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            Abstract
          
        

        
          This study investigates how the introduction of compulsory long-term care insurance has affected the wages of eldercare workers in South Korea. I obtained 94,457 observations from 12,600 employees using the Korean Labor and Income Panel Study data. Using a difference-in-differences approach, I compare eldercare workers with other workers in terms of their wage growth rates before and after the policy introduction. The evidence indicates that the policy increased the wages of eldercare workers. More interestingly, eldercare workers, mostly women aged 50 or older, are given lower wage returns for job experience than other occupations, and these returns have further decreased after the policy introduction. This study challenges the notion that welfare-state expansion guarantees women’s improved status at work and calls for more attention to care workers’ working conditions in the defamilialization of care.
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      Introduction
      Defamilialization of care refers to “public policies that aim to reduce the care responsibility of the family” (Estévez-Abe & Naldini, 2016, p. 327). Over the past decades, its expansion has characterized social changes in many developed countries. Population aging, women’s increasing labor force participation, and “changing norms about family and kin responsibilities and the role of women” all play crucial roles in accelerating the defamilialization of care (Daly & Lewis, 2000, p. 288).

      Major policy shifts in the defamilialization of care in South Korea (hereafter Korea) include universal free access to childcare, long-term care (LTC) insurance, and social service vouchers. These policies were introduced in the late 2000s or the early 2010s and have influenced care workers’ working conditions in various ways. Among these policies, LTC insurance is assumed to have the most significant impact on care workers’ conditions because of Korea’s rapid population aging and increasing number of beneficiaries. Since the introduction of LTC insurance in 2008, LTC workers have made up most of the eldercare workers in Korea.1

      This study explores how the introduction of LTC insurance has affected the wages of eldercare workers in Korea, focusing on the wage consequences of this policy. Wages are the primary source of income for most people. Hence, they are a critical measure of working conditions and are associated with socioeconomic disparities among employees (Lee, 2010).

      The influence of policies on eldercare workers’ wages holds considerable significance for feminist research and policy considerations. In Korea, the eldercare profession is predominantly undertaken by native women aged 50 or older.2 In this context, if the policy introduction influences the wages of eldercare workers, it can contribute to shaping socioeconomic disparities between other employee groups and older adult women workers. The latter represents one of the most disadvantaged groups in the Korean labor market.

      The effects of LTC insurance on the working conditions of eldercare workers are multifaceted. On one hand, it is claimed that LTC insurance has created jobs and enhanced the condition of eldercare workers in Korea. Many LTC workers were outside the labor market before entering their occupations (Oh & Roh, 2010). Oh and Roh (2010) provide survey results showing that LTC workers’ conditions are better than those of caregivers3 who are directly employed by their patients and argue that the introduction of this policy has improved the conditions of eldercare workers.

      However, there is evidence that LTC workers in Korea face precarious conditions. Their hourly wages are close to the minimum wage, which is pointed out as the most critical problem in their conditions (Chang, Kim, Lim, Kang, & Kim, 2010; Kuk & Ko, 2018; National Human Rights Commission of Korea, 2012; Shin et al., 2013). One reason for the low wages of LTC workers is that they are not rewarded for their job experiences. Although seniority-based wage benefits are available for LTC workers, their role in increasing wages remains minimal. The benefits are small and based only on tenure under the same employer, whereas LTC workers’ job security is relatively low (Kuk & Ko, 2018; National Human Rights Commission of Korea, 2022).

      Only a few studies have investigated the effects of LTC insurance on the wages of eldercare workers in Korea, and most have relied on surveys or interviews with a small number of participants. Furthermore, they drew opposite conclusions using different groups to compare LTC workers. Oh and Roh (2010) compared LTC workers with caregivers and concluded that policy introduction increased wages for eldercare workers. In contrast, Cho, Lee, and Park (2013) and Peng (2010) compared LTC workers with social workers4 who provided care services at public nursing homes before the policy introduction and claimed that the policy introduction lowered eldercare workers’ wages.

      To provide a more comprehensive understanding, I examined 94,457 observations of 12,600 employees over 23 years, from 1998 to 2020. The data were obtained from the Korean Labor and Income Panel Study (KLIPS). Using a difference-in-differences approach, I compare the wage growth of 428 eldercare workers with that of other 12,491 employees before and after the policy’s introduction in 2008. In addition, I examined the argument that eldercare workers are not rewarded for their job experience under LTC insurance. I investigate whether eldercare workers have penalties for their wage growth by tenure compared to other employees and whether these penalties increased after the policy introduction.

      This study presented three main findings with various implications. I found that eldercare workers’ wages increased at a higher rate than those of other employees after the introduction of the policy. Furthermore, the results indicate that eldercare workers’ wage returns to tenure are lower than those of other employees, and these lower returns are exacerbated after policy introduction.

      This study is one of the few endeavors to quantitatively evaluate the impact of defamilialization of care on the working conditions of care workers in Korea. Existing research has not paid sufficient attention to care workers’ conditions during the defamilialization of care in Korea. The conditions of care workers are significant not only in shaping the quality of their services, but also in upholding the dignity of frontline workers involved in the defamilialization of care.

