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While social dialogue at the national level was withering away, the
Seoul Metropolitan Government forged a strong partnership with
public sector workers, introducing the worker director system in
2016. Using in-depth interviews with trade union leaders, directors
on the boards, and bureaucrats, and primary and secondary sources
from trade unions and the Seoul Metropolitan Government, this
article investigates the mechanisms and effects of local corporatism
in Seoul City, with particular attention to the limits and dilemmas of
worker board representation introduced at the local level without
proper legislative support at the national level. The “Seoul Model”
successfully produced many progressive labor policies, including the
worker board representation. However, because of the defective
corporate governance, fragmented bargaining structure, and
unwanted interference from the national government, worker
directors in Seoul City's public institutions and companies had to
face severe role conflicts. The Seoul Model was only partially

successful, because it was heavily dependent on Seoul City as a
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benevolent employer, and it failed to expand the worker director
system into the private sector. Municipal Corporatism without
corporatist structures at the national level can lead to worker board
participation, but its scope and durability might be limited without

proper institutional prerogatives at the national level.

P Keywords: Corporatism, worker board representation, municipality,
collective bargaining structure, codetermination

I. Introduction

Corporatism declined as neoliberalism forces governments to abandon full
employment commitments, unwilling to make concessions to compensate wage
restraint. At the same time, trade unions, because of decentralization of collective
bargaining, were increasingly unable to deliver wage moderation. Resurrection of
corporatism in the 1990s presented a complicated situation. To reduce the political
costs of neoliberal anti-labor policies, some governments actively engaged in
tripartite experiments. Weak unions without coordinated bargaining structure, also
accepted social pacts hoping to improve their organizational capacities and
political influence. However, social pacts in the 1990s were not stable and did not
last. South Korea (hereafter Korea) is a case in point. Although Korea experienced
tripartite experiments in the form of social pact-making amid the Asian financial
crisis of 1997, the effects of social pacts were marginal and corporatist
intermediary structures remained quite weak.

Although social dialogue at the national level has been dormant for a long time,
especially during the two conservative governments (2008-2017), the Seoul
Metropolitan Government, led by Mayor Park Won Soon, has successfully forged a
strong social partnership with public sector workers, carrying out joint policy
coordination across diverse policy areas. One of the most significant achievements
of Seoul City’s social dialogue was to introduce worker directors to local public
companies and institutions in 2016. Public sector trade unions in Seoul City fully

participated in the process of developing the worker participation scheme, even



“Municipal Corporatism” and Worker Representation on Boards of Directors in Seoul City(0|33|-0%3]) 3

though trade unions in countries with adversarial labor relations like Korea are
usually suspicious of any government intervention at the workplace. It was a
remarkable achievement, considering that the national government, at the time led
by the impeached President Park Geun Hye, relentlessly pursued neoliberal
measures that worked directly against workers interests. Furthermore, strong
enterprise unions and the fragmented collective bargaining structure were usually
not conducive to implementing even the mildest form of codetermination.

Thus, this article engages the puzzle: how was it possible to forge “municipal
corporatism,” when the central government failed to implement policy-making
concertation at the mnational level? Would municipal corporatism without
corporatist structures at the national level be also conducive to worker board
participation? What were the limits and dilemmas of worker board representation
introduced at the local level without proper legislative support? Because there has
been little discussion about corporatism at the level of local governments, very few
empirical studies have been found on this issue. This study conducted in-depth
interviews with trade union leaders, directors on the boards, and bureaucrats, and
have used primary and secondary sources from trade unions and the Seoul
Metropolitan Government to investigate these questions. Neoliberalism and
cutthroat competition broke apart workers’ interests. It may be easier for
municipalities, because of their small size and well-defined interests, to coordinate
interests, and to explore new local social contracts and innovative labor policies.

The main focus of this study is the process of introducing the worker board
participation in public companies in Seoul city, especially in relation to the Seoul
Model, which has multiple meanings. It refers to progressive labor policies of Seoul
City, the municipal tripartite experiment itself, and a municipal social dialogue
institution like the Seoul Model Tripartite Committee. The remainder of the paper
is organized as follows. After presenting the conceptual frameworks to investigate
municipal corporatism, the next section examines worker board representation and
codetermination in a comparative perspective. The following sections demonstrate
the main empirical results, paying special attention to the corporate governance of
Korean public companies and the key institutional features of worker

representation on the boards. The final section presents the implications of this
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study for contemporary debates on local corporatism and codetermination in

countries without proper institutional prerogatives.

II. Corporatism at the Local Level and Worker Board
Participation

1. The Prerequisite for Corporatism at the Local Level

Neo-corporatism has waned even in countries with strong corporatist institutions
because of the intensified global competition that has weakened the states’
autonomous capacity to implement national economic and social policies. The
new, competitive corporatism (Rhodes 1998; 2001) of the 1990s emerged to
overcome the economic crisis and/or welfare state deficit, but its significance also
declined as the new competitive environment critically undermined both labor
market security and unions’ minimum capacity to self-regulate. It is in this context
that corporatism at the local level becomes a viable alternative to macro-level
corporatism. National politics have been inevitably predisposed to a repertoire of
neo-liberal policies, which are detrimental to engaging in corporatist class
compromise. Municipalities, by contrast, can be a source of innovation and
experiments, e.g. basic income and living wage policies, rebalancing deregulation
and weakening of labor rights by city-level policies (Lee 2017). Because of their
relatively small size, it is easier for them to aggregate interests, providing fertile
ground for corporatist compromise.

Municipal corporatism was seldom discussed or studied during the heyday of
neo-corporatism (Grant 1985). However, there were significant examples of local or
regional corporatism. The corporatism of the industrial district in northern and
central Italy is a case in point. Although Italian national politics lacked the capacity
to participate in political exchange, local governments in Italy since the early 1970s
were able to coordinate diverse interests of producer groups to generate public
goods and other reciprocal relationships. The Italian experience demonstrates that

meaningful political initiatives are not restricted to national levels (Crouch 1993).
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A case study of municipal labor relations in New York City also illuminates the
point that local or regional corporatism can be forged in a country like the United
States, where the measure of corporatism was almost nonexistent at the national
level. In New York City, corporatism and consultation were developed gradually
along with the expansion of welfare provision and social rights. In the process,
public sector unions were recognized as political partners by their employers, and
the municipal corporatism continued even during the fiscal crisis in the 1970s
(Krinsky 2011).

Seen in the light of a neoliberal turn in the global economy, local corporatism
might require the following three conditions to occur. First, since local trade union
movements are not likely to include peak level organizations, they usually lack
political motivations to participate in the tripartite policy-making process. So local
authorities should ensure that workers’ rights, decent jobs, and social protection be
provided, to bring out the confidence and cooperation of trade unions which had
suffered from the neoliberal policies of the central government. To put it simply,
local political leadership must build up a reputation that it could accommodate
workers demands.

The second condition is related to the first. If these local authorities do not
possess effective policy-making autonomy and bargained policies cannot be
delivered, then the possibility of a viable local corporatism would be drastically
diminished. Strong local institutions and legislative and economic powers do matter
in establishing local corporatist intervention (Cawson 1985). Municipalities,
especially in a state with highly centralized bureaucracy, are at a disadvantage
enjoying the benefit of self-rule. When they are under strict control of a central
government, local authorities cannot initiate joint policy coordination across policy
areas. The fiscal dimension of local autonomy is also important. Financial
dependence on the central governments significantly decreases local autonomy.

The last condition pertains to the scope of municipal corporatism. When local
or municipal governments initiate social dialogue, they can employ various
incentives for public sector social partners to participate in the process of
negotiating labor and economic policies and work-related issues. However, social

partners in private sectors, i.e., local business associations and local trade unions,
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need to possess a certain degree of organizational capacity to engage in social
dialogue. If major producer group interests were not represented and coordinated,
municipal corporatism and its coordination mechanisms might not be fully

extended to the private sector.

2. Worker Board Representation in a Comparative Perspective

Participation of worker representatives on the board is more likely to be
developed in countries with corporatist interest mediation institutions, or those
with ‘coordinated market economies’ (Gold 2011). It is in line with the argument
that codetermination requires leftist parties backed by strong unions because the
political left in general is interested in broadening democratic control over
corporate decision making. In addition, coordinated market economies are known
for having a centralized collective bargaining structure, which proved to be a
critical factor to facilitate codetermination (Jackson 2005). Centralized industrial
unions usually lack effective representation at shop and enterprise levels. Worker
participation in management, particularly the employee representation on a board
of directors, constitutes an important strategy to ensure that worker voices be
heard at these levels (Windmuller 1977).

Corporatist countries that instituted codetermination usually sought legislation to
establish a worker representation system in the enterprise and workplace (Kassalow
1982). Germany provided workers with some participation rights as early as World
War I, which led to parity codetermination in mining and in the iron and steel
industries (Benelli 1987). The Codetermination Act of 1976 mandated that half of
a supervisory board must be employees representatives, the other half
shareholders, in all business organizations with a certain number of employees
(Wiedemann 1980). In the 1970s, the Swedish parliament also enacted the Board
Representation Act (BRA) and the Codetermination At Work Act (MBL), giving
private sector workers the right to be represented on corporate boards (Levinson
2000; 2001). In half of the member states of the BFuropean Union, worker
representation on company boards is legally mandated (Davies and Hopt 2013).

In contrast, trade unions in countries without neo-corporatist institutions have
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not been keen on worker participation schemes. In liberal market economies,
industrial democracy is mostly confined to collective bargaining. For them, worker
participation in top-level company boards can be a double-edged sword. Being on
both sides of the table may cause confusion over the true responsibilities and
loyalties of workers' representatives. Moreover, trade unions in the United States
had to fight against hostile government intervention in order to extend unionism
beyond the skilled crafts. While most worker participation schemes in coordinated
market economies were established through legislation, trade unions in the United
States had to refuse any form of government intervention at the workplace in order
to defend their independence. Kassalow (1982: 214) quotes a top officer of the
AFL-CIO, Tom Donahue as follows: “because American unions have won equality
at the bargaining table, we have not sought it in corporate boardrooms”.
Nonetheless, worker representation on boards is not completely absent in liberal
market economies. For example, business organizations in the United States agreed
to grant workers board seats as a trade-off in concession bargaining during the
economic hardships (Hammer et al. 1991). Steel, trucking, and airlines were major
American industries that were severely depressed because of competition and
deregulation in the 1980s. Union directorships in these industries were established
when union leaders agreed to accept an Employee Stock Ownership Plan (ESOP)
(Hunter 1998). However, introduced as voluntary plans without legislative support,
the experiments of codetermination in the United States remained unsatisfactory.

Labor participation in corporate policy-making decisions in municipalities
without corporatist structures at the national level is more likely to demonstrate
characteristics similar to those in both coordinated and liberal market economies.
As in the cases of liberal market economies, worker board representation in
municipal corporatism is more likely to be introduced without support from
legislation that provides systemic participative structures. Yet the existing local
corporatist structure makes it easy to coordinate diverging opinions and to
facilitate the process of institutionalization. As a result, worker board
representation in municipalities may differ considerably. Therefore, it is critical to
pay attention to other mediating variables, such as the structure of corporate

governance and worker directors’ relationship with trade unions.



8 EEMEFR HM30E HM4s

Corporate governance issues are more significant in Asian countries, due to lack
of transparency, government interference, weak minority rights, and inactive
boards typically commanded by insiders (Claessens and Fan 2002). Precisely
because of defective corporate governance, employee participation on the boards
can be seen as an effective mechanism to guarantee corporate transparency and
an adequate balance of insiders and outsiders. The effectiveness of corporate
governance depends heavily on the compositional mix of boards of directors. Many
previous studies have proven the positive relationships between board diversity and
firm value (Carter et al. 2003). The ratio of insiders to outsiders on the boards does
not have clear positive relationships. Many reformers of corporate governance in
the United States expected that outsiders on the boards would prevent collusion
between executives on the boards, and would also take a wider and longer view
(Baysinger and Butler 1985). These expectations can materialize only when outside
directors’ “independence” and competence are secured. However, personal ties to
executive directors, limited information flows, and lack of expertise all make
outsider presence ineffective on the boards. Unlike outside directors, worker
directors can have first-hand knowledge of personnel and production problems.
They can also challenge proposals of management when supported by trade unions
(Summers 1982). With proper institutional arrangements, worker directors can play
roles as both inside and outside directors, which would improve executive and
monitoring functions of corporate governance.

A strategic relationship between worker directors and trade unions is one of the
most important institutional arrangements that affect the ways in which worker
board representation has a bearing on corporate governance. FEuropean
experiences with employee board level representation shed some lights on the
difficulties associated with actually implementing such relationship. Above all, the
board serves as an intermediary between investors and management, and between
various stakeholders as well as shareholders. The proper role of the boards is thus
a contentious issue that differs significantly across countries, industries, and
companies. If worker directors do not have a well-established relationship with
trade unions, the debates on the role of worker directors might get even more

intense. This issue is also related to the ways in which worker directors are
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selected. For example, employees as well as trade union members of the company
cannot be employee representatives of supervisory boards in the Netherlands. The
position of Dutch unions at the corporate level has been rather weak, whereas the
role of works councils has increased (Goodijk 2000). In contrast, local trade unions
in Sweden have had the power to elect worker directors (Levinson 2001). In
addition, workers are represented on the boards that have less authority in a
two-tier board structure, so that worker directors are typically members of the
supervisory boards. Information provided to the board is frequently screened by the
management, so worker directors with limited professional expertise, like most
outside directors, cannot easily resist management strategies already made by the

executives (Davis and Hopt 2013).

II. The Seoul Model: Tripartite Experiments in Progress

In Korea, corporatism was initiated by the state because organized labor had
been systematically marginalized throughout the period of rapid economic growth
(Pempel 1999). Uncoordinated bargaining at the enterprise level still dominates
Korean industrial relations. In addition, as Eckert (1993) accurately pointed out,
Korean capitalists were a class without hegemony, depending more on political
lobbies than on organizational power, In contrast to countries with strong
corporatist traditions, therefore, it is the government that plays the leading role,
and the social partners are reluctant to cooperate not only at the national level but
also at the workplace. Im (1999: 90) described Korean interest politics up until the
1990s as “an odd mixture of market-oriented Anglo-Saxon pluralism and Japanese
company paternalism’.

