| I === )
=3 g 1A+
1 3
H S}o]| ) 2
] =
= J8H
A
| =
B !
o]
T

20213 64

r K
b o
2
b
e

ot 0111




(University of Leeds)

i

md

oK

LHo

ofo
r

IR
i

o

- 2021.6.30.

1 2019.7.1.

z87|2

4.




O University of Leeds

A XY

O School of Sociology and Social Policy, University of Leeds,
LEES, LS2 9JT, West Yorkshire, United Kingdom

O www.leeds.ac.uk

O g=z98n(1831d) 2 L3MHEsK1874d)°] 1887'd T
T BlEge} tigto® #9], 194d == 7A9] FE o}
gzojstez Ay

O AH8)3ts}, W, 33, ol8t 5 Thpat Loell A BT AT

O School of Sociology and Social Policy (AF3]7d 2|t sh4l)
O 504 ™ <2] Core Facultye} 14 o] Loz 4
O Atgjst, AHEA A, AFAE, A (gender) & THdR ARS A

= (2h ol¢rel Tt Wk Ze W WY B Z4F ARy AH F
O Leeds Social Science Institute, N8 Policy Research
Partnership 5 %5 thetel W 2334 7 Bof A% AT
& 29
O School of Sociology and Social Policy at University of Leeds
(Leeds, LS2 9JT, West Yorkshire, United Kingdom)
o| =l st - Postgraduate Admission Office
A2 gMcy st 3l
giztx]

TEL. +44 0113 343 4651 E-mail | pgssp@leeds.ac.uk




Fob
ry
1N
i)
HI
kI

R & S n1grEs
= d = d= A7zt 2019.7.1..-2021.6.30.

University of Leeds in U.K. H Ao %= 101 of

CESAIE HEto E DEEEME AT

M2

Compartive unemployment benefit between the UK and South Korea

=
oo
fo
2

<1. =2 vlgd >

O LEESMEZt ALE| et oM & =SAIE HX| 2 g2

-—

o|x|2 A20], o Atzletd Tt MM LSH Al HALY

A —

ital
H
Mk
N
olr

= |

SE3 M HololH #e AlA}

- 2o ASEAAMETe JIE 2 Hets M2A MAHAE AF He{2]|X]|
H oMol Z2AHMAM =2l 2 & (National Insurance)?t EA =AM ZIsE =
E35|, MF =7t ZOME JI& MM EHY EXMEE EE S I7I2

gotgrs

- g3 SAE HAME2 1911d dgEeY AHEES2 Sofl AR ool

19706iCh SoiMoF F ol ofdfe FEte| MY Zo|7| flF SxMo
2 N3N =SAE HH0| TYUNUS. 1998AFE NIHOR AAlE
Y ZROYS FMo2 MYUXE 9IF MIN CSAZHY Z20




DEEEMEs UHetdz ciget 252 H ARl ditdez  AX| i

[=)

mjo

(coverage ; Atzletd S X[ dst= ofah), AXtFEE(finance; A& otz gDt X|
Z), Abenefit generosity (i.e. in terms of both benefit level and duration), 222/ A
integration of active measures within  Unemployment Insurance systems (i.e.
activations, job search requirements, etc) & UlZ7tX|l (Asenjo and Pignatti, 2019)2| LK

2082 ZMNoE NIIEHMHEE HDEAMTH

HBIME 939 AYz0l AAlet weg 2iste, DISEYMEe Sdn &
(financial system, operational system, delivery systems &

®23} gho| MelFojel £ES H|man, oix|atez JbE 2

A I Ao st F2 WS HILE Sl HHMo| AlAtst= HEZE FCiQlX| EAE

ol g e,

Yool AAFIM o UM =H2 HlH{2|X| 2 1AM (Beveridge, 1942) O|= 19464
of FUEEHHoZ M EYen], FHHESZE Hiw{2|X| EoAMo Lt WILX] 2

=2 OEHEM(comprehensiveness), @& =0i(flat-rate benefit) % W 7|0(flat-rate

contribution) ¥ &2t @& U= M ™ (unified administration) H&o =2 MHs = S

G=ol FAXFEUSAR 19944 108 E2 HEIJL L2ist M E S8l M5 H et

Edeni o|F 19944 FEX} 2o|eHJobseekers Bill), 19954 6= TFEXIH

rlo
N
i
1o
1>
19
H
0%
oy
2
Io
>
2
o
o

(Jobseeker's Act)l2Z O|HA. T2 XtE

AHEZEALY X (25 X Y) SA 255 oiAlsh




Stl= Z(contribution based JSA)ZF Z|o{eb ZHA|

Ct
S

=010 i

el A

=
=)

- =
=

-~

A=

=

el MEZIF Hu|=dct (Manning, 2009).

15012

=

Al o
=

te 1960 ol =

o

= |

=

O olgdoz 1M SFX[=7Hwelfare state)2l 0[HO|

Sto] A A Xtof Y

o| A}
—_ o

of &S

o121
=HH

A
=

o

5t

F

s

!

2
[

oln
~

0

oo

izt ol

0]

o
+

obit7|

Al
=

ol A

ol

=
Z (Clasen and Clegg, 2003).

g
e

oAl =

23
gol of

q

of =2l

SHoll A
CH X 2+

9

g

g

1990t S WTOMIA FH7|F)e| EHo=Z MA

HEo

=

4

[
[=3

i ol2t= HE A

FX] 2t

°

= (Clegg,

o

ofn
@0

K

K

ol

<l
H

—_

[i]

=zl

K1

F2]of

282 Yol HER L0

4

=%
=

|53

2

off k2l At

4

[st
S

o %

4

o
=

[k

o
e

|7(-I
LS|

JSA-IB(Income based)2}
2

=2

[

S
=,

MR

L YF MYUFARES §

2010). 201240l
A

O a2t 29 At




SHX| g A=2 CfE L2tet ch2d dEs07 dUEHRE Sof SAAel A

o
A=)

I

—

ol &= Zdo| ot 2} E&tS(maternity allowance), & &l ¢4 Z(retired pension) & CHE
A2t g ZRIEEEE o FCET7|F(National Insurance Fund)2

ZTH=ls S5 MAXY HAS Fotn US. ol MAZHEA2 HHEX| 21
A (Beveridge Report)oll 2745t04 MA= =0lES#H(1946)0 2|5 =HEI=E o= off

o dHEgol Zed=AS e 2SS g 7IF0] wz A0 H[E2| 70%

U

A HEM L= EEHEE, LMK 30%s R AYFLE e AM M5

HAX A K= dEExs US| AZEH XED AS.

d=ol ZHoEHEI|I4z et mESo], 19994 O[MHX|= (F)ALS EEE
(Department of Social Security) &tat2| 7|04 22 =& (Contributions Agency)dl A &
THUFE st ot 19994 48 T FETHo| I ME(nland Revenue)2 2
S0 FUULEHIE o AR WIME 22 o|=7| AT, 20014
MEZxZ2 HAO o|5to] ASEEET csHdAaf 2 JHHE wel S EET( 0
= AT gFc d=MIol 3| 2ot = Uch o|2M MFnt IZeIEET|o
Zo| AAHE Zstetdl, ol =ZIJHEHO| chAl o|R0{X 20054 4 =AMz}

ZHM| " (Her Majesty’s Customs and Excise)o| S&=0 =Al-2ME(HM Revenue

& Customs)2 2 EHSHA =0 MK o212 US.

- O|ME =AMet ZeULRr|olg =+ FHE oLater A2
ez ot Ate[EE2 O SHo| JAofM Xto|7b UAX|EH FrT|E A gl Ao
M SddE 27 2o 22X FF MAE fsiMeE 2AE St Adol A

Hsiche mobol ohE zel.

¥ o1997d =3 ZF HAE =

it

S5l E ‘M2l AloiFol| sk 2|2l 3] (Commission on

]
0x
0
>
o
0
>
El
X
|{e]
fol
Mo

Taxation and Citizenship)oll M= ZZ22A2SAM Qb ALs| 2 EZ 09

dg FTot7| flshM A 7|ES Sty SAlol AAE SESkE Aol AHEsioke

lo
!

S HMAlISHACE (Ogus and Wikeley, 2002).




H

0K

tol =SA| &0l ZH etdHstof

S

=X=2 E
o= o

1996 £ 5 O-sAIES 284

R=X
[

O g3

0lo

ol

b (Finn and Schulte, 2007).

S
=

2t

N

INESEIEMER

I

ol

| AjH| A9}

[=3
=

- AIF™ME = Jobcentre Plus?t M&st= #&X|

—C| 3z
==

Fch (UK Department for Work and Pensions, 2002).

[I[e]

=0|

5%}

7tX 2 EY
ZFE EHESEE dAE.

s

Zt2d

=

ol

1]

o

ol
U

oK

!

~
=

| M3} (delivery system)2t Al A}

.
1o

K0

ol
3l
ﬁ

oju

O ¥9=2| Jobcentre Plus= Z|=2]

AZI7F =HAD

bSpS|
= |

2
=

SA=IVE EHHEAITI=

‘M2
= 1/

KH
oK

o
i
OfF

-

01
Al

(welfare

Mo =]
=o /|

HSIZ

(UK DWP, 2002; Karagiannaki, 2006), Ol

society — active society, Dwyer (2004)).

(=Ne}
T'__o4

&

Jobcentre Pluse| A

EED

-

N

ml

performance and resources agreement’ol| === = o At o] so|M= of

¢

H | (customer service), 1

St 7Fx|, Ol At MH[A

94 +3e

=1
=

g §
T d

0

<+
ulo

!
pal

K

o

3l

%0

10

lHo

™
K1

-

=735t 19974 0|

O g=el

70l

2= ‘unemployment trap’ (& & Alof| CH st

tol= =0ioll A

5

A=z

Alod
==

(Newman, 2011).




2= Ad st (unemployment traps)2 E£0|l= A2 F20/HAM HMIHel F3

A 2= AIZEOAH FHS Fejsle Rz MAM 58 3Z2 &7t
Aolchela g3 end (DWP, 2002), 12|11 Mol F1tE £0|7| 28 Ct
ZghJob search activity obligations and the benefit, tax and tax credit

Al Estdets HollM AlALSHE HEZE F (Clegg, 2010).

