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Abstract

Thispaperanalyzesfamilypoliciesintheconservativewelfarestatesand

comparesthemwiththoseinKorea,withspecificfociondefamilizationand

familizationpolicies.Thetimeframefortheanalysisisbetweenthe1990sandearly

2000s,theperiodidentifiedasthebeginningofanactiveresponsetowardthenew

socialriskintheconservativewelfarestates.Throughacomparativeanalysisin

familypoliciesbetweenconservativewelfarestatesandKorea,severalnoticeable

resultswerefound.First,contrarytogeneralexpectation,nosimilaritiesamong

conservativewelfarestateswerenotedintherealmofchildcarepolicy.Second,

althoughfamilypoliciesinconservativewelfarestateshavebeenchanging

continuouslyinthelasttenyears,noqualitativechangeswerefoundexceptin

France.Third,Koreanchildcarepolicymayseemtosharemajorcharacteristicswith

conservativewelfarestatesinrhetoric,buttheactualpolicydifferssubstantially

fromthoseintheconservativestates.
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Introduction

TheexpansionofwelfareinKoreabeganin1997aftertheeconomic

1ThispaperwassupportedbytheKoreaResearchFoundationGrantfundedbytheKorea
Government(2007NewScholarProgram,KRF2007-B00271).
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crisis.Socialinsurancesuchasnationalpensionandemploymentinsurance
boreauniversalright,andpublicassistancewasinstitutionalizedasa
socialright.Despitetheexpansion,welfareinpeople'slivesrarelyshowed
amarkedimprovement.Althoughcontroversial,itisevidentthatthis
phenomenonisrelatedtotheso-calledexpansionofnewsocialrisks.
Declineinbirthrateandincreasedinequalityandpovertyduetocare
crisisandlabormarketflexibilityarethenewsocialrisksfacedbycurrent
Koreansociety.
Thereisnoconsensusregardingthedefinitionofthenewsocialrisks.
Discussionstodatearemadeinregardtoachildcarepolicyrealmthat
includescaregivingwithinthehousehold(e.g.,children)andthelabor
marketparticipationofwomenwithchildren(Taylor-Gooby,2004).In
fact,women'sparticipationinthelabormarkethasbecomeanecessity
forKoreanfamilies'economicstability.Thisiswellmanifestedinthe
trendthatsinglemalebreadwinnerhouseholdsaremorelikelytofallinto
povertycomparedtodualbreadwinnerhouseholds,similartowestern
welfarestates.Nevertheless,theprovisionofbalancingworkandfamily
life(e.g.,socializationofchildcare)thatcanfacilitatefemaleparticipation
inthelabormarketisnotenough.Inaddition,regardlessofwomen's
labormarketparticipation,careresponsibilityisstillmainlyimposedon
women.Korea,whichexpandeditswelfarearoundsocialrisksbased
mainlyonmalebreadwinners,isnow expectedtorespondtothe
emergingnewsocialrisks.
Whatmightbeapossiblesolution?Manyconsiderthesocial
democraticcarepolicyasthealternativeformoffamilypolicy(Anttonen,
2006;Rauch,2007).However,underthecircumstancesoflabormarket
flexibilityandchangesinfamilies,measurestakenbyNorthernEuropean
welfarestatesmorethanthreedecadesagofailtoserveasanalternative.
Infact,thenewsocialrisks,withitsemphasisonbalancingworkand
familylife,hasalreadybecomeanoldsocialriskinthenorthern
Europeansocialdemocraticwelfarestates(Timonen,2004).Theliberal
measuresrepresentedbytheUnitedStatesarealsonotaviable
alternativesincethetypesandqualityofchildcaredifferbetweenfamilies
accordingtotheireconomicstatus.Thegoalofachildcarepolicydoes
notrelymerelyonsocializationofcarework.Thegoalshouldbeto
providesociallyacceptablecaretoeverychildregardlessofhisorher
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family'ssocioeconomicstatus.
Apossiblesolutioncanbesoughtintheconservativewelfarestates.
Characterizedbywomen'slow labormarketparticipationrateand
underdevelopmentofsocialservices,conservativewelfarestatesresemble
thenewsocialrisksfacedbytheKoreansociety.Inaddition,astrong
socialbeliefheld bytheKorean societythatimposeschildcare
responsibilitiesonfamilies(mainlywomen)servesasapotentgroundfor
discussingsimilaritiesinchildcarepolicybetweenKoreaandconservative
welfarestates.Furthermore,experiencesoftheconservativewelfarestates,
acknowledgingmarketinstabilityandattemptingtomitigatethemarket
failure(Esping-Andersen,1990),maycastmeaningfulimplicationsforthe
currentKoreanfamilypolicy(i.e.,childcarepolicy).
Withthesequestionsinmind,weintendtoanalyzefamilypoliciesin
theconservativewelfarestatesandcomparethosewithKorea,with
specificfociondefamilizationandfamilizationpolicies.Thetimeframe
fortheanalysisisbetweenthe1990sandearly2000s,theperiod
identifiedasthebeginningofanactiveresponsetowardthenewsocial
riskbytheconservativewelfarestates.First,aconceptualframeworkfor
theanalysiswillbeexamined,followedbytheresearchmethods.Findings
willbepresentedintwoparts:adescriptionofconservativewelfarestates
andKoreanchildcarepolicycharacteristics,andresultsfrom the
multidimentionalscalingandclusteranalysis.Thepaperwillconclude
withadiscussion.