Despite such institutional weaknesses, Korea managed to establish the Tripartite
Commission (Nosajung Wiwonhoe) right after the financial crisis of late 1997,
releasing the “Tripartite Joint Statement on Fair Burden-Sharing in the Process of
Overcoming the Economic Crisis” on January 20, 1998 (Lee and Lee 2004).
However, national trade union federations that participated in making the pact,

particularly the more radical Korean Confederation of Trade Unions (KCTU), had
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to bear the scars of accepting the unacceptable redundancy dismissal procedure in
the hastily crafted social pact. As a result, the KCTU has adamantly refused to
participate in any form of social dialogue, including the Tripartite Commission.
The labor policies of the two conservative governments (2008-2017) exacerbated
the situation. National politics have been predisposed to a repertoire of neoliberal
policies. The situation has not been changed much since the 1990s.

Seoul Mayor Park Won Soon, therefore, has made a consistent effort to win trade
unions’ hearts ever since his inauguration in October 2011. His government was
considered to be pro-labor, whereas the central governments were occupied by
conservative and anti-labor presidents from the then-ruling Saenuri Party.) An
authoritarian legacy led to a highly centralized bureaucratic state in Korea, and
thus local governments seldom have administrative units that deal with labor
relations exclusively. Mayor Park’s Seoul City was the first local government to have
an independent unit, “the Office of Employment and Labor Policy,” and numerous
committees to monitor and advise on its labor policies (Kim 2017). An advertising
slogan for pro-labor Seoul City was “Metropolitan City with Respect for Labor”. Its
so-called “Seoul Model” meant not only a plethora of labor policies but also the
governance structure itself, including a municipal social dialogue institution like
the Seoul Model Tripartite Committee.

Providing job security to public sector nonstandard workers stands out as the
most significant achievement of the Park administration’s labor reforms. Ever since
the Asian financial crisis of 1997, Korea's neoliberal labor policies produced many
nonstandard workers. Because the fragmented collective bargaining structure could
not adequately protect nonstandard workers, these workers had to suffer from low
wages and inadequate working conditions (Lee 2011). The public sector was not an
exception. In 2016, 16.9 percent of public sector workers nationwide were in
nonstandard employment arrangements. The percentage was lower than that of the
private sector (32.8%), but nonstandard jobs in the public sector were more
precarious. While 4.5 percent of private sector jobs were filled by outsourced and

temporary agency workers, 6.5 percent of public sector workers were working

1) In February 2017, the Saenuri Party changed its name to the Liberty Korea Party.
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under such employment contracts (All Relevant Government Departments, 2018).
The jobs performed by these workers were usually not different from those of
regular workers, but their wages were much lower and they do not receive benefits.
Although the central government did nothing to alleviate the low wages and
discriminatory working conditions of nonstandard workers, the Park administration
turned almost 10,000 nonstandard workers into regular workers. A majority of
regularized workers used to be outsourced workers, having only an indirect
employment relationship with Seoul City (Kim 2017). Those workers who were not
regularized, along with other low wage workers, benefited from Seoul City's living
wage, which was set higher than the national minimum wage.?

The progressive labor policies of the Park administration were balanced by
equally forward-looking social policies. Because youth unemployment has become
a serious political issue, Mayor Park proposed a modified basic income program
for young adults living in Seoul. According to Standing (2011: 155), an
unconditional basic income is a “politics of paradise” for the precariat, standing in
opposition to twentieth-century laborism. Although Mayor Park’s “Youth Allowance
Project”? was provided to only a select few and was not even unconditional, in the
sense that the beneficiaries had to demonstrate sincere efforts to strengthen their
capabilities for the jobs available in the labor market,¥ an ethos of reckless
distribution of cash to those who do not work for it was enough to enrage laborist
neoliberal officials in the central government. Blaming the Project as an example
of populism that causes severe moral hazards, the Ministry of Health and Welfare
argued that the Project was illegal, because it failed to satisfy the official
requirements of the Framework Act on Social Security, which demands that a local

government must consult the Minister before introducing a new social security

2) For example, a living wage in Seoul City is 9,211 won (USD 8.16) for the year 2018, which is
1,681 won (USD 1.49) higher than the national minimum wage of 7,530 won (USD 6.67) (Labor
Today, September 14, 2017).

3) The official name is the “Youth Activities Support Project’.

4) The Youth Allowance provides a monthly 500,000 won (about 450 USD) in cash for up to six
months to young adults aged 19-29 who have lived in Seoul for over a year and whose weekly
working hours are less than 30. The recipients of the cash benefits cannot deposit the money
into funds or savings and must spend it for activities in seeking employment or opening a new
business.
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policy. In response to this, Seoul City filed a petition with the Supreme Court.
Because of the conflict with the central government, Seoul City had to stop
administrating the Project for a while. All that is just one example that illuminates
the uneasy and sometimes confrontational relations between Seoul City and the
central government.

The Seoul Model Tripartite Committee has a long history back in the year 2000.
It was a special committee under the Seoul Regional Tripartite Commission, which
was established according to the Act on Establishment and Operation of the
Tripartite Commission. Its beginning was not auspicious. The Committee was
created by then Mayor Goh Kun, its specific purpose being to control the Seoul
Subway workers on strike. Pro-management oyong (yvellow) union leaders
dominated the Committee in the early 2000s (Lee and Lee 2004: 163).5 They
declared willingness to cooperate with management in a common pursuit of
productivity, and to promote industrial peace and labor-management cooperation
(The Seoul Model Tripartite Committee 2010). This might be why the radical trade
unionists of the KCTU avoided involvement in the Committee during this period.®
Mayor Park’s Seoul Model eventually caught the attention of trade unionists in the
public sector, who were persuaded to participate in the Seoul Model Tripartite

Committee. One KCTU trade union official? explained the motive as follows.

The central government never listen to us. But Mayor Park and the other officials in

Seoul City at least took notice of what we said to them. That made a big difference.

Considering past experiences of the Seoul Model Tripartite Committee, the
decision to participate in the Committee by the KCTU affiliated unions themselves
was a meaningful accomplishment for Mayor Park. Currently, labor and

management from fourteen local public companies and government funded

5) The Committee was suggested by the president of the then Seoul Subway Labor Union (SSLU),
whose leadership was called as a sellout by quite a few rank-and-file union members.

6) Interview with worker director, Seoul, 2 February 2018. Interviews with all worker directors
were conducted in confidentiality, and the names of interviewees are withheld by mutual
agreement.

7) Park, Jun-Hyung, interview by author, Seoul, 18 August 2017.
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organizations are participating in the Committee, along with six labor experts
representing public interests.

Although the national Tripartite Commission remained crippled without the
KCTU, the Seoul Model Tripartite Committee forged two influential social pacts.
One that was agreed on by social partners in 2015 pledged to create decent jobs
for young adults and the elderly. The pact also mentioned that reducing long
working hours is necessary to share good jobs with those who do not have one.
The pact was originally initiated by the demand of the central government to place
wage caps on workers with high levels of seniority. Instead of following orders from
the central government, labor and management in Seoul City negotiated to find
better solutions. The second pact in 2016 was also related to the unfavorable labor
policies of the central government. The then President Park Geun-hye and her
ministers insisted that public sector workers should accept the expanded form of
the performance-based pay system. In Korea, local public companies and
government-funded institutes are tightly controlled by the central government,
especially by the Ministry of the Interior and Safety and the Ministry of Strategy and
Finance. If the local public sector workers refuse to accept the guidelines of the
Ministries, then they are subjected to a wide variety of penalties, budget cuts being
the prime example. Labor and management of Seoul City agreed not to apply the
performance-based pay system imposed by the central government, and instead,
began to discuss alternative pay systems. Such interventions from the central
government could be serious impediments to the development of municipal
corporatism. Seoul City, being the largest and richest city in Korea, was in an
advantageous position to minimize the damage caused by unwanted intrusion of
the central government.

During the Park administration, the Seoul Model Tripartite Committee became
the control tower of the municipal employment and industrial relations model, in
which extensive participation of stakeholders is guaranteed (Park 2017). The
Committee played a key role in introducing worker board representation in Seoul
City. Most trade unionists did not know enough about board-level employee
participation, and thus were not interested in pursuing it. The Task Force made up

of labor and management, the chairperson of the Committee, and several experts
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on workers participation in management, addressed all contentious issues before
drafting the ordinance. Since the program of worker directorships that Seoul City
introduced was modeled after the Furopean experiences, especially the Swedish
and German codetermination, trade unionists had a chance to visit these countries
to see its actual workings. After the visit, trade unionists became more interested
in worker representation on the boards.8) The process was thorough enough to
create a broad consensus on the need for worker board representation, and finally,
“The Municipal Ordinance for the Operation of Worker Representation on
Corporate Boards” was passed in 2016. It applies to public companies and
organizations with more than 100 employees in Seoul city. Prior to the full-scale
discussion on the worker director system, what should be mentioned in this study
is the case of municipal corporatism led by local governments, rather than the

enterprise corporatism of public corporations under the city of Seoul.

IV. Dilemmas of Worker Representation on Boards of
Directors in Seoul City

1. Corporate Governance in Local Public Companies

As the discourse on crony capitalism dominated Korea after the financial crisis
of the late 1990s, corporate governance became an important issue. A mixture of
undeveloped corporate governance and excessive political interference was more
prominent in public companies, frequently leading to corruption, rent seeking, and
inefficiency. At the time, boards of directors in typical Korean corporations were
mostly composed of insiders, and outsider presence was minimal. To overcome the
economic crisis, the outside director system was introduced in Korean corporations
in 1998 (Park and Park 2007). Since then, increasing the ratio of outside directors
to insiders has been the major instrument for improving corporate transparency

and governance. As of 2014, outside directors were made up almost 40 percent of

8) Bae, Kyu-sik, researcher at the Korea Labor Institute who participated in the Task Force to
introduce worker director system in Seoul City, interview by author, Seoul, 8 February 2018.
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corporate boards. However, it is still questionable whether outside directors can
improve corporate governance. Outside directors are not independent from
insiders, because they are recommended by the CEOs or executive directors who
are close to them professionally and personally, and usually act as a yes man (Kim
et al. 2018).

Public companies that belong to municipalities have even bigger problems in
terms of corporate governance. Full-scale local self-government in Korea began
when local government elections took place in 1995. However, the Local Public
Enterprises Act enacted in 1997 did not explicitly deal with corporate governance
issues (Jeong 2011). The Act contrasted sharply with the Act on the Management
of Public Institutions in 2007, which regulates public enterprises controlled by the
national government, based on the 2005 edition of the OECD Guidelines on
Corporate Governance of State-owned Enterprise (OECD, 2015). The nomination of
CEOs in public companies tended to be politically arranged. A “parachute” is the
term that describes the nominated CEO. The practice of “parachuting” a CEO into
an organization is more prevalent in local public companies. Therefore, boards of
directors in local public companies have strongly tend to accept managerial
proposals without meaningful discussions and challenge, reaching unanimous
agreement all the time (Seoul City, 2018).

Therefore, it is not surprising that the worker director system is seen as a viable
solution to the problem of poor corporate governance. According to Song (2017),
worker directors in public companies are important stakeholders with strong
interests in their organizations performance and sustainability. By participating in
corporate governance, they can improve both executive and monitoring functions
of the boards better than outside directors can. Because of deficient corporate
governance, the main purpose of introducing the worker director system in Seoul
City seemed not only to obtain codetermination, but also to facilitate
democratization of corporate governance. Trade unions and the collective
bargaining structure of the Korean public sector also contributed to the dilemma.
Being members of enterprise unions, they bargain collectively at the enterprise
level. Compared to the private sector, public sector unionized workers have overly

stable jobs and decent pay. In this situation, worker directors have an additional
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duty to monitor the collusion between labor and management in the public sector.
The thorniest issue associated with such system is the role conflict of worker
directors. We can more clearly see the nature of the conflict by reviewing some key

institutional features of the worker director system introduced in Seoul City.

2. Key Institutional Features of Worker Representation on the Boards

Since the enactment of the Municipal Ordinance in September 2016, the Seoul
City’s public institutions and companies began to elect worker directors as per the
ordinance the following year, and as of July 2020, 22 worker directors from 16
organizations have been active. Aside from alternative governance models such as
worker-owned companies or cooperatives, this was Korea's first experiment with
worker representation including voting rights on the board of directors.

The Municipal Ordinance stated that Seoul City's worker board representation is
intended to promote labor management cooperation and coexistence, to ensure
transparency in business, to serve public interests, and to improve the quality of
public service. The problem is that some of these goals might be in conflict with
one another. In addition, Mayor Park and his administration faced a daunting task
of establishing worker board representation without violating the existing legal
system, which did not favor to introducing codetermination. To put it shortly,
designing details of the worker representation scheme has been a contentious
issue. In this process, the Seoul Model Tripartite Committee played a pivotal role.
In the course of the research processes on how to best introduce the worker
director system, the Committee organized specialized meetings related to labor law,
corporate law, etc. to receive review and advice on various issues related to
workers' participation in management. In addition, by organizing focus group
interviews with both management and trade union delegates of public institutions
under Seoul Metropolitan City to understand the current status and problems of the
governance structure of the public sector, the degree of institutionalization of
current workers' participation in management, and the contents of the ordinances
to be enacted, opinions were able to be exchanged on the specific content design

of the worker director system. This process can be seen as having a positive effect
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on improving receptivity of the system and ensuring that it is well established and
implemented at the actual workplace.

Certain exchanges and compromises were made in the formulation process
towards the introduction of the worker director system. In the early stages of the
discussion, various opinions were submitted on issues such as the right to vote for
worker directors, the qualifications for elected persons, whether or not the worker
directors maintain their union membership status, the number of worker directors,
and plans to support worker director activities. After listening to the opinions of
the employers and trade unions of the Seoul Metropolitan Government and
affiliates, the researchers and committee officials harmonized the positions of both
sides by presenting an acceptable alternative.

