Housing and Income Maintenandgyndon: Routledge.

Rebick, M. (2005)The Japanese Employment System: Adapting to a Newokic
EnvironmentOxford: Oxford University Press.

Rhodes, M. (1995) A Regulatory Conundrum: InduktRalations and the Social
Dimension. in S. Leibfried and P. Pierson (e@)ropean Social Policy:
Between Fragmentation and Integratidashington, D.C.: Brookings Institute,
pp. 78-122.

Ringen, S., Kwon, H.-J., Vi, |, Kim, T. and Lee,(dds) (2011Yhe Korean State: How
South Korea Lifted itself from Poverty and Dictatioip to Affluence and
DemocracyNew York: Oxford University Press.

Ritchie, J. and Lewis, J. (200%)ualitative Research Practice: A Guide for Social
Science Students and Researchieosdon: Sage.

Rodrik, D. (1997)Has Globalization Gone Too Far®ashington D.C.: Institute for
International Economics.

Rodrik, D. (2011)The Globalization Paradox: Democracy and the Futof¢he World
New York: W. W. Norton & Co.

Rosenbluth, F. M. and Thies, M. F. (201ypan TransformedPrinceton: Princeton
University Press.

Rueda, D. (2005) 'Insider-Outsider Politics in Istlialized Democracies: The
Challenge to Social Democratic Partie&merican Political Science Review,
99(1), 61-74.

281



Rueda, D. (2007%0ocial Democracy Inside Out: Partisanship and Labarket Policy
in Advanced Industrialized Democraci€ford: Oxford University Press.

Rueschemeyer, D., Huber, E. and Stephens, J. B2)XIapitalist Development and
DemocracyChicago: University of Chicago Press.

Rueschemeyer, D. and Skocpol, T. (198&tes, Social Knowledge, and the Origins of
Modern Social PolicieRrinceton: Princeton University Press.

Sabatier, P. (1988) 'An Advocacy Coalition Framéwoir Policy Change and the Role
of Policy-Oriented Learning ThereiPplicy Science21(2), 129-68.

Sartori, G. (1976Parties and Party Systenisew York: Cambridge University Press.

Saunders, P. (199&ocial Policy in East Asia and the Pacific Areahe Twenty-First
Century: Challenges and Respons8ygdney: Social Policy Research Centre,
University of New South Wales.

Schmidt, M. G. (1996) 'When Parties Matter: A Rewi& the Possibilities and Limits of
Partisan Influence on Public Polic¥European Journal of Political Research,
30(2), 155-83.

Schmidt, M. G. (2010) Parties. in F. G. Castled,ethfried, J. Lewis, H. Obinger and C.
Pierson (eds)The Oxford Handbook of the Welfare Sta@xford: Oxford
University Press, pp. 211-26.

Schmidt, V. A. (2000) Values and Discourse in tlaitRs of Adjustment. in F. W.
Scharpf and V. A. Schmidt (edgjelfare and Work in the Open Economy: From
Vulnerability to Competitiveness, VolumeOkford: Oxford University Press, pp.
229-309.

Schoppa, L. (2010) 'Exit, Voice, and Family PolinyJapan: Limited Changes Despite
Broad Recognition of the Declining Fertility Proivie Journal of European
Social Policy,20(5).

Scott, J. (1990)A Matter of Record: Documentary Sources in Sociakdarch,
Cambridge: Polity.

Seeleib-Kaiser, M., Dyk, S. v. and Roggernkamp,(R008) Party Politics and Social
Welfare: Comparing Christian and Social DemocragyAustria, Germany and
the NetherlandsCheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Shalev, M. (1983) The Social Democratic Model &&ond: Two 'Generations' of
Comparative Research on the Welfare St&emparative Social Research,
315-51.

282



Shin, D.-C. (1999)Mass Politics and Culture in Democratizing Kord@aambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Shin, D.-M. (2003)Social and Economic Policies in Korea: ldeas, Neksoand
LinkagesLondon: RoutledgeCurzon.

Shin, D.-M. (2006) 'The Elective Affinities of pradtion Regime and Welfare Regime
in Korea (in Korean)The Korean Political Science Reviei(1), 115-38.

Shin, K.-Y. (2010) 'Globalisation and the Workint¢a€s in South Korea: Contestation,
Fragmentation and Renewalurnal of Contemporary Asid0(2), 211 - 29.

Shin, Y. (1972) 'Conciliation of Collective Actiamder Emergency Event (in Korean)',
Nodong KongronJune(1), 134-41.

Skocpol, T. (1992Protecting Soldiers and Mothers: The Political Qng of Social
Policy in the United State§ambridge: Harvard University Press.

Skocpol, T. (1996Boomerang: Clinton's Health Security Effort and then Against
Government in U.S. PoliticBlew York; London: Norton.

Skocpol, T. and Amenta, E. (1986) 'States and Sduidicies’, Annual Reviews of
Sociology,12(1), 131-57.