MajorIssuesintheAnalyses

ADebateonCoreConcepts

Defamilization

ClausOffe(1972,citedinKnijn&Ostner,2002)wasamongthefirst
toconceptualizecommodificationanddecommodificationbasedon
Polany'sconcept.Offepointedoutthattheunequalpowerrelationship
betweenthelaborforceandcapitaltriggeredtheneedforstate-led
decommodification.Basedonthisconcept,Esping-Andersen(1990,p.37)
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defineddecommodificationas“thedegreetowhichindividualsorfamilies
canupholdasociallyacceptablestandardoflivingindependentlyof
marketparticipation.” Despite variouscritiques,the conceptof
decommodificationseemstobeausefultooltoexplainthepre-1980s
welfarestatecharacterizedbytheprevalenceofmalebreadwinner
householdsandthestabilityofmalestatusinthelabormarket.However,
incurrentconditionswherethemalebreadwinner'sstatusisbeing
threatened,skepticismarisesinitsabilitytoexplainandclassifywelfare
statesthatdonottakeintoaccounttherelationshipwithunpaidwork.
Thestabilityofthemalebreadwinnerinthelabormarketwasa
preconditionforthewelfarestatetoconcentrateitseffortsonthe
decommodificationofmalebreadwinners.Industrybasedonsemi-skilled
manufacturingguaranteedthestableemploymentandwageformale
breadwinners,andthedecommodificationofwomenwassecuredbymale
breadwinners(Knijin&Ostner,2002,p.148).However,theweakening
ofmalestatusasmainbreadwinnersresultingfrom labormarket
flexibilityandtheincreaseintheneedforfemalelabormarket
participationcalledforanunprecedentedroleofthewelfarestate.Itis
atthisverypointthattheconceptofdefamilizationemerged,which
linkedunpaidworkandtheroleofwelfarestates.
Esping-Andersen(1999)acknowledgedtheimportanceofunpaidwork
inhisclassificationandsuggesteddefamilizationasoneofthecriteriafor
welfarestateclassification.According to Esping-Andersen (1999),
defamilizationreferstothedegreetowhichhouseholds'welfareand
caringresponsibilitiesarerelaxed-eitherviawelfarestateprovision,orvia
marketprovision(p.51).Esping-Andersen'sdefinitionofdefamilization
discussesdefamilizationasapreconditionforaperson's(specifically
women's)decommodification.Thatis,becausewomenholdthetraditional
careresponsibilitieswithinthefamily,theseresponsibilitiesneedtobe
relievedinordertoincludewomenintheconceptofdecommodification.
Onlythencouldwomenbecommodifiedinthelabormarket,andthus
besubjectedtodecommodification.Esping-Andersen'sdiscussionof
defamilizationisexpectedtoplayaroleinincludingwomeninthe
discussionofwelfarestatesbasedondecommodification.Itisa
meaningfuladvancementthatEsping-Andersenincludedunpaidworkin
thewelfarestateanalysis.
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Hisexplanation ofdefamilization,however,includesamarked
limitation.Themajorcriticismliesintheargumentthathedoesnot
recognizedefamilizationanddecommodificationtoholdanequalstatus.
Esping-Andersendoesnotconsidertheindependentsocialvalueofunpaid
work(carework)inhisdiscussionofdefamilization.Inotherwords,he
islessconcernedabouttheprovisionofappropriatelevelofcareafter
defamilizationtothosefamilymembersinneed.2Thisiscontradictoryto
hisdiscussionofdecommodification.Whereasdecommodificationis
definedasassuringanappropriatelevelofincomedespitenopaidwork,
thedefinitionofdefamilizationdoesnotentailaprovisionofcareto
membersinneedwhencareisnotavailablebythetraditionalcare
provider.Significanceisonlyascribedtolesseningthecareresponsibilities
ofthetraditionalcareproviders.
Ifso,how shoulddefamilizationberedefinedasanindependent
concept?Ifweagreethatlikepaidwork,unpaidworkitselfholdsan
importantsocialvalue,defamilizationanddecommodificationneedtobe
understoodinaparallelframeworkratherthanfromastandpointof
defamilization supplementing decommodification.From theparallel
framework,defamilizationinthispapercanberedefinedasthedegree
towhichthesocietycanprovidefamilymemberswiththeappropriate
degreeofcareevenwhenin-familycareisunavailable.Wewillattempt
to redefinedefamilization through Esping-Andersen's(1990)true
decommodification.Iftruedecommodificationreferstoreceivingan
appropriatelevelofincomeattimesofnolabormarketparticipationdue
tocaretaking,education,orleisureactivities,truedefamilizationmay
consistofschemesthatpermitfamilymemberstoreceiveanappropriate
levelofcarewhileparentsarepursuingactivitiesotherthancaretaking,
suchasworking,receivingeducation,involvementinsocialactivitiesor
leisure3.Inaddition,justasdecommodificationincludesthepossibilityof

2Similarconcernsaremanifestedamongfeministscholars.LikeEsping-Andersen(1999),Lister
(2003)alsodefineddefamilizationasthedegreetowhichindividualadultscanupholda
sociallyacceptablestandardofliving,independentlyoffamilyrelations,eitherthroughpaid
workorthroughsocialsecurityprovisions.

3Basedonthisnotionofdecommodificationanddefamilization,commodificationand
familizationinthispapercanbedefinedasthefollowing:Commodificationreferstoparents'
sellingtheirlaborinthemarket,andfamilizationdenotesparentstakingcareoftheirchildren.
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familizationofone'slabor,atrueconceptofdefamilizationimpliesthe
possibilityofcommodificationofone'slabor.Whenappliedtothispaper,
defamilizationcanbeunderstoodinlinewithcommodification,and
decommodificationinlinewithfamilization.

WhyDefamilizationandFamilization?

WhycomparechildcarepolicybetweenKoreaandtheconservative
welfarestatesfocusingondefamilizationandfamilization?Theanswerto
thisquestioncanbefoundintheprocessofwelfarestaterestructuring.
Animpendingtaskofthetraditionalwelfarestateswasthesettlement
betweencapitalandlabor(Hobson,Lewis,andSiim,2002).Ontheother
hand,thecoretaskofwelfarestatesunderrestructuringisthenew
negotiationbetweenthetraditionalwelfarestatebasedonthemale
breadwinnerandwomen.Infact,unemploymentandpensionpayments
aredecreasing,butchildcarepolicy-relatedexpendituresarecontinuously
ontherise(Daly&Lewis,2000,citedinHobson,etal.,2002).Itwas
onthisgroundthatEsping-Andersen(1999)pointedtothefamilyasthe
coreofwelfarestaterestructuring.
Iffemalelabormarketparticipationisinevitableandpeople'swelfare
reliesonwomen'slabormarketparticipation,itisonlynaturalthat
welfarestateresponsibilitiesshouldexpandtoincludedefamilizationand
familizationaswellasdecommodificationandcommodification.Infact,
theprocessofcommodificationanddecommodificationofwomenemploys
aconjunctionofdefamilizationandfamilization,differentfromthatof
menwhoareregardedasexemptfromcareresponsibility.
Thisismoresobecausesocialriskssuchaschildpovertyareemerging
inassociationwithcaregiving(Taylor-Gooby,2004).LISdatashowsthat
thechildpovertyrelatedtocaregivingismoreevidentamongunskilled
femaleworkersinconservativewelfarestatesinwhichbalancingwork
andfamilylifeishardlyfeasible(Cantillon,etal.,2001,447,citedin
Taylor-Gooby,2006).Consideringthatthetasksrelatedtocaregiving
compriseoneofthemajorsocialrisksincurrentwelfarestates,itwould
beessentialtoanalyzechildcarepoliciesbetweenKoreaandthe
conservativewelfarestatesbasedondefamilizationandfamilization,both
ofwhichareatthecoreofchildcarepolicy.Thisanalysiswouldrender



Asian Women 2009 Vol.25 No.3  ❙  7

adiscussionofsimilaritiesanddissimilaritiesinchildcarepolicyinthese
countries.