According to the Municipal Ordinance, local public companies and organizations
with more than 100 workers must appoint one or two worker directors, depending
on their sizes. Those with more than 300 employees can appoint two worker
directors, but no more. The number of worker directors must not exceed one third
of total non-executive directors. Usually, worker representatives in other
coordinated market economies form between less than one third and one quarter
of board membership. A parity form of board room representation is rather
exceptional. It belongs only to the supervisory board in a two-tier board structure
as in Germany (Gold 2011). However, there has been a concern that having just one
or two worker directors on the boards may not have a positive influence.9 This is
a critical dilemma that confronts worker directors. If they are fully integrated with
other board members and thus share commonly held goals and values, these worker
directors are bound to have less influence on their own members. In contrast, less
integration means that worker directors are marginalized in important managerial
activities (Gold 2011; Levinson 2001). Another problem associated with having only
a few directors is that social minorities are not likely to be represented on the
boards.

The worker directors are directly elected by the workforce including nonstandard

workers. Any worker with more than one year of tenure can be elected. Trade

9) Kim, Cheol, researcher at the KCTU affiliated Korean Public Service and Transport Workers’
Union, interview by author, Seoul, 1 February 2018.
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unions do not have the right to nominate candidates. Furthermore, members of
trade unions elected as worker directors must relinquish their union membership.
Article 2 of the Trade Union and Labor Relations Adjustment Act specifies that if
those who work on behalf of a business owner on matters relating to workers in
the business, meaning worker directors, join a trade union, the organization shall
not be regarded as a trade union. This is quite an arbitrary interpretation of the
law, another example of unwanted interference by the central government in the
matters of a local government. As a result, worker directors do not have any formal
connections with trade unions. Those who worry about collusion between labor
and management in the public sector, given the fragmented collective bargaining
structure, believe that it is better for worker directors to maintain a full
arm’s-length relationship with trade unions. Actually, worker directors themselves
have not agreed on what they need to do about trade unions.

The dilemma between union and worker directors’ activities is compounded as
industrial relations continue to develop at the enterprise level, such as in Korea.
The relationship between the two can be broadly divided into two categories: dual
systems of industrial relations; and single-channel of industrial relations. According
to Waddington & Conchon (2016), the first is when a worker director is nominated
by employee representatives or a works council, i.e. an organization separate from
the union sphere. This is usually the case in Western Europe, such as Germany or
the Netherlands. Conversely, in Northern Europe such as in Sweden, a trade union
at the workplace (usually a branch of an industrial union) nominates worker
directors without a separate employee representative and/or works council.

The system itself cannot be used to judge which model is more useful. This is
because it is necessary to comprehensively consider the historical context in which
industrial relations were formed and developed, the process by which the employee
representation system was formed, and the current functions of trade unions and
works councils within respective countries. The Seoul City has pursued a dual
system by dividing the notions of the representativeness of the union and that of

the workers as a whole.

“In order to create a labor-management culture of win-win cooperation, a
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participatory industrial relations model will be introduced. Specifically, the Worker
Director System will be introduced to ensure workers' participation in the board of
directors, and the works council will be established and operated to ensure
participation from both labor and management.” (presentation, Seoul Metropolitan
City).

Together with the introduction of the worker director system and the
reorganization of existing works councils, the city's new system attempts a synergy
of the current functions of the works council with a board-level employee
representation system. This signifies the beginnings of a shift to more industry-level
system, as it shifts the role of conflict resolution between labor and management,
traditionally a key function of enterprise-level collective bargaining, outside the
realm of the enterprise. The duality of the worker director system and the
expanded works council, the two main pillars of worker participation in
management, implies that daily management participation activities are mainly
channeled through the works council. On the other hand, the primary significance
of worker directors is to take on a supervisory and “checks and balances” role, as
he or she has direct access to the board. However, a discussion of the
reorganization of existing works council has still been in progress so that it is too
early to say that a dual system is institutionalized.

The worker director system, despite being a novel system for Korea, is
nonetheless formed within the existing industrial relations structure and culture.
First, the presence of a trade union (or absence thereof) has a great influence on
the establishment of the system and the activities of a worker director. Worker
directors operating in union-free workplaces often complain of the difficulties they
face because there is no intermediate organization to gather workers' voices and
systematically organize agenda topics. Second, the relationship between worker
directors and trade unions depends on whether there exists a single union or
multiple unions in a given workplace. If only a majority (single) union exists, it is
relatively easy for a worker director to establish a relationship with the union. In
particular, if the worker director has experience as a member in said union, it is

relatively easier for him or her to exchange information and opinions as
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interactions with the union are further facilitated. On the other hand, if there are
multiple unions at a workplace, the worker director is usually nominated by the
main office upon going through an internal recommendation process, and may thus
feel burdened by exchanges with employees in unions other than their own. It is
not easy to play an all-inclusive role when there are differing views on issues
between majority and minority unions within the organization. The majority unions
may have unreasonably high expectations from the worker director if he or she is
from their own organization, and the minority unions expect the same director to
resolve the issue in a neutral way as worker directors cannot technically be union
members.

Some of Seoul City's public institutions and companies have multiple unions at
the enterprise level. Worker Director Park Hyun Seok (Seoul City 2018: 120-121) at
the Seoul Housing and Communities Corporation, which has three enterprise
unions, remarked that in such a case a worker director without a union connection
may be a role of moderator among different union members. In contrast, Worker
Director Byun Chun Yeon (Seoul City 2018: 108-109) at the Seoul Agro-Fisheries
and Food Cooperation expressed his grave concerns about role conflicts between
a worker director and trade union leadership. Most presidents of trade unions
agreed with Worker Director Byun. They were worried that management can divide
and control the workforce by splitting the worker directors away from the trade
unions (Seoul City 2018).

This contentious issue is related to the debates on the purpose of worker board
representation. The former chairperson of the Seoul Model Tripartite Committeel®
commented that worker board representation is intended to make management
more effective, by using the workplace specific knowledge that worker directors
possess. A researcher at the KCTU affiliated Korean Public Service and Transport
Workers” Union!D argued that democratizing corporate governance in the public
sector should be the priority of worker directors, rather than integrating the
interests of workers into the decision-making process of corporate governance.

According to him, a trade union is an important stakeholder. By participating in

10) Park, Tae-ju, interview by author, Seoul, 8 February 2018.
11) Kim, Cheol, interview by author, 1 February 2018.



“Municipal Corporatism” and Worker Representation on Boards of Directors in Seoul City(0|F8|-0[8s)) 21

decision making process on the board, the union can contribute to democratic
governance in the public sector. Both of them made it clear that worker directors’
role should not be confined to typical affairs of the trade unions at the enterprise
level that displayed what Freeman and Medoff (1984) called monopoly face more
than collective voice face. One worker director who used to be a trade union

activist expressed his complicated feelings:12)

Trade unions tend to think of worker directors just as their instruments. At the same
time, they seem to be a little bit overwhelmed by the potential role of worker directors.
Maybe they worry about losing power to us. I told the other worker directors that we
shouldn't be the avatar of trade unions, and that we should acquire professional
knowledge that trade unions don’t have. Worker directors and trade unions can
strategically cooperate with each other. That's all. But while working as a worker
director, I noticed that a worker director might obtain personalized (self-serving) power
not related to trade unions and the workforce as well. If not used properly, I am afraid

it can be abused, causing serious problems in the future.

As the worker director succinctly described, worker board representation may
interfere with broader forms of worker solidarity. Reflecting on these complexities,
one worker director proposed that trade unions should have the right to both elect
and summon worker directors.13)

Public companies and organizations with worker board representation offer paid
time off (PTO) to worker directors. Worker directors in those with less than 300
employees get 300 hours per year (three days per month), and those with more
than 300 employees get 400 hours per year (four days per month). However, since
worker directors are more likely to be lower grade employees than are executive
directors, they might not be able to secure enough time to prepare for board
meetings when they are under the influence of overly demanding bosses. Besides,
worker directors felt that they were not given enough high-quality information to

contribute to decisions made in the boardrooms.14

12) Interview with worker director, Seoul, 2 February 2018.
13) Internal document, Committee of Worker Directors, 2018.
14) Interview with worker director, Seoul, 2 February 2018.
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I am representing neither management nor labor. It's a very dubious position. They
say that I should bring about positive changes in business with my experiences at work,
but how can I do this while I don't know a thing about business? Duty not to release

confidential information? They haven’'t given me information worth releasing.1>

Lack of time, resources and information in a highly authoritarian organizational
culture can be detrimental to normal functioning of worker board representation.

Currently, sixteen public companies and organizations in Seoul City have worker
directors on the boards. The boards of directors in these companies and
organizations are typically composed of several insider and outsider directors, two
officials from relevant departments of Seoul Metropolitan Government, one auditor,
and one or two worker directors depending on their sizes.16) Boards of Korea local
public companies are supposed to perform similar functions to those of private
sector corporations. However, being controlled by the local government, it is quite
likely that both inside and outside directors share the same standpoint on
managerial as well as labor relations issues. Without solid institutional support, the
participation of worker directors in the boards might not be meaningful. As shown
earlier, worker board representation was established by seeking legislation in
coordinated market economies (Kassalow 1982). The laws mandating
codetermination differ from country to country, but they are usually composed of
multilayered structures of diverse participation programs (Hammer et al. 1991).
Although Seoul City enacted the Ordinance for worker board representation, it was
an isolated system, without other worker participation programs at lower levels.

Recognizing this weakness, Seoul City is preparing an employee participation

15) In countries with worker board representation system, a worker director may release
information obtained through her/his position on the board when such release represents a
good-faith effort to advance specific labor interests.

16) The sixteen public companies and organizations with worker directors are as follows. See the
parentheses for the number of worker directors: Seoul Metro(2), Seoul Metropolitan Facilities
Management Corporation(2), Seoul Agro-Fisheries & Food Corporation(1), Seoul Housing &
Communities Corporation(2), Seoul Energy(1), Seoul Medical Center(2), The Seoul Institute(1),
Seoul Business Agency(1), Seoul Credit Guarantee Foundation(1), Sejong Center for Performing
Arts(2), Seoul Foundation of Women & Family(l), Seoul Welfare Foundation(1), Seoul
Foundation for Arts and Culture(1), Seoul Design Foundation(l), Seoul Philharmonic
Orchestra(1), 120 Dasan Call Foundation(2).
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committee at the workplace. The effectiveness of worker participation is dependent
on a set of integrated participation structures, without which the role conflict of

worker directors may not be resolved soon.

V. Conclusion

Korea had non-functioning, and sometimes mal-functioning national tripartite
institutions for a long time. She also had a very fragmented bargaining structure
led by strong enterprise unions. Considering these, Seoul City's successful
introduction of worker board representation was a fairly significant achievement.
For those who were involved in the process of crafting it, the Seoul Model
Tripartite Committee and the worker board representation may signify a paradigm
shift in municipal labor administration, from dispensation to participation (Park
2016). However, worker representation on boards of directors in Seoul City has just
begun, so it remains to be seen whether the system will generate desirable outputs.
The dilemmas of worker board representation under municipal corporatism without
a coordinated collective bargaining structure at the national level points to the
following theoretical and practical implications.

First of all, despite many uncertainties and imperfections, municipal or local
corporatism offers a viable solution to countries with waning corporatist
intermediary structures. Being relatively small, with homogeneous interests, cities
can more easily conduct new experiments and reach a compromise. Recently, Italy
also experienced thriving local concertation while concertation at the national level
was eroded (Pedersini 2018). The case of Italy is not surprising, as she had a strong
tradition of local corporatism and a more coordinated collective bargaining
structure than did Korea. The Seoul Model was exceptional, because Korea lacked
most of the institutional prerequisites of tripartism, national politics was dominated
by neoliberal policies, and local self-government was rather underdeveloped.
However, it is also true that Seoul City is the richest and most powerful
municipality in Korea, which played an important role in initiating and maintaining

municipal corporatism. The experience of Seoul City demonstrates that a certain
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degree of financial autonomy and independence must be secured to implement
local policymaking concertation. In addition, the city of Seoul made continuous
efforts from the system’s inception to secure the confidence and cooperation of
trade unions that this study suggests as one of the prerequisite for corporatism at
the local level, which have thereby led to the relative success of the system.

Second, if worker board representation is implemented in countries with a
decentralized collective bargaining structure, trade unions and worker directors
may have to adjust to their new roles and responsibilities. Codetermination was
more easily instituted where there were no strong local unions, as in Germany. On
the other hand, the existence of powerful local unions made works councils and
other participatory committees inadequate in Britain, unless they were formally
combined with the union structure (Poole 1979). Therefore, there is no doubt that
union involvement in the development of a worker directors’ agenda is necessary
for effective contribution to organizational efficiency and democratic
decision-making. Trade union leaders need to accept worker directors as their
partners, and to provide necessary technical and moral supports. Similarly, worker
directors should master bargaining skills such as coalition formation with other
independent or outside directors, and use of a power base, such as the union,
outside the boardroom and in advance of board meetings (Hammer et al. 1991).
The Seoul worker director system was designed with the expansion of day to day
decision-making channels in mind, e.g. expanding and reorganizing the current
works council, but it was also designed to initiate labor-management relations
beyond the enterprise level, that is, to strive towards a more industry-level
industrial relations framework. Compounded by slow tripartite progress as regards
the industry-level system, the problem of overlapping and/or conflicting roles
between unions, worker directors, and works councils is well underway at the
institutional level. Each of the stakeholders needs to exert concerted efforts to build
this participatory industrial relations model.

Finally, the purpose of worker board representation is to secure some degree of
social control over the economy, by promoting democratization of corporate
governance. Ordinarily, worker board representation provides for participation in

important decision-making that usually lies outside the collective bargaining
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process. Due to a limited number of public companies and organizations,
introducing the system just to the public sector might not bring about significant
changes in corporate governance. However, because of the strong regulatory power
of the state along with the fragmented collective bargaining structure, the
extension of the Seoul Model to the private sector is being delayed. The Seoul
Model was only partially successful, because it seemed to be heavily dependent on
Seoul City as a benevolent employer. A change of leadership might make the Model
unstable. To expand the worker director system into the private sector, it is
necessary to increase the organizational power of labor and management, and to
establish a centralized or at least coordinated collective bargaining structure. It
would also reduce role conflicts of worker directors, and prevent collusion between
labor and management at the enterprise level.

