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I. Introduction tc "I. Introduction "
The Kim Dae-jung administration was inaugurated in the midst of unprecedented socioeconomic chaos following the IMF crisis. Korea witnessed large-scale corporate bankruptcies and restructuring, which resulted in mass unemployment and bipolarization of income distribution. As his political vision to counteract this socioeconomic crisis, President Kim promised the "parallel development of democracy and a market economy" at the time of his inauguration, followed by the policy of "productive welfare" two years later. If the actual contents of its key economic, industrial, and labor policies are examined, the DJ administration's policies are guided by a neoliberal approach (Kim Gyun and Bak Sun-seong 1998; Jang Sang-hwan 1998). Given the fact that the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank, which have provided bailout packages to South America and Eastern Europe since the 1970s, attempt to reorganize recipient nations' socioeconomic structure based on neoliberalist principles (Pieper and Taylor 1998), the argument that the overall mood of the DJ administration is neoliberalist seems quite persuasive.
  The social welfare policy pursued by the DJ administration is the most radical in its intensity of reform and actual content since the first implementation of modern social welfare in the 1960s. Putting an end to the two decade long controversy on the choice between a fragmented or integrated health insurance system, the DJ administration implemented the latter. It also enacted the National Basic Livelihood Security Act (NBLS), signifying a paradigm shift in social assistance, and extended public pension coverage to include the entire population, which is quite rare outside developed nations. Each of these new policy initiatives promises to fundamentally change the Korean social welfare scheme.


The DJ administration's social welfare policy has two noteworthy aspects. First, it draws attention to the relationship between globalization and social welfare. Despite the general argument that the progress of globalization undermines nation-states' autonomy and causes retrenchment of state welfare (Teeple 1995, 55-74; Mishra 1999, 94-100), Korea's social welfare has expanded amid rapid globalization with the IMF's bailout funds. Korea is an uncommon case in which globalization contributes to the expansion of social welfare, and therefore the social welfare reform policy of the DJ administration is being watched with keen interest (Lee 1999; Shin 2000). 


Second, by comparing the DJ administration's social welfare policy with the social welfare systems found in the welfare regimes of advanced nations, we can identify its unique characteristics and predict a possible shift to a specific welfare regime. Some contend that the DJ administration's social welfare policy has neoliberal traits and it will mirror, in terms of actual policy content, the liberal welfare regime found in Great Britain or the United States (Jeong Mu-gwon 2000; Jo Yeong-hun 2000). On the other hand, some note that the social welfare scheme pursued by the DJ administration has the institutional characteristics of conservative/corporatist welfare regime in Continental Europe (Kim Yeong-beom 2000). 


In this paper, I will put forth three arguments in relation to the second point mentioned above. First, by analyzing the character of the DJ administration's social welfare reform, I will attempt to show that its policy leans towards state welfare, which stresses the state's responsibility for welfare, rather than neoliberalism, which emphasizes the responsibility of the market and the individual for welfare (Section III). Second, based on this analysis, I will critique the claim that the social welfare reform pursued by the DJ administration shares some characteristics and similarities with the social welfare systems found in liberal, conservative, and Japan-focused welfare regimes (Section IV). Third, I will argue that as a consequence of social welfare reform, the Korean social welfare scheme is a combination of institutional characteristics of various welfare regimes (Section V). Expanding the narrow category of social welfare "system" to a broader category, welfare "regime," Section V will promote a discourse on the typology of the Korean welfare regime, which has yet to be examined in academic circles.
 

II. The Neoliberal Approach to Social Welfare tc "II. The Neoliberal Approach to Social Welfare "
Relationship between the State and the Market in Welfare Provisiontc "Relationship between the State and the Market in Welfare Provision"
As I mentioned above, a key assertion of this paper is that the DJ administration's social welfare policy is not neoliberal in nature. Therefore I would like to first explain the characteristics of the neoliberal approach and its models. The existing literature well explains the problems of the Keynesian welfare state, focusing on the severe criticism of main (neo)liberal theorists, such as Hayek and Friedman and their alternative philosophical and theoretical stance (George and Wilding 1994; Pierson 1998; O'Brien and Penna 1998). Primarily, neoliberalists prefer welfare provision of the market to that of the state. They argue that the market is an important mechanism to promote efficienct distribution of limited resources, and state intervention in welfare provision generates inefficient distribution and monopoly of resources. They also claim that the state's role in welfare provision should be reduced, because state welfare deepens the welfare recipients' dependency on welfare. According to their arguments, it is necessary to strengthen welfare provision through the market and the individual by reinforcing the market's role via privatization of state welfare and individual responsibility for welfare.


Of course, they do not entirely reject the state's role in welfare provision; they argue that if the state takes part in welfare provision, it should play a minimum role by focusing only on the poor if possible. They clearly indicate that "where state does get involved in the provision of welfare, its role should be limited to the provision of residual, minimal services, that is, safety net provision" (George and Wilding 1994: 38). Such is the core argument of the neoliberalists regarding the state's role in social welfare. If we assume that there are only two main providers of social welfare--the market and the state, the core argument of the neoliberalist approach can be simplified as follows: it strengthens the market's role in welfare provision and diminishes the state's role as the minimum provider of welfare. In this paper, I will assess whether the DJ administration's social welfare policy strengthens the market's or the state's role in providing welfare.


Thus far, I have discussed how the neoliberalist perspective defines the role of the state and the market in welfare provision at an abstract level. Let us examine it at a more concrete level, analyzing the neoliberalist model of the two core schemes of a welfare state, social insurance and social assistance, and focusing on the policy alternatives proposed by the IMF and the World Bank.
 

Social Insurance and Neoliberalismtc "Social Insurance and Neoliberalism"
It is debatable whether neoliberalism has a unique institutional form, in terms of its social insurance system, that distinguishes itself from other welfare ideologies. Though social insurance programs of different countries have some commonalities at the macro level such as linkage between contribution and benefits and the relatively strong undertone of citizens' rights, there are wide differences when compared at the micro level (Social Security Administration 2000). Despite these differences, however, institutional models that neoliberalists favor clearly exist in the areas of public pension and health insurance. A concrete example of the neoliberalist program of public pension and health insurance can be found in the reform models proposed by the IMF and the World Bank,
 which play a central role in solidifying neoliberalist ideology into policy alternatives at the institutional level and diffusing them throughout the world.