FolAM MA zx=Z MIFHEC HAE FMHAZT HTE MANHSZMN =
ZIIAMZ|3H = =2 (McQuaid and Lindsay, 2005)2t M4A5 Z 2770 Cf
H Mz AMd Ozld Hdd csAEo st 2245M8 2 IFaEd

Stot= Ao 2 Cietst CIMEIEE K

O
mok

A=o| HAX X|AMAo| gk MEHel Wit & X HM = benefit =0l et =

THE Zstst A2 FHo| gl23 02 E(benefit dependency)oll Al B Il 5=

| 2is YXBES DSYD wot AP0l MEel Mol izt Fole
HE sists of Lxmet UMMl TRAMSX wAS Mulsoz Y|

o —

Mg ZAaAF= o d3Hol2t HItstZ| = g (Karagiannaki, 2006).

heti o2 ¢lof Ldst= 7o =HE HFU UAcks S =0 €rt




, ) o O~ 1o W o W T
TEegE®  E@w®  FEE b oh
M g 2% w G T
20 ~ 3 © = T o o - <N
LRI ERE s Ty o R [:
A o= RO o ® I ol M
H = = 0N I_A.l e K o1 T @ — O_
= & FH U A 70 N =~ _.o/“_ S M o __|om zr
z O KM T o= T s T o0 KO o _ < o
Ryl 10. < _._.I — — - ™~ ._A.u_.__._
N A_l - _._._._ - = < LU 1
| i m] j— O_ E_o P —_ _._._o g o
L L 5 7 5WoE 2 T
of & X = 1 o rin & al H om K » 4
I R o I H U =0 Tz
L R o Ko o - = X oo S
g oo oW o % g W oz K
o © rm yu © = A= o =
M 1 H PO A 2 5
K mﬁ e [l > = Fﬂm <l gy RO 20
=S < ~N X — s Hr . — —
A S Mo mW L TR B Ko
o ® & X w Y 1%%@@ N
T D & = oF | ~ ol o H ol
oW 0 _ 5 0 N 7 sl =
T o5 o L H S RO DR o 2
8w 3 % 5 ol © o+ E <N - OF
<0 3r fuy ﬁo CIE ol oF 2 . 3 Tl Kl 70
T g . 0 E g o 8 g ®ow o o
el g -~ —_ —_ = = ..m N = 110 _Ir._
o oW oz o - N = m_ﬂ g & 0w o © W B %
H @ & H mw < T 5 U~ Y To
T 5 oo /I — T © g2 g 30 T 5 o RO o
A o] c o ® T o S 5 ] J4 o
o Homo5 K S5 m < 5 2 W o= Ao F =_ I
o L - & & o 5 =t g U o <t
. " Rl %1 o o o << e =T s T
Eln_ On_ pal oF _l|_ _x“_u_._= E_l___l ﬂv.._ IJl _M_. w ﬂu.._ Mﬂ Hd ol HOI m O“_ w._m
K o B w oz TR lxﬁ =T < W @ ol - z =
ok i S K5 T g ME T = oy <0 on W 5 o wl
= 3 m < 0 ® o ol W = Mo oo £ LA
X Cl A Ur T M S s W 2 o o 4 = = = a =
%0 0 =i = 30 0 2 c 0 Kir S N O .
K Md A D o= S of o <y Ko = W o I T oo o I
o ow g Rog Ty E Y g EJ 3 o G L
b S ugemte 53595 3 O T3
o oo w ~ a3 Wz - S R C (S s K
) ) T omorR AT X o £ WX R _
. |
< = O :

(Finn and Schulte,

b7l flgh e

_10_

2007).




’

oL}

o}lo}
AL

LS

51|

QUS=E

o 2|

1980 7HX| =

EEE
1989

to 2% oict 3=

7ts

i

0 AMEHXIZE Of
odeo| X|ZFE2 Zctsta AS (McKnight et al., 2000).

lod 1
=HH

A
=

il

o{ZA A7

Mo

2lLtetel

o
- T

=012,

—
—

tol Xl= =

S

|

o
+

57|

A
()

0fo
Rr

ol

0{0
Bl

ehel7|

u 2

=
S

w2 Xt

dof

[e;

12+ 2 o

AFo| 50%E u=EH

s

HO0

1
I}
Kir
__A—O
o
~

X

===
110

i

50% =2

—_
1o

0l
Eal
il

0l

oln
o<

=

—_
110

%0

H

1ol

-

ol

K

Al
=

O salualel

ENLIRRY

Al o
= H

(labour union)oll M=

GA

q

<0

of|

gl

ue

14
o
K0

Lh2tzt A

HHo
T ==

(Jones, 2004). 2|=<l A<, Of

5k
(==

K0

10

LH

10-37%T &0 M XFst= =7t

Fgel

H0

ol
KK
<k

5tod

3|
)= Aol X F

= Al
= o

=, BH7| &), 50%

=

of (O|E2|of

| 50%E X

ol

no
rkl

o

2l el

EF A

I+
)

=7t (dot=, S

[
[

F

i S (Esser et al., 2013).

S

| 80-90%7tX| X|&

ol
no
ol
Mkl

=2
=

<|m

=2

7ol

ol
KH
<k

1

1

o

ol

=
=

9|
H(Jeon et a., 2014),

4=

15047t

Al O
= -

(Shaikh, 2003).

oM 1970HLH olzf =2

[
[

—
—

P

S

2 EdEIIE

- 11



™

7
Klo
ol

oo

el

10l

il
[N

i

Cf. efifstm bt

H =
=

o

A4 & ZHentitlement effect) 2}

4

KH
<+

no
ol

<
o

1ol

2 LIEfLEZ| mf 22 (Gregg et al., 1999).

o

ol

A

—
[

x|BkALE Al

1o

1

ol

<

-
[m]

il
1o

Bl
i

__O“_

1

Hetes

=

L:

ol
=]

AX|

a2

—

[

< 1}

Oz

—

(-

HHF X

o &rEf off

= T el

A3

ofu

ol
~

o
ujr

1
Hl
1
ol

ofn
ol

(Jang et al,

F5k
a

K0

=

ur
N

1

ofu
0fo

AMi[o] Z=Atoll ZAH

I

—

Agsh Aotoll wEH F=olAM AN Xt

22
S =

3

H
il

9|

=
S

| Ef =(British Social Attitudes)oll CH
cH

I

o
[

<)

off o

A
T

|22 o

2
20l dUdez thEH 7|7 HoX|= A2 LIEHH.

tof At

2011).

°

o
03
U
o
700

By

o}

i
ol
<

ol

=

0o

[

—
H| 0 5

=012

El

P
3

al

=
0

=

=

(=

e}

cot

3 RhA|
A

=l
Al

o
=

2l
1=50d= Cf

=0{2| generosity

=
Al o
=

=9 7)o
od

=EL

i

(Fabian Society, 1998).

a

ChE ol 2o
ol

4|2 & oll H

X

o

0

ohe 2

—

.1

(o]
—

2
X

M2ts

o XLIXIA et

=
Qe 1 ZUANE R

A
e

- Stovicek and Turrini (2012)

7ol

0l

_12_




O AMedgoe stHe=z2+ St Jtdel 34 Hekel EXME 2tstst= gnpob UX|CH
CtE StHHS 2= moral hazard& E82 T U= (Stovicek and Turrini, 2012). 2}
M AAF0o XFHT XF7|2HE ofEH =Hstod EHH S0l E oSty f54
Hefe| ZHME etstetnl Ao A & EES MEHNYs HESIEE & Aol
of thallM= Ctst M2 245t S MAE 22Tt JAS (Sjoberg, 2006).

- Ao AL IREH(National Insurance)O|2l= THASH AISIEE A|AHRE ZEF0]
88 AleEYE #&s5t S, a2l ofof w2l APX ASEEH o &l Est
= TAXTEUSAL! TFUA HeJt of ooy FEA0 ofsto UM Ef =
£ ZFlotX Uct= ®o| EF .

- otX|gh 20109 IFHF= FEMYL otHIE =Mt 28| MaT3HHE TZst
= ShH, drobshdl 2dst MEX|Eo oist ditidel &= Ao So%US
(Newman, 2011). EX|X|&0| M& ZHX|&E9 722 1€ AX|st= H|ES D2{stH,
2011d 28 1720 2EE Universal Credit2 2 H Z=+= ‘Welfare Reform Bill 2011
2 o|lXMH HEXES 28 HUol2tes ¥F Fx==Zeo| ZE=z & F US.

(2 rHUHA Z S Mz =dn "ot

O 2012, Cameron &8 F=E 2 Universal Credit M =7} = = Cl Universal Credite
TR2AHZ(16M-64M)2 AL Z st T2 ASEX MEE2 otLtel MAZR F=
Azt g = S g AEZ2 2013 1082 2017W VK] A Moz A= M
of =i MEe o™olALt AZ|7F =g% =0{X|12 US.

- 20104 MAH olF FHE AdEIYRE= A= M55 H IS TSRS (Hamnett,
2014). SX|748de Ustoz HE - HRES EXJET 83XE2 HF= eSS
HeotstAl =AS. of cHAAM MY A=y eMstdo &nt 3 X3
Ho| me =2, AdM nEMH|2ol FE|st 2|2 fUMAM e £ §
2 (DWP, 2010a)

_13_




& (Welfare Reform Act 2012)2]

[x|
o4

O =XIH

7ol

of-
i

~d

oll

e
o

ok

Universal Credit

71 A Xtoll of gt

wH x|, &

= =1
FTEIE X

7ol

off cH

Klo

ry

[=:

gl

19-24A| ¢

ofn
<

o
(@)
Ul
A

7ol

i

T2 XF4=E(Income—-based

S

—
[

A==

2 Xtofl Al

Ct (DWP, 2010b).

=,

S

tofof

110

10

2lof

Jobcentre Plusg& 2%

—
[

28 flaiM

oo

rily
1o

-
o

and

income-related Employment

income—based Jobseeker's Allowance,

Support,

Support Allowance, Housing Benefit, and Child Tax Credit and Working Tax Credit)&

SFE2 (DWP, 2010a).

o
oh

ro

Tl

Fo|

wre Foiol B

o

MEE SE8Hst Universal Credit2 ZH M ZolM X

e7hel Z1&

- =
=

-

10

Kk
1

Ul
i

oo

s
—_
1o

Hr
H

of

<+

ol
oo

ol

)
0

i

|
20

o]

04

ol
20

500}

o 429utR = 0f

L5t

= 9250l 2320002 =

o
S

2011/124

(I8
=

FALE oh2

25
x~ ©

bl

oo
o<

<
T

KK
<+

i

ol

04
K

i
160

™

ilof
~NO

O

-

ol
"

wof

i

o
ur

ok
Ko

=207t 22X}

=
=)

| HE=2A

ol
K
)
11
1o

04

Hr
L

KK
ol

-

Xl o
=

o Lhe

St AECH =SAIE &0 Al ¢

tol d¥ez FX|Fofo of&

=

EE

oshx| o

ofu

ofu

md

_14_



- MEE J|ZolE RHEZAL 7|Ebel o2 cheket x|S0l Aolgh XS0l 2lstof B

gl=o 2 A=, o8 5= =sH@ =72k Jobcen

oz 2HE Aoz A" U= F, XY UEAMAL 22

30
o

O z|Z9 "©Jl= Universal Credite 2 2 E A|AHO| Mat=EClH

Universal Credit2 A& & Zo|o{, 0o & <F 54k gdo| X

tre Plusoll 2|siAl S&HA

o Ziojn, 1oty HEE g 452 VItste ZE2AY A2z FHsSIL US.

