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2001  OECD
7% UN ¢
14%

100

2000

2022






1990



(EDRC)

OECD

2001



( 2-1 )
1988
, 1960 1963
1973
1953 5
D
2

1994

1) OECD(2001), p. 86.
2) (1998); (2001).



3)

3
<72l 2-1> 3t29| LEASHAR| A
(1953)
| . )
[ |
_ (1960)
_ (1963)
] (1994)
(1988) (1973) ‘ ’
2 0)
(2000), p. 35.




b
2002 11 107
16 91

)

ol

( )

1998. 12 | 1990. 12 | 2000. 12 | 2001. 12 | 2002. 11

448,518 583,614 736,620 903,686 | 1,076,992
325,685 419,544 523,133 643,822 769,959
122,749 163,971 213,358 259,712 306,565

81 96 126 149 177

73,871 113,692 130,468 147,275 165,972
70,266 109,173 125,056 140,749 158,259
1,174 1,977 2,762 3,671 4,936
1,885 1,988 2,055 2,168 2,777

374,646 469,922 606,152 756,411 911,020
267,951 318,573 345,114 307,847 302,646
14,385 9,899 7,165 6,332 5,364
92,310 141,450 253,873 442,232 603,010

(http://www.npc.or.kr/)

4) (1997), 35 ; (1998), p. 18; (2001), p. 13.
5) (Funded System) (Pay-as-you-go
System)



22

2008
6, 7
2000
UN
2] (2002) 2000 , 2000 11
65 337 7.3%
, 1995~2000 27.7%
3.2%
( 22 ).
6) (1998), p. 18.
7) 1988 20
. 1998
10 ,
(2001), p. 304.
8) UN 65 7% (aging society),

14% (aged society)



2]

N

<E 2-2> $H=2o| ol S}t 0((1980~2000LA)

( > %)

1985 1990 1995 2000
1980

(1980~ (1985~ (1990~ (1995~
85) 90) 95) 2000)
37,407| 40,420) 8.1 | 43,390| 7.3 | 44,554| 2.7 45985 32
65 1,446| 1,750| 21.0 | 2,262| 293 | 2,640/ 16.7| 3,372| 277
539 652| 20.9 811| 243 975 202 | 1,287 32.1
907\ 1,097\ 21.0| 1,452f 323 | 1,666 14.7 | 2,084 252

39 43 52 59 73
(2002), p. 19.
. OECD(2001) R
22
s OECD
115
( 23 ). OECD
40~110
24

9

9) (2001), pp. 301 331.
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<E 2-3> 9 OECD 27}o| oI iz

7% 14%

2000 2022 2(
1970 1994 2
1958 1994 36
1932 1972 40
1951 1992 41
1951 1992 41
1966 2013 47(
1929 1976 47
1930 1982 52
1927 1988 61
1945 2010 65(
1942 2013 71(
1887 1972 85
1864 1979 115

L 65
: OECD(2001), p. 83.
1988
(1998)

40



70%
2 3
60 (
24 ).10)
<E 2-4> 32T} OfE} MAZT}O| H2EHZ Y FoIHF H|D
« % )
9.0 17.35 20.3 19.33 12.3
( ) 70 69 70 60 40
60 65 65 65 65
(1998)
3% 9% >
18% 1D
1998 2000
. 1998
1999 1 40
10) OECD 65

11) (2002), p. 38.
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70%  60% )
2013 5

. 2000 1998

1994

1975

1)

12) OECD(2001), pp. 100 101.

1999

1997

2033

30

17%

1977

2001

65



<E 2-5> XlojoiZ

M=ol ME

N

5

&H(20004 2 7|

(

=

[

(A) (B) | B/A(%)
1960 909 150 16.5 1,775
1963 150 57 38.2 -689(1997 )
1975 211 14 6.6 3,952
. % 1997
(2001), p. 11.
3.
100
1960 , 1963
, 1975 , 1988
(International Labor Organization: ILO)
(1994)



2,
3
( 22 )
(2000)
3 4
2 (Notional Defined
Contribution: NDC)
<JZ 2-2> A2 =FASHEHA A1t
1 2 3

: World Bank(1994), p. 15; (2000), p. 42.