TheReciprocalNatureoftheConcepts

Althoughfamilizationanddefamilizationarethemainfociofthis
paper,anintegrativediscussionofthefollowingconceptsiscritical:
familization,defamilization,commodification,anddecommodification.As
previouslymentioned,familizationanddefamilizationpolicieshavedirect
andinterdependentrelationshipwiththoseofcommodificationand
decommodification. For example, childcare policy, a form of
defamilization policy,servesasamajorprecondition forfemale
commodificationanddecommodification(Rauch,2007),andparental
leave,arepresentativefamilizationpolicy,assumesdecommodificationof
thecommodifiedparents'labor.

Figure1.Anintegratedunderstandingofdefamilization,familization,
decommodification,andcommodification
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Althoughlimitationsexistinschematicdiagramming,Figure1
describesa basic integrated understanding ofdecommodification,
commodification,defamilization,andfamilization.Thestartingpointis
defamilization.Defamilizationofcareworkisrenderedthroughchildcare
policy.AccordingtoEsping-Andersen,defamilizationisapreconditionfor
decommodification. Defamilization, however, does not guarantee
commodification.Policiesbasedondefamilizationaregearedtoward
decreasingtheamountofcaretakinginthefamily,butdonotnecessarily
interveneinregardtowhatcareproviderswilldoafterdefamilization.
Defamilizationcantakecaretakerstoanoncommodificationstateby
socializingaportionofcaretakingresponsibilitiesinthefamily.
Evenifpersonsbecomecommodifiedbyhavingthecaretakingpressure
relievedathroughdefamilizationpolicysuchaschildcare,thisdoesnot
ensure decommodification. Commodified persons can either be
decommodifiedorcanbeexcludedfromdecommodification.Inparticular,
whenweconsiderthefactthatwelfarestates'responsetowardsocialrisk
inthelabormarketisinstitutionalizedcenteringaroundregularworkers,
itisquitepossiblethatapersoncommodifiedthroughaflexiblelabor
marketwouldbeexcludedfromdecommodification.Infact,76.7percent
and76.1percentofKoreanirregular(temporary,part-time,etc.)workers
in20074wereleftoutofemploymentinsuranceandnationalpension,
respectively(KoreaLabourandSociety,2007).Furthermore,therateof
irregularworkersamongwomenishigherthanthatofmen,therefore,
thoseexcludedfromdecommodificationmaywellmostlybewomen.
Evenifpersonsaredecommodified,thistoodoesnotensure
familization.Therelationshipbetweendecommodificationandfamilization
isdifferentaccordingtogender.Parentalandmaternityleaveinvolve
decommodifyinglaborandfamilizingitforacertainperiodoftimeand
thesearecloselyrelatedtothefamilizationofwomen.Inreality,thisis
noteasilyapplicabletomenbecauseinwelfarestates,mostmendonot
choosedecommodificationforfamilization.Thesegenderdifferencesare
evidentinBelgium.Amongthosewhotakethe“careerbreak”in
Belgium,menutilizethebreakforeducation,jobtraining,orearly

42007figuresarebasedonMarchdata.



Asian Women 2009 Vol.25 No.3  ❙  9

retirement,whereaswomenuseitmainlyforchildrearing(Devisscher,
2004). In other words, women become familized through
decommodificationwhereasmen,eveniftheybecomedecommodified,are
likelytoremainnon-familized.Evenwiththosemenwhochoose
decommodificationforfamilization,itisunclearwhethertheytakethe
careresponsibilitywithinthefamily.Accordingtoaninformalsourceof
information,manymeninKoreawhotookparentalleavewereinvolved
inactivitiesotherthanchildcare.
Finally,workersfamilizedduringacertainperiodoftimethroughthe
decommodificationpolicybecomedefamilizedthroughthechildcare
policy,and aregiven opportunitiesto re-entercommodification.
Defamilization,commodification,decommodification,andfamilizationare
closelyinterconnected;however,onedoesnotguaranteeanother.Itis
basedonthisnotionthatwepredicttheprocessoffamilizationand
defamilizationinKoreawouldbedissimilartothoseinconservative
welfarestates.
France,Belgium,Austria,andGermanyaregenerallycategorizedas
typicalconservativewelfarestates5.Conservativewelfarestatesshare
attributessuchasasocialinsurancesystembasedonlabormarketstatus,
horizontalequity,theprincipleofsubsidiarity,andstrongfamilism(Daly,
2001;Morel,2007).However,thereisnosingleagreeddefinitionofthe
conservativewelfaremodel.ScruggsandAllen(2006),whoreconstructed
Esping-Andersen'sdecommodificationindex,maintainedthatthethree
welfareregimesdonotexist.Pointingouttheinconsistenciesfoundin
sevenoutofeighteencountries,Daly(2000)alsoquestionedthe
legitimacyofthewelfareregimeclassificationbyEsping-Andersen.
Particularlyintherealmofchildcarepolicy,thefocalpointofthisstudy,
theclaimofuniversalcharacteristicsamongconservativewelfarestatesis
controversial.Although Esping-Andersen (1990)identified France,
Germany,andAustria'sconservativewelfaresystemsastheprototypeof
familism,theargumentofsimilarityamongconservativewelfarestates
doesnotseemsolucid.