The World Bank's public pension reform model is a perfect example of the social insurance model pursued by the neoliberalists. In its 1994 report Averting the Old Age Crisis, which sparked an international controversy over pension reform, the World Bank noted that the single pillar system (or social security pension
 in the ILO's term), the dominant form in developed countries including European nations, has failed to assure the elderly with income security and has been a barrier to economic growth. It offered a multipillar system as an alternative to the single pillar system, which is characterized by three special features such as pay-as-you-go financing, earnings-related defined benefits and public management in one package (World Bank 1994, 16-18).


According to the World Bank's multipillar system, the first pillar, which is a "mandatory publicly managed pillar" based on a means-tested program or minimum pension guarantee, should be modest in size by providing minimum income for the elderly. The second pillar is a "mandatory privately managed pillar." It has two forms: mandatory private savings (as found in Chile) and the occupational pension. Of these two forms, the World Bank strongly recommends the first. The World Bank claims that mandatory private savings, managed by private companies using market principles, have an advantage over the single pillar system in terms of the benefits, capital market growth, diversification of investment risk and equity, because it has the characteristics of private management, competition among pension funds, defined contribution and full funding. The third pillar is a "voluntary pillar" taking the forms of occupational pension and private savings, which functions to secure additional income for the elderly.


The existing social security pension system is plagued with various problems such as continuous increase of contributions, contribution evasion, incentive for early retirement and political manipulation of pension funds, which are chronic and endemic weaknesses observed in the pay-as-you-go defined benefit pension plan (World Bank 1994, 162). The World Bank asserts that the problems are difficult to overcome unless the fundamental framework of the pension system is altered. The second pillar, the privately managed fully-funded system is at the core of the World Bank's pension reform plan. It strongly demonstrates a neoliberal character by stressing that the responsibility for public pension should be transferred from the state to the market, and at the same time, it causes fierce resistance from the advocates of state welfarism seeking to defend the social security pension system.


The World Bank's multipillar system engendered vehement controversies between the World Bank and the ILO. In other words, the former attempts to make the market responsible for providing income security for the elderly, and the latter strives to maintain the existing public pension system--the social security pension system (Beattie and McGillivray 1995; Holzman 1998). But recently, the ILO camp, formerly staunch defender of the latter scheme, has begun to allow that the market should play a certain role in public pension (Gillion et. al. 2000, 453-486), thus providing a turning point in focusing on the market in pension reform throughout the world.
 


Consequently, the multipillar system is neoliberal in nature, attempting to reduce the role of the state in social security pension system and to strengthen the responsibility of the market and the individual for old-age security. The pension reform ideology of the World Bank is in conflict with the fundamental values of the European social security pension plan emphasizing inter-group solidarity, income redistribution, and public management by the state through social insurance.  


The World Bank began to show interest in the issue of health care as part of social safety nets in the mid-1990s while intervening in the restructuring processes of underdeveloped and developing countries. Although it has its own position on how to intervene in health care, it mainly deals with the issues of health care (such as nutrition) and only makes statements on general principles (World Bank 1997). It does not provide policy alternatives to social health insurance, which is characterized by social solidarity and public management, whereas in the case of social security pension it proposed the multipillar system as the neoliberal model alternative. It does not, however, advocate social health insurance actively.


Today, the neoliberal camp considers Individual Medical Savings Accounts (MSAs) as a possible alternative to social health insurance.
 According to the MSAs plan, which is being implemented in Singapore and as an experiment in some states of the United States, individuals hold their own personal accounts from which medical expenses are taken out and the balance is refunded in cash. This system holds the advantage of controling consumers' moral hazards that could appear in social health insurance, i.e., excessive use of the health care system. If private insurance companies manage MSAs entirely, the market, rather than state or public insurers, has control over health care providers. However, there are serious drawbacks such as the possibility of decreasing the poor's access to health care and reducing insurance coverage to exclude low-cost diseases. Also, if private financial institutions (such as private insurance companies) manage MSAs, it will generate the effect of replacing social health insurance with private health insurance. In this case, responsibility for health care security is transferred from the state to the private market and individuals, causing the virtual evaporation of social solidarity, which is the core value of social health insurance.


Though the World Bank does not advocate the implementation of MSAs as strongly as it advocates the multipillar pension system, it has expressed strong interest in it as a policy alternative to social health insurance in financing a health security system (Prescott 1998). Indeed, it offered the MSAs plan as a policy alternative for developing countries. For example, the World Bank demanded the adoption of MSAs as a condition for the second injection of structural adjustment loans to Korea (Kim Chang-yeop et al. 1998, 34-35), thus demonstrating it as a strong neoliberal policy alternative to social health insurance. 

Social Safety Nets and Neoliberalismtc "Social Safety Nets and Neoliberalism"
The IMF and the World Bank began to raise the issue of social safety nets in the late 1980s as these organizations recognized that restructuring is difficult to achieve without controlling its side effects on society such as unemployment and poverty. Due to their experiences intervening in the neoliberal restructuring of developing countries and underdeveloped countries, the IMF and the World Bank used the term "social safety nets" to mean "the whole range of short-term programs designed to counter the problem of poverty among vulnerable groups that are derived from the side effects of the structural adjustment process such as mass unemployment and aggravating income distribution" (IMF 1995, 104-105: World Bank 1996, 104). From the mid-1990s, the World Bank set poverty reduction as a major goal and began developing systematic concepts of social safety nets in three aspects: target groups, program types and delivery mechanisms.
 