A= Z=2Xel 6H F s W2 Universal Credite =2% Ziol2t= o Zo0|of (OECD,

2014), ol2{gt =M E EH2lT Universal Credite| mg22

- SHX|gH = FRo| oyl Zrmet &2l of ol ot o

|_u.|»° |:||.|S,>_ 7|-8!»_ _;;<_|_:L of

= o =X JHEZ ‘st A, Hel ‘EX|ZIte MEESE AM=T|E T
- Taylor-Gooby (2014)= E=HE = SSFTH, ofsES, X|HHFe| MU|lA 5 dAZ32

DRME XEel o

Iz

- 2l E2| A EHJoseph Rowntree Foundation)oll A &hZk=l H Mol M= Universal Credit

~

2 F0idaTt wdlsts H

rir
fjo

X|HM35ted 0 (Padley and Hirsch, 2017), 22&7|2t

LS55 SH0M YR JhTE S B AR JITE S BX| ReictD
Mystn g, S3l, AT AE T PP 2RAS B2 sHol M4E
oF of|2t o} E Rule| FIHE of7|sHE fFol Yckm Rk,

- 22 MEH #slo] gae HEslE ol=ch SRR O Fatel oSS MBYH

of oz 77t o oaHdsS2 @A &2 HYS AIAE (Guardian  News,

11/March/2011). ol 7= ZEE st 7H70dAl o %2 #H<
oM BIRE Zo|7|= 2

of Haste M=x AA

_15_




AlALH

ok

HJ

() &

Ol X|

x|
o3

tAIZIE 2N

By g

A

Z0=Z

=
[

o

O FUHE=A

l0] O|FO{X|HA 03 ZtX| offret

ol M7=

=
=

H|

=]

UK

o= 0|o{H

o

L3 o

O %

|1 Atolel ZA

=
Z

ot v

|o4
=

=
T

= 01
HolM v 2Fol

HEE HLEMMZ =

|

=

o

t= X

°

oo
o3

|2 ZHH Zof ¢

k=l

ol = At

=
20

i

ARY HE=ojof 2 A,

_16_




_17_



Contents

I . Introduction ......................................................................................................... 20

II. How did the UK develop and evolve in unemployment benefit
system’) ............................................................................................................. 23

1. Drivers for changes focusing on introduction of unemployment

benefit System ................................................................................................. 23
2. Ideological differences of opinion - Social consensus -« 29
lll. What are the lessons through the UK’s history? - 35
1. Financial system: Contribution and Expenditure - 36

2. Operational system: New Deal Programs as ALMP (Active

Labour Market POI|C|eS, Slnce 1997) ...................................................... 42
3. Delivery system: Jobcentre Plus (since 2001) evaluation - 63
IV. Recent cha”enges or Changes? ................................................................. 68
1. Differences of opinions ........................................................................... 68
2. Institutional changes focusing on ’Universal Credit’ reform - 76
V. ConcIUS|onS ........................................................................................................ 83
¥ References ............................................................................................................. 86

_18_



_19_



Comparative unemployment benefit
between the UK and South Korea

1. Introduction

It is not hard to find news articles on the spike of the applications
for unemployment benefits in the wake of the recent global crisis
caused by the Corona virus.

The social safety net has gained its importance as this crisis has
been deepened. Unemployment today has been emerged as a social
risk that can befall anyone. Moreover, unemployment causes
unbearable economic hardship to an individual while, at the same
time, losing the opportunity of exercising his/her ability, which in turn
degrades the quality of life. Furthermore, the nation also faces
losses in production resources and purchasing power, resulting in
reduced real consumption demand and social unrest due to
unemployment. Therefore, unemployment is a serious issue needed
to be protected institutionally through national-level policy.

In Korea, the era of IMF bailout, sparked by a lack of foreign
reserves in November 1997, was called for massive restructuring of
ailing companies and financial institutions in return for bailouts, which
led to unprecedented massive laid-off and high unemployment rates.

Fortunately, employment insurance scheme, which was implemented
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in 1995, served as the only social safety net for mass
unemployment and provided unemployment benefits to the
unemployed, helping them to stabilize the lives of the unemployed
themselves and their families, which made them aware of the
importance of the unemployment benefit system.

The employment insurance system and social safety net agenda still
have a significant impact on the Korean labour market. Korea, a
latecomer, could draw many implications from the historical trends
and policy evaluations in terms of Britain's social safety net and
active labour policy. The biggest change in Britain's social security
system came as a nation-level insurance system, called national
insurance, which was formed based on a Beverage report shortly
after the World War Il. In particular, in the early 20th century, the
unemployment benefit system was introduced for the first time in the
world and the UK has been considered as the first Western country
in establishing a universal welfare system.

The UK labour market policy roughly began in 1911 in line with the
enactment of the Unemployment Insurance Act, and only in the
1970s, the labour market policy was positively activated under the
aim of reducing the number of vulnerable groups such as the youth
and disabled who are difficult to find employment opportunities in the
labour market. Since then, employment subsidy schemes have been
created in various forms, and there has been a trend in which active
labour market policy programs for the unemployed have been
operated in an integrated manner, focusing on the New Deal
program, which has been implemented nationwide since 1998.
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In addition, the efforts of switching this program into Universal Credit
has recently push forward. This endeavour of improving history and
policy might have many implications for South Korea to evolve its
system. Although the employment insurance system varies from
country to country, it generally compares and analyzes the
employment insurance system with four main contents: Acoverage
(benefit targets), Afunding (financing and expenditure), Abenefit
generosity (i.e. in terms of both benefit level and duration), and
Aintegration of active measures within Unemployment Insurance
systems (i.e. activations, job search requirements, etc) (Asenjo and
Pignatti, 2019).

This study aims to analyse the history of establishing the social
safety net in the UK and the process of reforming the employment
insurance system as well as of presenting effective alternatives to
improve the employment insurance system in South Korea. In other
words, this paper introduces the history and Ilessons of
unemployment benefit system in the UK, and analyzes the
characteristics and advantages of the employment insurance system
considering the financial system, operational system and delivery
system.

After that, it will compare the level of unemployment benefits in the
UK with South Korea, and then finally analyse the implications for
South Korean policies through the main content and evaluation of
the most recently introduced universal credit.
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2. How did the UK develop and evolve in unemployment benefit
system?

(1) Drivers for changes focusing on introduction of unemployment
benefit system

The 1942 Beverage Report had a great influence on the formation
of modern ideas regarding social security in Britain. The report had
laid a foundation for the basic framework of the social security
system and it was maintained from 1979-1997 when the
Conservative Party came to power. The National Insurance Act of
1946 began with the provision of benefits for disasters and
industry-related diseases during work, and absence of similar causes.
And under the National Insurance Act as amended in 1966,
supplementary benefits linked to unemployment benefits and other
income began to be provided (Jones, 2004).

This process could explain how Britain's social security system has
changed through a series of reform measures: There have been
various on-going attempts to reform the system since 1948.
However, these attempts are assessed to be making modifications
that can be combined with the current plan or incorporated into
existing plans (Holmlund, 1998).
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Specifically, the first attempt to provide legal protection for the
unemployed traced back to the early 20th century (Hellwig, 2005).
Under the National Insurance Act of 1911, the first unemployment
insurance system was formed (Finn and Schulte, 2007). Initially,
unemployment was limited to some industries that frequently occur.
The Unemployment Insurance Act of 1920 expanded the scope,
resulting in the inclusion of most workers with annual incomes below
a certain level in the scheme, with more than 12 million workers
benefiting from the scheme (Jones, 2004).

As such, the modern framework of the UK's unemployment benefit
system was completed by the National Insurance Act 1946 after the
Beveridge Report (1942) (Newman, 2011). The representative
principles of Beveridge's proposals for social security can be
summed up in terms of comprehensiveness, universalism and finance
by contributory insurance. In detail, some of the principles in the
Beveridge report can be summarized as follows:

First is about universality. It is hard to say that an insurance is
perfectly universal given the fact that someone cannot pay enough
contributions. Beveridge also said in his report that 'no matter how
universal insurance is, someone cannot pay any contributions due to
physical weakness and someone will be left out of the insurance
system (Beveridge, 1942). It is not necessary to exclude all of them
from the insurance coverage area, even though the excluded tends
to be those who cannot work, because the insurance system itself
recognizes eligibility for those who make contributions through labour
while being operated on this basis, leaving the problem of those
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who cannot work at all.

Second, it is about class. Beveridge's insurance classes include
pensioners and children. However, they were excluded from National
Insurance in 1975. However, the credit system for children continued
to be recognized. And the special class contribution system for
married women has gradually disappeared since 1977 (Jones, 2004).

Third, it concerns the flat-rate benefit and the flat-rate contribution
system. Since Beveridge believed that benefits and contributions
would have to be interwoven if the plan envisaged was carried out
purely in the form of insurance. It insists flat-rate benefit even when
there was a problem with paying insurance premiums for low-wage
workers. For this reason, the national insurance benefit was bound
to be significantly lower than that of continental European countries,
which offered as much as possible in conjunction with income
(Hwang and Lee, 2004).

Finally, it relates to wunified administration. Although the national
scheme was completed, its inequality and low coverage requested
supplementation by other benefits. The current national insurance
application and collection system can be said to be a condensation
of the process of change and reflection on the national insurance
under the Beveridge initiative. Overall, the National Pension Service
was at the core of the UK’s changes and the basic direction was to
lift financial burdens of the national pension while considering how to
resolve poverty issue for the elderly and the effects of redistribution.
Accordingly, it has been evaluated positively under the aspect that it
highlighted balance and harmony in terms of social security policy
(Oh, 2017).
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The unemployment insurance system under the National Insurance
Act in the UK has required everyone to pay 20-25 pence per week
as a contribution to national insurance. The amount accounted for
about 5 percent of the average worker's wage at that time. The
government argued that this was 'the best and cheapest insurance
policy presented to the British people beyond any other social
insurance system.' Payments were limited to 180 days per year, but
130 days could be added to those with good records of contribution
(Deacon, 1981).

Unemployment benefits at that time were paid only to those who
were able to work. Striking workers were not paid, and those who
quit their jobs without "reasonable reasons" were either suspended
for six weeks or deprived of their benefit qualifications due to their
insincere attitude. This was not much different from the current
general unemployment benefit system.

Likewise, the Employment Insurance scheme with compulsory
enrolment is enforced in South Korea. That is, a person within a
certain scope of the Act becomes an insured and insured of
employment insurance regardless of his or her intention, and an
insurance relationship is automatically established (Article 13 of the
Employment Security Law in South Korea). The compelling reason
for this is to prevent the harmful effects of reverse selection (Park,
2005) in which only high-risk individuals subscribe, and, second, to
ensure the number of insured persons and secure a stable
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insurance budget to disperse all risks, and third, to prevent them
from being excluded from insurance benefits if they are unable to
pay insurance premiums due to low incomes (Sung, 2018).

The UK's Job-seekers Allowance (JSA) was first proposed in a white
paper published by the Conservative Government in October 1994.
Subsequently, the Jobseeker's Bill was followed up in December
1994, and the Jobseeker's Act was passed in June 1995,

Allowances for job seekers have come into force since October
1996. Job-seekers Allowance (JSA) have replaced both existing
unemployment insurance benefits and means test support (income
support) for the unemployed. In other words, a system of existing
unemployment benefits and job-seekers allowances (unemployment
assistance) that are not related to contributions has been
reorganized (Manning, 2009). The introduction of Job-seekers
Allowances marked the first time that the administrative system of
the two pay-checks was unified. Greater brevity was one of the main
issues that the Government at the time claimed (British Department
of Social Security, 1995).

According to the British Government (DSS), 'the Jobseekers Act
1995 makes the benefit system more concise as it replaces the two
benefits for the unemployed with a single benefit. Job-seekers
allowances provides financial aid to both those who have paid
National Insurance contributions and those who will be eligible based
on income. There are two ways to enter a Job-seeker's allowance,
but the benefit rate is determined by what regulations apply.
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Job seeker's allowance is a clearer and more targeted benefit
system. And with the effect that can be gained from the introduction

of Job-seekers Allowance, the government can improve Athe
functioning of the labour market by helping recipients understand and
abide by the conditions of their benefits, Aimprove services to the
unemployed through a simpler and more consistent pay structure
and a more efficient benefit agency, and Awork activities designed
to minimize the "trap of unemployment".

However, while the simplification of the administrative system was
clearly targeting one goal, work-seeker benefits also resulted in
substantially reducing the level of contribution-based benefit for the
unemployed (McKnight et al., 2000).

In this regard, Manning (2009) argued that the introduction of the
JSA has strengthened the activities for the unemployed, but there is
no evidence that job search activity has increased as expected.
Specific changes can be found at:

First, the maximum period of receiving unemployment benefits was
shortened from 12 months to 6 months.