Ever since its inception, the Seoul Model has been an inspiration to other
municipalities, such as Gwangju City and Sungnam City. After the inauguration of
President Moon Jae In of the Democratic Party in 2017, even the central
government was eager to adopt many of the Seoul Model's labor policies. The
ruling Democratic Party also won by a landslide in the local election of 2018,
electing progressive governors and mayors. At the time of the introduction of the
Seoul worker director system, social controversy emerged with critics citing
infringement of management rights, delays in decision making, and conflicts with
current laws as potential problems. However, it has been evaluated that the
objectives of full-scale worker director activities prescribed in the ordinance,
including win-win cooperation, securing management transparency and public
interest, and promoting civil service, have been consistently achieved (Lee et al,
2019).

In the meantime, the central government ambitiously reinvented the social
dialogue institution at the national level, transforming the previous Tripartite
Commission (Nosajung Wiwonhoe) into the Economic, Social and Labor Council

(Kyoungje Sahoe Nodong Wiwonhoe) in June, 2018.17) Despite the change of

17) The Economic, Social, and Labor Council differs from its predecessor in that it made efforts
to reflect the voices of diverse groups who were excluded before, i.e. youth, women,
nonstandard workers, small business owners.
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political circumstances favorable to social dialogue, the KCTU decided not to join
the new Council,!® and President Moon's pledge to introduce worker directors
never took place due to strong opposition from businesses. It signifies that
successful local tripartite experiments may not necessarily contribute to progress at
the national level. At the same time, however, local or municipal corporatism and
worker board participation at municipalities also requires institutional and
legislative supports from the central government in order to solidify and expand the
capacity of tripartite policy-making concertation and codetermination. Municipal
corporatism without corporatist structures at the national level can also play a
crucial role in introducing worker board participation, but its scope and durability

might be limited without proper institutional prerogatives at the national level.
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7k =9 A} A ez o] 22 A xYPow B o] SEo] H == A
ojgh= 7HM(=2 8T 20039 o]F =9 8 AA7F | s s
ALE ZAL HlolElE S8 AFoIot ok kx U} Y-S FAoh=
ALY B3 SREE U 2oFlo R8N =2t 20| SEHE HolA
= St a I (spillover effect)= EFQISIALT.

P M0 Sz, EE FHO, ATUANEFYRL, x50, Siten

=ERSY 20209 4€ 159, AARIFHY 120209 49 24, AArERY 120209 119 179
*E =2 JFAY nEY APt =R YRE 8- A5

o (A 1AA) nEOsty Yt B E, cayuga@korea.ac.kr

o (WAIARD) A sty F gt w4, dokim@korea.ac.kr
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522 A} FAY F FY = U
(Ahlquist, 2017). 2522 Aa, TEARM 22 BAH SHA 2FLE9 ol &
A2 sl 715sh=

A W=522] =70l
=] Oﬂ X-]:LX-]_Q_E X]-o%o
AE FE AleIH AA 2ol el
J(HFeF)2 8 A9 YA A4S AZdsAY S/MFeE AA] S5 Hol=
FHE FA7] 52 o Yt eFo] 1997 ApHETIFEIe] A ARt 2007
etk AHAE A At AFZE Atk 2011900= B Yot etiedo] s
E}ﬂ.‘: O] ]X—]_QE El_]_zﬂ-/\]lﬂ ?:]’-ﬂu,]- o7 X’IJS U]__,_E_‘G = e Xcl-lﬂ-‘a]-fl ‘5]—/03\1'4»
HSe3-2 20009 o] % ¥IFie5go] tis] HHEPE; AA] P& F0] FAeEA 9F
ot A4 s %}"4'(7]7]'3* 2012).

OlH e Al s 25 AWAFL-CI0)}2 B &5-2 EslA
FAAY A 5 Z4F AA oA 7EE Ba, W
A} A= A FAsh = gttt o] 59| H42 AFL-CIO7L A
HE 2oy AlNlE0] B o] A|A|steE Sk © Utk AFL-CIOQ| FA|}to] &5
Zo| A AXDSYY3(The Committee on Political Education; COPE)9] =2 =X
4ol A TS U= FolA & AHE AT A2x H7PEL JltHRadcliff,
2001)

4 :_""7}‘—5 AAH o2 52| X317t Sttt At 4 =
ALt Aol Tt A 2AF 0= Adfstal Q1A - 244 AL IRk &
AR oJgle IS #AE B : =
Ur ZAA 0 AXA JFGS Bt o o] EF k20| HX|Zojghs WA

rlr o)
olﬂ
X,
o
rO
N
or
1)
18
i
fifo
n
o
rol
u)
f
o,
o
X
A
toh
10
e

E:

4

lr__1_7P qu]ﬂ 0%3:‘?1:% AA| ‘?—:}%31 U= HollA leFofl FAA A A (political

powerhouse)2l= ©O]&& Eo|il o]

Medoff(1984)9] = -2 Wtolziil & 4 Ut Ao R E LmZeh2 FA|4 o]

QEA A S AHAIEL] FA Y FFES AL Sist] AT B A/l S
5 =

Stk 1 A7 A R0 ATME Tkt FHR LEETS 15
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dish @31 Ark(e1783] €, 2017). ol A2 FFH Grfie} HEo] FAHOR kEE
gol A4 FFES st sl =25 ks HoAE F ¢

g=1o] g zgo] HFgoRiE FAAY] EUR A= ¥
= YA W] AAE Slot Al 24 R ST 2
gof vjAg it 20184 F8 P FY 5 Bl fEouiy
3507 g, Are=d 3305 B, HRETEE 36UP Yo UrE}Ur At SHAIEE ]

)
fjo
Lo_]"

I
g, HREHEEo] 45 g $EolHh D Z 2018"“ 7]—r_§._ =z9 #—t— HF 0]
g, =ieFo] 93t o r AAEL A8 E T, 2019). ©S
&= kez7h Aol vl 23 2] vt gt Heju AdPdeer =

—_

N
S
=1

K

rlj

4

o,

i)

Qe 2A2 oz ZRE DeekA gulets Yol AAS R A mEET
£9 74 72 oA Byl geldt ddo nal

Azt eAREAS AR meEde] USR] VsS st HolM 2% 7t

A& Fofg) gt 5232 154 Foi(voice)2t 584 o]diS+monoploy)2] FHZ
EAS 7IA= Ao o]3fdl= Freeman & Medoff(1984)2] ZH YA E 522 4
24 7

152 st . wEETe] FAHE A8 AAH R AR)E el wF
S|

HAFoIE FUAD S5 YA FA =FEF olofue FHHoR

Zha) sl (Masters & Delaney, 1987)

AT AA=7IA s Eedo] AAE SRAA RIFA 02 BlgHAeh g Stk
ZolaAt =& 71jJo] B Fo] ES =Qlth= =X a7 union effect)o] st

3 FHoA o]FZl vl Qltt. o] A2 =27} RIFE S 33t

< AZ2 & 22807 ks oA =007 § YolrA] FRttt 2 U Y

o7t S76ke o1& A0 gt A2 tiRE (e

2hA 2 AFolA= BAREe] Sl Hoto] FAStofA] dRbH o g HolgolA|= o]&

1) Z2GAARYL3(2019), 20189 AP &= /st ¢ A By

2) e X3 QFH o= 7|5slr| ke TRA 2|37} Zo] Z4l9 101 S o= b BRE T 9
o] &Y /ALY YAolA Ed HWIFZo|1 0353 =X & s oke FAE A|Hc
(Lipset, 1954).
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2 BHQl AAAFRE S H85to] ko] FX o] ANE YBFHTA St o] 2H
RG] WIRE 715 SAVTE FHA NN & 2 o Uopt mEREY
AN 9T 9 715o) e ook At Bk obed wEET 11, 23
2o wxet A WA AR ol B T, ARASIEA 5t 42 74

(
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)

o] x|&so| thsto] Hr} J&Fs] o]djsle® Eiuw 2 o] oo}
At &, PR, AATYS 5 =77l FUEY UFA Folg SHstLA ok
AL QRleAY AY, AHAEIA] S 2| FAS0] G2 AFEAHE 1= TG0
=20 gTF 7|5 s SutEA 14, F7FE & = ke HolA AAARA A4

¢

o= IA F 7R &9 H 5 ,JF} HA ez E"li—u et %@EO] = %‘—;—74] et
o= JE 453 79l 529 =287 A7t AtkLeighley & Nagler, 2007; Flavin &
Radcliff, 2011; Rosenfeld, 2010; Bryson et al., 2014). °ol& 94+ Ay, A4, =,
A5 2 ARAAE HMIE Y7, AXAE B 5 AAH HAdsS BAIT
o LEx3o] 7t k2 Pso] T30 Fold gE0] ¢ =4 ‘/}E}"]ﬂ'% HAE A4
2 45 NS e R 3 HERAL B4 9] AR RAL Ho|HE AR Ao 3§
ot

ol2k= thE SHA & R E0| =2 7 A g9 AA FH;Eo] 18R &
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X FO0 0 LSXF I BNEEN - 259 35
7ht A|ge] Hls 5 =4 depdths 17F 59 =283 At 1E1r(Bryson et al.,
2014: Radcliff & Davis, 2000). =72 =& A& Wt AA7 Qe 39 &

Ztzt At AypeE AAstgon ol AToME YA e HHUAE XHEHOP
I SRS A Rl BASkL Qo olE ARAFE Q°oFshd (& DI Zth

A AAEL2 7HQ1 2olA ex 7Hdo] 289 BRES TV AH™ a3t
o]2]9] tofet AHEE AR FESHA] gL it e x| v vE Tsolghe
WA ezt B3 ol Afo]9] WAIE B LXANE Hi= o] qiok 18y
Z 2A 0] & F7MA FRE] H A UEhdths 1 H 1 =55
o] =x¢ 0|99 AFRIAE FXH JFHS vt ulofA THHAQ =2} IE
AiEs] & 4 UANE o]2et FE2 7]& AtolA THE "%

g oA Ao gt Avs BEE oK vt gtk vk, ‘ASI} R3]
9] EH5-A5EY50| TR EHFOR oot ATE EEF AolA BA
W0l StUE wex 74 o R 7 23k HE QITHEE-E-SAN, 2018). ©] AFoA =X
A2 Hez o] Hls] T o] Eo] e S Eld) = lxl AUt

71E A9 et TAE v o R £ Al kxFlo] tisto] IRkAQl HA|5t o2
HdS A8dogn H2 YO EA9 Lx Aol tigt o]E RS 7J§}5H7J} ki

(E 1) =X 71l0] &5

O OIXlE x50t B3 M3lgin

KRHE) E/[VI=] S&H SEHHS
ANES (1964~2004)
Leighley & Nagler (2007 EQ X I
eighley agler (2007) 1=31.182 Of9) b t
ISSP 2006(3274=)
Flavin & Radcliff (2011 ER &Y X 7t
avin & Radeliff (2011) n=497~2336(7}012) } f
CPS HI7tXAK1984-2006) - X It
Rosenfeld (2010 EQ &7 e
osenfeld (2010) n=156,879(712l) } LRI EBRE
ESS(2927f, 2002-08) — "
n=184,988(7101) e -
Bryson et al. (2014)
23742 H|0[E{(1972~2012) 7| £n8 Lx xxis
n:219(j_:‘,_7|_) (i} TIOE a =
. _ 1974=2(1960~1988) i
Radcliff & D 2000 ERIUIE LR RRZ
adcli avis ( ) h=137E7h) =3 =

2018)3H7]%= 3ict.

et al.,

5 Holg FAAY]

= A& 97 (Bu

3) o719 A =x o] ok Aol HIAL wERT] HHHY FFPOIBE B AT ML
el wxavieh TR

ARl Tt = LB 5

AtadKspillover effec)Z AHE A} s} SAkgiles goj=
53t Ado] AlEgsolu HAE:

dd
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ot olE &3l A kxaxt olelof I AIHA] kexadte] AAE Hoh HED] olsid

T St} oked A= AAAE k27t FRES ¥Ole XA IT EASHEA A
o] Aol 24 A= iz #3" dolgE E83) A4S 2 dolle & A7+ 2ot
AL,

2. 012X iz

F
iy
11?1'4

9] AXZIE olsfislr] fshiAl= WA Ao thejA| W] F71e] FA|%ko
AHE a7t e o] REo] disixe Xt ATl At7E o]FA Tk HA
9] JAAE AEsHAY 150 Fok= B9l AF 9FE WA LA e H

&52 oJuleti(Verba & Nie, 1972). 53| Fdf| tiofA| RIFF2] F7}o]A]
&9 FAAE AEste IollA AHIES] HXA oA WSt 2ol m¢-
X|Zo] o}, "] =719 O“ﬂ'@.‘ﬂ AR A (Klofstad et al., 2016)°l
S Stk & AR #Ag59] A& IFo|vt

O &M o529 Yo FIF= "=
Eﬁl A = AE #EY AR A7t el e A4
oA HEotes vt L 7};‘]‘:} = AE 5
Fe oo RFFololA e 83 oulE THXIth=

71 g =95k AHede 8 1—‘5 AL o] 2 ol

sioof rlr o2 omy &
o 5 R, N 8 o
rﬂ nzﬂ r°“ N =\I: rﬂ‘ IUIO
e 2 oox o o o
U i —rA
i 1o
o W
X
N
<k
i "
= ;E
)
>
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o md
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Lok FAztofete SHoA AAAEE B3 Y AES & BAF A 1HHEe
2 JF= A= EHJ” F33009] A=A X}X]Oﬂ TS £ o8 &2 &&3ith

g, vl 5 HAE Aokl Sl A YIS0 F7toflA = AXRe7F ARIE0A

Eoly A2 A=A g tAl A9 APEA Q1 A
golt. &, Fxdo] HEC| s EAHE Alvle] HA
ARL Zi70R19] ZPpHA Aeof 2y QlE folm FA}IE 6]'X] L=tk siA 3414,
E2 08 AAE TA = S=tt AWEY FARojol= T3, FAAoly FA 22 of
A2 Hlg, AALE ol & vde F9Ee] AUk 1504 & AA0NA
FHAS A& FRP(voting)= 7P tHEA FA7o] 919 stz ARRlst A
TollA AR B 548K Verba et al., 1995). 7HQ1 7+ £33 Foio Qlof xjo]
7} YERY= Q919 disiAls kA AX|sto A= 71219] AFSIAAA v (socio-economic
status)]l FEFOU Verba 52 71919 ARRHAA w1} TA A4 At AkelA
TAZA 18st BdE AASHI T A RIAFES 9 2 E(civie voluntarism model)2 HH
Fl o] o]& SolA= 7ijle] ArA o= HAE A st e lQle] 7HAIAL Q= A
H(resource) °]Qo = #(engagement), EF(recruitment)@} 22 A& A5 Q91
T o] 283ttty A9gstal lth(Verba et al., 1995).

in2

=

e

ok

<t

o

il
%, of
m

ApPzo] pdle Wt pAHoZ AHEH WA FY(resource) TH] =, A7
2 FREC Fxelo] A4 70| i o]S o] ¢glow A
ZAS ot= AO] %7]1:'611111’4- Lo FjolofjA the] mzz=ol AT
3 Fofd Welg Hojota o= Bt A4 Fielo] o

E Al 7HA AHdel 8452 7Rl /\Mﬁxﬂﬁ S Y FAES 7L g e
2= Foi(engagement) SHo|th FXF 9] 57 SHI} DI BRo] oH A
A, Aol B A4, FAH G5AEA ] dFS v £ ok F |
AS(F AT T G509 w7t w2 A2 o SotA FA 2ol Hofd 7hs
Jo] Att= 9u|t}. Al ‘ﬂﬁﬂib T (recruitment)?] SWoltt. HA|Fo|E HAESIAY
7gsk= FAAEL ol5°] ok 7eS Yuldith. FHALR}, JA, 7, AR,
L52e I 52 "Bl d= & 5 AUtk
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ARA RIS A] 714 QU5 S ARSI} £17]8 S ARFEIA SAH
LA (a hierarchy of needs)@ 223t HVerba et al., 1995). FX|Zojo]] QS 4
2] A9lo] YO o AR HAH Holh Bt REal Aglo] 24 thee]
of H|24 Zo] 57|y #hilo] 7H 4= Q= #oi(engagement) HAIE Hol7HA| Ht. vhA|
wom wy AL 9o 5 SAe] WAL S5 ot HolAE asE A, $717t
383 224 ARSoleiol 9x) FHo] HoHES ASs T WK ofstad,
2016).