First, the target groups of social safety nets are the chronically poor, whose income levels are below an acceptable minimum (e.g., poverty line) even during periods of economic growth; the temporarily poor, whose income levels fluctuate above and below an acceptable minimum level during periods of natural or economic shocks; and those groups, transient poor or not, directly affected by adjustment (e.g., workers who have lost their jobs as a result of bankrupt administration owned or operated business/enterprise).  


Second, the types of social safety net programs include i) traditional means-tested social assistance, ii) cash transfers, such as social assistance based on general revenue and family assistance based on children in a household, iii) in-kind transfers, such as transfers of commodities (i.e., rice, kerosene) or services (i.e., health, education) to poor and vulnerable groups, and iv) public works (widely performed in Korea). 


As for the delivery mechanisms of social safety nets, the World Bank recommends targeting mechanisms to concentrate support on certain groups rather than universal subsidies, which are fiscally burdensome and inefficient. In providing support to the target groups, it is necessary to have institutional mechanisms to reduce administrative and transaction costs. 


It is debatable whether or not the concept of social safety nets proposed by the World Bank is a model favored by the neoliberalists, just like the multipillar pension system or MSAs. This is because cash transfers and in-kind transfers to the vulnerable groups, like the poor and the jobless, are common in other welfare states. It is also because the level of social safety nets proposed by the World Bank can mean state welfare expansion to a certain degree in underdeveloped and developing countries that have a weak state welfare system. However, the social safety nets proposed by the World Bank are different from welfare states in that i) they put little emphasis on the principle of "citizenship" for social welfare benefits; ii) they follow the principle of selectivism by targeting low-income groups instead of adhering to universalism by targeting citizens in general, and iii) they emphasize cost-efficiency. Nonetheless, it is not fair to evaluate the neoliberal nature of social safety net programs with only two criteria, citizenship and application of selectivism. The nature of social safety nets should be examined based on the following factors: core principles of the program, a higher level structural reform of social welfare, and the overall change of state welfare programs. For example, if state welfare programs (e.g., social insurance) are curtailed while selective and temporary social safety net programs are expanded, it can be seen as a neoliberal rearrangement of social welfare. But if state welfare programs are strengthened, and programs with a strong undertone of citizens' rights (e.g., social assistance) are expanded, it cannot be seen as a neoliberal readjustment. In Korea, in an effort to cope with unemployment and poverty after the financial crisis, NGOs and the academy as well as the administration accepted the slogan of social safety net expansion, and diverse programs were administered. I will discuss this issue in further detail. 

Ⅲ. Social Welfare Policy under the Kim Dae-jung Administration: 
Changes and Characteristics
The areas of social policy that underwent the most sweeping changes under the DJ administration are social insurance (National Pension and Health Insurance) and social assistance (unemployment policy). Social services, such as child welfare and welfare services for the elderly, did not experience notable change. In this section, I will examine the character of the new social welfare scheme, focusing on social insurance and social assistance.
 

National Pension: Preserving the Social Security Pension Scheme

The Korean National Pension Scheme is a single-pillar, earnings-related system, in which basic pension and earnings-related pension are not separate and includes the main characteristics of "public management," "defined benefits," and a "partially-funded system." Aside from people of certain occupations such as military personnel and government employees, the vast majority of the population is covered by an integrated system. This differs from the Continental European corporatist system (e.g.,Germany and France), which has separate systems for blue collar workers, white collar workers, and farmers/fishermen. Therefore, relatively speaking, the Korean public pension system has no status-segmentation or stratification effect, which are usually generated by differential application of the pension system that, Esping-Anderson (1990, 58-61) points out, are main features of the social insurance system of corporatist welfare regime (e.g., Germany and Austria). It is true that a certain level of stratification exists in the Korean system because government employees and military personnel are under a separate pension scheme. However, apart from them, all other occupations are incorporated into a single system, keeping the stratification effect low. In addition, it provides generous benefits by setting the payment level at 60 percent of wages before retirement for a 40-year contribution. Thus, the Korean system is designed to strengthen the principle of social solidarity through income redistribution between classes and between generations.

Under the Kim Young-sam administration, a government ad hoc committee presented a pension reform plan that suggested two systems: pay-as-you-go basic pension, and earnings-related pension including defined contribution and full funding. This is very similar to the one proposed by the World Bank (National Pension Scheme Reform Committee 1997). This reform plan was well received as an appropriate alternative even when the National Pension Act was revised in the National Assembly in 1998. Yet, the succeeding Kim Dae-jung administration rejected the proposal and launched another reform plan advocating a reduction of the wage replacement ratio from 70 to 60 percent, enhancing transparency of pension funds management, and strengthening the participation of the insured in the policy-making process (Seok Jae-eun 2000). The basic framework of the pension scheme remained intact, such as public management, inter-generational and inter-class solidarity, lenient benefits levels, and integrated management of wage workers and the self-employed. In other words, the reformed national pension scheme contained few neoliberalist elements recommended by the World Bank and maintained the principle of state responsibility for elderly income.

Another characteristic of the reform plan was the extension of the pension system to the entire population by applying the basic framework of the public pension scheme to the self-employed people living in urban areas. Although only about 60 percent of people who were eligible for National Pension were actually making contributions in 2000 (Kim Yeon-myeong 2001), the main purpose of the policy reform was to strengthen public responsibility by expanding the national pension plan to the whole population. It is also noteworthy that an earnings-related system has been adopted for the self-employed in urban areas. The basic framework of the Korean pension system was modeled after the Japanese system, but it differs in that the Japanese system has a "flat-contribution and flat-benefit" scheme for the self-employed, while the Korean system has an earnings-related scheme for them. In Korea this means dependency on public pension increased and the state's role expanded.
Health Insurance: Preserving Social Health Insurance and Enhancing Solidarity

Under the DJ administration, health insurance experienced the most dramatic change of all policy areas. Before the reform, the Korean health insurance scheme was a corporatist system based on social health insurance, as found in Germany and Japan. Numerous health insurance societies, with varying contribution rates and independently managed funds, were formed for different occupational groups and geographic areas. The previous health insurance system had roughly 420 health insurance societies, resulting in strong status-segmentation and weak social solidarity. The three main reformative features introduced by the DJ adminstration were: the 420 societies were incorporated into a single health insurance plan operated by the public sector, which controls the administrative organizations of health insurance and the hundreds of funds managed by financially independent agencies; the introduction of a unified contribution standard across the nation, previously differing from one society to another, increased the equity of health insurance contributions; the scope of benefits covered by health insurance was slightly extended (Kim Yeon-myeong 2000).  