IMF(2001) R 30
15 660
17.25%
IMF
OECD(2001)
OECD
OECD
25%
OECD ( )
90%
13) OECD 2001 (EDRC)
OECD Economic Survey: Korea OECD

OECD

»]

2033

19

OECD



0

, GDP  50%

OECD 2008

OECD

Multi-pillar

OECD
(Three-Pillar System)
14) OECD (Ist pillar)
(2tiers)
15) 1 (Ist tier)
14) OECD 4 5 .
15) Multi-pillar (pillar) (tier)
Multi-tiers,
1 (Ist-tier) 2 (2nd-tier)
, 1 2 3 (3rd tier)
(pillar) (tier)
. OECD
. OECD (

( ) 2 (tier)



. OECD
tier) 20%
(2nd tier)
pension)
. OECD
1 (lst tier) 20%
40%
OECD
pillar)
(labor mobility)
OECD
OECD

. OECD

1 (Ist
2
(defined-benefit

2 (2nd tier)

(2nd

(portability)

(3rd pillar)



1891

(act on old age benefit)_



(basic amount)

1970
67
1980
16)
1982 1993
2)
16) 1960 1970

(personal allowances),

, 1957

1849
( 31 )
(tax benefits),
(heating allowances), (housing supplements)



E3

, 1998 6%

2010 9%

<# 3-1> Hi0jE =SAIE HaMze| Ay Loty

1849
1870
1900
(Civil Servants Act)
1919
(Danish Confederation of Trade Unions,
LO)
- 2/3 (ATP)
1985 , 13
(labor market scheme) R
2
(LO)
1989~93

: The Danish Ministry of Economic Affairs(2000), A Sustainable Pension System.



3 3]
(ATP: Labor Market

Supplementary Pension), (SP:  Special Pension Savings
Scheme), (LD: Employees’ Capital Pension Fund),

(Civil Service Retirement Payments)

) 90 (DKK) >
(Industry’s Pension) 2 (DKK)

Lt QASH| =& Al

1)



B3

17)

2)
s (ATP),
<E 3-2> Hof39| A=A A|
(Pillar)
s , 40
710
R 67
> (2004 65 )
! 448
: ATP & SP 410
’ 133
17
2 - (Bilateral —agreement)
160
3 110 i i

: Ministry of Economic Affairs(2001), “Danish Country Fiche on Ageing.”

17) (ATP), (SP)



(SP), 1

1998
, 50%

<E 3-3> JgTaAt SAS0IM JHEASH | HIS(199%8H 7|F)

67

49.6
ATP 24

SP -

SAP -

8.8
12.1
270

: SAP 2003 1 .SP 1999 1

: Ministry of Social Affairs(2002), Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Economic and
Business Affairs, and Ministry of Employment, “National Strategy Report on the
Danish Pension System,” Denmark.
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3)
)
1
13) 67 19) 2002
1 60 3
, 66 60 9
<E 34> JH-HIZ 012 230024 18 BxY 7|F)
( )
(Basic amount) (Pension supplement)
52,524(7,069) 52,872(7,116) 105,396(14,185)
52,524(7,069) 24,672(3,321) 77,196(10,390)
20
: Ministry of Social Affairs(2002), Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Economic and
Business Affairs, and Ministry of Employment, Ibid.
(ATP) 1
. ATP
1964
16 64 20
18) 40
19) 2004 65

20) 1939 7 1

66



9
2 300
: ATP
. ATP
2002 1 ATP
)
1950
4,750 (DKK)

1964
2,732 )

GDP

ATP

1960

12~15%

1990

, 2050

22%

2002

]

ATP
2% ,
2,600
1
1970
GDP  40%
GDP  150%



3 GDP 30%
3,600 , 2050 GDP 50%
)
€] (Early retirement schemes)
60
( 35 )
25

21)

- 27 2
17 9 2560~65 R
- 130
: Ministry of Economic Affairs(2001), Ibid.
) (Anticipatory pension)
50% 18 67
22) ,
21) (pre-carly retirement pension)
2002

22) 1999 7 1 60 65



<IE 3-6> 0f7|oi2

(personal allowance)

AT SFR 5

a1

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

26,475

24,282

23,132

21,919

19,125

12,975

12,698

: Ministry of Social Affairs(2001), “Denmark National Action Plan to Combat
Poverty and Social Exclusion,” Denmark.