Song, H.-K. (1996 ompany Welfare in Korea: An Empirical Study (irréam), Seoul:
Federation of Korean Trade Unions.

Song, H.-K. (1999) Labour Unions in the Republickafrea: Challenge and Choice.
ILO Discussion Paper: Labour and Society Program®i/107/1999Geneva:
International Labour Organization.

Song, H.-K. (2003) 'The Birth of a Welfare Statekiarea: The Unfinished Symphony
of Democratization and Globalizatiordgurnal of East Asian Studie®(3), 405-
32.

Soskice, D. (1999) Divergent Production Regimesor@mated and Uncoordinated
Market Economies in the 1980s and 1990s. in P. érbert Kitschelt, Gary
Marks und John D. Stephens (edpntinuity and Change in Contemporary
Capitalism.Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 101-34.

Spalding, R. J. (1980) 'Welfare policymaking: Thetaral implications of a Mexican
case studyComparative Politics12(4), 419-38.

Stepan, A. and Skach, C. (1993) 'Constitutional nfenaorks and Democratic
Consolidation: Parliamentarianism versus Presidésitn’, World Politics,46(1),
1-22.

283



Stepan, A. C. (1978)fhe State and Society: Peru in Comparative Perspect
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Stephens, J. D. (1979The Transition from Capitalism to Socialisnhondon,
Basingstoke: Macmillan.

Stockton, H. (2001) 'Political parties, party sysse and democracy in East Asia’,
Comparative Political Studie84(1), 94-119.

Strauss, A. L. and Corbin, J. M. (199B3sics of Qualitative Research: Techniques and
Procedures for Developing Grounded The®@wglifornia: Sage.

Streeck, W. and Thelen, K. A. (200Beyond Continuity: Institutional Change in
Advanced Political Economie®@xford: Oxford University Press.

Sung, S. (2003) 'Women Reconciling Paid and Unpdik in a Confucian Welfare
State: The Case of South Korezncial Policy & Administration37(4), 342-60.

Swenson, P. (2002 apitalists against Markets: the Making of Labor mdets and
Welfare States in the United States and Swedgford: Oxford University Press.

Tang, K.-L. (2000)Social Welfare Development in East AdBgsingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Taylor-Gooby, P. (2004New Risks, New Welfare: the Transformation of thegean
Welfare StateQxford: Oxford University Press.

The Presidential Office (1996) President's VisionNlew Industrial Relations to be the
First Class Nation in the 21 centudpril, 24, 1996.Seoul: The Presidential
Office.

Thelen, K. (2001) Varieties of Labor Politics iretlbeveloped Democracies. in P. A.
Hall and D. W. Soskice (edsYarieties of Capitalism: the Institutional
Foundations of Comparative Advantagexford: Oxford University Press, pp.
71-103.

Thomas, J. C. (1978)he Decline of Ideology in Western Polititendon: Sage.

Thomas, J. C. (1979) 'The Changing Nature of Rarti3ivisions in the West: Trends in
Domestic Policy Orientations in Ten Party Systenislfopean Journal of
Political Researchy(4), 397-413.

Titmuss, R. (1976kssays on the Welfare Statendon: Allen & Unwin.

Tripartite Commission (1998aMeeting Minutes of the Steering Committee: 2nd
Meeting on 30 January 1998 (in KoreaBgoul.

Tripartite Commission (1998WJlinute of the Standing Committee Meeting: 3rd Megti

284



on 21 January 1998 (in Korear§geoul.

Tripartite Commission (1998linute of the Standing Committee Meeting: 5th Megti
on 23 January 1998 (in Korear§geoul.

Tripartite Commission (1998dWlinute of the Standing Committee Meeting: 9th Megti
on 1 February 1998 (in Koreangeoul.

Tripartite Commission (1998eMinute of the Standing Committee Meeting: 11th
Meeting on 7 February 1998 (in Koreai®eoul.

Tripartite Commission (2008) Ten-Year History ofbloar-Management-Government
Tripartite Commission 1998-2007 (in Korean). Seoul.

Tsai, P.-Y. (2008) 'Reconciliation of Work and Fantiife in Taiwan', East Asian Social
Policy Research Network Annual Conference, Taipei,November 20009.

Tsebelis, G. (2002Yeto Players: How Political Institutions WorRyinceton: Princeton
University Press.

Vogel, S. K. (2005) Routine Adjustment and Boundedovation: The Changing
Political Economy of Japan. in W. Streeck and K. Thelen (eds)Beyond
Continuity: Institutional Change in Advanced Pdaléi Economies.Oxford:
Oxford University Press, pp. 145-68.

Wade, R. (1990%0verning the Market: Economic Theory and the RéI&overnment
in East Asian IndustrializatiorRrinceton: Princeton University Press.