The health insurance reform has significant meaning. Firstly, as the entire population was incorporated into a single health insurance system, the status-segmentation effect disappeared. Also, the past limited solidarity was transformed into nationwide solidarity. Secondly, the state's responsibility for health security was strengthened. In the previous corporatist system based on the self-governing principle, funds were managed by separate societies, and contribution rates were determined independently. Now, in the new integrated system, a single insurer--a public organization--determines contribution rates and manages funds directly, increasing the state's responsibility for health considerably. Thirdly, the shift to the integrated system means that Korea has departed from the Japanese system and built its own model.

In the health insurance reform process, with the focus on building a social health insurance system based on the principle of social solidarity, the main controversy did not center on whether to model it on a social health insurance system, the MSA scheme, or the British National Health Service, but on whether to keep the corporatist system or adopt an integrated system. In other words, it was an issue of whether to define the scope of solidarity narrowly or at the national level. Like national pension reform, neoliberal MSAs were not discussed as an option throughout the reform process, nor were there neoliberal elements in the resulting integrated health insurance. Judging from the ultimate goal of health insurance reform, it is clear that the DJ administration did not seek to strengthen the market's role, but focused on social solidarity, the fundamental principle of social health insurance, and the state's role in health security. 
Employment Insurance and Workmen's Accident Compensation Insurance: Expanding Social Insurance

Korea's Employment Insurance (EI) and Workmen's Accident Compensation Insurance (WACI) share characteristics of the previous social insurance system such as public management and earnings-related contribution and benefit, like Korea's National Pension and Health Insurance. Also, EI and WACI make up a single system covering all wage earners and are not differentiated according to occupation. The EI and WACI reform introduced by the DJ administration has some notable features. First, it carries the framework of the traditional social insurance system as is. In the preceding Kim Young-sam administration, there was a strong move to privatize WACI, led mostly by the Ministry of Finance and Economy, but this disappeared in the DJ administration. 

The second feature is the rapid expansion of EI and WACI coverage. EI was first introduced in 1995, and was extended to all workplaces with less than 5 employees in April 1999. It made rapid progress, covering all wage earners in a five-year period. In addition, non-standard workers such as temporary and part-time workers who had been excluded from EI coverage were also included. Meanwhile, WACI coverage was expanded to employees and employers at workplaces with less than 5 workers in 2000, covering virtually all workers. At the end of 1997, just before the inauguration of President Kim Dae-jung, EI coverage remained at 33.1 percent, but it increased to 55.1 percent in 2000. WACI coverage increased from 62.1 percent to 67.4 percent during the same period (Kim Yeon-myeong 2001).

Third, the level of EI benefits was upgraded by extending the period of unemployment allowance payment and increasing the amount of benefits. Also the concept of Active Labor Market Policy (ALMP) was introduced to the unemployment policy. Since the unemployment rate remained very low, hovering around 2 to 3 percent for the past 20 years, ALMP was a unfamiliar concept in Korea. As the unemployment rate grew rapidly with ongoing structural adjustment, ALMP programs such as job training and employment stabilization were introduced (ILO 1998, 35-38 and 40-45). Nonetheless, this did not result in the discontinuance of Passive Labor Market Policy (PLMP) measures, such as unemployment allowance payment or social assistance for the unemployed. In fact, in terms of budgetary allocation, more money was appropriated to PLMP measures than to ALMP (Hwang Deok-sun 2001).  

Looking at the overall contents of the EI and WACI reforms, we cannot find an element that strengthens the role of the market (such as privatization); instead, the state's responsibility increases by extending the social insurance system, which is predicated on the state's role, to all wage earners and by generously increasing the amount of benefits. The expansion of ALMP measures cannot be regarded as neoliberal. For instance, Sweden's pushing ahead with ALMP initiatives after the 1980s is not considered neoliberal.
Expansion of Social Safety Nets and the State's Responsibility 
tc ""
To counteract the problems of unemployment and poverty resulting from the economic crisis, the DJ administration launched various programs that can be classified as social safety nets.
 These programs can be divided into two categories: i) programs which were institutionalized by expanding the state welfare system, targeted vulnerable groups (not specifically the poor) and ii) programs, specificially targeting the poor and the unemployed, were temporarily operated and then discontinued or diminished over time. The latter fits the World Bank definition of safety nets since they directly target the poor and have a weak conception of entitlement, while the former expands the state welfare system and thus, differs from the World Bank's safety net programs.
 
Social safety net programs for temporary relief of poverty and unemployment include public works, temporary livelihood protection programs that give temporary eligibility for social assistance to the poor, loans for the jobless to secure livelihood, and job training for the unemployed. In 1999, 59.5 percent (or 4,365.4 billion won) of the total unemployment budget (7,453.6 billion won) was allocated to these four programs (Hwang Deok-sun 2001, 7). The target groups of these programs were those who were hit hardest by the economic crisis, the poor and the unemployed. As unemployment rates decreased in 1999, most of the programs were reduced or terminated in 2000. In the 2000 budget, the amount appropriated to the programs decreased by 50 percent to 2,409.8 billion won, and temporary livelihood protection programs were discontinued. From the neoliberatlist perspective, these programs are similar to the World Bank's safety net programs in the sense that they target vulnerable groups such as the poor and the unemployed, the benefits are not seen as entitlements, and they are temporary and not institutional.