AR FRAS] B A Brady S FHTAL A2}
o] HololH B 7lgolLt S 3714 3
Ao g Zrofgt HAFA| Y 229 stuE 25 Aol EAIFTHBrady et al.,
1995).

oj2]gt oA AlNIALFoRE] 3 QAEE L mRetl] AT Aty HA 2}

o

%(resource)_Q] 3‘:‘401]/\1 2= XEEY IS AT F2AIES g0l 5 2T
N
=

ﬂﬂﬂ~%%%%ﬂﬁhﬁk§%#ﬂﬂ%W@iﬂ%%ﬂ2%7%ﬁﬁ%ﬁiiiai

% Bk R -

A= 5
] 01]1:]- Z119] s QA4 7FeH| &3] AHIA 7]&(civic skills)L E2%3 =2 E3)
SES B, ALY S5 S5O Aol 1 ol A4 ARl a5
ARSE 4= QItKVerba et al., 1995). 533 &5 oA HIHsHA A A=
AN E R A4S FESH ok FEAR UAe 2 e A4 dFe o
A QX]‘?J ZYLEE o] Aot A0l FEAEA 4% AdE B/d5ke 8=

>~

1914 1°4(CMC engagement)= Y5Y A9A FH=E Suu 2 Y &5 5 ohget
H] Q241 AlYl 52 B3l SEh A exdo] YA 0RE HAH ARt Y
3l Eoi71A s olgroll s 25 Tilol TV a2 =29 WA o]
7t B2k Ar 22 Al vS e YENA AFIE KWM% A o]
olo] H=H& %Ei}o BAA I 52 PRt eEo] ARFAFEA £44
HEE 3t Ad7F Ru 7% FHH(Ahlquist et al., 2014). AU RS Z(UAW)7F A=+
W A E AFeThE o2 SRIFTAC] tisf Rithsta JollA AAAQ 524 118
S 2 YO R FopxAt 2rPEo] Tof whet vt Bl AlEll(Kim & Margalit 2017)

T Itk 2H-(recruitment) SHAE =5X3Po|Y 58 54 52 I, 7, £
A E2tet HEo] FAofo] JFE vA= Fa% 8RI0E AFEe AL A AT

ﬂL



ARl Ele] o] 24 olo] HeAS THIths AL 7|29 Exi]
SATINE BT 4
71 Bz o] s A

L, 2008) lemxddo] 2AH B ARY SHME FEISH. SR 23 MY 5
FEA AALo] R FFF7IE A= o] LubAQl b whef vz Z=Ahy B
29 AF FEFIE AYEA S B9t got FEE 2715ke 49T Bk vz
ol Bl3f ko] A § @ol Hfshal Qve AMdE & Hojen
EARASONA a2 RIFFO|9 sueA Yl sRitte 7HAEA]] Aol FRE
ojftt By Izt kx7F AAE ofu’l o]F2] ZA stofl HAH Tss s Al b
3 Aols v 22 Zlo] Adold, & A T ka2 ®Y AR 7oy o
o] P WS FASH dFolA LRtz om A EEE o|ERFS duEHA A8
Hed I 9ot ot ol S8 He® ezt FAH 7lsel dside I e
gAste] A AME 8o mA dFATY 5 HE & Aok Ak st

EEo] Ao 2 viRths YuolA k=2 a s FRIstaA}; ez 71]] o
RS SHHSE, 5 o] oBE SHHUSE ot 7|2 dEES ot o]
oA ez ALY ARBAA Loy FA[A B4 SAIStLAL gttt olF ¥4
At o7 HAZo] B AFolA TR FRF o] FFE A= T8 HMFEE 0]
]7] wj&Fo|t}. Leighley & Nagler(2007), Flavin & Radcliff (2011) & =Z83} +50

RS w21 ik A HolE7t 385k ®E HollA A7 5

2 4 lout 71BA0R 1k 719 olNsh B Fol ofio] njAE G SIsh: ol

i)
oo rlo 4

[¢]

—_

4) SR 00FEY AEHY ek AR QB RQ019Y 129)0] g, lizlolt g4
o A9 FRAMAIFY) SIS T BAEte] S Aol FE WIS NS BEL Fa
Aelojetis gk, 9ol webA AR Aol s AALL 0F AT FRGES she 7
P& QAR o] HlajHE AZko] REsteka ek,
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A FFHol

wx 22F0| £ TN FERo| H Frhs WAE o|F AL LRANE
B3 gk AR =2ENE LERFe] AH =2USY FE FIS /ML an
ol9lell AT wx g o]9] AFSNAE FFL lAH: FS VYA wravw
At BEe £S5 wash wdo] ofd AES] 417 Holo] JaEe w1

£ BEe wxdo] 7kE THAY MRS Fof Amec)
she, s go] HXH JFS BASHE YOI x o)A Aol it Aleld, 24
4 QG o Eohe AUALRo RS B AT ARsL ook Auasozd ol
£ AU RSP 8] 1 AN SAE 917 ot AthH oz Aelo] Bg
A9 wEASO] R Fol g% WA0] YT AEe) Bax s
2. 7t
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0|1 TERAE /AsHE 9T olQlo HAH JFHS F7HA717] 't 4
S %tHAhlquist, 2017). =29 A4 JFES s
o] A4l ojelof A<l AA Fof A w27t Wl HA FA=aL o
7171 wiolct.

AlIAtAF R (CVM)$S 285 B o] 22 ATte oS BoiA A5 & ot
=230 AXA g3Fee A, AEd T2 YELT 52 Ed) 3PS HxHo]

= Exz7le ojojurn AyHt

R

o o o
olt

]

Hur

"

HE 1. =20 Jfg/et AIEYTE FHO| g E0/ HELEEN H =,

A9 ZHolA BH it YUY 25 EolEth dFol} Aol BT 5
2 0|92 =2 US| HTEORH 0|5 PQJ?éZﬂX* 2918 RolEet. w5

2% 327 o]

2ol /1E ZEAL SUT Y A £HL 7H] vz TR vls) A7 4F
o] 8% HE HTHEFE, 2008, FFFHIZA 42 BT A7 mFxFo] Y
FAN AL AR oF 46%7H FHHAHEFE, 2008). AWAUTARDL 285

]
7o) A gRtEom  ASSeFEo] F2E il AR S Sy Aol

=
o Aol AHE R 5O FHT Aol ik, 1AL MR S YE
A9 wAh 7 BAElE HAERYS SFRYR A G el QurHeltt. o) 3
% w2 TR0} A W ARHOR B Bl ohfet UF &4 gl ¥

e YASAL e A7) $Ee AHeks A9t Bk AL ohA B uieh gk
20w 2RUSY] FHA TAo] FobAI FHA ol il RS At FF

A 5o == TS 55 AXZH 857 political efficacy)°] oA A Hrt. o]g]
ot S ARSI Eo A oi(engagement) 82101 P E2FULSE
XA olfro] tisf Aej Fofo] FLrt Fobd AL diEshs AL o|E9] FHAEC]
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HHES A Agohs W8ol7|k St

A0 &2 W (recruitment) SHIIAE =X PAFE JXJo], F
AXeE AA w52 oA T FolE SEctAY £ TE AXE {5
Al WHeE Q1S AAlsks A7 Bt 54 Fdolv £ SHof o
o] Sl S 2AH R XS U] B HolE ASsHAU 85|k st A%l
Tebis X RS0l A UAA FH Folu B SH gt F1E ASs| = &
o}, oldt IS AX =2 ULFE Tl T gEo| vz Yo v
o= 7HdE AAsa

AR =52 7}?:]0] FHE F7IE o]ofA=A] AR tistol= oA £ v=5dt &
SOl AAE AFATNAN AZTFEEY AAEA (=R 2FE0]
ojuf AZNRIFES] HIAIRA (=27 o F7F BHE offof H|A]= dPo] SHAA K]

=

3 23t =2 v 9ol 919 o124 Hue JYMoR Ik g & % Ut
w2sWlo] EHgo| vAL oleid AT 71E AFoIMSH Lo] =FAIMUnion

m[m N
it
[H
_FH

EffecH) @ BE27|% 50 EHLo| Z7lel= 44 "u|(Union Premium)2.2
REolE G S99 AT Ol wERge] Al AAE AU Mo WS
BAAES & 2AERE WEL lor 7| S4oE ez 2AAME A& S5t
T onz A o], B W HRoA AR HEn} 2o AT 755 3

g A 79 ZE3 ot E 5= ok
Ate] At Aol Etolal E R 59 WA Al7|e 24 E o]0 FA Al
2 A 3g0] 9lo] ol HE Ao)7t s Tt AFSlolA T o] 22 kR AL UEhbe
Aol tiefA= = Aol M= oFA] A=A Fokal QUo7 HolA AAsHA A o
W 0 8 Wholz ol = ARIAFEFO R 9] o] 27 d&of ZAste] F=oAE =27t 7
Ao s S 227 UeU=A1E 8T 2871 # ol 7Hdslstal H3st
At skeich
ohet, of7]A] aEsfiof & Ao RE AAM 0T wE Rt XA EC| FFHEI 7]
FZo] AiA o g o A4 yehdth= FHol it AW 9289 i A= B 2=
Aol At AA| kE 2 2AFO AJoli= FAbol= Fzol me Atk 2018 7o & ¥l
R e 2AEL 9.7%R1H] Bl F-352-2 68.4% 23t 30091 ol AFg7E9]
A =2 RAES 50.6%00 GoHAIRE 30Q1 BIRE AFFA 0.1%, 30~99%01 AR 2.2%,
100~299%1 A7 10.8%0 ExFt =& AA7E At 855, 2019). H71d3 &
2719 7 A5, 2EARL, BT 5 22209 A2k dE- Aok A% A gavt
Atk w2bA ti7], SFHRE SAREC] kol AiF R o gol ZRidtths HE 1L

dl

)
N
)

O



B ==
e de & 5 STk ol /\}‘QXU O‘X}ﬂ =740l 7M1 Arelg A2 A 9]
i, A= AR E gFE € F W] "ot A 4 DA0A 23] aL=sfor

K2, e ONY Opt QM- 2BE EAY EIT F0] Aj0/9) SEHE BAHE Sfep/
Z z0/ct

A AR H(CVM)S &850 =3 G BASH= o] QlojA WA EARE 7ol
O] AEIAAA A7t Tl FFE VA 5= Avks HE 12T o7} Sl ol ¥4l
517] 9ol &5, ZR2AIZE 59 FHANA EERZ0] HH|Ee kA JHE R E 5
At SAVE A §F dick. AA- 487 FARLE FER o tiH|E7] wfiEelth

SAME A|919 Bl Eo] 189 AE H|ud of YukH o Aok RS A At v
THA99] FiEoltt HIAFAY A A5E, B, ABIEE 59 SHA FE
Aol Ble] EEjgt o Aot A L2A9] e 10002 & o vt £2
219l a2 20189 7[R 67.9% EI3t F£ES Holil Qitk. ol AMIAl it
o Zo] HEH o R =11 HH 30090 ol th7]holl SAok= B ZEA] tH S
o 29991 o5t FA7|Holl LFk= BIPE] LEAS] AAE-2 Aytlx v|A] &5

£ 47.4%° EFsH &<, 2019).