Second, unemployment benefits paid to young people aged 25 or
older were also reduced.
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Finally, the government itself acknowledged that the transition to
Jobseekers Allowance (JSA) would further deteriorate the welfare
status against approximately 250,000 people (Petrongolo, 2008).

(2) Ideological differences of opinion — Social consensus

In the 1940s, in preparation for the severe unemployment expected
at the end of World War Il, many countries drew up a plan for
unemployment insurance and implemented it after the end of the
war. ldeologically, In the 1940s, in the wake of World War II, social
consensus emerged in "political, administrative, and popular levels"
and the result was reflected on the 1947 National Assistance Act
(Lowe, 1990). As a result, the government policies has begun to aim
at a 'welfare state' that redistributes economic and social resources
into income and wealth.

The most important feature that emerged after World War Il was the
transition from 'Unemployment Insurance' to 'Employment insurance'.
Early unemployment insurance was a post-relief measure that it
contributed to the livelihood of unemployed workers and their families
by paying unemployment benefits to the unemployed, but there was
a perception that unemployment benefits alone for the unemployed
were insufficient to prevent unemployment in advance and
maintained practical employment stability as employment adjustments
had been made rapidly in line with technological progress and the
upgrading of the industrial structure (Asenzo and Pignatti, 2019).
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Accordingly, the trend has begun to shift to "employment insurance"
that seeks full employment in terms of quality or quantity by linking
unemployment benefits to active employment policies, such as
vocational ability training projects to prevent unemployment and
fundamentally guarantee job security at the same time as
unemployment benefits the unemployed.

Since the 1940s, the ideological homogeneity of converging on the
social democratic welfare state proposition had been maintained in
Britain. Social democracy has promised to end chaos in the least of
the world, if not in the earthly paradise. In this respect, National
Insurance was the product of social consensus (Disney, 1981). It
was believed that he state-led economic management and collective
welfare supply not only stabilize the market, but also lead to the
expansion of equality and social justice, and the growth of civic
consciousness beyond the interests of individuals and classes.

However, the economic boom, which had maintained social
democracy, slowly began to decline after the late 1960s. Currency
instability, multinational production, and competition with developing
countries due to the trend of opening up the world trade are the key
to finding fundamental and structural flaws in the UK economy and
policy decisions, and face a welfare state crisis (Jones, 2004).

As such, Britain's "historically unusual degree of agreement" had
begun with the Churchill's coalition government and became effective
until the election of Mrs Thatcher or the advent of the Callaghan's
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renunciation of the commitment to full employment (Lowe, 1990).

In the 1960s, when the ideology of the welfare state was abundant
in the past, it was the movement of advanced countries to ease the
requirements for unemployment benefits and raise the level of
unemployment benefits to remain faithful to the livelihood of the
unemployed.

However, after a couple of oil crises in the 1970s, the industrial
structure and employment adjustment were accelerated while soaring
the unemployment rate, which leads to an increase in the number of
countries that lowered unemployment benefits levels and payment
periods. Knotz (2018) compared and studied the overall
conditionality(average strictness of conditions and sanctions) of
unemployment benefits of OECD countries, and analyzed that in the
1980s, more countries were paying unemployment benefits only
when proving the status of the unemployed by him/herself and
actively seeking for a job (The unemployment benefit conditions and
sanctions became stricter).

This change was observed in Britain as well. According to Hamnett
(2014), since the election of the coalition government in 1997, it has
claimed that it can observe the most radical reshaping of welfare
policy. With the launch of the WTO (World Trade Organization) in
the mid-1990s, the economic environment among countries around
the world was moved under the premise of full opening, and
companies and products with weak competitiveness were forced to
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disappear immediately.

To survive this limitless competition, each company underwent drastic
restructuring to lower production costs, which resulted in the
generalization of job insecurity of an individual. In order to cope with
these changes in labour market conditions, the active response and
role of the employment insurance system were required (Clasen and
Clegg, 2003).

In the 1990s, British had made strenuous efforts to be shifted from
a 'passive' benefit payment to participating in the 'active' programmes
of labour market integration and attempted to reform the overall
unemployment support structure (Clasen and Clegg, 2003). In this
regard, Esping-Andersen et al. (2001) assessed that the distinction
between the spheres of social protection and the labour market
policies in Europe has become blurred. At that time, the goal of the
Labour Government, "Make Work Pay", included two strategies (Finn
and Schulte, 2007).

One is to eliminate the factor of diminishing work motivation, and the
other is to tighten sanctions on those who fail to take advantage of
job opportunities and improve their employability (McQuaid and
Lindsay, 2005).

The latter of these is linked to the achievement of a more universal
political purpose of securing public support for the social security
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system by alleviating people's doubts about the inefficiency and
abuse of the social security system (HM Treasury and Department
for Work and Pension, 2001).

Indeed, the UK is credited with harmonizing labour market flexibility
with the social rights of unemployment at the same time despite the
neo-liberalistic trend in the 1990s (Clasen and Clegg, 2003).

However, in the 1980s and 1990s, the old basic unemployment
benefit was followed by repeated cuts and more restrictive
entittement conditions, which resulted in Jobseekers Allowance (JSA)
in 1996 (Clasen, 2001a).

In the case of South Korea, the inevitable situation of labour market
flexibility under the influence of globalization, which has been going
on since the late 1980s, along with the progress of industrialization,
has turned individual unemployment into an unavoidable social
phenomenon. In addition, the 1997 foreign exchange crisis and the
2008 financial crisis further worsened the employment environment in
the labour market (Jones, 2004).

Today, most countries that generally implement unemployment
insurance schemes have differences in degree, but are also
operating employment insurance schemes that include active labour
market policy (ALMP; switching emphasis from passive benefit
payment to active programmes of Ilabour market integration)
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measures in the traditional framework of unemployment insurance or
strengthen interconnection (Asenjo and Pignatti, 2019).

South Korea was no exception to this trend. The Employment
Insurance Act of South Korea takes the form of an employment
security policy legislation that actively deals with the social risk of
unemployment by linking and operating various employment
policy-related projects, namely employment stability and vocational
ability development (Park et al., 2012).

In 1988, the unemployment benefit restriction period was extended
from 13 weeks to 26 weeks for persons who voluntarily transferred
without justifiable reasons (McKnight et al., 2000).

In order to gradually induce active job search activities for recipients
of unemployment benefits, the recipients of unemployment benefits
(the 'carrot'; job search assistance) attended the public job security
agency every two weeks to prove that they have been actively
seeking jobs, thus strengthening requirement conditions (the 'stick’;
job search requirements and monitoring) (McVicar, 2008).

Following the trend since the early 1990s, the UK has secured a
nationwide network of Jobcenter Plus, which collectively manages the
benefits of the working-age population, and is strengthening its
employment program (Clegg, 2010).
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In 2012, it established a plan to gradually introduce Universal Credit

scheme, which integrates six means test programs, including the
JSA-IB (Income based) and working-linked benefits, into one. This
will be explained at the Universal Credit section in detail later.

3. What are the lessons through the UK's history?

South Korea also enacted the Employment Insurance Act in 1993 as
a legislation to address unemployment issues. South Korea's
employment insurance system plays a pivotal role in reducing
unemployment by providing unemployment benefits to unemployed
workers and implementing various policy measures, including
employment stabilization projects and vocational ability development
projects (Hwang and Lee, 2004; South Korean Ministry of
Employment and Labour, 2015).

In particular, the significance of the employment insurance has grown
further during the mass unemployment crisis caused by the global
economic crisis in November 1997.

In  South Korea, unemployment insurance exists only without
unemployment assistance, but in most European countries
unemployment insurance and unemployment assistance is closely
linked each other, allowing it to receive unemployment assistance
through means test at the end of the unemployment benefit period
(Eom, 2010; Hamermesh, 1992). As such, it is difficult to compare
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the level and duration of unemployment benefits in countries that do
not implement unemployment assistance as in Korea and the United
Kingdom.

In this part, the UK's employment insurance system will be evaluated
to predict the future labour market and environment, and discuss
what kinds of system improvements could be learnt from the history
of the UK to explore the direction of the employment insurance
system for further developments in South Korea.

(1) Financial system : Contribution and Expenditure

In South Korea, social insurance management is divided into
separate laws in line with the type of social risks, so it is
categorized into industrial insurance, employment insurance, national
health insurance and national pension. Moreover, employment
insurance coverage is limited to workers, and employers and
employees are responsible for paying employment insurance
premiums (South Korean Ministry of Employment and Labour, 2017).

South Korea's employment insurance has continued to expand its
coverage, but there are still blind spots. Under the Korean
Employment Insurance Act, ultra-short-term workers or self-employed
workers, and platform workers and zero-contract walkers are not
subject to employment insurance. However, with the advancement of
the industrial structure, the size of the employment group, that is in
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the mid-range that is hard to be incorporated into each area
between workers and self-employed, has begun to expand (Sung,
2018).

However, considering the recent surge in the proportion of similar
workers, such as the gig economy or zero-hour contract, it is
necessary to provide an appropriate social safety net for them (Oh
et al. 2017).

This is because expanding coverage can lead to increased
contributions in insurance principles (Park, 2005). Here in the UK, all
citizens over the age of 16 living in the country are eligible for
National Insurance, which has the advantage of dramatically reducing
blind spots.

Unlike other countries, the UK has a unique way of financing
unemployment benefits, which is not independently funded through
unemployment insurance premiums, but is collected as national
insurance premiums along with other social insurance policies, such
as property allowances and retirement pensions (Hwang and Lee,
2014).

In the event of a deficit, it is in the form of receiving subsidies from
the Government General Accounting. This method of financing was
established under the National Insurance Act (1946) established on
the basis of the Beveridge Report and, when unemployment
insurance was first introduced, a single fund for unemployment
insurance alone was separated, with 70% of the cost being paid in
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half by employers and workers, and the remaining 30% being
government-funded (Sung, 2000). In fact, unemployment assistance
paid to low-income unemployed people has been supported by
general accounts.

This can be explained by the type of social security system under
Schulte (1991). There are two main types, Bismarck model and
Beverage model.

First, the core social insurance system introduced by German Prime
Minister Bismarck is the workers, and the equivalence principle of
balance between personal financial burdens and future benefit is
emphasized. Therefore, the main financial resources of social
insurance are social insurance premiums paid fifty-fifty by labour and
management respectively, and the salary level is relatively high. The
operating institutions are divided into insurance policies that are
classified by social risk. This is similar to the case in South Korea.

The second is the Beverage type, which aims to ensure the lowest
social level of basic living for the whole nation. Therefore, the
principle of equality is emphasized in this type of social security
system (Clasen, 2001b). Benefits are based on a flat rate, or fixed
rate pay, so the benefit level is lower than the Bismarck model, and
the financial resources needed are mainly covered by taxation. Since
it covers the entire nation, the institution is mainly operated at a
nation level, and the UK and Australia can be mentioned as
representative countries. The models discussed earlier are illustrated
in <Table 1>.

_38_



<Table 1> Features by types of social security system

Bismarck model

Beverage model

Coverage Labour Whole public
Principal Equivalence Equality
Income  level High Low
Financial ) )
Premium Taxation
source
Operated by Social  Insurance Corporation Nation
Exemplary .
) Germany, France UK, Australia
countries
Source: Schulte, B. 1991. Die Folgen der EG-Integration fur die
wohlfahrtsstaatlichen Regimes. in Weitschrift fur Sozialreform 37. pp.

548-579.

In the case of the financing mechanism, South Korea's social

insurance policies are set aside and managed separately by three

agencies.

The National

Pension Service manages the National

Pension Service, the National Health Insurance Service manages the

national health insurance, and the Korea Workers' Compensation and

Welfare Service manages the employment insurance and industrial

insurance.