5Haas(2003)categorizedtheNetherlandsasamarket-orientedcaremodelalongwith
EnglandandIreland.However,theNetherlandssharescommongroundwithfamilypolicies
inotherconservativewelfarestatesinthatitconsiderswomenasthemainchildcareprovider.
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Haas(2003)categorizedmostEuropeancountries(withtheexception
oftheNetherlands)asthefamily-centeredcaremodel.Esping-Andersen
(1990)identifiedthelow levelofsocialservicesasapropertyof
family-centeredconservativewelfarestates.Theseargumentsimplythat
childcarepoliciesinconservativewelfarestatesemphasizewithin-family
careresponsibilities.ComparedtootherEuropeancountries,therefore,we
mayarguethatchildcarepoliciesintheconservativestatesaredirected
atfamilizationratherthandefamilization.
Thisargument,however,isweaktoexplainthesimilarityamong
conservativewelfarestates,becausetherateofchildcareinBelgiumand
Franceisconsiderablyhighercomparedtoothercountries(Morel,2007).
In2003,therateofchildcareforchildrenbetweenzeroandtwoyears
ofageinBelgiumandFrancewasslightlylowerthaninSwedenand
Denmark,buthigherthanthatofFinlandandNorway(Blome&Muller,
2007).Inaddition,BelgiumandFrancehaveahigherchildcareratefor
childrenbetweenthreeandsixcomparedtofourNorthernEuropean
countries,althoughthedifferenceisnotprominent.Intermsof
defamilizationofchildcare,FranceandBelgiumsharemoresimilarities
withnorthernEuropeancountriesthanwithotherconservativewelfare
states.
Theutmostdifferenceinthedegreeofdefamilizationinchildcarelies
inthecountries'perspectiveonwomenandcarework.Inthe
Netherlands,childcareresponsibilityliessolelywithmothersandno
officialstatesupportexists(Anttonen,2006).InGermanyandAustria,
mostoftheresponsibilityforchildrearingislaidonthefamily(mostly
mothers),althoughthestatesupportstheinformalcaregivenbythe
family.ChildcareresponsibilityinBelgium andFrance,ontheother
hand,isimposedonboththestateandthefamily(Morel,2007;
Taylor-Gooby,2004).Thedifferencegapwidensoncethesocial
entitlementofwomenisconsidered.Thesocialentitlementofwomenis
basedontheirstatusasfamilycaregiversinGermany,Austria,andthe
Netherlands(untilrecently),whereasinBelgiumandFranceitisbased
onbothfamilycaregiversandworkers(Morgan& Zippel,2003;
Sainsbury,1999;Taylor-Gooby,2004).Thereasonforsuchgapcanbe
tracedtouniquehistoricalexperiencesofeachcountry.Forinstance,a
relativelydelayed industrialrevolution in Franceleading to the
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significanceofthefamilyfarmplayedaroleinsustainingwomenas
workers(Morgan,2002).BeforetheSecondWorldWarwomenwere
consideredpaidworkersinfamilyenterprisesandagriculture(Lewis,
1993).Women'sstatusasagriculturalworkerscreatedafavorable
foundationfordefamilizationpoliciestoexpandinFrancerelativeto
othercountries.Theconcurrentexpansionofbothdefamilizationand
familizationpoliciesinFranceandBelgium wasgroundedinthe
recognitionthatchildcareresponsibilitiesshouldbesharedbetweenthe
stateandfamily.
Religionisalsooneoftheimportantfactorsinexplainingthe
differencesastheattributesoffamilypolicyarecloselyinterrelatedwith
thedegreeofreligion'spoliticalpower.StateswithstrongCatholic
politicalpowerthatsupportstraditionalfamiliesaremorelikelytobase
theirwomen'ssocialentitlementonmotherhood.InmuchofEurope,
Christiandemocraticpartiespredicatedwelfarestatesontheprincipleof
subsidiarityandaimedtopreservethepatriarchalfamily(Morgan,2002,
p.274).Forexample,althoughthereligiouspartyinGermanyand
Austriahadcontributedtotheadvancementofsocialrights,itdidnot
expandtoincludethesocialresponsibilityofchildrearing.Ontheother
hand,inFrance,thesecularpoliticalpowertooktheleadershipafteran
intensecompetitionbetweenthereligiousandthesecularpoliticalpower,
andtheroleofreligioninwelfareexpansionwasverylimited(Morgan,
2002).WelfareexpansioninFrancewasrelativelyuntiedtotheprinciple
ofsubsidiarityandthereforeresultedinamoreactiveroleofthestate
regardingchildcare.
InAustriaandGermany,wherethestrongpoliticalpowerofCatholics
promotedtraditionalfamilies,familizationpolicythatsupportsin-family
carebecamethebasicprincipleofchildcarepolicies.Ontheotherhand,
Belgium andFrancewererelativelyfreefrom religiousinfluenceand
thereforedevelopmentofadefamilizationpolicythatreinforceddirect
responsibilitiesofthestatewaspresumablypossible.Basedonthis
discussion,wemayconcludethatfamilypoliciesinAustriaandGermany
(specifically,childcarepolicies)werebasedonfamilizationwhereasFrance
andBelgiumaimedatbothfamilizationanddefamilization.Thismay
explainthedeferredcommodificationanddecommodificationofwomenin
AustriaandGermany.Incontrast,FranceandBelgiummaintaineda
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relativelyhigherlevelofdefamilizationpolicythatincreased the
possibilityofwomen'scommodificationanddecommodification.Itis
thereforedifficulttoconformtoEsping-Andersenandothers'suggestion
thatchildcarepoliciesinconservativestatessharesimilaritiesbasedonthe
family-centeredmodel.
Referringtotheaboveargument,childcarepoliciesinKoreaseemto
begroundedinfamilization.TraditionalConfucianism thatpromote
genderdivisionoflaborstillremainingadominantsocialideology,
imposingcareresponsibilitiesonwomen,andalowpublicchildcarerate
areallsignsoffamilization-basedpolicies.Inreality,however,neither
familizationnordefamilizationisreceivingadequateamountofsupport
from thestate.SimilartotheNetherlandsbeforethe1990s,Korea
emphasizesfamilyresponsibilitiesforchildcarebutdoesnotappropriately
subsidizeeitherdefamilizationorfamilizationinregardtochildcare.

Methods

Data

Acomparativeanalysisoffamilypoliciesamongdifferentcountriesis
anarduousone(Davaki,2003;Bruning&Plantenga,1999).Gauthier
(1993,ascitedinDavaki,2003)pointedoutfourdeficienciesin
comparabilityinfamilypoliciesbetweenstates.Thefirstchallengeisthat
nocomparabledataexistonmanycashandin-kindbenefitsamongthe
countries.Second,thetake-upratesofbenefitsandtheircoverageare
missing;andthird,incountrieswithprogramswithinbothcentraland
localgovernmentspheres,thedatafrom localgovernmentsare
unavailable.Thelastchallengehastodowiththefactthatbenefitsfrom
thepublicsectormaynotbesufficientwhenanalyzingfamilywelfare,
requiringtheneedtotakeprivatesourcesintoaccount.Furthermore,it
isdifficulttofindreliabledatathatrendersfamilypolicycomparability
atdifferenttimepoints.Thesesystematicdeficienciesposesomelimitsto
thedataneededforthisanalysis.Inordertominimizethelimitations,
thestudyusedthemostrecentdatapublishedbythesourcecountryto
maximizereliabilitywithingivenlimitations.Thedatausedforthestudy
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includedOECDSocialExpenditureData(OECD,2007)andStatisticsfor
ChildcareinKorea(MinistryforHealthWelfareandFamilyAffairs
[MHWFA],2008).Secondarydatafrom publishedarticles(Blome&
Muller,2007;Hofcker,2003)werealsoemployedforanalyses.