The social safety net programs, which have been expanded or reformed from state welfare programs, are the social insurance program for the vulnerable and the social assistance scheme. As mentioned earlier, the expansion of EI coverage, increase of EI benefit level, and expansion of WACI coverage should be seen as measures to expand or institutionalize state welfare. Of all social safety net programs introduced by the DJ administration during the economic crisis, the most representative and practical reform was the enactment in October 2000 of the National Basic Livelihood Security (NBLS) Act, a radical replacement of the existing social assistance scheme.

The reform of social assistance is often regarded as the most representative of all social welfare reforms made by the DJ administration. In the existing social assistance scheme, eligibility was restricted by two criteria. The first criterion was demographic: people between the ages of 18 and 65 were excluded from the plan. The second criterion excluded able-bodied people, so only a small number of people were eligible for benefits. However, the NBLS Act repealed these conditions and anyone with an income and property below a certain level would be eligible for social assistance. For able-bodied people, the rule on "conditional recipients" was newly introduced to give them work incentive, based on the so-called "workfare" idea that social assistance is to be provided on the condition that the recipient participates in job training or self-support programs (Heo Seon 2000).

The NBLS Act includes some radical changes that are comparable to a paradigm shift in the social assistance scheme. The main contents of the Act can be summarized as follows: first, the Act maintains the state's responsibility for poverty and does not transfer the responsibility to the individual; it also expands society's responsibility for poverty by easing eligibility. Second, in the past, the social assistance scheme was largely regarded as the state's lenient policy for the poor, but the Act clearly states the rights of the poor and the duty of the state for social assistance. These two aspects emphasize the state's responsibility rather than the individual's responsibility towards poverty. The third aspect, which has generated much controversy, is to force conditional recipients or able-bodied people to work, and to limit their benefits if they do not comply. This provision is a concrete representation of the "workfare" concept in the Korean social assistance system, which was largely a measure to emphasize personal responsibility for poverty as shown in the U.S. Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996. The clauses on conditional recipients were inserted in the NBLS Act because of questions raised by free market proponents in government agencies (e.g., the Ministry of Planning and Budget), who were concerned with the diffusion of welfare dependency and the rapid increase of the social assistance budget. Therefore, this can be seen as a neoliberal element. But the NBLS Act is very lenient compared to the U.S. PRWORA, which requires that "all welfare recipients enter the workforce within two years and end assistance within five years." Also, it should be noted that work obligation in the NBLS Act means participation in self-support programs,
 which are not neoliberal in nature. Only about 3 percent of 1.5 million people covered by the NBLS Act are affected by the workfare program, and the workfare budget takes up about 6 percent of the total NBLS budget. Considering all of this, we can say that workfare in the NBLS Act has only a weak connotation of personal responsibility towards poverty and is not a core element of the Act.

As shown here, the safety net measures introduced by the DJ administration are similar to the World Bank's safety net programs. Yet the NBLS Act―which is the core legislation of the Korea's safety net programs―strengthens the state rather than individual responsibility for poverty. When we consider the whole picture, including the social insurance reform described in the previous sections, social safety net programs offered as temporary measures of poverty reduction are not a primary but a secondary feature of the social welfare policy of the DJ administration. The primary feature of the administration's social welfare reform is to strengthen the responsibility of the state and society rather than that of the market and the individual in social insurance and social assistance.

IV. Moving Beyond Neoliberalism? tc "IV. Moving Beyond Neoliberalism? "
Progress in comparative social policy research has enabled us to gain an advanced understanding of the characteristics of the welfare systems of various nations. Among studies on classifications of welfare regimes and characteristics of welfare systems, Esping-Andersen's typology of welfare regimes (1990) is most widely recognized. Based on the two criteria of income maintenance programs--the degree of decommodification and the stratification effect--Esping-Andersen divides advanced welfare states into three welfare regime categories: liberal, conservative/corporatist, and social democratic.
 Existing research has reviewed the changes in the social welfare scheme under the DJ administration based on Esping-Andersen's typology. There are three different assertions on the characteristics of the Korean social welfare scheme and the welfare regime it follows. First, the DJ administration's social welfare policy displays neoliberal characteristics, as the result of welfare reform, a move towards the liberal welfare regime is expected. Second, the Korean social welfare scheme includes institutional characteristics found in the European conservative welfare regime. Third, researchers who suggested the East Asian welfare model―before the inauguration of the DJ administration―claimed that the Korean welfare system is similar to that of Japan. I will review the validity of these arguments, which are important reference points, to properly determine the model of the Korean welfare regime. Before doing this, let us discuss some underlying assumptions.

The first assumption concerns the distinction between analyzing the characteristics of the social welfare system and analyzing the typology of welfare regimes. According to Esping-Andersen, "welfare regimes refer to the ways in which welfare production is allocated between state, market, and households" (1999, 73), whereas welfare systems focus only on the state of those three sectors and their characteristics serve only as a criterion for classifying welfare regimes. According to Esping-Andersen, a common feature of the social welfare system found in Continental European welfare regimes is the corporatist social insurance scheme, which generates the status-segmentation or stratification effect by endowing privileges to certain occupational groups (1990, 58-61). Besides the status-segmentation phenomenon, a corporatist welfare regime has the combined characteristics of generous benefits (i.e., a high degree of decommodification), strong family responsibility in the provision of welfare and a relatively small role for the market. My analysis in Section III was on the characteristics of the social welfare scheme under the Kim Dae-jung administration, not on the model of the Korean welfare regime, which includes the changed roles of family and market. 

Second, all the welfare regimes classified by Esping-Andersen's typology are advanced capitalist nations. Japan's social expenditure accounted for 15 percent of its GDP in 1996, which was the lowest among advanced capitalist nations. In the same year, Korea's social expenditure took up only 3.4 percent of its GDP (Go Gyeong-hwan 2000). Therefore, it does not seem appropriate to put Korea on a par and compare with the nations classified by Esping-Andersen. 