Cl. AZHT 1S

1995
1995
1992
scheme)
50~59

1998

62

(Pre-early retirement



el

<E 3-7> 0l ABHEIH 27 S8

/
1995 | 1995
1998
1999
1998 . (SP)
Whitsun Package: 1% . 1999
1999 . mjn(Czllectlvent) 5% 9%
argaining Agreeme 2004
2000
2003
: Ministry of Economic Affairs(2001), Ibid.
25
6 . 1998
(official retirement age) 67 2005
65
60 R
1998 r (Whitsun Package)

(SP)
1999 . SP



1999
9%

2000

1%

2)

11

2004

2003

(Systemic)

43



1998

24)

. <

50%

74%
3-8>

2045

<IF 3-8> 1997tA1} 20454 CiH| WA

90%

ol oiaAxIx

[ =

(

tel RHE el

2045 2045
1997 (1997 ) (1997
699) 58(3) 122(16)
36(5) 65(9) 136(18)
(ATP and SP) 5(1) 25(3) 53(7)
2403) 150) 31(4)
134(18) 163(22) 341(46)
40(5) 49(7) 103(14)
94(13) 114(15) 238(32)
4(1) 3(0.4) 5(1)
97(13) 116(16) 243(33)
23(3) 15(2) 32(4)
121(16) 132(18) 276(37)
() 1,000

Business Affairs, and Ministry of Employment, Ibid.

23)
24)

61

: Ministry of Social Affairs(2002), Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Economic and
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1997 6 9

1997 5 2045

2050

125) 1834 T 126)

25)

26)

5

2045

1601

1908

12

45

50%



1946

28)

L1942 T

(National Insurance: NI)

27)

(ND)

1925

27)



3)
1950
1957

29)
1958

1978

( )

1974 1975

Earning Related Pension Scheme)

28) Lilian Liu(1999)
29)

30) 1950 9 6,700

) 30%

30)

(contract-out)

. 30%

1975

47

(SERPS: State

44

7,700
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20 ,
) 1.5
25% ,
Lt A= M = A|
1)
OECD
2 b
, . OECD
25
(contracting-out)3D)
1986
31)



%]

(National
Insurance)
, 16 65 (
60 )
< 30>
< 3-9 gTo| F0ITH Ve KF U PHE HohE
0~66 -
66.01~500 10%( 8.4%)
500 -
1 0~83 -
12.2%
83.01~500 ( 92~11.6%)
500 12.2%
2
3,770 6.55
( )
3 66
( ) 3770 6.45
4 7,530 6%
() 7230 (26000
1999 12

(2001), p. 2.



El

66 :
15
3,770
) 3
(1994 6.55
7,530
6.55
)
.< 310>
2,100
25%
9/10

2,000
32 2

6.0%

2,490

32)

1,400

2001 1=1,897
50 , 380
715 , 4

1999

1999
( 6.55

1999

7,530



(SERPS)

38

1961

)

62%
1986

. < 310>

33) )

SERPs

5]

188 ,

SERPS

1997

(contracting-out)

SERPS

1.25%

4
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219941 7|F)

<E 3-10> g= ZEXQ| o7 7t S
( %
24.9 100
1 21.0 84
2 18.9 76
SERPS 7.1 29
contract-out 11.8 48
- - 8.1 -33
- - 37 - 15
Q@ 2.1 8
39 16
2.7 11
1.2 5
. Lillian Liu(1999), Social Security Bulletin, Vol.62. No.l.
2) )
, 1940

1975
SERPS

SERPS

1920



<38 3-1> F=2of HAFHM=HA

(AVC)

(SERPS)

>

(1999), p. 220.