Social

insurance
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collection, payroll and financial management, which have been
carried out by the National Health Insurance Corporation since 2011
(Sung, 2018).

However, the collection of national pension returns, collection of
fines, and some collection of industrial insurance are excluded from
the NHIS consignment, and the subject and qualification
management methods are operated separately (Eom, 2010).

However, given the trend of converging many systems, including all
social insurance coverage and imposition standards, into one
institution, it is required to review the methods of operating social
insurance in South Korea (Oh et al., 2017).

In relation to the collection of national insurance contributions in the
UK, the Contributions Agency under the Department of Social
Security was in charge of the collection until 1999, but in April 1999,
the Contribution Collection Agency was integrated into the Inland
Revenue and the collection of National Insurance contributions began
to be transferred to the Internal Revenue Service, and the collection
of National Insurance contributions began to be transferred to the
Inland Revenue Service in 2001.

This strengthened the link between tax and national insurance
contributions, and the reorganization has since been carried out, and
in April 2005, Her Majesty's Customs and Excise merged and
launched as HM Revenue & Customs (Oh and Lee, 2017).
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The unification of tax and national insurance contributions was based
on the judgment that it was appropriate to integrate the two parties
for an efficient collection system because the social security centered
on tax and national insurance differed for their purposes, but they
were identical in terms of imposition standards and subjects.

In this regard, the Commission on Taxation and Citizenship, which
has been active since the inauguration of the Labour Government in
1997, suggested that it is appropriate to unify the collection criteria
and consolidate the two in order to pursue the efficiency of the
process collection and collection system of earned income taxes and
social security benefits (Ogus and Wikeley, 2002). These opinions
served as a basic theoretical background for an efficient collection
system in the course of the Labour Government's reorganization of
the National Insurance Contribution collection system (Heslop, 1998).

As such, the UK not only integrates the social insurance system into
one social insurance system, but also operates the management
institution as a single operating institution rather than multiple
operating institutions that are classified by insurance. If the National
Tax Service, the competent department in charge of integrating
social insurance application and collection and confirming income,
plays a major role, it will be able to confirm the actual expansion of
social insurance coverage and the accurate income of individuals.
And it is necessary to take a closer look at the British case in that
it helps to enhance the efficiency and equity of administration (Nam
and Baek, 2011).
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(2) Operational system : New Deal Programs as ALMP (since 1997)

Since 1996, the UK has increased the (a) adaptability of the labour
market to respond swiftly to changes in the economic environment
by enhancing the efficiency of the labour market, and promoted the
competitiveness of the country by (b) improving the skills of workers.
And through (c) active labour market policies, the three main
objectives were to help the unemployed find jobs on their own and
to shift to an employment insurance system that significantly
strengthened programmes to promote the reemployment of the
unemployed (Finn and Schulte, 2007).

A typical policy case is the New Deal program. The formal
declaration of the New Deal program was made in July 1997 when
the Labour government first announced its budget plan (House of
Commons Hansard, 1997). In the speech, the finance minister made
the government's official position clear that the social security benefit
system could no longer achieve its original purpose.

The main rationale for this position is the increase in the size of
unemployed households (households where all members of the
household are unemployed), and at the same time the number of
people who believe that paid labour is no longer valuable or who
cannot find employment opportunities has increased. The British
government aimed to closely link the job support services offered by
Jobcentre Plus with the New Deal program (UK Department for
Work and Pensions, 2002).

_42_



The New Deal program is one of the key elements of the UK's
active employment strategy (Dwyer, 2004). The UK's primary
employment program is designed to help long-term job seekers
acquire skills and experiences or get a job, thus escaping from
benefits. The program also encourages the exploration of job
opportunities for economically inactive populations, which are in line
with the policy direction to increase labour supply (Stovicek and
Turrini 2012).

The most representatives are the Youth New Deal and the New
Deal program for those aged 25 and older.

First, the Youth New Deal made its first pledge in 1997 by the
Labour Party government to help 250,000 young people get jobs
away from their benefits. The Youth New Deal targets unemployed
young people aged 18-24 who have been seeking Job-seeker
allowance for more than six months. Participation is compulsory and
there are benefit sanctions. Young unemployed people classified as
having more than one special need could enter the Youth New Deal
program in advance. Specifically, the youth New Deal's participation
consists of three main stages (Reenen, 2004). The first 'gateway'
phase lasts four months. Intensive counseling and guidance are
provided during this period, which is designed to increase the
employment potential of as many people as possible and to provide
general employment without wage assistance.
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The second step involves the claimant in one of the four New Deal
options. The options are as follows: (a) employment option-a job
subsidized to the employer for at least 26 weeks; (b) partial
employment of the employer; (c) environmental-related business; and
(d) full-day education and training for up to 52 weeks. At this stage,
participants may receive training allowances in addition to Job
seekers allowances or wages by employment.

The final third step is to enter the job-seeking allowance again if
participants fail to get a job after six months and enter the
'follow-through' phase. This phase provides additional support and
guidance, as well as employment services, to help them find
employment (Venn, 2012).

On the other hand, the New Deal for the Long Term Unemployed
was introduced in 1998 (DWP, 2003). The background of emerging
this program is that the UK's operation of unemployment insurance
policies which were centred on unemployment benefits has resulted
in @ number of political and economic problems caused by long-term
unemployed people who were subsidized by unemployment
assistance without a limitation (Reenen, 2004).

For example, the proportion of unemployed people receiving income
assistance was 60 percent of the total unemployed as of 1994,
which was very high against about 30 percent of the recipients of
unemployment benefits, putting a heavy burden on the nation's
finances. In particular, the unemployed who received income
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assistance was more problematic as most of them were those
whose unemployment benefits had expired or who were not eligible
for unemployment benefits and who had remained in the status of
being unemployed for more than a year.

The New Deal program was renamed "New Deal 25 Plus (ND25+)"
in April 2001 after undergoing several structural revisions. The New
Deal program, aged 25 and older, aims to increase employment or
employment opportunities for people who have passed 18 months
after receiving Job-seeker's allowances within the last three years
(Blundell and Meghir, 2002). People aged 25-49 are forced to
participate in the program and are subject to benefit sanctions if
they are absent.

The program consists of job-recommendation interviews, employer
subsidies and links to other programs, such as period training.
Action plans are modified through work recommendation interviews,
and intensive job support services are provided. Employment
subsidies are paid up to 75 pounds per week for up to six months.

As for the performance assessment of the Youth New Deal, White
and Riley (2002) announced that the New Deal program had the
effect of reducing the long-term unemployment of young people. In
the first two years of the program's implementation, about 60,000 to
80,000 young people were employed, and it was estimated that
without the youth New Deal, they would have been degraded to
benefit recipients.
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Another private research report (Blundell and Meghir, 2002; Reenen,
2001) drew similar conclusions. Young unemployed people see an
increase of about 20 percent in their chances of getting a job thanks
to the New Deal policy, and most of the effects are attributed to
employers' wage subsidies, but it is expected that at least 20% are
coming from the efforts of strengthening the job searching activities.

% <Analysis of South Korean Youth unemployment problem and
work-based learning(apprenticeships) program as a responding

intervention>

What is youth unemployment and why is a social problem?

The employment problem in youth holds a significant meaning. In
general, youth is a transition period from school education to
labour market, a period in which an independent economic life
begins with employment while forming social relationships with
work life or marriage (Baltes and Carstensen, 1999).

Therefore, the employment of young people not only provides
livelihood resources but also serves as a basic foundation for
social role-playing and relationships. O'Higgins (1997) analyses the
youth unemployment problem in European countries and sees it

as a social challenge that cannot be resolved in a short period of
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time. Below, the negative effects of youth unemployment will be
analysed by dividing them into individual and social aspects.

First, a young man who has lost his employment opportunities on
a personal level is deprived of his opportunities for
self-development. Employment is a vital means of creating
individual's economic base (O'Reilly et al., 2015) given labour and
jobs serve as an opportunity for individuals to develop their
personalities. With the generalization of employment society,
unemployment is the most important cause for the loss of the
economic foundation of Ilife for individuals. In this respect,
unemployment has commonalities with diseases, disabilities, old
age, industrial accidents, etc. (Yeon et al., 1988).

The second is the family dimension which is operated on the
basis of wages acquired as a result of employment, and
unemployment not only has the effect of depriving the current
economic foundation but also affects future livelihoods (Gallie et
al., 2003). Furthermore, less opportunities for the vulnerable to
participate in the labour market could increase the possibility of
turning them into poor people who cannot maintain a minimum
living in addition to an average life (O'Reilly et al., 2015; Lee,
2009).

Third, at the social level, youth unemployment adds to social
unrest, deepening a gap between the rich and the poor and the
polarization of workers in the long run, and in the end, social
integration can be undermined. Carmichael and Ward (2010)
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elaborated that youth unemployment has a direct impact on social
relationships, social deviance as well as economic shocks. In
addition, Mortimer (1994) explained that participation in the labour
market itself determines the role and identity of an individual, so
that social relationships are fragmented ("social exclusion") as they
do not maintain friendship or family relationships and feel isolated
personally.

Finally, long-term unemployment may result in exclusion of young
individuals from social participation and alienation from reality
(Kieselbach, 2003). This alienation is the cause of a psychological
crisis and may also lead to a political crisis in a society as a
whole due to its alienation from the centre of society (Gallie et
al., 2003): participation in the labour market means more than just
a means of income acquisition when the core of the factors that
enable individuals to integrate into society is called participation.
Involving with the labour market is a key activity in which
individuals are integrated into society, along with participation in
social activities and political engagement, and is often the basis
for two forms of participation. The reality of excluding young
people from the labour market expresses social resistance and
opposition. (Lee, 2009).

Analysis of youth unemployment status and causes in South Korea

Reviewing the causes of unemployment from the South Korea's
youth unemployment status and theoretical perspective, it first

reduces the total number of job opportunities caused by slowing
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economic growth and changes in industrial structure in job

demand aspects.

Second, in terms of supply, the number of young people supplied
to the labour market and the labour shortage demanded by the
labour market are the reasons, and finally, besides the Ilabour
market perspective, the NEET (Not in Employment, Education and

Training) concept can explain the cause of youth unemployment.

Above all, the youth unemployment rate in South Korea is always
high compared to the overall unemployment rate, as shown in

<Table 1>, and has remained in the 9 percent range since 2014.

According to the South Korean National Statistical Office and the
OECD (2018), the average youth unemployment rate(15 years to
24 years old) of OECD member countries fell from 15.1 percent
in 2014 to 11 percent in 2018, but the youth unemployment rate
in South Korea rose 0.5 percentage point from 15 percent in

2014 to 10.5 percent in 2018.

<Table 1> Comparison on the rate of the whole unemployed to the

youth unemployment
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2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
No. of the

920,000 855,000 820,000 807,000 937,000 976,000
unemployed
No. of
youth

340,000 320,000 313,000 331,000 385,000 397,000
unemploy
ment
Unemploy

3.7% 3.4% 3.2% 3.1% 3.5% 3.6%
ment Rate
Youth
unemploy 8.0% 7.6% 7.5% 8.0% 9.0% 9.2%
ment rate

Source: South Korean National Statistical Office <Census on

Economically Active Population>, Youth aged 15 to 29 years old

First, in terms of job supply, there is a shortage of jobs as
companies are passive in increasing the size of employment,
seeing the future economic outlook uncertain despite the economic
recovery since the economic crisis in the late 1990s and the
financial crisis in the early 2000s. In particular, low-skilled young
people are more seriously affected by economic or market
changes in the labour market than other age groups (Hwang,
2016).