AZEY] EHS & o St A FHE2 AALD] et o g 3R (EAI3RY)7t
A== 9 v A2 R3] oS ATto] @AEef 52 BT BAAE] o2&
o] HFolt}. o]t A2 HAA] HFo] AR &2 40t} 50t EFE A
9 FRAIIH7} 0|2 ooy B FE7F AUt ARl S ER2H Qltks AHE
BlAE &Rl 7St =T, 2015).

oyt By SHoA HRolE SAcks HIPAA 202 AREE Aoy kR
59 Aol *OHJW o7 REJ AL FAC9] heAE IRt Roltha &

-

=

lo

N

et AR 23 YRS P A9 10%HhE Hol W w1 2%
o E3}3f % T2 2ol QIthel3] 9, 2016). 25 W X 2AES IUWE
2o} B ol ANE A Fakche onlz 2 4 ek

5) 20024 =AISIUS] FOIR] W2 vHFA PIS EfZ FRE HHA SAS D 0
2 318 A%k A 7|k9] o] Gl FAH 2EA b 7704 22A, DA 2, :

2 5 vl4g 2eA2 oo
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OE dHomE 2] FREYH} GAIA o] HiT ERAE S50
H, BEHE] 2RARES AAIA ool iz ez Al vis] @5 i
2 YA o ekl 295] A5 FEEC] RHUMIE 9, 2012).
Zo] BHiH oz 4] g2 F2oll SAhe Z2AE2 A, ARlA A9t A3
dizor Yon Ak FE3 gt o8 HAshs Ao] 7hsdte® ko] 7Hdske 2=
dHAcs Fouz AR, B o9 7ol S0l Aer & 4 Utk
IAFA-AFAL o] 2 o) Auztgzondo] ol HIHS = o BHs
Al 7hssHAIRE, oA k2 ZHI FE Fof T RAPIA BIFAHE] o] ZIH 9l
I

T

—_

5}

A) ghth. whehA] R ATl HATA-RTA FEI AR ool A ZRAo] Hh
He A ASAT HAS IS S ANE B8 M FHAC
=, QA8 BARE] A9 25T ARE AU 0] HE5 BAo| o] Zeo]

]
A% 4g20] B8] Zestnz FE Folrt 4EAR o WA ek goleh (13 2)
of (@)of sHe REoleh. hAet st 2AHW YA ABAT} FE Fo] Ajolo] T
2 F9Hoz 225 F= ANE 71 Folh A AFF Y w2 YA 28H
SO A 5o 248 BFH 7] uhelc)

(2) B8 HOOIM2 it

w7} ozglo] obyl Tk Abgte] R Folol X 7H wukE SISk} x o]
71 AU WA 2L

tE 3 ELHY R FHO HHE SHF0| H[eLES HRAEL H =,

7t oy HieAb e AR AIA AE TRETh wEkA] AJRIARSEO HE o) A
Agsi= A7 &, A1E 7]&d) ol xéﬂz‘ojloﬂ MHL AAL To3 B 4 9
l:‘r 2ol )lF, ZEARE 59 FHoNA Bl Yol Hs| Y ¢ Wol] H{stEE

293 o]& AUS FHohe =2 HH‘I‘X]"C FHO}F 22 YA S50 T ggo
Eﬁ =t

AlAEFo 2 do] oJ5hd Tod(engagement)H B H(recruitment) SHOIA 71, &
g, SUDA D5 Yol A2 T Aoy ¥, HE=E FAotL ol BAY 29
ALA} SOoREEH B 5 FAFAE a4 9 7ol Atk

7F+H(household members)°Ht HH—rZP(partner)irEi ArE]H S ol F3e] ¢

_

ok
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ol ZofstA "k Autt AF5A+ 23K Blais, Galais, & Coulombe, 2019)% AJRIA}
AF RN Wik woluf 23| AFA o] st

T3 71 7He) dditH(family tie) = OFE 715 HAAEES qu11“3401] TS v
+ ¥97HAlesina & Giuliano, 2011)% 7~ WA o]gd &= Qlc}. &, XYl vj*-A}
ool Adizto] vl ]l vjA] HX|Zo] P FHE Fofo 0364%—__7 D]%l = At=

& Hol Foh
2ol wieAe] B HoE FVMHY]= AL 499 ASA+(Flavin & Radcliff,
20110014 =22AEC] A9 75% F7IIA Hl2UEE SH9 25%2] =7l Hs|
2.8% o ol S3io] oAt WAL wxo PAFol 21 A} 249 LeelE
oM7L YUre SakaTte] Z6YE AV} Hef ol kR B} w2E HolA et

webA] g o] A2l QM st A8 A1 A
B E AASE0] Fofoll § 748 A BES Fo ST ofioh 23U 3

Aol A GaFele BARITHE Aol RE Fol 8L § kolk 2L H4e 4ystirt
3. g7 ahy
(1) emx2
2 QT PV SolAlolsta Aulo]e AXIATE} 20034 ol AN £ 3

ZE9AFS) ZAKKorean General Social Survey) AHRS ARES| 9] =523 71YAE
o £ Fof7l v2gAEo] s e S Hole=A FRlstalat shelt

S IAR] AR BT = 7k 184 o]49] 4Rl Hiiolw thetA A gE ®
o r #ES F23 o tiddy HAoE FARAE AASKIHEAE 9,
2019).

SRR AR 2003 o] 2018E7HA] i AAE|QlTto). That A}
= Fv]efot 201597 201799 271 A RAPE AAEHA] ZPAT, 2E2
ZAZE o]fA AX|3te] P o]Q]o = ARRIFAA oIy HYA ==

6) SHEFARAPE AAE o drdE FEA o SHES v Zoh 20039 1,315(66%); 20044
1,312(66%); 20054 1,613(65%); 20069 1,605(64%); 20074 1,431(57%); 20084 1,507(60%); 2009
| 1,599(64%); 2010 1,576(65%); 2011 1,535(61%); 2012% 1,396(56%); 2013 1,294(52%);
20149 1,370(55%); 201691 1,052(47%): 20184 1,031(43%)" (FX™ <], 2019).
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S AR YR/ Ak B ATe} Zo] R o, 4K 4P =, A
M 50 ANWS) B ASET wEEY Ao} B A9 T8, TERE
53} e G| T xg e Aunes Hold Ao §U% R0l WEe 4R
248 ANSIERE 159 ol AMS Amsts 24 A Ao Brissict nebA

AEWATIZA BlolHE BE3te] EE JHY SNt 2YASO AAF
ofo] o P FEA ISIA SHch

il

TSRS 2AL HlolE o] 58 F 19,37689] SEAF 7Het] FE FolE A
o= skal leum WY AAAGR 1941E L) dAAH ] vgste SEAel HsiA
EAGVIlA AAstAAtt. =2 71o] 7Fe et Aoz P9 B ot glof mFH ARG
3] e 7HY didolA AlEe 452 AWM Astltt. 2l 4, A
Fo] WEA] ofsf k= 7ido] A== A, °ls dFelRL SH A2 E4H
oA ALt E HAS M BAZES ste BihedT HAE LA sS40
Rx 7 gl AASA 6541 ol dE EA T IolA MOP 1’%
SHEHA ARIEAIA wigol He 4, 9%, 71E, o,
) 2 SAHeRE A2t & R 5 HA T tH—’Foﬂ “4173;
TRIA 7ol A AT FAEF Sl dstei SAISHIT.
0}%31 319 AollA szl 71, EEshe 35 ALBARt AREA, S P
o Fofste vl&ol H e AT 2HE AUste] e AR 1o #
4= A7l o FHE TR A AR AN shute ZeE| Hok.

Lm

1=

ox, O[jl of rr
m\l

Aol £ A7t FREGABIRA 42E TSI Tolst ATFUSES Awingh
o o] MAES £ A7t 74 0|23 Yo A ARl }%%—OE;_!?} SEL
59 A9, o], B9 32017 A h3AA 2 4 Urk o) o oA B

Hio} gk, Al b Eo Shgeks WAk w Jln YR 2EAsl
Selst] olelg) izl 7hdat A9 HAERS Bo) FEY Palo] e
Apoths ol 1wk 1Y oR2 B Sl AT 714e 58

o157} =9
7| oM o St 2 VIS S8 A i Bojle SHolAE dEe] FAA
&, AA Xé% 01—‘% :1313’_ L= 7}?:1 01‘:‘ = —E;H AvEth Z2HS 2 71 A vl



ool A AHE ATHFET Y HEEY V&AL (E )0 FEdiqith 23
W0l B Fo8Ll B 69.%5 HArE =R 7IYEL 18.4% AL E HeloH dFe
B 39.4412 YT 0402 OF 44%E AAIFIL £ o Fofl= 7|1&-5A7t 65.1%
Zo|t}, skl e vEsky &9 o|s7t oF 40% AL Holi Utk 1 o] FAF HFS
ARk 9l Algo] 36.7%, E4Ehal SEst Algo] oF 31%E UERgTh

ST WA= B 7R ARe SFAABE L7 o) AA winict FA S
= JAAASAZE Aok 2002~20184 7|7 w9 AA FEES EH HegAAE
63%~75%, Z3]JUAA 46.1~60.6%, AAAL 51.6~60.2% =02 Uehdth) &
22 717 A A " TF RIS EshE & AFAR L] AHl= of4do] AA It

H] AZ A Yepylth o233t o= AERARY] B4 o Aog Heltt X3l &4
e e x 7H 1 71~—6P A}E*_E =517] 913l 5] ez 7RQlo] E7Fs? AF T 65

7) SHAAD ALt LdHot= T4 AABAL vwshd =S TAERA A FRoIATHY SE38H
AFEe] Hl&o] & o =4 L}E}”rt} L2 RAEE AR TAHABAZRE 22 7|7 9.8~11.8%5 o &
A HolEAdY] ez 7FIEC] AF A UET. SYAATE AL st 34 AA A
H|g] 2 A3 7% AeQ] 6&%%@*}?4 XAHKGSS)Y] FHo] -SHE Afololl= ol =3e} go] &
gt 2tol7t Qltt.
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T Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
e FE ¢ 6,555 0.6930587 0.46126 0 1
=8 ex 7Y 7,080 0.184887 0.3882333 0 1
=3 YALE 7,076 0.2307801 0.4213618 0 1
sH Pl 7,080 39.40056 10.4086 19 64
=X o 7,080 0.4394068 0.4963499 0 1
A 7|&E 7,078 0.6513139 0.4765881 0 1
=H UE Ofst 7,076 0.3957038 0.4890359 0 1
=H 2 2245 6,986 2.921701 1.050764 1 4
=X DIZIEE 7,064 0.7785957 0.4152214 0 1
=H EMARE| 7,076 0.5380158 0.4985879 0 1
=H AXEE B 6,946 0.6503023 0.4769087 0 1
=H grIge

T 6,895 0.3678028 0.4822423 0 1

2 6,895 0.3163162 0.4650716 0 1
=H A 7,080 2009.407 4.057905 2003 2018
A X 7,080 3.278531 1.81488 1 7
=H np| 6,496 58.16964 22.07533 1 98
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o =2 4971 B7] fiZolzti e & 4 AUtHRosenfeld, 2010). $17} Q= A= S
7F UekaL SERE Aol vls R3] ¢ @ol Fojsilorn XA FHol s AE T
5o Hsf F3o] o @ol Fofgh Ao g Yyttt HA| 4 HAsM= S0 HIF
AE el FEAE0] T o A= ow Folgt Aog e
Tt Aokl SET AFEY FHE0] ¢ wthe A2 AT =79 AAEs ¥d
Ao = BIEISHA S5t oy U Aol A= Aol 7]7F ot AR
oA E 2o} TRV R 23] JES0lA ATE 7|aeS $5A1A = T8 T
A EApe] AEolut wa] U F=RIQIO ARA Y Fo= A QAKS] o] Eolut FARH
50| 7kl A& 3= A A3t Verba, Scholzman & Brady, 1995).
ojgfgt A¥k= & ATFoAE ERIEI QLo ofet 2213 SAlSHIE SVt Q= AR
T3] Fold 80l ¥ &2 ACr YEyth UM FFoME B, T, 7=
S SHHATE F235 FA|-ARRA o]f7t St AT A EBSHAY ol
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8) A9 SFA AF AFoR Al/E AL 3. SHHEF= A= A1, 4
AlFolet. 3 A 2APE AAIE AR 2003~20189 Ato]9] 147) 015011‘%
FA A 2APE AAEA] 2P
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Y, 4,
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L2AULE S| FolF g0l AT-ATH WAet AANA 29, A%, A7] 5L
ASLE FofsiA B Ao A=t wepa FHd10] AXHRtT F 4 9

= ct.
ol s AY AT A vRIVHA Y] At Lesetel] VHIE EXUdeE FH
o], & AR Y gEo] H Et= AL rlshs w2 A K union effec)E oA =

2}
2Ig 4+ QIrke B Yot QIek. ko] 1SR Zlo] Fike] o gol Hofsles s
29l] @ % Utk ALE A1 F ANY ) B AT BAUSe shiz

X 7RIS AWE AT AATHES G- AN, 2018). SHARE & de =X 7RIS
= gotal H -8 weE WS ol A BA- B3R B 8958 §
At AHAQ k2 a7h itk SRIsk vllexeo] FH Hojghgo] Hiet ez
= SAHIE FoEH 1.2692 UEidth =2 ddS
5 vle2gdo] vis) oF 26.9% W FHO| FAL 2HEo] H o= A2 &+ U
=] 7t FE R W76l 4538 £4EC] e AN EE2EvE =
Z3te] GAF 7ol e Aol ke olg F29] dAE 54 5ol 71kl A 7t
/4% A7IE o] HZ s & AFole AtgoS Aol AT,

UAI- D82 SARE] B 82 SAA] Blsf F3o] Foid Sgo] WA e
o] ¢ SAHE 07828 UE 4820l vlsl Fio d Hofshe AR SF
mEhA YA AE2 SAREY FRE0] W AolEhs AR TR Ee] oSo] g A
O FRIH:. PR kol 7T 3¢ o] BA sAHHeR 2EE Flolghs 7 2
= ool BRIEA] ookt UALGAT ek 7] W] FTAE e AR AR
@ 2004 Hiz vie} g,

7Hd10] ARE o EHN X 7Rl met £ Folt S71skE =8 Hunion effect)=
SHlEntal & 4= ik E AFEE SARe AR AIE 917t diulE L 78 Abedo] R
gt ‘?J/\]'O‘ 2 S Tl E Fofdtths HollA AlRiAtdFodlo] o] 24 e
2 FRIFARL k27t JAIDE2 9 FE FAE €T Au|oi 9] kxadte ok
A 2 AFoIHE U] Rt S8 B AlniAbeFolndoe] 2 avtel ¥

N

_

rsﬂr

o o]28 o2 d&A Sl WY FEn & AN IEAEYFE AR
9) SHEESIAS| ZAMNA A BER = A A E-F(International Standard Industrial Classification,

ISIC88)E w2t}
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295= AYS § GEITOEN TR o7t HojuA Ha, &, AR AlRIE 7e 59
AR} To, BYo] AEA, ARSlH & o] A gQlo] RETE UA|- D82 SAALY] A5
£ A8 SARe] Hlg] F3ol Fofd ghEo] W2 Zo)7] HEo|th ks xR o]l 23t
E9 FAHAE SUoH oteE Yokl FIE vRths HE Bl X9t BE
29| FY(mobilization) 0] 7|4 HIEHE A2 & 4 U= AFoIth