Cl. AZHT 1S

1)
1975 (SERPS)
1974
1977 15~24.6% :
0.3%
1980
1980
1979 1998
23.2%
16% . 1998 16%
2030 10% ,
16% 26%

1980 5



3
1986

1978

(SERPS)

(SERPS)
34

1986

1986
1986

APPs)
39

34) SERPS
20

25%

SERPS
35)

35 175%, 45

. 1986
(SERPS)
. 1986

(Appropriate Personal Pension:
(SERPs)

1997 4 1995

20%



1990

(Green Paper)
2

“Stakeholder Pension Schemes”
Pension , SSP)”
2 (SSP) 1978
SERPS
2007

1 8500

5%
1998 12
“ 2 (the State Second
2002
2 (SSP)



9,000

Stakeholder Pension Schemes 2001 4

36)

Stakeholder Pension Schemes

37 Stakeholder Pension Schemes
36) Stakeholder Pension 2
37) Stakeholder Pension Scheme

, (3)

CAT(cost, access, terms)

>

pension

1%

M

(SERPS)

» (@

stakeholder



o]
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1884

, 1907

1913

38)

, 67

39)

1935

40)

16

38)

66

39)
40)

40



60

1941

67
65

32

65

1957

41)

1935
, 1936

A1

1976

]



[0
Lt QASH| =& Al
(Allmznna Fork Pension, The
National Basic Pension: AFP) (Allmznna Tilliggs Pension,
The National Supplementary Pension: ATP)
1913 (AFP) 1960

(ATP) . 1998
1998

, 1913
1935

1960



o]

)
1960
( )
“ (Industrins Tillaggs Pension: ITP)” 1960
(

1973 “
(Svenska Tillaggs Pension: STP)”

<38 3-2> Af|Elo] M A A
aTP) (STP) (SPR) (LKPR) | (KPR)

)
(ATP)
(AFP)

(1999), p. 441.

42)



2

1950 1960
Gustaf(1999)
. < 311>
2025 , , 1%
34% , 2%
24% 1990
<E 311> MUABYSE JHHI0IMSl L, Tof, REIZ X8 FTof
Zest 7|oig
( %
0% 1% 2% 3%
1990 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
2005 343 29.1 25.7 26.9
2025 492 33.6 23.8 17.4
0~3% , 1992

%
: Gustaf Scherman(1999), “The Swedish pension reform,” Issues in Social Protection,
Discussion Paper 7, International Labor Office.



. Eriksen and Palmer(1994) 3%
-1%
10
2
( 312 ). 1970 1980
1950
43)
<E 312 HUABYEE JIHsI0IM SoliTel 2STHHS
( %
(%)
-1 0 1 2 3
% 15 116 | 107 | 100 | 87 | 77
% ATP 64 | 60 | 56 | 52 | 49
10 % ATP 71 | 60 | 51 | 43 | 37

. Eriksen and Palmer(1994)

43) Gustaf Scherman(1999)
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, 30

Ct. AFH= 74
1)
1980
(Pension Commission)

1999 1

, 1938~53
, 1954

30

1970

, 1998 6

1937



]

2)

1998 ’

3)

(Box 32 ).
(16% )
2.5% ) 2
44)
44) (NDC)



2 1995
(National Debt Office)
<Box 3-2> 1998L4 042 Tl
18.5%
18.5% 16%
2.5%

(NDC)




2.5% >
(Premium Pensions Authority: PPA) ,
(National pension Insurance
Fund: NPIF)
1998
(the value of pension entitlement) ,

<& 3-13> ZHAZ| oISE 230 =X

3.1% 3.1% 3.1%
( ) 1.6% 2.3% 0.6%
0.0% 0.7% -1.0%
3.1% 3.8% 2.1%
: Federation of Social Insurance Office(1999); (2000), p. 113.

el piamze &Y



s

1998

1998

1898



1 1919
49)
2)
.46) 1952
1950 1960
3)
(1957 ), (1950), (1959 ),
(1966 )
45)
. (2002), p. 500.
46) 1939 5%

(Daniel Franco 2000).