The main objective is to analyze whether the characteristics of the reformed social welfare scheme under the DJ administration have similar institutional characteristics to a specific welfare regime model. Based on this analysis, it is feasible to predict the welfare regime model Korea would follow if it were to become a welfare state.
Characteristics of the Neoliberal Welfare System: Is It Moving toward a Liberal Welfare Regime ? tc "Characteristics of the Neoliberal Welfare System\: Is It Moving toward a Liberal Welfare Regime? "
Analyzing the social welfare policy of the early period of the Kim Dae-jung administration, Jeong Mu-gwon evaluates that while this administration's welfare policy has some radical aspects compared to past administrations, "when it is seen from the broader context of neoliberal restructuring, it may be more fair to say that it just does not conflict with neoliberal values in terms of the contents of social policy reform and its outcomes" (2000, 354). Stating that "some may interpret the extension of social insurance coverage and the enactment of the NBLS Act under the DJ administration as measures to expand safety net mechanisms needed for the social security system to have a favorable neoliberal framework," he warns against the possibility of reducing the Kim administration's social welfare reform to establishing the safety nets recommended by the World Bank. Now, three years after the inauguration of the DJ administration, we can say that contrary to this concern, the administration implemented policies to strengthen the state's responsibility for welfare consistently from the beginning. If the DJ administration's social insurance policy was meant to be neoliberal, it should have switched to the multipillar pension system or the MSA scheme and, at least, it should have introduced strong market principles such as increased competition in social insurance. However, there is no sign of this in reality. If the NBLS Act, for example, is only a safety net measure, it is difficult to explain why the concept of entitlement is emphasized, why the Act is institutionalized as a law rather than as a temporary measure, and why the number of recipients and the budget for it have increased. Moreover, we should remember that the main supporters of the Act were NGOs seeking the expansion of state welfare and that the neoliberal camp attempted to postpone or repeal the Act.
 Acknowledging some neoliberal characteristics in the DJ administration's welfare reform, some researchers further diagnose that the Korean welfare regime, which has so far been unclearly defined, is moving toward a liberal welfare regime. To substantiate their argument they raise several points: the "productive welfare" initiative focuses on social assistance for low-income earners and not the general public; the main interest is given to resource distribution through the market rather than expansion of income transfers and social security; the role of NGOs, local communities, and private companies as providers of social welfare in addition to the state is emphasized; and the focus on workfare increases dependency on the market (Jo Yeong-hun 2000, 99-100). 

However, all these assertions except the third directly contradict my analysis of the DJ administration's welfare policy reform. An examination of the actual contents of the administration's policy measures reveals that it has rapidly expanded the social security system, increasing social transfers of income more strongly than ever. Workfare is a secondary element in the overall changes of the social assistance scheme. The third claim, which follows the tone of welfare pluralism, has not been realized as a concrete program in this administration, and there is no substantial evidence that the state transfers its responsibility to other actors. 

Esping-Andersen points out some characteristics of a liberal welfare regime in his recent book. Firstly, liberal policy is residual in the sense that social guarantees are typically restricted to "bad risks." (More weight is given to needs-based social assistance programs than rights programs.) Secondly, it is residual in responding to risks at the societal level. (The United States does not provide national health care, child allowances or maternity benefits.) The third characteristic is its encouragement of private welfare through the market (1999, 75-76).

As shown in Section III, a notable change of the DJ administration's social welfare policy is the expansion of social insurance as well as social assistance. The ratio of social assistance expenditure to social insurance expenditure fell from 17.3 percent to 14.6 percent between 1995 and 1998 (recomputed from Go Kyong-hwan et Al. 2000, 105), and as national pension provisions increase over time, it will further decrease. This means that the core of the Korean welfare system is social insurance, not social assistance. The encouragement of private welfare via the market and transfer of state welfare to the market via privatization are not observed in Korea. Also, it does not provide child allowances or maternity benefits, while it does have paid maternity leave (covered by employers). It has national health insurance, which is very rare in developing countries. Therefore, the claim for a possible switch to a liberal welfare regime is not supported by the welfare policies implemented by this administration. In sum, the conception that the DJ administration's social welfare policy has neoliberal characteristics is a result of superficial observation; according to the results of the analysis of actual programs, it is antineoliberal in nature by strengthening the state's responsibility for welfare.
Institutional Characteristics of the Corporatist Welfare Regime ?tc "Institutional Characteristics of the Corporatist Welfare Regime"

While some diagnose that the DJ administration's welfare reform has neoliberal characteristics, others argue that it has characteristics of a conservative/corporatist welfare regime like Germany and Austria. Kim Yeong-beom claims that the income security programs per se have some institutional characteristics of the conservative welfare regime, citing the increased coverage of income security recipients and the increased burden of contribution on the insured (2000, 46-47). However, this argument is only the result of superficial observation of the contents of the national pension and health insurance reforms. The core of the conservative welfare regime is the "blend of status-segmentation and familialism" (Esping-Andersen 1999, 81). Status-segmentation, a characteristic of a corporatist social insurance model, occurs when social insurance is structured to maintain the privileged status of certain groups in the market. Yet, the DJ administration shed the corporatist health insurance system, adopted an integrated system where status-segmentation does not occur, and expanded the national pension program to incorporate farmers, workers, and the self-employed. All of this indicates that social insurance reform seeks to eliminate―not increase―status-segmentation and to reinforce social solidarity.

As a result of Korean social welfare reform, an entirely new form of stratification has emerged, unlike the status-segmentation found in the corporatist welfare regime or the dualism of the liberal welfare regime. Despite the rapid expansion of social insurance, millions of non-standard workers, workers in workplaces with less than five employees, the self-employed with small businesses and small farmers are still excluded from National Pension, WACI and EI. Thus, a new form of stratification has occurred between "insiders" who are covered by social insurance and are able to diversify risks and "outsiders" who are not covered by social insurance and cannot diversify risks (Kim Yeon-myeong 2001). This distinctive stratification between insiders and outsiders along social insurance is not mentioned in the analyses of welfare regimes of developed nations and is quite unique to Korea.