B 4) 2N 2

& < 2 292
2RI 0.238*** 0.207**
(0.0832) (0.0877)
bl 0.0345*** 0.0345***
(0.00372) (0.00372)
oo -0.246*** -0.245%**
(0.0638) (0.0638)
712 0.376*** 0.376***
(0.0699) (0.0699)
1E0|5t —-0.532*** —0.535***
(0.0706) (0.0706)
AN LE —-0.239%** -0.261***
(0.0730) (0.0757)
CRVIU#AAYE 0.296
(0.271)
QIZtEE -0.468*** —0.470%**
(0.0871) (0.0871)
EME S| 0.254%** 0.254***
(0.0617) (0.0617)
YR = 0.279*** 0.279***
(0.0740) (0.0740)
YREY Ha 0.0285 0.0289
(0.0742) (0.0742)
PNINESISE =] 0.693*** 0.692***
(0.0619) (0.0620)
PSE: 0.0371** 0.0370**
(0.0168) (0.0168)
il -0.0202** -0.0207**
(0.00888) (0.00889)
A 0.000972 0.000965
(0.00153) (0.00153)
Constant 39.71%* 40.68**
(17.81) (17.83)
Observations 5,734 5,734

()&= S.E., ™ p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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sk, loo] ZRlEl ZEAY B4 B0l Polt ARt So] xalel] ofd o
S XA AuE Wast ek HolA JHd2g ARSI Bt A% Fue
AAS ez TES STAOR 2 53 FREPAEACNAE oA AF W ke
SA7E 5ol o) BEI AR A S otk Web] EAZ 4F 550 9]
A Fol7t 8 A1 A A\ 9io Bats wlolElS SRttt B A9l A8
23 AN ABAS ek, BAET S A9 UA - EA A9 e 22
o HJ3s) I o] 2HEo] B A0 Uekith YA LEAL ABAo] uls] xaT}
o ke o B 7ML ok 198 94484 Hgo] ATjH o | ol ol
24ans gelskA Eaect

B AE 2 U o B3 Fojof miAE JF, & 7HE3E 245 HsiAe 249
WIAE 71 EA= gttt ol BA ol He 7184t 2902 WEA] 271y |
off g é% aE gtk A ddFRgo] 2a2s HARE ofiA|EL, A7) 2
735 vl <fsl FF= AT 249 2Hol7] WZoltt. wEbA d=FAe] R
A XdXﬂ glojelof A HEAE At 7|SAE 28 AN Ajith o, B
Zhof7t AxpSo|n R E3x o] Qli= 18A4] WRkRl AR AlQlsiltt. 181l Y oF+=
FAAeE v HAA LS = —Er*#ﬂ‘}iﬂ, HARI} mHAAE 42 s AR
ot WA v HE] 7S AE ATEY (& 59 L Hj A 2 Yo|AY Bl
dog gETt A2 5339%0lH ol5% tFoR EXAY IR HAGIY

F

Ha HEX| Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
EQ 3¢ 11,602 0.771074 0.42016 0 1
HiRA =& 7+ 5,339 0.212212 0.408913 0 1
Lt0] 12,634 48.21701 13.18279 19 95
GRS 12,534 0.536381 0.498695 0 1
7l 12,534 1 0 1 1
1E Olst 12,529 0.563014 0.496033 0 1
FHXt 12,534 0.631881 0.482313 0 1
X8 B 12,281 0.678854 0.466936 0 1

B

L 12,070 0.322452 0.467434 0 1
Ha 12,070 0.366777 0.481945 0 1
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#4720l B9 RO AL G Awli] o) ZALE FRAL AN
SIS 1 AT of2l GE 67 Lk M 9AE 22U A TR Al ojAL e
RO SOl G| EAp} Gl RO Bt 74 32 AAHks LS T

slct,
99 0 A9 TEte] Avingih. NHAA H9E Bl 2L ok
A, w2 A 31 Gl A9o] Sk o] ASONE WA} R A
M9l AR Bl S5 B & Ao Ueh} F4HY NS AT
2 & % gtk WA xR A BolA Helo] MR AE %ol
glor] BAZoRE fol3 Aoz ekt

w27 VA 7k FAHYES B AR BRI AWl SV wit
o w2 AN W A28 Tl BRI A FASH 715 71
Felamily tie)7t A5 YThIE B 4 Uk =2 WAL BE Fol o £
gz s Hrhe 4L wxaue 2] ofdrks ZUE 1ed 4 ok SolA B

ulo} o] R AAA friuAY wek opet A A Stk
et} 2elo] tzglo] obd wiRtolA|ut WA} 1ol S o5 Faz
of Ego] A Uehiths ¥2 Ttk hrave dks H2 ¥ 4 gtk exE

H 6) EX|AE SIH2A ZaWEtgal)

=

(1) ) 3
H = A O] At F YR
CI N 0.257*** 0.278** 0.221*
(0.0870) (0.130) 0.117)
A 0.0483*** 0.0539*** 0.0453***
(0.00416) (0.00627) (0.00569)
oy -0.196** 0.172 -0.237**
(0.0864) (0.230) (0.0933)
1ZE Olst -0.460*** -0.250** —0.594***
(0.0732) 0.114) (0.0953)
AREE B 0.733*** 0.714**x 0.735%**
(0.0708) 0.113) (0.0912)
HALEETIR) 0.345%** 0.470%*** 0.274%*
(0.0855) (0.138) (0.110)
(24) 0.0949 0.0769 0.103
(0.0832) (0.128) (0.110)
Constant =1.243%** —1.946*** —1.0b54***
(0.207) (0.379) (0.257)
Observations 4,767 1,894 2,873

()= SE., ™ pc0.01, ™ p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Union Effect on Voter Turnout in Korean Election
Jong Seok Choi* - Dong-One Kim**

Labor union, saddling on both the economy and politics, pursues political
influence as well as economic gain. Regarding the source of labor unions’ political
power, which is recognized by political parties and the government, the field of
industrial and labor relations has focused on the ‘union effect’. It means that union
members are more likely to vote than non union members. With this notion, studies
have concluded that labor unions promote their members’ political participation
and thus performs a democratic function. Such empirical studies are sometimes
criticized for only emphasizing the positive roles of labor unions by proving the
union effect. This study, based on the ‘civic voluntarism model(CVM) which is
elaborated by Verba et al., focused on the point from where the union’ political
power come. As the CVM guides, ‘resource’, engagement, and Trecruitment are
adopted to explain the union members’ political participation. This study used data
of years when major elections were held in South Korea since 2003 to prove the
theoretical prediction that union members have higher chance to vote with unions
offering resource such as civic skills, time, or money along with systematic support.
The data was obtained by Korean General Social Survey. In addition, this study
confirmed a ‘spillover effect’ that the union effect goes beyond the union members’
political behavior by making members spouses, who share their resources, more
likely to vote. It may be the indirect effect which may explain the findings that
countries with higher union density shows higher voter turn out rate. The political

power source of South Korean labor union and relevant issues are discussed.

Keywords: labor union, voter turnout, civic voluntarism model, union effect,

* Ph. D. Candidate Korea University Business School
** Professor, Korea University Business School
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spillover effect
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T Hrhs Aol

134 Sinclair, Martin, & Michgael(1999)°]] W2 &F2]o] T 1A} 5= ]x IR e

ool gt 7]hizto] &2 A9 o FA5] 3HH LR djrhal FARI o T2
McDonald & Makin(2000)9] dtojA] Y== vl o, Agrd oz AEist H]@‘H’X—}Q

Bl A7t 3AAelR AL & 4 Uk AE|A Alofol 2 ARlA weol 23 FAF
SHA B2 9] B9 A Aol HIsiA 2A] o gt 7|thzto] Woba 11 Ayt ZZ|of tgt

rE ml

ol

=T

olr

1*0}-4 1 ‘% off TSt AFEA A= EAEC] Utk AF Z7]0o= AA9] A FEHE
7b BIEAC] Hlste] FAAolRk: AFAMTE @ol AAEHJLUCE2H], 1995
Davis-Blake & Uzzi, 1993; Fierman, 1994; Van Dyne, 1998), 0]%0]l&= X FEj 0] X}0]
7F Qo= A EAEE ©o| AAEJAHMcGinnis & Morrow, 1990; Tansky,
Gallagher, & Wetzel, 1995). T Yo7} B2 9] A FEe =7t Y2 Hr} FA % olg=
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A+EAAE AAEHIL JoHEeqF-dF7], 2004; FEI-FE A A% oY, 2001;
Eberhardt & Shani, 1984; McDonald & Makin, 2000; Sinclair, Martin, & Michael,
1999). H|ZHFAE £ ¢ AMESeE 45 ®W Ellingson, Gruys, & Sackett(1998)2}
Krausz, Brandwein, & Fox(1995) 52 HIZ+41& AP o= HEigt 73-9-of HjApdral o
= gee wRTAEc ARSE} Bl Ane AN

ool AANE TN EH thdtt I8 FHE 7R BIFHA S PR FolA 4
e o, AZart EAEC Yed 4 7] Wil & © S8E FHY B oRE

o

= O
AR AEshE B2 A9 gart ks e seIE 5 otk
3. HIEAS| HrE Tt O XFE o Hal
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§ L Aok, & A7olE Ve Aok g 2AHAR 4%
2 WEQiEE, 54 WA 224 Y9 YAYOR slo] Gi14 o] o]Rojx]y
Aol ARg %@s}z, 314 A3to] o]Roj4l ol 5o thi] AREES ZAsHgch
E3 ATFAS BANTEOR sto] AT A AR olxiwt ol ARE|ES
o, BAEE AT ol A7 A8 AR ol ool ARshel A vl

webA] B 7o) BAL ugTA Wee] Abdn AL Wskgold A Wae] A
A5 WBkgEe ek, Svstere] BAF So14S vt Aot BAMMe wasy

g 5 A9 247 BAG) vEst & dreks ApastEls Algeleta & Aol
o

7he] oAl A 94 WA Ao FFHOR ABHA P WMoz 3
8ol T, 97|20 ot BelFy SEE AHE A0 JE7] ] 7
BarEolt 2ABY 2L AN AN 0= Pl ol vpFo M7

Zo] tisfiAle 7HA1E st "HIAFAY] HrE] Aek2 FirF o= Mk 71E vt
9] ARTES =Y Aol el otqirh thao & RAEY diolils 7H2E st
G512 9] A A AR G o R Agkd 7|E vAFAe] 2AEUS wY AoltvE
1 gtk ol Yol det Akg] FAA o]2of mEl A 4= SlthAshforth &
Mael, 1989). ol HEZ - 285(2016)0] B3] A 7MsAgntez e AFejert 74
Hohe 43 agEnty stk ARl mgk(A ol 2o mEkA] e, FrFoE A
Shglol| met FRe st dE Ao diieta, 340120l tEte ARHES AHS
71Hgt & ek

o

S ol JAT TS AFEAS FoA AT asH Y AL, T 49
of mEw e} e AHE Folek AR 4 giv] tholeh. 4 ARgjulae]
2o 2AA 7120] BgTFA0] WY HAT AT B WYL, AT A ol 5] 1]
W7)%0] 730 BgTHAe] obd AEA FHe FAT et B ALY 4
QUi A4 A3k o] 5] FUZOR Q) 051 ATl ¥ PO uhE S g

.

E3t, 7129 A QAR 5] BeEe Aol ohe HES] Agow A%
U A3AbE Aol Aefdel HAL, F7449 SHAES H8EE 5 s £
W S7bHQ) FAZ Q% AAGOE o) AREEsL 2P OR HHE S ek 2 AT
A ASEE EEAGY A9 AFHoE AGEAT 34 vjghe] 2477191 A9l 7]
2o glel Aze Fgol] EFElo]l AL AEL Wokthy Fac



ojet I WA= HIEFA 9 AR A HY Fr= e
QAIA -0l L(2001), Eberhardt & Shani(1984), McDonald & Makin(2000), Miller &
Terborg(1979), Sinclair, Martin, & Michael(1999) 52 AT+Z2IE AAL & ATt 2F
=4 RGN E FHEE-EEA A7 ol D(2001),  Sinclair,  Martin, &
Michgael(1999), McDonald & Makin(2000) 59 ¥-+= v|A4+2]e] 2Z&=0] ¢ &ot
= 23S B0, Pearce(1993), Porter(1995), Tansky, Gallagher, & Wetzel(1995) 5
o] A= BRI BFA 2ol 2AEYe] Aol7t fitke AFETE AAISHIH

et 2 oA Hgqtlo] HFFog MghE o|Fof R 7} ojg A Hah=
7 AEE7] QI A AT R, S SANGeRE skt Itk
of Z} yctoll thsfl B2 Agk o]} o]F-E FEsto] AFH =Rl AR 2AEUAS
SAotA otttk AFEEL (119 1004 B vRep Zoh

(23 1] 9723

g
e VE RO CHPUIE
CURIN R IRENES T ESED
Zl
!
H
_ 3 _
- 2o = 200
Cl x5 2¢) SR
2. Ho| ZEI HE A
7t 9] 2AH O
2 A7 2AF B2 2 AZA] A 3719 AZAtelH 2018\ 1€ 19]| o] %o
A 25 AANEFE Y A A es st gtk o] a4 tdRES
B se] 259l PHE(PSD) HAATE FEetAtTl, 20184 3€ 14E 71E0R 7]

zo] Br|QRA AR ABAY AFHos A=A
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SHERAIA ARESH= ARRES 57 TFE o8It AN ARELRe AL F
FAo=m Astrt shau(Ea) U= Lol dish drhd =SS5t AYY7F ke 1 232 53
YAE Az g A5 o] AR &4 Hackam & Oldham(1975)2} Cammann,
Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh(1979)°|th. FA|H &2 thA| 571 £FL2 R4 SH W=
g olof tigt Y=A+= Brayfield & Rothe(1951), Hackam & Oldham(1975), Quinn &
Staines(1979)5 JZsk3ith. 571 2 014 Al ¥4 232 JEEL = sto] SEAY]
AZEE FRIT 4 =S 5ty AvZolle o de Ee 45, 3199 84 5 97
FEHE FLEsto] 57 HER S5t YEAE Weiss et al.(1967), Spector(1985)

Solet,
2ABYY F9E FFFATU] =EWIZANA BT Y HELFS G
ol

Sl=Yl 1 BEPES Porter et al.(1974)2] OCQ(Organizational Commitment
Questionnaires)o A 583t £ AEsto] &&st1 Q= WEH FARIT AR

< A AHoIM A, 9%, o, ERVH, Z5AE, AFEAC HsliAe AS, 2diA

HEL BATFAL A0 A Aol Aeslof iy AT W WAle] wzk
BEolA 74 Age] ololxl AE 27| oA FBREAA AE Hgrow,
20169 219 PSD H29] v AFE TRAE AgsHe AAOR Q) HTA F4lo] 1

10

PFE AL, AHH O S 7| A ATARE AFsH =ik FUHRY A4 Ak A
Hag Qo AB|AAZE W4l HEEQ o B Ao AlElE A3a89] A-folch

A A AEIE 27 e HAs SAAT WFAEERE ARE SR HA=
QobA], AEAlet 7129 AA a2 gat At JAAES Bl AREA wjxet £
o] 7Fsotths Y& Ao, o] A=E W AARE HotA gt A4l 20129 %
Bl 4 A2 Ak 23 5 7 EopollA Dok BIHA] tiet AtA gk &
X8kt 20129 201390) FFA o2 % 1,369 4% SEAE F8I%L
AL ALZ oA FEZoF uldLh o]F 2018W7HA = 7Y 1-8-9] T lomi}ﬂ
9,5477, F71A12FA] o] - AF2I517} 1,288 O & & 10,8358 EF O H(ASE™A],
2018a), 2019L%<>ﬂ% S5E] A 1ol 32990 ATHAZEEA], 2018Db).