Variables

Defamilization:Three variableswere included asindicatorsof
defamilization.TheexpenditureonchildcareasapercentageofGDPwas
usedtorepresentastate'sactuallevelofsupportfordefamilization.Two
otherindicatorsarechildcarerateforchildrenbetweenzerototwoand
childcarerateforpreschoolersagedthreeandsix.Figuresfromboth
publicchildcareandpubliclyfundedchildcarewereincluded.The
childcareratesthatmatchedtheexactyearsof1993,1998,and2003
forchildrenbetweenthreeandsixyearsofagewerenotavailable;
therefore,theaverageratethatencompassedthoseyears,i.e.,therate
between1990-1993,1997-2000,and2001-2004,wereused.
Familization:Threevariableswereusedtoindicatefamilization:the
maximumdurationofparentalandmaternityleave,expenditureasa
percentageofGDP andfamilyallowance,andexpenditureasa
percentageofGDPalone.Thedurationofparentalandmaternityleave
werecombined toform asingleindicator6.Forpaymentlevel,
expenditureonmaternityandparentalleaveasapercentageofGDPwas
usedinsteadofincomereplacementrateofmaternityandparentalleave
inordertoensurecomparabilityofcoverageandpayment.Forexample,
inSweden,maternityandparentalleavecovernearlyallparents.Inthe
Netherlands,ontheotherhand,onehastowork20hoursperweekfor
oneyearforasingleemployerinordertoqualifyforparentalleave
(OECD,2006).Therefore,approximately75percentofwomenand30
percentofmendonotmeettherequirement.Furthermore,means-tested
benefitsaredifficulttocomparewithnon-means-testedbenefits.Dueto

6Ofthesixcountries,Koreahasa45daysoverlapbetweenmaternityandparentalleave.
Insuchcase,theoverlappingdaysweresubtractedfromthetotaldaysofleave.Until2008,
thelengthofparentalleaveinKoreawasuptooneyearafterchildbirth,whichleadsto
about45daysofoverlap.
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thesecomplications,expenditureaspercentageofGDPofparentaland
maternityleavewasusedinplaceofincomereplacementrate.Last,
familyallowancewasincludedasanindicatoroffamilizationbasedonthe
assumptionthatcashcouldcreateconditionsforwithin-familychildcare.

Analysis

Inordertocomparechangesinfamilypolicyinconservativewelfare
statesandKorea,clusteranalysisandmultidimensionalscalingwere
employedusingSPSS17.0.Fortheclusteranalysis,hierarchicalclustering
techniquewasutilizedandaveragelinkagemethodbetweengroupswas
employedforclustering.Clusteranalysiswasselectedbasedonthe
expectationthatfamilypolicycharacteristicswilldifferbetweencountries
andbetweendifferenttimeperiods.Forexample,evenifacountry
experiencedchangesovertimeinfamilypolicy,clusteranalysisenables
ustoconcludethechangesasstatisticallymeaningful.
Multidimensionalscaling(MDS)isgenerallyusedforcross-sectional
analysisbetweencountries.However,thisstudyintendstoexaminethe
changeinthedirectionoffamilypolicyamongdifferenttimeperiodsin
agivencountry.Forexample,connectingdatapointsin1993,1998,and
2003onatwo-dimensionalsurfacewillrenderananalysisoffamily
policytrendsinthecountryofinterest.Similaritiesofcasesincluster
analysisandmultidimensionalscalingweredonethroughEuclidean
distanceandallvalueswerestandardizedusingzscore.

   (1)

  


 
 

(2)

TheEuclideandistancebetweentwopointsxiandyiisexpressedas
Equation1,wherexi(oryi)isthecoordinateofx(ory)indimension.
ThetestofreliabilityandvalidityforMDSwasdonethroughKruskal's
stress.Kruskal'sstressunder0.1isexcellentandstressover0.15is
unacceptable(Schiffman,Reynolds&Young,1981).Stressbetween0.1
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and0.15isconsideredanacceptablelevel.Kruskal'sstressiscalculated
accordingtoEquation2.

Results

CharacteristicsinFamilyPolicyamongConservativeWelfare
StatesandKorea

DefamilizationPolicy(SocializationofChildcarePolicy)

AccordingtoTable1,Francehasthehighestrate(56.4percent)of
childcareforchildrenbetweenagesofzeroandtwo,followedby
Belgium.Germany and Austriahavethelowestrate,and the
NetherlandsandKoreaareplacedinbetween.Thechildcareratefor
childrenbetweenthreeandsixyearsindicatesthatmostconservative
countriesutilizethecare.Sincethedifferencesinchildcarerateare
minimalforchildrenthreeandup,thefollowingdiscussionwillcenter
aroundtheyoungergroup.

Table1.Defamilization:1993,1998,2003

Rateofchildcare
(0-2yrs.)①

Rateofchildcare
(3-6yrs.)②

ExpenditureonChildcare
aspercentageofGDP④

1993 1998 20031990-931997-002001/041993 1998 2003

The
Netherlands 2.0 7.5 35.0 71 98 95 0.34 0.71 0.89

Germany 2.1 2.8 8.6 78 78 90 0.42 0.40 0.40

Belgium 25.0 30.0 54.7 95 97 97 0.09 0.60 0.78

Austria 2.6 4.0 8.9 75 68 80 0.43 0.48 0.53

France 20.0 43.0 56.4 99 99 99 0.71 1.25 1.18

Korea③ NA 9.4 22.1 NA 28.2 44.5 0.03 0.05 0.09

Source:① EuropeandataarefromTable9inBlome&Mller(2007).
② FromTable5inHofcker(2003).
③ MinistryforHealthWelfareandFamilyAffairs(2008).
④ OECD(2007).SocialExpenditureDatabase.

ThechildcareratesinFranceandBelgium,whichindicatethelevelof
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defamilization,arecomparabletotheNordicwelfarestates.Aclose
examination,however,revealsdistinctivefeaturesfromthatofNordic
welfarestates.UnlikeNordicwelfarestates,thesocialentitlementof
womeninFranceandBelgiumisbasedonboththeirstatusasafamily
caregiverandaworker(Morel,2007).Atthesametime,theyare
promotingdefamilizationthroughexpandingchildcareprograms.This
policymayseemcontradictory,butcoexistenceofdisparateprinciplesis
notunseeninFrenchhistory,andfamilypolicyisnotanexception.In
fact,duringtheformativeyearsofwelfarestatesaftertheSecondWorld
War,FrancetookinboththeBismarckiancorporatismandtheBeveridge
principleofuniversalrights(Palier&Bonoli,1995,ascitedinKim,Ahn,
Chung,&Hong,2006,p.275-276).Suchexperienceiswellappliedto
childcarepolicies,andisjustifiedonthegroundthatitgivesparentsthe
righttochoosewhatworksbestfortheirfamilyregardingchildcare
(Sabatineli,2006).Afterthe1980s,however,thetrendinchildcarepolicy
shiftedtoincludeindividualcaresystemssuchasdirectcarebychildren's
ownparentsratherthanreinforcingpublicchildcarefacilities.The
governmentexpenditureondaycareservicesbetween1994and2001
decreasedfrom 16percentto8percent,whereastheassistanceto
individualformsofcare7increasedfrom 78to84percent(Leprince,
2003,ascitedinMorel,2007).Thisshiftledtoclassificationofchildcare
preferencesamongdifferentgroups:thelowincomegroupspreferred
childcareallowance,themiddleclassdaycareprograms,andtheupper
classindividualcareoftheirchildren(Morel,2007).Thistrendisalso
manifestedinBelgium,whichimpliesthatexpansioninchildcarefacilities
andassistanceforvariouschildcaresystemsarenotnecessarilymutually
exclusive.
ThelowrateofchildcareinGermanyandAustriashowspropertiesof
atypicalconservativefamily-centeredfamilypolicy(Daly,2001).Thelow
levelofdefamilizationinGermany,inparticular,maybeassociatedwith
historicalstrategiesoftheGermanwomen'smovement.Duringthe
periodofwelfarestaterestructuring,Germanfeministssoughtfor
caregiver-parity,andchosechildcareallowanceandlongermaternityleave