Walker, A. and Wong, C.-K. (2005a) Conclusion: Fr@wonfucianism to Globalisation.
in A. Walker and C.-k. Wong (ed§ast Asian Welfare Regimes in Transition:
From Confucianism to GlobalisatioBristol: Policy Press, pp. 213-24.

Walker, A. and Wong, C.-K. (2005last Asian Welfare Regimes in Transition: From
Confucianism to GlobalisatiomBristol: Policy Press.

Weir, M., Orloff, A. S. and Skocpol, T. (1988) lattuction: Understanding American
Social Politics. in M. Weir, A. S. Orloff and T. 8&pol (eds)The Politics of
Social Policy in the United State@rinceton: Princeton University Press, pp. 37-
80.

Weiss, L. (1998)'he Myth of the Powerless State: Governing the &egnin a Global
Era, Cambridge: Polity Press.

Weiss, L. (ed) (2003ptates in the Global Economy: Bringing Domestidilagons
Back In,Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Weiss, L. (2005) The State-Augmenting Effects oblalisation’, New Political

285



Economy10(3), 345-53.

White, G. and Goodman, R. (1998) Welfare Oriemtaliznd the Search for an East
Asian Welfare Model. in R. Goodman, G. White and.HKwon (eds)The East
Asian Welfare Model: Welfare Orientalism and that&t_ondon: Routledge, pp.
3-24.

Wilensky, H. L. (1975)The Welfare State and Equality: Structural and ldgwal
Roots of Public ExpenditureBerkeley: University of California Press.

Wilthagen, T. (1998) 'Flexicurity: A New Paradigior fLabour Market Policy Reform’,
Social Science Research Center Berlin DiscussiopePaNo. FS | 98-
202(February).

Wilthagen, T. and Tros, F. (2004) 'The ConceptFiéxicurity’: A New approach to
Regulating Employment and Labour Markef®ansfer: European Review of
labour and researchl0(2), 166-86.

Women's Solidarity Council for Labour Laws Revisi¢2001) Women and Labour
Movements' Demand the Fast Implementation of Ssatain of Maternity
Protection Costs, 17 January 2001 (in Koreg®gpoul.

Won, S.-Y. (2007) 'Institutionalised Powerlessne$&® Reality of Women's Policy
Units and their Gendered Dynamics in Kordaurnal of Social Policy36(2),
261-78.

Won, S.-Y. and Pascall, G. (2004) 'A Confucian Weer Childcare? Practice and Policy
in Childcare and Their Implications for Understarglithe Korean Gender
Regime'Social Policy & Administration38(3), 270-89.

Wong, J. (2004a) 'The Adaptive Developmental Stat&ast Asia'.Journal of East
Asian Studies4(3), 345-62.

Wong, J. (2004bHealthy Democracies: Welfare Politics in Taiwan aBduth Korea,
Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Wong, J. (2008) Maintaining KMT Dominance: Partyapdation in Authoritarian and
Democratic Taiwan. in E. Friedman and J. Wong (&ddjtical transitions in
dominant party systems: learning to loBlew York: Routledge, pp. 57-74.

Woo-Cumings, M. (1999 he Developmental Statéhaca: Cornell University Press.

Woo-Cumings, M. (2007a) After the Miracle: Neoliaksm and Institutional Reform in
East Asia. in M. Woo-Cumings (et®eoliberalism and Institutional Reform in

East AsiaBasingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 1-31.

286



Woo-Cumings, M. (ed) (2007 eoliberalism and Institutional Reform in East Asia
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Woo, J. (1991Race to the Swift: State and Finance in Korean $taalization, New
York: Columbia University Press.

Woo, M. (2004)The Politics Of Social Welfare Policy In South Kaoré&rowth and
CitizenshipLanham: University Press of America.

World Bank (1993)rhe East Asian Miracle: Economic Growth and PuBlaicy, New
York: Oxford University Press.

Yang, J.-J. (2004) 'Skill Formation and the Origihthe Korean Welfare System: A
Reinterpretation of the Authoritarian Industriativa Period (1962-1986) (in
Korean)',The Korean Political Science Revie&g(5), 85-104.

Yang, J.-J. (2006) 'Corporate Unionism and LaborkdaFlexibility in South Korea',
Journal of East Asian Studie®(2), 205-31.

Yang, J.-J. (2008) '60-years of Korean Welfare @yolMaking of the Developmental
Welfare Regime and the Need for its Transformatjon Korean)', Korean
Journal of Public Policy42(2), 327-49.

Yeatman, A. (1990) Bureaucrats, Technocrats, Femocrats : Essays on the
Contemporary Australian Statew South Wales: Allen & Unwin.

Yi, . (2007) The Politics of Occupational Welfare in Kordajkuoka: Hana-Syoin.

You, J.-l. (1994) Labour Institutions and Econorlievelopment in the Republic of
Korea. in G. Rodgers (e#)orkers, Institutions, and Economic Growth in Asia.

Geneva: International Institute for Labour Studmgs, 177-210.

287