The second is a mismatch of school education and technical
qualifications  separated from the field. South  Korea's
college/university entrance rate was in the 30 percent range in the
1980s, but it has continued to rise to 80 percent by the late
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2000s (Jeon et al., 2014). According to the South Korean Ministry
of Education (2019), South Korea's college/University entrance rate
(49.0 percent) as of 2018 is higher than the OECD average (38.6
percent), especially among young people (25-34 years old), which
is very high compared to the OECD average of 44.3 percent, and
has maintained the top position among OECD member countries
since 2008.

Such sharp rise in the college and university entrance rate results
in an oversupply of highly educated job seekers who do not have
the sufficient vocational skills required by the Ilabour market,
causing unemployment due to quantitative and qualitative
discrepancies in manpower supply (O'Reilly et al., 2015) and also
increasing the seriousness of the problem, such as productivity
degradation due to dissatisfaction with downward employment and
personal loss of human capital (Choi, 2012). There are also
reasons why academical education at universities cannot keep up
with the pace of changes in industry and technology.

Third, NEET (Not in Employment, Education, and Training) also
finds the reason for the growing number of young people who
cannot even enter the labour market, in addition to microeconomic
perspectives such as individual characteristics and labour market's
supply-demand mismatches. Unlike young unemployed people who
are looking for jobs, the NEET is a heterogeneous group that has
lost hope and left the labour market, so there is a fundamental
difference from youth unemployment (Tamesberger and Bacher,
2014).
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However, the number is increasing and should be considered as
a policy target. Youth NEET causes more serious social problems
and conflicts than youth unemployment because it means future
human capital losses that voluntarily deviate from the Ilabour
market. Moreover, youth NEET has no intention of labour, making
it difficult to secure continuous tax revenue in terms of the
national economy (OECD, 2013). The new indicator, NEET ratios
under 30, averaged 15.8% in the OECD in 2010 (ILO, 2013), are
steadily increasing (Eurofound, 2014). And in South Korea, there
is a difference in statistical analysis, but as of 2010, the number
is approaching 1 million and the rate continues to rise (Nam,
2011).

vocational training programs as a policy to ease vyouth

unemployment.

The need for policy intervention

It requires social or policy intervention, given that unemployment is
the key cause of poverty in the working-age population. Policy
intervention occurs because the poverty of the unemployed causes
the individuals to suffer from reduced consumption capacity and
the economic recession as a whole can deepen the recession by
reducing the effective demand (Park, 2017) and the establishment
of a social safety net against the risk of unemployment considers
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a government responsibility (Na, 2012). The nation's response to
unemployment can be largely divided into two policy directions.
One is to preserve the income of the unemployed as passive
policies, such as unemployment insurance and income support.

And the other is that so-called active labour market policies
(ALMP), such as employment maintenance support programs and
vocational ability development, are also being implemented
(O'Higgins et al., 1997).

Recently, vocational education and training (VET) systems have
been recognized as a crucial way to increase the employment
potential of young people beyond simply providing income
supports to the young unemployed.

Many countries are pushing for various forms of work-based
learning to strengthen the human capacity of young people
because entering the labour market at an appropriate time will
have a significant impact on career development over their life
(Na, 2012).

In addition, the recent policy direction of many developed
countries has emerged as the most important policy task for
solving social problems to help improve vocational skills through
the provision of quality education and training programs rather
than simply getting young people employed (Clement, 2012)
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Introducing South Korea's Vocational Competency Development Program

South Korea's vocational ability development scheme supports
education and training so that employers and workers can actively
cope with the emergence of new social risks and structural
changes in the labour market: the government supports companies
to voluntarily conduct training their employees to suit their
circumstances, and also provides support to individuals who
participate in the development of capabilities on their own (Na,
2012).

South Korea's Work-Based Learning Program and Evaluation

In recent years, On-the Job-Training(OJT) is emphasized in an
effective way to acquire the skills needed to perform tasks.
Work-based learning is introduced by many countries in that it not
only provides effective means of teaching the knowledge and skills
needed in a job (Honer & Wehrley, 1995), but also provides
opportunities for participants to enter the labour market smoothly,
and South Korea is no exception.

The reason is that if quality training is provided during the initial
vocational education and training phase, the job-related ability
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(hard skill), and soft skill, the attitude required in organizational
life, can be learned, thus providing training that meets the needs
of the labour market (OECD, 2010).

In 2013, the South Korean government introduced a Korean-style
dual system, a method of work-based training. This system s
based on the dual system in Germany, which combines vocational
training and school education. The program features companies
hiring young job seekers as apprentices and providing them with
vocational training.

The apprentice's training course is a workplace-based learning
system in which the company trains the actual work directly for
three to four days a week, and the remaining 1-2 days are taught
at school.

Through the project, the government supports participating
companies to build training infrastructure, develop and operate
training programs. According to the Ministry of Employment and
Labour, as of 2017, more than 35,000 learning workers from 16
colleges, 32 four-year universities and about 9,000 companies
participated in the work-learning parallel system (Human
Resources Development Service of Korea, 2017).

However, opinions have been raised that the assessment on the
OJT, which is the core of the Korean dual system is insufficient
(HRD KOREA, 2017). This is because the government's current
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method of verifying the results of field trips is still focused on
post-satisfaction surveys for project participants, which are difficult
to measure program effectiveness and improve insufficient parts
(Jeon et al, 2014).

What are the main actors involved in these policies?

Groups who can effect or be effected by the policy or an
organization's proposal will be stakeholders (Freeman, 2010).
Based on this definition, when looking at the stakeholder
associated with the VET program (Korean dual system) to reduce
youth unemployment, the stakeholder consists largely of the
government and participants who pursue policies. Again,
participants can be divided into a trainer, business owners and
industries, and young people who are direct beneficiaries of the
program.

In South Korea, a kind of work-based training program similar to
modern apprenticeship in  major advanced countries was
implemented in earnest in 2014, but the role of related
participants is still unclear and the training is carried out in a
school-oriented vocational education way, causing problems that
fail to keep up with on-site technological development.
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Moreover, South Korea is promoting the apprenticeship system
under the leadership of the central government, but young people
and parents still favours college/university diplomas over field
training (Jeon et al., 2014).

Possible alternatives to learn from overseas cases

British Post-16 Apprenticeships program

The stakeholder's position analysed above is likely to be
considered as it can be applied generally in other countries.
Britain and Germany have also operated work-based education
and training programs so it could be referred.

The UK has developed training with active labour market policies,
establishing a legal and institutional environment for effective
work-based learning operations (O'Higgins, 1997), and has shown
some results in terms of employment entry for young people
(O'Higgins, 1997).
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The UK's youth unemployment rate was much higher than that of
other OECD countries due to the recession in the 1980s and
1990s, but the British government expanded apprenticeship by
focusing on developing vocational skills for young people as an
alternative to solve youth unemployment problems (OECD, 2009;
Korea Labor Institute, 2012). Training was reported to be effective
in reducing the youth unemployment rate, with more than 85% of
apprentices who participated in the 16-apprenticeship system still
employed after the end of the program (National Apprenticeship
Service; NAS, 2012) and 80% of those who participated in the
apprenticeship system (British Department for Education; DfE,
2016) showing significant results.

The first reason for this achievement was to expand the scope of
the apprenticeship system. The British government allowed
low-skilled young people, who are unable to enter the labour
market due to the economic downturn, to have a trained
workforce through apprenticeship scheme(1995) (Hong, 2018).
Furthermore, the training system(1997) was prepared for young
people who could not be included in the apprenticeship system
due to their poor academic ability or lack of work experience.

Second, customized work-based learning was provided by
subdivisions of education and training programs according to their
academic level and work experiences. In conjunction with
education and training programs and National Vocational
Qualification (NVQ), participants were provided with standardized
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education and training, specifying what skills and capabilities are
needed.

Third, it is a rigorous evaluation system for institutions to ensure
the quality of education and training provided to training
institutions. The financial support was provided in line with the
training performance and the job goals of the training institution
(Choi, 2014). For example, the National Apprenticeship Service
(NAS) was established under the initiative of the British
government, and specialized roles such as program operation
supervision, training institution management, curriculum
composition, and qualification were divided among agencies to
support effective support systems.

Dual Systems in Germany

Germany holds a long history and tradition in apprenticeship. The
combination of corporate and vocational school training has
resulted in effective outcomes between vocational education and
training and job creation through a dual system in which
vocational education and training are conducted in parallel at two
locations (Hockel, 2012).

Germany's dualization system is operated under the principle of
the enterprise programs for practice and school for theory. In the

meantime, the dualization system is recognized as a better
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vocational education system than apprenticeship training in other
countries for its advantages such as systematic law on vocational
training, active participation of employers and labour unions, and

high interest from young people and parents (Lee, 2017).

In the 1990s, most of the young people who participated in the
dual system and passed the test were employed, and their
unemployment rate was significantly low as shown in the <table2>

below.

As Eurostat (2013) suggests, it is estimated that this achievement
is the reason why Germany had the lowest unemployment rate of

7.6% among young people (15 to 24 years old) in Europe.

<Table 2> Comparison on the ratio of unemployed to the youth

unemployment in EU
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Source: Eurostat (2013). Unemployment ratio people between 15 and 24

years in EU countries.

Regarding youth NEETs, the dual system of education and
vocational training is directly and efficiently linked to the labour
market, drawing attention as an alternative to youth unemployment
difficulties. The reason for the low youth unemployment rate and
NEET ratio in German-speaking countries such as Germany,
Austria, and Switzerland is the dualization system of vocational
education, and many empirical analyses have also shown that the
dual system could make youth NEET ratio low (Breen, 2005;
Eurofound, 2012).

Possible alternatives to reduce youth unemployment in South Korea

These exemplary models can transform Korea's current education
and training system and design incentives to participate in
education and training quality improvement programs. This is
expected to be feasible in Korea as well.

Whereas the programs of work-based learning policies that are
specifically taken according to historical backgrounds and practical
conditions of each country are different, the OECD (2010)
estimated that countries which indicate employment performance
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through workplace-based learning are operated systematically at
the national level and have common characteristics such as active
participation of industries and quality control of training courses
(O'Reilly et al., 2015).

According to Na (2012), the vocational education and training
system in South Korea has traditionally been a government-led
training system that focuses on fostering beginner-level functional
and technical personnel. Therefore, with the introduction of Korean
apprenticeship training, it is necessary for companies and
industries to prepare their own education and training courses and
improve the system to recognize their qualifications by evaluating
their capabilities in order to cultivate practical talents required by
industries.

The second is the active role of industries and companies. Hockel
(2012) explained that the responsibilities and roles of the industry
and enterprises hold significance for the success of apprenticeship
training.

In particular, there must be involvement with industries to link
education and training programs with qualifications. Work-based
learning is aimed at fostering human resources that can be
injected directly into the labour market, so curriculum that reflects
the knowledge and skills required by industries is essential
(OECD, 2010), especially to respond more flexible to changes in
knowledge-based industry and rapidly changing industrial structure
or demand for world with new jobs (Steedman, 2005).
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The last is continuous quality control of education and training.
When conducting training at workplaces, ongoing management and
monitoring of the company’s training courses as well as financial
and facility support for the work-based learning will determine the
success of the educational training (OECD, 2013).

The assessment of work-based learning programs provided by the
enterprise plays a role in providing information and feedback on
educational performance and leading the improvement of the
quality of the program so evaluation on the training contents
provided by the enterprise is also the important factor to manage

the quality.