7VariouskindsofchildcashbenefitprogramsmergedtoPAJE(Prestationd'AccueilduJeune
Enfant)in2004(Morel,2007).
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overdefamilizationofchildcare(Sainsbury,1999).Infact,from the
beginning(1970s)theGermanwomen'smovementdidnotconsider
childcareasamainissue,andasaresulttheissuefadedawayinthelater
movement(Naumann,2006).Similarly,societalinterestinpublic
childcareprogramswaslowinAustria(Morgan&Zippel,2003),and
womenwereconsideredasthemaincaretakers(Stell&Duncan,2001).
Comparedtothefourcountriesdiscussedabove,thechangesinthe
Netherlandsaredramatic.In1993,thechildcarerateforthezerototwo
agebracketwasthelowestamongconservativewelfarestates.By2003,
however,theratehadincreasedby33.0percent.Thischangeis
unforeseeninacountrydominatedbythenotionthatChildcarefacilities
contradictthemeaningofahappyfamilylifeanddenythespecifically
femaletalentsofraisingchildren(Bussemarker&Kerbergen,1994,p.
23).AuniquetraitheldbytheNetherlandsamidstthisexpansionof
defamilization isthedecreased roleofthestateand increased
responsibilityofparentsandemployers(Knijn&Ostner,2002).
Korea sharessimilarpropertiesofconservative welfare states,
characterizedbyunderdevelopedsocialservicesandwomen'slowlabor
marketparticipation.Whatisnoticeable,however,isthatKoreaseems
tobeundergoingmanychangessimilartotheNetherlands.Thechildcare
budgetinKoreahasrecentlyincreasedsixtimesduringsixyears
(2002-2008)(MHWFA,2008).In2003,thechildcarerateforchildren
betweenzeroandtwowashigherthanthatofGermanyandAustria.
In2003,Franceshowedthehighestrateofexpenditureonchildcare
asapercentageofGDP,followedbytheNetherlandsandBelgium.
Koreahadthelowestrate,andAustriaandGermanywereplacedin
between.Intriguingly,theexpenditurerateofBelgium,acountrywith
areputationforstrongpublicsupportofchildcare,islowerthanthatof
theNetherlands.TheexpenditureinKoreaamountstoonly20percent
ofthatinGermany,whichshowedthelowestrateamongconservative
states.

FamilizationPolicy

AccordingtoTable2,Francehasthelargestnumberofweeksof
maternityandparentalleave(172weeks),followedbyAustria,Germany,
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theNetherlands,andBelgium.Koreamarked59weeks,whichislonger
thanthatintheNetherlandsandBelgium.Thematernityandparental
leaveexpenditureasapercentageofGDPinBelgium,Germany,France,
andAustriaisabout0.2percentto0.3percent.TheexpenditureasGDP
percentagewasreportedaszerofortheNetherlandssinceithas
institutionalizedtheunpaidleave.Ontheotherhand,Koreashowed
0.006percentdespitetheflatratepaymentintheyear2003.

Table2.Familization:1993,1998,2003

MaternalandParentalLeave
(Duration,week)

Expenditureon
Maternityand
ParentalLeaveas
PercentageofGDP

Expenditureon
FamilyAllowanceas
PercentageofGDP

1993 1998 2003 1993 1998 2003 1993 1998 2003

The
Netherlands

42
(16+26)

40
(16+24) 40 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.8 0.7

Germany 104
(14+90) 104 118

(14+104) 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.8 0.7 0.8

Belgium 14
(14+0)

15
(15+0)

27
(15+12) 0.2 0.2 0.2 2.0 1.8 1.5

Austria① 146
(16+130) 120 120 0.7 0.4 0.3 1.8 1.7 2.2

France 120
(16+104)

172
(16+156) 172 0.3 0.3 0.3 1.2 1.2 1.1

Korea 56.4
(8.6+47.8)

56.4
(8.6+47.8)

58.6
(12.9+45.7)0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Source:Blome&Muller(2007);FromTable5inHofcker(2003);OECD(2007).
SocialExpenditureDatabase.① Beginningfrom 1994,theduration
decreasedfrom30monthsto24months.

Thefollowingisadiscussionofcharacteristicsregardingtheprogram
ineachcountry.Contrarytoothercountries,parentalleaveinthe
Netherlandswasdesignedtoredistributepaidandunpaidworkaswell
astoenablewomen'sreturntothelabormarket(Bruning&Plantenga,
1999).Itwasdesignedtoshareresponsibilitiesofcareworkbetween
motherandfather,andtoensurebothfamilizationandcommodification.
Thiscanbeseenthroughthefactthattheuseofparentalleavewasonly
recentlypossibleinpart-timework8.TheinstitutionalpropertyofDutch
parentalleaveconfirmsthatalthoughparents'caretakingiswidely
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supported,themainresponsibilitylieswiththeparents.Thissuggests
thatfamilizationofparents'laborisofindividualchoice,andthestate
isnotresponsiblefortheirchoices.Thisiscontradictorytothestate's
activesupportofchildcareprograms,whichleadstodefamilizationof
parents'labor(Knijn&Ostner,2002).Thatis,asidefromsocialrhetoric
onchildcare,parents'labormarketparticipationintheNetherlandsis
givenpriorityoverchildcarewithinthefamilyduetosocioeconomic
needs.
PaternalleaveinFranceistheveryexamplethatshowsanambiguous
assumptiononthegenderissue(Faganai,1999).Theparentalleave,CPE,
wasinstitutionalizedin1977aspartofanemploymentpolicy;itisan
unpaidleaveandpaysachildrearingallowance(APE)untilthechild
reaches36monthsoldforthosewhoqualify(notparticipatinginthe
labormarket).However,APEthatfunctionedasreducingthelaborforce
wentthroughreformin2001toallowworkingforthefirsttwomonths
inordertoassistwomen'semployment(Palier&Madnid,2004).In
2006,theprogramprovidedashortleaveperiodaswellashighpayment
asanefforttomotivatewomen'srapidreturntothelabormarket
(Leitner,2006).From itsintroductionin1985basedonwomen's
familization,APEshiftedtoimplementingmeans-testedpaymentand
promotingwomen'sreturntolabormarketinthe2000s,whichimplies
similarcharacteristicsofaliberalsocialsecuritysystemthatreinforces
workincentive(Palier&Madnid,2004).
Belgium sharessimilarcharacteristicswithFrance,whichdeveloped
contradictingpolicies(Marques-Pereira&Paye,2003).Theparentalleave
inBelgium,however,isdistinctnotonlyfromFrancebuttherestofthe
conservativewelfarestates.Careerbreak,anotherformofparentalleave,
canbeusedforre-trainingandleisureinadditiontochildcare9