Familialism refers to the phenomenon that the social welfare system, built on the premise of the "male-breadwinner and female-carer" model, does not socialize care services for children or the elderly and transfers the responsibility to individual households (families). This results in an underdevelopment of social care services. Esping-Andersen (1996) notes that familialism is strong in Southern Europe (e.g., Spain) and Central Europe and is a feature that distinguishes them from the social democratic welfare regime in Northern Europe where care services are socialized. In Korea, no one can deny that familialism remains strong in care services, yet it should be noted that this is only a criterion for classifying welfare regimes, not for characterizing a welfare system.
Breaking Away from the Japanese Welfare Modeltc "Breaking Away from the Japanese Welfare Model?"
Recently, several attempts has been made in comparative social policy research to create a new category for the welfare regime of East Asian nations such as Japan, Korea and Taiwan, which are different from those of the West. In a comparative analysis of the social welfare systems of Japan, Taiwan and Korea--this research did not cover the DJ administration--Goodman and Peng find that the Korean and Taiwanese welfare systems are similar to that of the Japanese. According to them, Japan is characterized by i) a system of family welfare that appears to negate much need for state welfare; ii) a status-segregated and somewhat residual social insurance-based system; and iii) corporate occupational plans for "core" workers (1996, 207). They call the East Asian welfare model "Japan-focused" (1996, 216).

It is hard to deny that the Japanese welfare system served as a model for the Korean system during its early period, just as Bismark's social insurance program spread throughout Europe via cultural diffusion. Let us examine the three characteristics of the Japanese system noted by Goodman and Peng. First, the strong family responsibility for welfare, also pronounced in Continental European countries, as Esping-Andersen (1996) points out, is not unique to East Asia. Next, status-segmentation (typical in corporatist social insurance) and the residual social insurance-based system were the main characteristics of Korean social insurance before the welfare reform of the DJ administration. As Kwon Huck-ju notes, corporatist social insurance with limited risk diversification is common in the social welfare systems of Korea, Japan, and Taiwan (1998, 66). But the corporatist social insurance system, which is strong not only in conservative European welfare states but also in Japan,
 is being disintegrated in Korea under the DJ administration. The administration has dismantled the corporatist health insurance system and replaced it with an integrated system. The government's public pension expansion policy to incorporate the greater majority of the population (with the exception of government employees and military personnel) under a single pension system is much less corporatist, compared to the Japanese pension system. Also, the Korean public pension program adopts the earnings-related contribution method for the self-employed, which is another aspect that differs from the Japanese model. It is obvious that Korea has broken away from the Japanese welfare system in two core programs of the DJ administration's welfare reform: health insurance and public pension.
Ⅴ. Conclusion 
Korea is a unique case in that, as a nation that experienced an economic crisis and took bail-out loans from the IMF, it did not expand social safety nets targeting the poor but promoted a national welfare system instead. Empirical research confirms that most other nations that received structural adjustment loans from the IMF in return for economic liberalization took measures to reduce state welfare and switched welfare responsibility to the market and the individual (Deacon et al. 1997; Tang 2000; Mesa-Lago 1997). What are the main characteristics of the social welfare policy pursued by the DJ administration amid the rapid progress of globalization?  

First, a notable characteristic of the DJ administration's social welfare policy is the underpinning of state welfare, i.e., the strengthened responsibility of the state and society rather than the market and the individual for welfare. Thus, the assertion that the administration's welfare policy has neoliberal characteristics is not valid. 

Second, although the DJ administration had reorganized social assistance and introduced workfare, it gives more emphasis to the rapid expansion and rearrangement of universal social insurance. In fact, workfare is secondary in the administration's welfare policy. So, this contradicts the claim that the Korean welfare model, which has been hard to characterize, is moving toward a liberal welfare regime.

Third, the DJ administration's social welfare policy clearly abandons the corporatist social insurance scheme. This means that status-segmentation, often observed in conservative welfare regime, is dramatically reduced in Korea. Therefore, the argument that the administration's social welfare policy reveals characteristics of a conservative welfare regime is not acceptable.

Fourth, the DJ administration introduces an integrated health insurance system and adopts earnings-related contributions for the self-employed in public pension. This means that the Korean welfare system is breaking away from the Japanese system.
 
If the existing arguments regarding the Korean welfare system are all negated, then we can ask which regime it is most similar to and which regime it is most likely to follow in the future. As to this question, we can say a few important points. Firstly, in the Korean social insurance scheme the status-segmentation observable in a conservative welfare regime has weakened, and the characteristics of universal social insurance are emerging. Yet a new type of stratification has formed between insiders who are covered by social insurance and outsiders who are not covered. This phenomenon has not appeared in existing welfare regimes and is unique to Korea. Secondly, in terms of benefits level, which is often an indicator of decommodification, Korea is as generous  as a conservative welfare regime in National Pension and Workers' Accident Compensation Insurance, and it is as modest as a liberal welfare regime in Health Insurance and Employment Insurance (Kim Yeon-myeong 1997, 235-239). Thirdly, despite the radical change of the social assistance scheme with the legislation of the NBLS Act, there is little possibility that the income security achieved through the social assistance of a liberal welfare regime will be a core element of the Korean welfare system. Social insurance is expanding more rapidly than social assistance in both quantity and quality. Fourthly, social welfare services, especially care services for the elderly and children, have changed little under the DJ administration. In the provision of care services, it seems that familialism will continue for some time in the future, which means that the characteristics of a conservative welfare regime will remain strong. If we attempt to predict, based on these features, what type of model the Korean welfare regime is most likely to become, we can say that there is a strong possibility that it will be a "hybrid" showing various characteristics of different regimes in combination without consistent principles.

The social welfare policy of the DJ administration includes the implementation of liberal safety net programs, not as primary but secondary elements. The reinforcement of state welfare and the expansion and institutionalization of universal state welfare are more important than the expansion of social safety nets. If someone asks whether the social welfare policy of the DJ administration seeks the establishment of a welfare state or the expansion of social safety nets, the answer is definitely the former.