]

, 1930



70

4)
(Guaranteed Pension)
A7
5)
1970 1980
47) 1969

48) 1956

1965

1968
, 1969

(Seniority Pension)

A48)

50

, 1965



3 7]

, 1970 (National
Social Security Institute: INPS) R
1985 GDP 80% , 1990
100% 49
1978 ' ] >
50)
1980
51) 52)
> . 1988
INPS
6)
1980
49) (2002), pp. 501~503.
50)
51) 1983
, 1984

52)

1984



172

55

(employee)

EMU

3%,

Lt QASH| =& Al

< 33>

54)

20%

2,200

25% 60

1990

1992

GDP 60%
GDP 9.6%,

1995

53) Franco Daniel(2000)
54)

35

1980 1997

20%
2,100

10

, 2040 40%

53)
GDP
, 1994

GDP 125%



<IE 3-14> O|Ef2|0}e| CiZHM|T LMD

1850

1898

1919
1923

1939

1945

1952

1963

1965

1968

1969

1978

1988

1992

1995

1997

(INPS)

1861

1915

1

1929~33

1940

1946

1950

1957

1967

1969

1973
1984
1980

1990
1992

2

~1960

( )
EEC

(2002), p. 502.



35) 1995

<O8 3-3> O|Ez2[ote| A=A =A|A

INPS( 80%, 90%)

(1999), p. 507.

Cl. AZHT 1S

1)
1990

(seniority pension)

55) (1999), p. 507.




EU
1992
1995 , 1997
2) 1992
)
1992 10
9
)
(1

b

1990
10

(Amato Reform)

1992 2

1992

5]

65 ,



|76

@

©)

)

©)

15

20



<E 3-15> 1992t4 ololE =2 0

INPS INPS
15
5
10
15
2 1
65
65 , 60 60
2 1
15 20
3
90% 9
4
35
35
35

(2002), p. 509.
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3) 1995 (Dini Reform)
)
1992 1993
(EU) 1994 (EMI)
EMU
GDP 3% GDP
60% . 1994
GDP  9.6%, GDP 125%
EMU EU EMU
, 1994

. 1995



(D
(Defined Benefit)
(Box 3-3 ).
@
1995 12
18
56)
33%,
(imaginary)”

(NDC)
56) 1996 1
18
20% (computation rates)
( )
5 GDP “

(Conversion coefficient)

(2002), p. 510.



0

<Box 3-3> M= Ji&

- (seniority pension)

- 57 65
(flexible retirement pension)
-5
65 (social welfare amount)
1.2
(NDC)
, 1995
(seniority pension) . 2008
57
40
4) (Prodi Reform)
)
1995 R
EMU

1997 (The Prodi reform)

b




, 19%

<E 3-16> 1990WCH 912 748 M3 o[ele|ole] AT JHS

5 10
Amato ( : 2% 2% 2%
(Indexation)
/
. . (60/35) (65/20) (65/35)
Seniority pension (55/35) (65/15) (60/35)
( ) 2
Amato (Indexation)
.. . (65/35) (65/35) (65/35)
| Seniority pension (60/35) (65/35) (60/35)
GDP
Dini '
(Indexation)
57

: Johnson, Paul(1999), Older Getting Wiser.



2001

(social partners)

5)
1990
The General State
Accountant’s Office 23%
14%
( 317
).

<& 3-17> M= JHSE SUHSUL tiH] (5 X[Z ol &R
(

: GDP , %)
2045
23.27%(2040 ) 23.06%
18.76%(2037 ) 18.24%
15.79%(2032 ) 14.24%
(http://www.inps.it/)
2%
35

67.3%,
58.7%



5]

57 50.2%, 65 65.3%
3-18 62
62
<E 3-18> LS| ATE Fests ARIE JlelRel ti3gol £

( , %)
57 67.3 58.7 50.2
58 51.7
59 533
60 549
61 56.7
62 67.3 58.7 58.7
63 60.7
64 62.9
65 65.3

35 ; 2% ; 1.5% GDP

(http://www.inps.it/)
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57
58.7% R 57
30.4%, 65 39.6%
( 3-19 ).
57)
<HE 3-19> Mt =SAIEO FIESH AGRLe| AIZZ0 &
( , %)
57 64.1 58.7 304
58 31.3
59 323
60 333
61 343
62 64.1 58.7 35.6
63 36.8
64 38.1
65 39.6
35 ; 2% ; 1.5% GDP
)
(http://www.inps.it/)
57) 33%, 20%



1990
(generational accounting)
1990 (
(
(net taxes) 1 9,800 (1998 )
) 1998
%) 1990
9%
5%
1992 1995
18
40% )
40%
1992 1995

58) Franco and Sartor(1999)