(3) Delivery system : Jobcentre Plus (since 2001) evaluation

Employment and welfare services have been considered as key
policy measures of the government as the public demand for an
economically and socially sustainable welfare state grows. In the
case of South Korea, the government also sought to improve the
organic link between the Employment Service and the Benefits
Agency and to establish an administrative service delivery system in
a way that increases the link between the employment sphere and
welfare areas (Dwyer, 2004).
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Since the late 1990s, the Korean Employment and Welfare Plus
Center was introduced in 2018 by transforming the
employment-welfare one-stop centre that was introduced after
revising various countries with advanced welfare system to suit the
situation in South Korea. It seems to be benchmarking the case of
Jobcentre Plus in the UK. According to the UK Government Report
(UK DSS, 1998), published in 1998, a new 'employment first'
strategy was proposed for social security and employment. It also
proposed a pilot project to provide 'single work-focused gateway
services (after which they are named 'ONE') (Karagiannaki, 2006).
The project calls for providing integrated pay and job services to
benefit claimants of the working age group. This is designed to
reduce confusion arising from the need for benefiting claimants to
work on different government agencies, while also helping recipients
get away from their payrolls (Finn and Schulte, 2007).

The overall operation of the Jobcentre Plus in the UK is subject to
the 'performance and resources agreement' signed between the
agency and the UK Department for Work and Pensions (DWP). The
agreement sets out goals that each agency must achieve each year,
including job success, the currency value of fraudulent and distorted
benefit amount, the convenience of user services, the output of
employers, and the delivery of tasks (UK Jobcentre Plus, 2003). The
importance of the Jobcentre Plus was once again emphasized by
the ruling Labour Party in 2002.
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In other words, Jobcentre Plus was a decisive opportunity to
transform the existing passive pay system into an "active welfare
state" that encouraged more employment and focused more on
employers' needs (UK DWP, 2002; Karagiannaki, 2006).

Dwyer (2004) described this change in circumstances as the
government policies have been shifted from a ‘welfare society' to an
‘active society'.

Despite the overall low level of unemployment benefits in the UK,
the ruling Labour government has made significant efforts since 1997
to reduce the 'unemployment trap' (which means that if the level of
benefits for the unemployed is closer to or greater than those of
their net income from labour, it will reduce the incentive to get the
unemployed out of their payrolls and let them be employed)
(Newman, 2011).

The government said that “Reducing unemployment traps will result
in an increase in the supply of real labour by encouraging
unemployed and inactive job seekers to get jobs.” (DWP, 2002). It is
also significant in that various policy combinations (Job search
activities obligations and the benefit, tax and tax credit system) have
been attempted to enhance the effectiveness of the policy (Clegg,
2010).
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For example, Britain's effort to increase gross earned income by
implementing the world's first nationwide statutory minimum wage
system (McQuaid and Lindsay, 2005), the creation of a tax credit
scheme for low-income working households, and various incentives
were provided by reducing the contribution of earned income tax
rates and national insurance premiums for low-income workers (Finn
and Schulte, 2007). Blundell and Meghir (2002) analysed a loads of
welfare-to-work programs in Europe and North America, revealing
that the two alternative policies, ALMP (active labour market policies)
and tax policies, are combined to utilize wage subsides as well as
earned income tax credits. Especially, it was evaluated that the
combination of Britain's New Deal program and tax policy has
improved the labour supply.

The overall assessment of the UK's unemployment support system
can confirm some of the following strengths: The first was the
strengthening of the labour market rules for benefit receipts, which
led to the emphasis that employment was the best way out of
poverty and benefit dependency, and also helped to address the
people's pessimistic view of loopholes in the unemployment benefit
system. Compulsory work-linked welfare methods are generally
assessed to be successful in reducing long-term unemployment and
youth unemployment (Karagiannaki, 2006).

The second was the close integration of unemployment services with
the Jobcentre Plus's network, which had a positive impact on job
entry rates in full consideration of the claimant's situation (McQuaid
and Lindsay, 2005). As an example, the introduction of an individual
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professional counselor system was welcomed by the claimants,
particularly focusing on the individual circumstances of the claimant
and the needs that have occurred correspondently (McVicar, 2008).

On the other hand, there are cases that question the effectiveness
of Britain's social security system. The visible success of the
labour-linked welfare program, which was implemented from the late
1990s, was achieved with high unit cost investments amid a very
favorable economic background of low unemployment rate. This has
failed to bring any changes to the problem-solving process for the
vulnerable group that is difficult to access (Manning, 2009).

Moreover, despite the benefits of the integrated Jobcentre Plus
organization, no evidence has been revealed to date that the shift
from benefits to work has brought a significant difference
(Petrongolo, 2008; Hwang and Lee, 2004).
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4. Recent challenges or changes?

(1) Differences of opinions

South Korea's unemployment benefits are considered relatively low
compared to developed countries (ILO; International Labour Office,
2019). Unemployment benefits are linked to the proper functioning of
the social safety net for the low-income class, which is called the
generosity of unemployment benefits (Venn, 2012). Furthermore, the
level and duration of unemployment benefits may vary from country
to country because they have a direct impact on overall
unemployment rate and national expenditure, and can vary
depending on support schemes other than employment insurance, so
a country's unemployment benefit's generosity has a complex
functional relationship. Therefore, it is not possible to compare it
piece by piece (Kim, 2010).

Specifically, the generosity of unemployment benefits can be
assessed through the degree of severity of eligibility for receiving,
whether there are job-searching activies to acknowledge
unemployment or not. However, the most direct representation of
generosity at the benefit level can be compared with the level and
duration of unemployment benefits and the rate of the income
replacement.
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Stovicek and Turrini (2012) noted that the overall generosity of the
unemployment benefit system should consider "the level of
replacement rates of both  unemployment insurance and
unemployment assistance, their duration, and their structure
throughout the unemployment spell". What's more, it may be difficult
to apply a single-generosity parameter to compare the generosity of
employment insurance. This is because employment insurance has
various purposes (unemployment  insurance policies have
multidimensional objects), and, additionally, labour market conditions
(i.e. likelihood and duration of unemployment matter) are varied from
country to country (Zimmermann et al., 2008).

In order for the unemployed to receive unemployment benefits, the
applicant generally must meet the following three requirements at the
same time: the applicant must (a) satisfy the requirements when
applying for unemployment benefits, (b) continuously participate in
the labour market even after being laid-off, and (c) not be subject to
disqualification for unemployment benefits (Standing, 2000).

The first requirement is to determine whether an unemployed person
has been employed in an employment insurance business for a
certain period of time and paid the premiums faithfully before losing
his/her job whereas the second is to ensure that the unemployed
continue to participate in the labour market to seek a job with the
strong willingness and ability to work after losing their jobs. The third
requirement can be translated as an attempt to minimize moral
hazard that may inevitably arise in insurance system and to prevent
abuse of unemployment benefits.
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The purpose of adopting this unemployment benefit requirements is
to faithfully protect hard-working workers who diligently participate in
the labour market but being unemployed due to unavoidable reasons
and to prevent their tendency to remain unemployed intentionally to
receive unemployment benefits (Finn and Schulte, 2007).

The UK did not make active job-searching requirement for
unemployment benefits until the 1980s, but since 1989 the UK has
added active job-seeking activies as a requirement for
unemployment benefits. So, the beneficiary of the unemployment
benefits should visit a public job security agency every two weeks to
prove that the beneficiary has concentrated all efforts for the past
two weeks to get a job. If the applicant fails to demonstrate this, the
payment of unemployment benefits could be suspended for up to six
months from that point (McKnight et al., 2000).

Job-seeking benefits (Korean Jobseeker's allowance) in South Korea
are the most basic and core of unemployment benefits, which are
paid to promote the stabilization of the livelihood of the unemployed
and to promote reemployment during the unemployment period. In
the case of an insured working at an employment insurance-applied
business place moving due to management dismissal, recommended
resignation, expiration of the contract period, etc., 50% of the
average wage before the transfer should be differently paid in line
with pre-set proportions in accordance with the period and age of
the insurance unit for 18 months prior to the date of transfer. In
order to receive job-seeking benefits, the efforts of seizing
re-employment opportunities should be recognized, and the
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beneficiary should attend a job security institution once every four
weeks to prove it. The level of job-seeking benefits stipulates that
the average wage of the beneficiary for three months is the base
date and that the job-seeking benefit date is 50 percent of the base
date. The payment period has been extended step by step and is
now 90-240 days under the Employment Insurance Act of South
Korea (Article 45 and Article 50 of the Employment Insurance Act).

In the past, it was common for unemployment benefits to be paid
both in the same period only when the applicant meets the
requirements for unemployment benefits, regardless of the length of
time during which they were paid as insured employment.

However, more and more countries are introducing strict conditions
and criteria of the unemployment benefits as the insured employment
period increases due to the frequent abuse of unemployment
benefits by deliberately losing their jobs and receiving unemployment
benefits if they meet the requirements for a certain amount of
unemployment benefits (Newman, 2011).

This was no exception for Korea. In consideration of the difficulties
against the recipients of the unemployment benefits who try to be
re-employed, the unemployment benefits are paid in consideration of
the age of eligible recipients and their participation in vocational
training (South Korean Ministry of Employment and Labour, 2015).

In a view of conflicting opinions on the adequacy of unemployment
benefit payment levels in South Korea, the labour union side argues
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that the level should be higher than the current level to stabilize the
livelihood of the unemployed.

On the other hand, the employers position insists that the limit on
unemployment benefits should be lowered to ensure the genuine job
seeking activities without moral hazard (Jones, 2004). In foreign
countries, most countries adopt a fixed rate system that pays a
certain percentage of their wages before they lose their jobs. In
addition, some countries such as Britain and Ireland pay at 10-37%
of the average wage whereas others including Italy, South Korea
and Turkey pay 50% of the average wage and Denmark,
Luxembourg and Sweden compensate up to 50% of the average
wage so it is fair to say that the unemployment benefit levels are
diverse by countries (Esser et al.,, 2013).

As such, opinions are divided on the level of unemployment benefits.
Generous unemployment benefits have been criticized since the
1970s citing the reduction of willingness of the unemployed to work
and excessive reliance on welfare eventually create and raise
unemployment rates (Shaikh, 2003). The argument that
unemployment benefits reduce the desire to work is sometimes
expressed as "unemployment trap" or "non-economic activity trap"

(Jeon et a., 2014), which is explained by two logic.

First, in terms of labour demand, generous unemployment benefits
affect unemployment through the wage-setting process. This is
because unemployment benefits function as a safety net. Such a
large incentive to raise wages increases labour costs, which in turn
raise the unemployment rate.
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Second, in terms of labour supply, generous unemployment benefits
can reduce incentives to accept low wages and aggravate working
conditions. Howell and Rehm (2009) explains that generous
unemployment benefits enable them to search for jobs that are
suitable for them by lowering the marginal costs of job search and
easing liquidity constraints, which, on the contrary, brings a result of
adversely continuing the unemployment period (Krueger and Meyer,
2002).

On the other hand, there are scholars who set forth a
counterargument regarding the point that unemployment benefits
produce unemployment. First, the effect of extending and maintaining
employment to meet the requirements of unemployment is clearly
existed, which is called as the entitlement effect. This is because
unemployment benefits, which are generally managed under social
insurance system, require employment periods and premium
contribution records that are a certain qualification for the benefit. In
particular, the higher the unemployment benefits level and the more
unstable economic situation, the greater the incentive (Gregg et al.,
1999).