Now, many other important questions remain unanswered. How could state social welfare record a rapid expansion in the face of economic liberalization and neoliberal economic policy after the financial crisis and the inflow of IMF bailout loans? What was the driving force for the expansion of state welfare?  Why has state-directed social welfare expansion failed to result in an overall improvement of welfare, as witnessed in a series of events from the enormous confusion caused in the process of extending National Pension to the entire population in 1998, the more recent financial crisis of health insurance, and to the insider-outsider phenomenon, in which several million people are still not covered by social insurance despite a rapid expansion of the coverage? These essential issues should be addressed by future studies.
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�. Analyses of the characteristics of a social welfare "scheme" and of the typology of a welfare state "regime" operate at different levels. The characteristics of a welfare system can be a criterion in constructing the typology of a welfare regime. In this sense, it will be a logical jump if we classify the types of the Korean welfare regime based on the analysis of the characteristics of the welfare system. We can only say that the analysis of the characteristics of the welfare system can be an important―though not absolute―criterion for the typology of the Korean welfare regime. This problem is discussed in detail in the Section IV.





�. Linking the abstract category of neoliberalism with the concrete reality of the social welfare scheme can generate excessive generalization. Thus, this paper focuses on the IMF and the World Bank, which offer the most specific forms of the liberal welfare model at the institutional level. It is true that people in the organizations take different views and positions on the forms of pension and social safety nets. However, as Deacon points out, there are some dominant views in these organizations (Deacon et al. 1997, 61-70), and this paper will focus on the dominant views within the framework of neoliberalism. Also, the reason I focus on social insurance and social assistance in this paper is that they are the core areas of the DJ administration's social welfare reform. Social welfare services have not changed much. Therefore, the neoliberalist approach in social insurance and social assistance will provide a framework to evaluate the DJ administration's social welfare policy.





�. Existing literature provides ample evidence that the policy packages covering the macroeconomic stabilization, labor, and social welfare prescribed by the IMF and the World Bank for several nations in South America, Africa, Eastern Europe and East Asia (including Korea) are based on a neoliberalist ideology that subscribes to free market economic reform (Chossudovsky 1997; Deacon et al. 1997, 61-70; and Pieper and Taylor 1998).





�. In recent years, the International Labor Organization and the International Social Security Association have used the terms "social security pension" and "social heath insurance" to more precisely express such concepts as social solidarity and public management, which are implicated in the traditional social insurance system and are distinguished from the neoliberalist income security scheme and heath care system. Therefore, I use these terms in this paper.  





�. Influenced by this trend, many South American countries (including Chile, Argentina and Mexico) and East European countries (such as Hungary and Poland) shifted to the multipillar pension system in the 1990s. More recently, Sweden and Italy reformed their pension plans to add the defined contribution element recommended by the World Bank (Gillion et al. 2000, 499-597). 





�. The Cato Institute, a representative U.S. neoliberal think-tank that calls for the privatization of social security system, has proposed MSA as an alternative to the privatization of social health insurance. In Korea, the Center for Free Enterprise, which is affiliated with the Federation of Korean Industries, argues for the need for neoliberal welfare reform and suggests MSA as an alternative to the current social insurance system (Center for Free Enterprise 1998).





�. For this part, I summarize the contents on social safety nets posted on the Internet homepage of the World Bank (World Bank 2001). Today, the World Bank officially uses the term "safety nets," omitting the word "social" from "social safety nets."





�. Some researchers evaluate the DJ administration's social welfare policy by focusing on "productive welfare" in DJ Welfarism: A New Paradigm for Productive Welfare in Korea (Presidential Committee for Quality-of-Life 1999). This book has its own merit in the sense that it lays out the blueprint of the president's idea on welfare policy for the first time in Korean history. (President Kim himself wrote a prologue in the English version of the book.) However, it is a hodgepodge of various different ideas ranging from state welfarism and neoliberalism to the Third Way and welfare pluralism, thus it is hard to pinpoint its main ideological position. Because of this, people naturally interpret productive welfare based on their own ideological position; some say it is based on neoliberalism, some on state welfarism, and some on the Third Way (Social Welfare Committee, PSPD 2000). Therefore, it does not seem an appropriate research direction to try to identify the character of the DJ administration's social welfare policy focusing on productive welfare. In this paper I try to address this issue by looking at the actual policies implemented by his administration.





�. Refer to the IMF (2000, 63-66) and the ILO (1998) for social safety net programs implemented in Korea.  The IMF and the World Bank use the term "social safety nets" to mean temporary cash or in-kind transfers programs for the poor and the unemployed. But in Korea it usually refers to general social welfare programs and social protection measures of a broader sense. General measures of state welfare expansion such as extension of social assistance coverage, public works for the jobless, and expansion of social insurance are viewed as expansion of social safety nets. Thus, in Korea, social safety net programs do not necessarily mean policy measures for the poor. 





�. Self-support programs are similar to a community movement in nature and belong to the third sector, which combines the public and private sectors. A large part of the budget for those comes from public resources. Therefore, we cannot say that they emphasize the responsibility of either the market or the individual.





�. After Esping-Andersen, many researchers of comparative social policy have suggested the need to add a fourth model to his three welfare state models. To take some examples, Mitchell (1991) proposed the antipodean welfare model (Australia and New Zealand); Leibfried (1992) suggested the Latin European welfare model (Spain, Portugal, and Greece); and Goodman (1998) and Gough (2000) mentioned the East/South Asian welfare model (Japan, Korea, Taiwan, and Thailand). The purpose of this paper is not to discuss the validity of the fourth welfare model, so I only use Esping-Andersen's models here. In his recent book (1999), Esping-Andersen gives a skeptical view on adding a fourth model. Also, even those who proposed the East Asian model admit that the welfare systems grouped under the East Asian model are heterogeneous, with few distinct commonalities.





�. Esping-Andersen defines Japan as a hybrid model in which the residual nature of the liberal welfare regime exists side by side with the corporatist social insurance of the conservative welfare regime. He classifies Japan as a conservative welfare regime in that i) its welfare system is less residual than those of liberal welfare states, ii) it emphasizes family responsibility for welfare and iii) its social insurance is a corporatist system (1999, 91). 
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