(Devisscher,2004).Aformalpurposeoftheleavepolicywasjobrotation
(Marques-Pereira&Paye,2003).Until2001,workerssubstitutingfor
thosetakingparentalleavewerelimitedtotheunemployed(Leitner,

8Currently,afull13weekscanbeusedasaparentalleaveandin2000,allworkerswere
giventherighttotheleave(KnijnandOstner,2002).

9Therewasareformin2002thatreplacedtheexistingsystemwiththetimecreditscheme
(Devisscher,2004).
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2006).Thegoalofcareerbreakisawayofrespondingtoeconomiccrisis
ratherthantofamilizechildcare(Morel,2007).
WhilethemajorpurposeofleavepolicyintheNetherlands,Belgium,
andFranceiscloselyrelatedtolabormarketpolicy,policiesinGermany
andAustriaemphasizereinforcingwomen'sfamilizationofchildcare.
However, the two countries have distinctive characteristics.
Erziehungsurlaub,theparentalleaveinGermany,wasintroducedin1986
bytheconservativeChristianDemocraticPartyandtheLiberalPartyas
ameanstostembackchildcareprogramexpansions(Scheiwe,2000).
Erziehungsgeld(parentalleavebenefits)wasnotdesignedtosustainthe
worker'swagebuttorecognizecaretakingwithin thehousehold
(Pettinger,1999).Butthroughthereforminparentalleave,thisshifted
towardfamilizationbasedoncommodificationofparents.In2000,the
righttoworkpart-timeduringparentalleavewasinstitutionalizedto
assuremother'semployment(Leitner,2006).Thereformin2007shifted
thepurposeofbenefitsfrommeans-testedcompensationofcareworkto
income-relatedbenefitsdesignedtosustainone'swageduringtheleave.
Withthesereformsthepropertiesofparentalleavechangedfrom
supportingthetraditionalfamilyroletosupportingbothfamilizationand
decommodification.Onthecontrary,theparentalleavesysteminAustria
reinforcesthefamilycaresystem.Thereform in2002expandedits
eligibilityfrom thosewithprioremploymentstatustoallparents,
weakeningtheassociationwithparents'labormarketstatus(Leitner,
2006).
ParentalleaveinKoreawasinstitutionalizedin1987withthe
enactmentoftheEqualGenderTreatmentAct.However,thereal
impetusbehindthepolicywastosupplementthedecreasedlaborforce
ofcheapunmarriedfemaleworkerswithmarriedfemaleworkers(Kim,
1991).EligibilityforparentalleaveinKoreaislimitedtothosecovered
underemploymentinsurance,whichdoesnotpresupposewithdrawal
fromthelabormarket.Inaddition,itdoesnotshareasimilargoalwith
Belgium ofjobrotation,anddoesnotindicatestrongmotivationto
reinforcefamilizationasshowninAustria.Theprogramitselfexhibitsa
typical form of decommodification and familization based on
commodificationofparents.However,parentalandmaternityleave
expenditureaspercentageofGDPinKoreais0.006percent;itcovers
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averylimitedgroupofpeopleandthelevelofpaymentisalsoverylow
(18percentofaveragewage).Amongthosewhogavebirthin2003
(basedonnumberofbirths)only6.5percentand1.4percentused
maternityleaveandparentalleave,respectively.
Familyallowanceascashbenefitscouldincreasefamilizationofparents'
labor.Austria'sfamilyallowanceexpenditureaspercentageofGDPisthe
highest(2.2percent)amongcountriesincludedintheanalysis.Korea
currentlyhasnoinstitutionalizedfamilyallowance.Itisnoticeablethat
theexpenditurelevelshavedecreasedinallcomparingcountriesexcept
forAustria.InthecasesoftheNetherlandsandBelgium,theexpenditure
decreasedby36.4percentand25.0percent,respectively,inthepastten
years.Thesefiguresreflectthatpoliciesinconservativewelfarecountries
areshiftingtowardsupportingdefamilization.Onthecontrary,Austria
exhibitsreinforcedtraditionalfamilyrolesevenafter2000(Leitner,2006)
whichmayberelatedtoanincreaseinfamilyallowance.

TheChangesinConservativeWelfareCountriesandKorean
FamilyPolicy

Theclustercoefficientof3.0wasutilizedfortheclusteranalysis.
AccordingtoFigure2,tencasesfrom Francein1993,Belgium,
Germany and the Netherlands create one cluster (cluster
coefficient=2.952).ThreecasesfromAustria(clustercoefficient=2.068),
twocasesfromFrance(1998,2003,clustercoefficient=0.771)andKorea
(clustercoefficient=1.062)formedotherseparateclusters.
DetailedexaminationoftheresultindicatesthatFrancebecamean
independentclusterafter1998,whereasBelgium,theNetherlands,
Germany,andFrancestillcomprisedaclusterin1993.Themainreason
forFrance'slocationinaseparateclusterfromBelgiumin1998and
2003maybetracedtotherapidincreaseinchildcarerate(zerototwo
agebracket)andchildcareexpenditureafter1998.Duringtheanalysis
period,Austriaformedaclusterofitsowndifferentfrom other
conservativestates.OfnoteisthatGermanyandAustria,whicharesaid
tosharecommoncharacteristicsingeneral,fellindifferentclusters.This
distinctionmayresultfromtheAustriangovernment'sstrongersupport
offamilizationpolicy.
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Inthepastdecade,theNetherlandsshowedamarkedimprovementin
thedefamilizationindex,takingtheleadfromGermanyandAustriain
allthreedefamilizationindicesintheearly2000s.In2003,itledall
conservativecountries,withtheexceptionofFrance,inchildcare
expenditure.Thesechanges,however,arenotenoughtoplacethe
country'schildcarepolicyinaclusterindependentfrom neighboring
conservativewelfarestates.Koreasharessimilarcharacteristicswith
conservativewelfarestatesinitssocioeconomicconditionandvalues;
however,withthelow levelofpolicyindexinfamilizationand
defamilization,itwasplacedinadifferentcluster.Thisshowsthatshared
socialvaluesandcircumstancesdonotnecessarilyresultinshared
characteristicsinpolicy.