20169 59 o9 BIHFA] LEA} AR AL o] %, AZAIE AoHd PHYF Hok=
PdAFAolghs MR AS Aldsto] AY1-8S shlcka HHEFY. FA AL
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sl5El AEAS BT A3 173 2o

A3k Az 39 209740 AR A
£ 37 80l 192 01?% 49 W) BEA} HEHAT, 27557} B
~37hge] gtk B2 A7 Hg mat
178 B, 052 5% A9

PA7E
wo] £ BAHolRk BAlk ol

beEd TRAt 61, 24 2AelE 89

2eA) 240 139} 240] B S TRAE 25190lsltt o FolA BEAR
—6‘:‘[_

ol&

ST T HEAS AL 23058 AFEA) AgSh HEThY ARo 47
AFAL 13 2ANA 11290] SYFAL 27 ZAl
ZA] B S 748 FIN BAL 9We B

*1 5230l S 1749 24
Aol 685E AZEAo

SHATE. Bl o] A2 A AFEn| AT {LEXPCH], AF7guAdTols 794
—L

c\ )
l

_l

AF7E ZotE A, vlud ez PRI IFE s

B 7o) AR giet HH0| SYASE A 208%olth. SHAL AY WEEF

AV} APEE 2ol g, B AT FTFASS HFA Ago] Y ol A

Aol AUA 71l 3188 B Al ATEAS E4S gl G DIt et
2) ‘ﬂe*a‘(zow) ZAPZ|7t Zol7} 3590]9loH, Hu]&(2019)2 i 2314 & 63] AL, A4m]
(2019)= + 184 85 B9 &7ttt B2 ¥HsH2019)= 3711%J 25352008} 4719, Ale2- A&

3)

OH‘%E-%ICEA F2%(2019), ol¥F-AEE(2018), OJAIZ(2013) 52 7HE HE9] ZjolE HArt.
E AFE 5l At 71&o)A vuyeS Ags] Yeise PSD L2} A QRS Pt
= AAZEQ~44 Fholu AT AF(G~ 8*% Aol AF2S Agshe Ho] 24310 WiolA]
ok AEXAL FAolE AR T 41522 5 PSD 2R #Eshe AT 59 F3 1H9eH
RHo| 7|0l 7} tfS BET, ofet Z1501] H|S|A & ZeF R Fo] PSD A|Fo] &3t HAAZo|LY
AT AZI GAHCY Bgr] wjEolc),



7 HIE(Z) BIZ(%)
H| & LK
S R 230 77.2
A 68 228
s o4 12 4.0
oy 286 96.0
20t 125 49
30cH 101 33.9
o1y
40t} 45 16.1
5001 Ol 27 9.1
B ole 211 708
=TT pIE 87 29.2
_ = 51 17.1
52
e 247 82.9

wi%o] BES BASP] 918 QQlRAS sttt AFACRE Amos LRI
2 ol BlH RQEAS Attt AFEFEE Shto] Aol T Tl
245 50| AR AVTAL Bolok Ttk AN, olF AEH] A8 WA EAA
3 AANSE SHSHE FEEY qolRsle] dBHoR ok

£ SISIITE AT AW A5 ulg AT Ae] thet Ak AneEa) 242
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AoF T2 £AZ A AT} 902, 935, .932, .944, 903, .927, .885, .9230F L}ERL},

E E59] g7t 0.7 oAdQl Aoz EAEQL weka B A9 RSt &
AEY &4 =9 W o] $5H Ao= ddollrh. AFE EA4of glolA
Cronbach’ Alpha#t2 d =4 A 0.783, 1L 0.9122 v & FFHR] AZEE
7= Aow wsiict.

No 28 e AR A e o
1 e RDOE Hx 3.397 3.279 -1.819° ()ort
o8 Ten HIH A 3.626 3.739 2.302" (H)AS
. Qoly xmotx HE 2.632 2.706 1.043
1 (&5, £5) B &= 2.383 3.274 13.480"" | (H)AS
99 2 (mEOH) A 4.169 3.912 -3.147"" (H)stzt
o B2 4.022 4.179 2.785" (H)&S
_ Hx 3.324 3,221 -1.263
8 S (% 48) MESEES 3.596 3.609 258
HE| 2.941 3.044 1.187
— St7
2 @223 HIH A 3.339 3.261 -1.301
- 5 (@AY Hx 3.779 3.632 ~1.559
T FIESEES] 3.548 3.474 -1.212
_ Hx 2.912 3.000 1.000
276 6 (&8 7s5) HIE 3.296 3.361 1.086
HE| 3.632 3.500 -1.536
> 7 BUEES) MESEES) 3.800 3.752 ~ 926
_ Hx 2.868 2.897 406
28 § (i 2%) BRI 3.387 3.435 851
”sg o (=X Hx 3.029 3.074 445
e H & 3.535 3.652 2.383" (H)AIS

201 W8 B @) gar By
2) (e HAFA, e A
3) * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ** p<0.01
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oM BAHOR folulst SEolA Sleston, a8 24 BY oL T8y
FEolq srtshe Aake Boith QoRtE MATA) ARUSEI} AL v, v
Aee] AFAL stk e Rk 4T 4 9

thgoE 24299 A4 YRyt go] HSEL 7]
B (E 34 B viel Zo] BRgelHE H53tgon]
R 30 Y R SAAOL fAP S202 YSTA, Bitlel A9

BRGOIAE FASIGAT, AR folst Qokort, BYERE B M

Yt TR BAROE ROt R0z Sttt Aokt 242

Mg AL AR WEol gl wEle], AL 93] %
% 9tk

i)
o
5
Ir

(E 3) Yzl Mg ds ZXSYQ| Hak =} HIEAEQ Hld

No 23 aeme | MR | as 2 B
4 Ex=0| (I Az 3.771 3.738 -.658 _

g 3.886 3.967 2.019 (H)AR
| 1 @e mm o B 3897 | 3.765 -1831° =tz

HIE 2 3.952 4.009 1.145

_ peEE 3868 | 3.721 2191 =tz

i 2 @h g HIEH2 4.009 4.030 474
4a 3 (ximas) B 3.779 | 3.824 574

HIEH 2 3.861 3.887 486
4-4 4 (BIARE) S| 3.471 3.456 -.199

MESEEN 3561 | 3.822 4758 | (H)aS
s p—— X7 3.838 | 3.927 925 ©)

EEES 4048 | 4.087 661 ©)

D) o & (DL FAE B3

T T 0o
2) ()= v, (92 Bt
3) * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, ** p<0.01

2 EXtE BAUS 0|85 PRI AAIS0| Hat H|u
= A~

+ @Hol 7] "zl 2 AFolMs Aol 2789 AFOIM 2ARE AJBIAAL o€ °I&
&} 7

2 0188 4 otk AL B3 BA A o

HS
Sk A2 Q1 S (potential confounders)E AT & gl AR Holoj A=
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i
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il
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o]&x}o](difference

3|40 AlZsfof Gl o]& ZET 4= Q)
d o] AL 7}A EAZA 9]

in differences, DID) £4o|c}, & =
H A5+ Ao sl 23]o] AHA ARHET 2AEAS S5t AT
A A4 A & a7 SA5HHEA FAlo] SART(EA)E st ATE
213yt
a2tz SARAES A742018)9] v HlEEA AR o] &4 HE Qith 1
L AgAT= thazke] ZAAEE ARIA| g BIATH2] Bl&Q] A% Wl T JF=
WEste AT g, 29 BIATHE] HlE&o] 100%04 0%=2 BH= SATEAEA
(quasi-experimemt)ol] THE E2 HZ AlZg 202 AY H9of Aol &3t vy
THAlo] B A Ao ' B = AP 9] R3S o|FA|(DID)E 4T Al A7k qdntk
2 AFolA ARESH= ol5AHe|(DID) FA A7 BA] 2 A QFFE?- H] g5+
gt g2 Agolgks Aol AlFH A7F A §7] wWiZolth ERl SUloAE 4
719 SolA v TA9 A MhE AFSAAITE, T AR WA 9RQkar, Blmdeel
A Aol izt 2ARE BAO] AT 5= s AHle HES BA 237] dizelth
”H”Xh?n A FolA ]?Z}O](DID) SR FA2 B AR 5% a9 &4
bl A7 ARt T Fof A9
T(ﬂ]@u}(‘ﬂ]@%—l)ﬂr HIFHAHH T2 2pol& Alibsts A1 Feitt. wheba] doflA

—Ll
2
S~
fr
[N
o
o)
A
N
I 4
ol

ARt ARG Rt BARROIeH(RIIA] - H 8 A, 2015).9)

A A AR a3 S5 fsiA AdddeRl wgAE A vaE St
SAREY A2 Ador FESe] EAY AHE e, A3 A o o]
A= 222908 S745te] I Aold] His| LEFHER HwSHAHE 4 IF=2)
HA 52 (E 5)= olFAe] IARHNM SAHLE FoRt -t AFE=E THAIE
el FE RS aQlE RSN Auas W 8P 8916 44 =
Z9 olFAto|EA A= D2 o|FAel(DID) F7g7oltt. o] o]FAte|(DID)E F+7g5H]
3l STATA version 13Z213S ARESo] o]FAfo] 24T A -3 | AF=E Alttst

A FAHCE FoFt WeE FESIT

4) Zi oJst dl oFs} Ao 2ol AoF AeHZ o]Fo|(difference in differences, DID) 783 4

2 Snow(1854, 1859)9] @5l AW Zeleh Ao oAt Holnl 18544 ARe] AolA 1 7]

°J§ 22 4 Aok olm Snowe= ‘:V\] 37125 Fh=PT fdsks Zlol ofd, dE AWl A=

TEA9 £} ¢o] 2k A& DID Ao R WHstelon, ddAE Q¥H A 333
Aol 245 Apdsie] wofigk A|we] AL wiorth
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(B 4) IOl U3 WX e el B3 OFXI0 B
x| x| _
) o Y% d
—_ = —= T

MX| e (Treatment Individuals) : H#& Mat Y3 MSo| H|IH7A

AlB) RICH Y.
'ED (= Y;l ) t2_ AY;:Y;Q_)/H
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The Effect of Securing Jobs for Non-Regular Workers on Job
Satisfaction and Organization Involvement:

Field Experiment at Seoul A Public Corporation
Jang-Young Bang* - Young—Myon Lee**

This study is an empirical analysis of whether job attitudes improve as expected
when non-regular workers are converted to regular workers. Theoretically, there
may be a controversy over whether the transition of non-regular workers to regular
jobs necessarily improves job attitudes such as job satisfaction and organizational
commitment. According to the social comparison theory as an example, former
non-regular workers were compared themselves with non-regular workers inside
and outside the organization who performed similar jobs because they were
virtually incapable of being converted to permanent workers. However, after the
transition to regular workers, their reference group may be changed to existing
regular workers, not the non-regular workers anymore. As a result the, job attitudes
may fall because of this change in reference group.

To analyze the argument above, this study measured the job satisfaction and
organizational commitment of non-regular workers who were converted to regular
workers at Seoul A corporation under Seoul Metropolitan City. To measure the job
satisfaction and organizational commitment, two surveys were conducted
respectively before and after transition of non-regular workers to regular workers
in the corporation in March through June 2018. In addition, in order to increase
the validity of the research results, the control group of existing regular workers
was set and surveyed simultaneously. To verify the hypeses, paired t-test and DID
test were used in the analysis.

The results show that the transition to regular employment has increased job

* 1st Author, Senior Expert Advisor, Seoul Credit Guarantee Foundation
** Corresponding Author, Professor, Business School, Dongguk University_Seoul
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satisfaction for non-regular workers. But the change was not strongly significant as
expected by the government and by the scholars who support the transition to
regular workers. The results of the study also show that the existing regular workers
lower their job attitudes when the experimental group of non-regular workers
changes their job status from non-regular to regular employment. This result was
interesting because it is expected that the job attitude of control group would not
change at all because their physical aspect of working conditions does not change.

In the theoretical review of this study, the social comparison theory predict that
job attitudes of experimental group may not be necessarily improved or even
lowered because the group changes its reference from non-regular to regular
workers after the transition. This prediction was supported by the empirical
analysis of this study. Of course, this empirical study needs a caution to generalize
the results because the study analysed only a sample of specific job group of
workers at a public organization in Seoul. Also, the size of control group is not
large enough to secure the empirical results. However, this result can be a first step
to analyze the real effect of transition of non-regular workers to regular workers

in Korean public sector.

Keywords: Securing jobs, Non-Regular Workers, Field Experiment, Job

Satisfaction, Organization Involvement