Second, considering the psychological effects of unemployment, there
is an argument that the effect of maintaining unemployment or falling
into unemployment to receive unemployment benefits will not be so
great. Having a job does not just mean material income, but it also
relates to psychological factors such as labour-related social norms
and self-respect, and to the foundations of human relationships.
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Moreover, if conditions are created not to accommodate unfair jobs
resulting from unemployment benefits and more job searches are
possible, this may rather reduce unemployment by improving the
quality of subsequent job matching and thus may not be the only
moral hazard factor (Card et al.,, 2007). Especially, the logic that
people tend to get a job only when the net income outweighs the
other by simply comparing the amount of employment income and
unemployment benefits is criticized due to the point that it just
substitutes employment for income (Jang et al., 2011)

According to the study on the public response to the social security
issues which is based on a survey on British Social Attitudes
conducted in 1998, the benefits for unemployed people in Britain
were relatively unpopular. Fifty percent of the respondents said that
people's willingness to protect themselves is fading today because of
the welfare state, and 40 percent of the respondents said that
people would be willing to stand on their own feet if welfare benefits
were not generous (Hills and Leikes, 1999).

However, the results of Survey might have been affected by the
relatively low unemployment rate in the late 1990s. To support this,
other studies have shown that the principle of contribution itself is
still gaining public support. In other words, people think the benefit
level is too low compared to their contributions. (Fabian Society,
1998).
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Unemployment benefits may, on the one hand, alleviate the problem
of liquidity constraints in one household, but on the other, may lead
to moral hazard (Stovicek and Turrini, 2012).

Therefore, it is necessary to design policies in consideration of
various aspects as to how to adjust the amount and duration of
unemployment benefits to prevent unemployment traps and benefit
dependence and mitigate the problem of liquidity constraints while
ensuring adequate living security during the period of unemployment
(Sjoberg, 2006).

In summary, in the case of the UK, integrated social insurance is
being built with a single social insurance system called National
Insurance. It is characterized by a wide range of job-seekers
allowance (JSA) that are subject to the unemployment benefits with
an open attitude toward partial unemployment.

However, in 2010, the coalition government sought to increase tax
revenues in an effort to stabilize government finances, while
conducting extensive operations on government spending (Newman,
2011). Considering the proportion of welfare spending to a seventh
of the total government expenditure, the "Welfare Reform Bill 2011,"
represented by the Universal Credit, released on February 17, 2011,
can be seen as the result of such government restructuring of
strengthening the efficiency of government spending.

_75_



(2) Institutional changes focusing on ‘universal credit’ reform

In 2012, the Universal Credit system was introduced under the
leadership of the Cameron government. Universal Credit is an
attempt to combine major social assistance systems for working-age
people (16 to 64 years old) into one system.

The original plan was to be gradually expanded throughout the UK
from October 2013 to 2017, but the timing is being delayed little by
little. Universal Credit is also considered to be the most radical
scheme among Britain's social security reform in the last few
decades. From now on, the background of the appearance, main
contents, problems, and considerations will be discussed.

What is important in policy changes is that a social atmosphere has
been created in which the burden of welfare spending is often cited
as a serious problem (Hamnett, 2014). Public social welfare
spending against GDP in the UK was 23.8% in 2013. According to
changes in public social welfare spending, it increased from 16.7%
in 1990 to 20.5% in 1993, then decreased again to 18.5% in 1999.

However, it has been on a steady rise since then, but has remained
almost the same since 2009 when it rose to 24.1 percent. In
addition, there was a growing public opinion that the systems
supporting the Ilow-income vulnerable groups were complicated,
resulting in errors in the selection of targets, fraudulent payments,

_76_



and excessive administrative costs (BBC poll, 2012).

The coalition government, formed after the 2010 election, has carried
out a reform of the UK's revitalization policy (Hamnett, 2014).
Government officials have proposed reforms that lower welfare
dependence and public spending.

At this stage, policy emphasis was placed on the expansion of the
activation policy, as well as the drastic reduction of welfare benefits,
the rationalization of employment service agencies, and the
introduction of universal credit (DWP, 2010a).

The main contents of the Welfare Reform Act 2012 were the
introduction of Universal Credit to improve working incentives, the
strengthening of penalties to reduce fraud and error in receiving
benefits, the abolition of housing subsidies for people aged 19-24
and the gradual reduction of welfare benefits for long-term
unemployed.

To introduce the main points relating to unemployment benefits,
existing Job-seekers allowance must meet the upper limit of property
standards and working hours (DWP, 2010b) for the provision of
income-based JSA as an income-replacement public assistance
schemes paid to unemployed people with working capacity. For
receiving benefits, they must visit Jobcentre Plus every two weeks to
participate in the job interview and then, they can get benefits after
proving that they are actively searching jobs.
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First, with the introduction of Universal Credit, the six major basic
security systems (Income Support, income-based Jobseeker's
Allowance, income-related Employment and Support Allowance,
Housing Benefit, and Child Tax Credit and Working Tax Credit) are
integrated into one single road. In other words, the Universal Credit,
which incorporates six existing schemes, ensures that the sum of the
benefits received from each scheme cannot exceed a certain level.

For example, a household consisting of two adults has a benefit cap
of GBP 500 per week, and a household consisting of one adult,
GBP 350 per week. The UK median income in 2011/12, calculated
as GBP 23,200 per share, is approximately GBP 429, so that level
can be seen as similar to or somewhat lower than median income
in terms of the upper benefit limit for single adult households.
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<Table 2> Income reduction rate before/after adopting Universal Credit

Welfare Withdrawal Rate

Allowance Before Universal Credit After Universal Credit

Income Subsidy 100%

Job seeking 100%
(o]

allowance

Housing 659
Allowance ° 65%

Earned Income
Tax Credit

41%

Child Tax Credit 41%

Source: Income subsidy, JSA, Housing Allowance (As of 2009).

Brewer, M. 2009. How Do Income-Support Systems in the UK Affect
Labour Force Participation?. IFAU Working Paper 2009: 27.

HM Revenue & Customs. 2010. Budget 22 Jun 2010: Benefits and Tax
Credits.

Second, the existing revitalization policy for the unemployed has
been further strengthened. It is the first system that requires
low-wage recipients to increase their working hours until they receive
wages above a certain level and continue to find better jobs. The
plan was designed while considering the following premise that the
total benefits will not exceed the median income of workers so that
they can receive greater compensation for participation in the labour
market than relying entirely on welfare benefits.
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Third, a variety of supports based on an asset investigation had
previously been managed and operated by different ministries (or
agencies) but it was planned to comprehensively operate and
manage several benefits by Department for Work and pensions
(DWP) and the Jobcentre Plus. In other words, the efficiency of the
support delivery system was emphasized.

If all systems are switched to Universal Credit, 11 million adults will
apply for Universal Credit, of which about 5 million will be low-wage
or part-time workers, and about 1 million will be workers expecting a
rise in wages. One in six British workers is expected to receive
Universal Credit (OECD, 2014).

Even with these estimates, the ripple effect of Universal Credit is
expected to be massive. However, unlike the rosy announcement
made by the British government, criticism of the reform is intensively
fierce. The recent reform of Britain's welfare system is interpreted as
a "dangerous cut" and almost "reconstructing a welfare state."

Taylor-Gooby (2012) criticized the British government for trying to cut
almost all but pensions, including public housing, child protection and
local government services, and for continuing pressure on health and
education. In this regard, research institutes that serve as think tanks
for government policy in the UK are raising the number of policy
design problems.
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A report published by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation pointed out
that there is a reduction in benefit level due to Universal Credit
explained that some households benefit in terms of work motivation
and income, but some do not. In particular, households with children
were diagnosed with weaknesses that not only offset the benefits of
increased earned income but also caused an increase in childcare
costs (Padley and Hirsch, 2017). Of course, it is too early to jump
to conclusions about the aspect of institutional change. However,
forecasts of the impact suggest that households with difficult living
conditions will face more difficulties (Guardian News, 11/March/2011).

The reason also stems from the institutional design that provides
more benefits to working households. And besides financial
problems, mental problems are also pointed out.

It is worth noting that Universal Credit has had a negative impact on
the mental health of many people (BBC, 07/02/2019). According to
the media, some of those who lost their jobs and applied for the
universal credit have reported that psychological stress is on the
rise, as well as evidence to support it (Guardian, 27/Feb/2020).

The analysis showed that the mental health issues of recipients
increased 6.6 percentage points compared to the previous period, as
the introduction of the Universal Credit required them to meet the
strict conditions include five-week wait, etc. It also warned that the
number could continue to increase as more than 5 million people
will have to switch to universal credit over the next four years due
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to the drastic 'welfare policy change and cuts' (Wickham et al.,
2020).

As such, Universal Credit is a reform that greatly changes the
contents of the British social safety net. However, a number of
issues and problems are being raised as the planning and
implementation are being rapidly carried out in line with the political
orientation. Although the direction of the Universal Credit has led to
the emphasis on work and tougher sanctions, it has something to
learn from its attempt to shift from a labour environment where job
insecurity is deepening to a flexible system that combines the
support system for working-age people into a single system that
goes beyond the boundaries between employment and
non-employment.

In Korea, with many programs linked to social security, the reform of
the unemployment benefit system must also be reviewed in advance.
This is necessary to ensure policy effectiveness and to reduce
confusion in the process of policy reform.
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5. Conclusion

In a view of the political support for the British Social Security
system, until the 1950s-60s, the UK's national welfare state paradigm
was sustained by an agreement between the Labour Party and the
Conservative Party. However, in the 1970s, the IMF provided
financial support due to high unemployment, inflation, and the
deterioration of international balance of payments in 1976, leading to
neo-liberalistic structural reforms.

Through a series of processes, the recent introduction of Universal
Credit scheme can be considered as a representative example of a
reform. For most of the post-war periods, Britain's broad political
consensus that form a welfare policy are now witnessing significant
changes (Hamnett, 2014).

As a policy, the UK's labour market policy was initiated through the
enactment of the Unemployment Insurance Act in 1911, and only in
the 1970s, the active labour market policy was activated with the
aim of reducing the unemployment groups that are difficult to find
employment in the labour market such as youth. Since then, various
forms of employment subsidies have been created, and the
representative public employment creation program had been
activated as a community program in the 1980s and then abolished.
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Currently, active labour market policy programs for the unemployed
are being operated in an integrated manner, focusing on the New
Deal program, which has been conducted nationwide since 1998.
Likewise, Britain's efforts to innovate its system have been a
competitive benchmark for other countries, from the Conservative
Government to the Labour Blair government, which was launched in
1979. These relatively powerful innovations in the British government
continue today (Finn and Schulte, 2007).

However, the company's flexibility of employment strategy based on
neo-liberalistic economic flows is turning the labour market into an
unstable employment structure by producing irregular workers and
unemployed people with low quality of jobs.

Furthermore, the spread of low-wage irregular workers due to
unstable employment and the increase in the number of workers
who repeat unemployment and reemployment are feared to sharply
deteriorate the quality of people's lives.

Unlike Britain, it may be premature to integrate public support and
unemployment benefit systems and examine eligibility in South
Korea, where welfare policies are recently expanding, but it is
necessary to make strenuous efforts to link integrated administration
operations and employment-welfare connection by reflecting the
changing trend of the social security system in the UK.
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In the case of South Korea, like most countries, the government is
preparing for labour-related salaries and providing active job-linked
services to reduce the increase in government spending on social
welfare due to the low birth rate and aging population.

Under this circumstance, the South Korean government could
benchmark attempts to simplify the system by replacing some of the
Social Security benefits and public assistance allowances and
applying a single means test standard in the gradual introduction of
the Universal Credit System in the UK during the process of
redesigning the system for areas where employment insurance
system and public assistance allowances are mixed.
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