1990

o5



10
(Box 34
Box 3-4> 01F S FTIS ORAT|E 0I5

1990

(lack of clarity)

1995

1995




o]



(ATP)

(Tripartite)

, ATP



ATP

ATP

ATP



Bl

67

60

65



o]



2000

<E 4-1> EH0j39| 2N =9}

S0 T AIAFE




Guarantee)

(Contract-out)

(Solidarity)

(Minimum Income

, 9,000



|94

“Stakeholder pensions”

(SERPS)

9,000

1

8,500



<E 4-2> ¥=9| oAZH =}

S0 3t AIAPE

Stakeholder Pension




B3

(

Pension

1998

(social insurance)

Stakeholder

1998



(social policy)

(insurance principle)

(NDC)

<E 4-3> AglElo] GiTH|Tot B120f Ciet AIAKY

- 1998

- (NDC)

(NDC)




B3

(seniority pension)

1990



1990

(NDC)

(TFR)

EU

1990
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Executive Summary

The Pension Systems of Western European Countries
and It’s Implications for Korea:
Denmark United Kingdom Sweden Italy

Young-Gon Park and Sukmyung Yun

In the year 2000, Korea officially became an aging society according to
UN designations and by the year 2022, it is expected that Korea will be a
full-fledged aged society. With this aging trend, there are concerns that the
increasing pension expenses will accelerate the imbalance in public finance.
Especially, the public finance crisis is likely to emerge not only with regards
to the national pension scheme but also occupational pension schemes like the
military pension, civil servants pension, and private-school teachers pensions.
As these types of public pension programs fall into deficits, they are likely to
turn to the central government for support through public funds. Accordingly,
if we fail to implement pension reforms appropriate for an aging society, not
only will our capacity for economic growth be threatened, but our entire
welfare system will be threatened as well. For pension systems with a short
history, frequent reforms can be dangerous; however, now is an ideal time for
Korea to build a sustainable pension scheme since there are no grants from
the national pension schemes and few special interest groups. Therefore this
paper will propose a direction for the reform of the Korean pension system

by investigating the pension systems of Western European countries which



have already encountered the problems of an aging population and financial
crisis of their pension systems.

Although the Korean system of income for the elderly is composed of the
national public pension programs include national pension schemes and
occupational pension schemes, a retirement allowance system and individual
pension accounts, the latter two are not fully effective since they are not
compulsory schemes. Therefore, in the case of Korea, national public pension
schemes are heavily relied upon to provide income for the elderly. However,
while guaranteed incomes for the elderly are important in the situation of a
rapidly aging population, such a situation also pushes the national pension
scheme into a public finance crisis.

In the pension system of Denmark, most citizens can receive annuity
through a three-tier pension system. Namely, a public old age pension system
provides for the minimum costs of living this income is then supplemented
by the labormarket pension and personal annuity systems. Like the Danish
pension system, the British pension system is also characterized by a balanced
development of public and private pensions, making it sustainable in the long
run. The public pension is operated under the social insurance method rather
than the taxes method. Also, the state earning related pension scheme
(SERPS) lets the government contract out to private pension to reduce the
pension expenses for public finance. Sweden adopted a worldwide initial
public pension system, converting from a pay-as-you-go system to income
proportional system and provides a partially option with the member of
pension to reduce public finance pressures. Additionally, the income
redistribution function is only through the lowest guarantee pension system so
that the expenses for the nation are minimized. And, to resolve the imbalance

in the supply and demand of funds for pensions, the existing defined-benefit



pension system was converted to a notional defined contribution (NDC) and
funded system. The Italian pension system, which maintains the highest
pension grant level in the world, was reformed three times in the 1990s to
overcome the pension public finance crisis, which was caused by its loose
operation. However, it is uncertain whether the system will be sustainable
because these pension reforms were conducted by political means and the size
of concealed debts is thought to be.

After analyzing examples of pensions systems in Europe, this paper
suggests that to build a sustainable pension system, the current national
pension scheme under the social insurance method should be maintained
while developing a balance between public and private pensions. A major
problem with the current national pension system is its ‘the low burden-high
grant’ structure. However, rather than simply pointing out the problems in the
current system, a more urgent task is for citizens to come together to reform

and bolster the national pension system in a viable direction.
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