      The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The next section reviews the literature on the relationship between welfare states and women’s paid labor as well as prior research on the effects of LTC insurance on the conditions of eldercare workers in Korea. The third section provides the institutional background of the policy and LTC workers in Korea. The Methods and Findings sections follow. The final section discusses the implications of the findings.

    

    

  
    
      Literature Review
      This study is grounded in Orloff’s (1996) view that welfare states and gender relationships are intertwined. In her view, gender relations concerning ideologies, political participation, and the division of labor can mold the characteristics of welfare states, while welfare states can also influence gender relations. In these “mutual effects of gender relations and welfare states” (Orloff, 1996, p. 73), the current study considers the relationship between welfare states and women’s paid labor.

      There has been debate over whether welfare-state expansion can enhance women’s attainment in the labor market. On the one hand, the welfare state is assumed to facilitate women’s labor force participation by creating jobs and alleviating their care burden. However, it has been argued that welfare-state expansion cannot lead to a better status for women in the labor market. Although the expansion of welfare-state employment may help more women participate in paid labor, the average quality of their jobs may not match that of their male counterparts.

      A major strand of research on the relationship between welfare states and women’s paid labor concerns the role of welfare states in improving women’s employment attainment. This line of thought notes that welfare states can increase women’s labor force participation by easing their difficulties with unpaid care. For instance, Swedish policies exemplify this role of welfare states, particularly because of their higher level of public childcare provision and support for paid work absences (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Morgan, 2005).

      Another emancipatory potential of welfare states lies in their roles as employers. The expansion of social services creates public employment, especially in the health, education, and welfare industries, and this welfare-state employment can increase the demand for women’s paid labor. Studies have shown that women comprise a higher proportion of those employed by the welfare state than men and that this “feminization of the welfare state” (Esping-Andersen, 1990, p. 202) is more pronounced in Scandinavian countries (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Gornick & Jacobs, 1998; Huber & Stephens, 2000; Kolberg, 1991). Hagan (1991) adds that the expansion of welfare-state employment in Norway in the 1970s increased women’s labor force participation by employing homemakers.

      Other studies have argued that welfare-state expansion can enhance women’s working conditions. For instance, Kolberg (1991) studies Sweden from 1965 to 1985, when its welfare-state employment dramatically expanded and finds that 65% of the increase in the number of women employees in professional, administrative, and technical occupations came from health, education, and welfare, industries closely related to welfare-state employment. According to him, this proportion is more than twice that of Swedish men and higher than the respective percentage of women in the United States. Based on this analysis, Kolberg (1991) contends that welfare states can improve women’s status in the labor market as well as provide them with jobs.

      However, another strand of research proposes that welfare-state expansion may not guarantee women’s better status in the labor market. For example, Gornick and Jacobs (1998) indicate that Swedish women employees in the public sector, regarded as the primary beneficiaries of welfare-state employment, have a wage penalty compared to their private-sector counterparts. They further reveal that women employees’ wage penalties and women’s concentration in the public sector exacerbate the gender wage gap in Sweden. Similarly, Mandel and Semyonov (2005) note that the higher a country’s level of welfare-state intervention, the more likely that women will have female-type jobs and non-managerial positions. These notions align with Esping-Andersen’s (1990) finding that the level of women’s underrepresentation in professional and technical occupations is higher in Sweden than in Germany or the United States.

      Disagreements on the role of the welfare state in women’s paid labor continue in studies of LTC insurance in Korea. Some have proposed that Korea’s compulsory LTC insurance has enhanced the conditions of eldercare workers and created employment opportunities, especially for older adult women outside the labor market. For instance, Oh and Roh (2010) noted that the policy improved eldercare workers’ conditions by formalizing their labor, mostly in the informal sector before policy introduction.

      However, others argue that LTC insurance has worsened the working conditions of eldercare workers, partly because the new wage system under the policy no longer compensates for their job experiences. Studies supporting this claim address the downgrades in working conditions experienced by social workers who cared for patients in public nursing homes before the policy introduction (Cho et al., 2013; Peng, 2010). For these social workers, wage reduction was one of the most critical changes the policy brought about (Peng, 2010). This wage decline was partly attributed to changes in the wage structure, which caused them to no longer expect wage increases relative to their tenure (Cho et al., 2013; Peng, 2010).

      The reduction in social workers’ wages may also be attributable to the policy’s predominant reliance on the private sector (for-profit and non-profit) for service delivery.5 This marketization of eldercare has been criticized for exacerbating the conditions of eldercare workers. This criticism stems from the profit-maximizing strategies employed by eldercare service providers and the oversupply of providers and workers (Chang et al., 2010; Seok, 2010; Shin et al., 2013). In this context, the introduction of the policy led to wage downgrades for social workers who transitioned from public to private providers to continue working as eldercare workers (Cho et al., 2013; Peng, 2010).