CASE

Label Num

Germany93 4

Germany98 5

Germany03 6

France93 13

NET93 1

NET98 2

NET03 3

Belglum98 8

Belglum03 9

Belglum93 7

Austrla98 11

Austrla03 12

Austrla93 10

France98 14

France03 15

Korea98 16

Korea03 17

Dendrogram usingAverageLinkage(BetweenGroups)

ResacledDistanceClusterCombine

0 5 10 15 20 25

2.240

2.491

2.952

3.191

3.834

4.358

2.117

Figure2.Resultfromclusteranalysis:ConservativewelfarestatesandKorea

Figure3showsresultsfrom multidimensionalscalingandcluster
analysis.TheKruskal'sstressfrommultidimensionalscalingwas0.13372,
indicatinganacceptableleveloffit,anditexplained91.37percentofthe
variance(R

2
=91.370).Theaxesinmultidimensionalscalingcanbeset
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variably,andthisstudysettwoaxes:defamilizationandfamilization.The
topleftaxisreferstothesupportlevelfordefamilizationpolicy,andthe
lowerleftaxisindicatesthefamilizationpolicy.Movingtowardthetop
leftindicatesahighersupportfordefamilization,andtothebottomleft
directionindicatessupportforfamilization.
Anexaminationoffamilypolicychangesbasedonmultidimensional
scalingandclusteranalysisresultssuggeststhatallcountriesslightly
shiftedtowarddefamilizationaftertheyear1998.Supportformost
familizationprogramsisstagnatingordecreasingwhilethereisan
increaseinchildcarerateandtheexpenditureonchildcare,bothofwhich
aredefamilizationindicators.InAustria,familizationsupportdecreased
between1993and1998,butbegantoincreasebetween1998and2003.
Inthelargerpicture,exceptforFrance,therearenoevidentqualitative
changesinfamilypolicyinconservativestatesnorinKorea.Thisis
supportedbythefactthatmostcountriesincludedinthestudystayed
inthecorrespondingclusterinthepasttenyears.Inthecomparative
analysisbetweenconservativewelfarestates,Leitner(2006)maintained
thatpriorsimilaritiesbetweenGermanyandAustria,andFranceand
BelgiumareshiftingtowardcommontraitssharedbetweenAustriaand
Belgium,andGermanyandFrance.Ananalysisoffamilypolicybased
ondefamilizationandfamilization,however,yieldsnosuchtrendduring
theperiodupto2003.
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Figure3.Resultsfrommultidimensionalscaling:Conservativewelfarestatesand
Korea

Conclusion

Throughacomparativeanalysisinfamilypoliciesbetweenconservative
welfarestatesandKorea,severalnoticeableresultswerefound.First,
contrarytogeneralexpectation,therewerenocommonsimilarities
amongconservativewelfarestatesintherealmoffamilypolicies.Itis
notablethatFranceandBelgiumseparatedintodifferentclusters,aswell
asdidAustriaandGermany,whohavebeenconsideredtosharesimilar
characteristics.Thesefindingsexplicatethatconservatismmaynotbea
pertinentconcepttocategorizeconservativestates,atleastnotinthe
realmofchildcarepolicy.
Second,althoughchildcarepoliciesinconservativewelfarestateshave
beenchangingcontinuouslyinthelasttenyears,qualitativechangeswere
notfoundexceptforFrance.However,findingshintedatthecountries'
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effortstoreinforcedefamilizationafterthe1990s.Infact,evenGermany,
whichemphasizesfamilyresponsibilitiesinregardtochildcare,proclaimed
auniversalchildcareforthosebetweenthreeandsix(Morel,2007).These
changesmaybedirectlyrelatedtotheadventofcommodificationof
womenandhumancapitaldevelopmentasanecessaryconditionfor
strengtheningstates'competitiveness.Forexample,theNetherlands
expandeditsattentionandsupportforchildcareafterrecognizingthat
theneglectoffemalehumancapitalledtowelfarestatecrisis(Morel,
2007).
Third,Koreanchildcarepolicymayseemtosharemajorcharacteristics
withconservativewelfarestatesinrhetoric,buttheactualpolicydiffers
substantiallyfrom thoseintheconservativestates.Koreanexperience
presentedthatsharedsocialvaluesandcircumstancesdonotnecessarily
resultinsimilarpolicies.SocialconditionsinKoreaanditsvaluesare
similartothoseintheconservativecountriesbutitspoliciesaresimilar
toliberalwelfarestates,characterizedbytheabsenceofanactivestate
role.Inotherwords,withthediscrepanciesbetweensocialrhetoricand
policy,itwouldbedifficulttocharacterizeKoreanchildcarepoliciesas
sharingtraitsoftheconservativestates.
ResultsfromthecurrentstudyhavetwoimplicationsinKoreanfamily
policydevelopment.First,eventheNetherlands,withrelativestronger
familism,ismovingtowardexpandingdefamilizationpolicies.This
becomesmoreevidentinthelate1990s.TheNetherlands'experienceof
expandingsocialresponsibilitiesofchildcaretorendercontinuous
developmentofthewelfarestatecouldbeappliedtothecurrentKorean
society.Withcurrentcircumstancesthatrequiredualearnersforfamilies
withchildrentostayoutofpoverty,women'semploymentismandatory
forindividualhouseholdsaswellasforKoreansocietyingeneral.This
mayleadtopublicagreementtowarddefamilizationinregardto
childcare.
Second,Francemaintainedhigherlevelsinbothfamilizationand
defamilizationindicesthanotherconservativestates,whichindicatesthat
supportforfamilizationanddefamilizationcanbecomplementary.This
impliesthatfamilizationpolicyexpansionbasedonfamilism maybe
achievedinlinewithanexpansionindefamilizationpolicy.Learningfrom
theexperiencesofFranceand Belgium,however,theexpanding
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familizationpolicymustmeetthefollowingcriteria:1)Familization
durationshouldnotbelongenoughtolessenparents'(mainlymothers')
workincentive;2)Thelevelofpaymentduringthefamilizationperiod
shouldbeenoughforthefamilytomaintainanindependentliving
withoutdependingonthemalebreadwinner,whichwouldreproducea
traditionalgenderdivisionoflabor;and3)Familypolicyshouldbein
closetouchwithcommodificationstrategies.AsinFranceandBelgium,
sendingwomenbacktotheirfamiliesasameanstorelievelabormarket
predicamentslikeunemploymentwouldbeuntimely.
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