      The current study investigates how the introduction of LTC insurance has influenced eldercare workers’ working conditions using wages as a measure of their conditions. While previous research has been chiefly based on studies involving few participants or comparison groups, this study analyzed 94,457 observations of 12,600 employees from official Korean data. Concerning the arguments that eldercare workers’ job experience has been disregarded in policy, this study explores whether they face wage penalties when considering their tenure. Thus, this study provides a comprehensive view of the working conditions of eldercare workers in Korea amid the defamilialization of care.

    

    

  
    
      Institutional Background
      In Korea, LTC insurance was introduced in 2008 for older adults needing assistance in their daily lives. The policy is proclaimed to support their well-being and alleviate their families’ care burdens. Compulsory insurance premiums are the primary source of funds, but the policy is also funded by tax subsidies and service–user co-payments. The government determines the eligibility for its services among Korean citizens aged over 64 years or under 65 years with geriatric illnesses. With the introduction of this policy, public eldercare services in Korea expanded their beneficiaries to all citizens, whereas they had previously centered on a select number of low-income patients.

      Concurrently with this increase in beneficiaries, there has been a significant increase in the number of public eldercare service workers since the introduction of this policy. As of 2022, their total count has surged to 626,765, in contrast to the 37,684 recorded just before the policy was implemented (Heo, 2019; National Health Insurance Service, 2023). The paramount occupational category within this workforce is that of LTC workers.6 As primary direct care workers, their current number has reached 564,243, comprising 90% of the entire policy workforce (National Health Insurance Service, 2023). Unlike other informal eldercare professionals, their eligibility and training levels are subject to policy regulations.7

      While LTC workers form the backbone of LTC in Korea, their employment conditions are more precarious than those of other workers. This vulnerability is evident in their lower rate of regular employment, making them more susceptible to job insecurity than other professions under the policy (Kang, Lee, Lim, Choo, & Bae, 2019). Furthermore, their hourly wages are the lowest among the policy’s major occupations (Kang et al., 2019).

      LTC workers are predominantly older adult women (Ministry of Health and Welfare, 2019). This gender segregation might be related to Korean society’s norm of gendered division of labor, which may make service providers regard women as more suitable for the job or make them feel more comfortable applying for the occupation (England, Farkas, Kilbourne, & Dou, 1988). Although the policy partly alleviates the burden of eldercare on the family, it cannot change the condition that women are primary eldercare workers (Orloff, 1993). This gender segregation resembled the Scandinavian situation in the 1980s, which the feminist analysis of social policy called the “public patriarchy” (Daly & Lewis, 2000, p. 284).

      Although Korea is not the only society in which most LTC workers are women, it is unique in the sense that the age of LTC workers is high. Among the 30 Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) nations, the median age of these workers is the highest in Korea (OECD, 2020). Across OECD countries, LTC workers are paid relatively low; thus, this occupation may be filled by those with few other employment options (OECD, 2020). In some countries, immigrant women constitute an essential group of LTC workers. In Korea, native-born older adult women may belong to this group.

      By service type, LTC workers in Korea are divided into “home” and “residential” care workers. Homecare workers, who comprise most LTC workers, visit patients’ homes to care for them. Residential care workers care for patients in nursing homes, ensuring a 24-hour service. LTC workers’ services center on personal patient care such as bathing, dressing, feeding, checking health conditions, and helping with urination and defecation. For homecare workers, domestic work such as cooking is added to their tasks.

      These two categories of LTC workers differ not only in the nature of their services but also in their employment conditions. Regarding job security, homecare workers face even more precarious conditions than residential care workers (Nam, 2021). However, residential care workers spend more hours on round-the-clock services (Shin et al., 2013). Due to this disparity, while their average monthly wages surpass those of homecare workers, their hourly wages are lower (Nam, 2021; Shin et al., 2013).

    

    

  
    
      Methods
      
        Data and Sample
        This study uses personal data from all 23 waves of the KLIPS. The KLIPS is an annual panel study of 5,000 households and their members aged over 14 years in Korean urban areas. It began its first wave in 1998 and completed its 23rd wave in 2020.

        The KLIPS data are suitable for this study for several reasons. First, the data provide information on paid labor and detailed employee characteristics such as age, gender, and education. Second, ten or more waves are accessible from the KLIPS data for each period before and after 2008. For the purposes of this study, it is essential to have sufficient observations before and after the introduction of the policy. Finally, KLIPS is the only panel dataset that satisfies the above two requirements. Hence, I use individual and time-fixed effects to alleviate concerns about omitted variable bias.

        This study analyzes 94,457 observations from 12,600 Korean employees. The number of observations of eldercare workers is 1,502, accounting for 1.6% of all observations. The total number of eldercare workers is 428.

      

      
        Analytic Technique and Measurement 
        This study uses a difference-in-differences approach to identify the effects of LTC insurance on the wages of eldercare workers. The difference-in-differences estimates the impact of an exogenous shock on the group of interest by comparing its change before and after the shock with that of the other group, assuming the latter to be the counterfactual change in the treatment group in the absence of the shock. In this study’s framework, the shock is the Korean government’s adoption of LTC insurance in 2008. The treatment group is the eldercare workers, defined as those in the occupational category of “personal care workers”8in the Korean Standard Classification of Occupations (Statistics Korea, 2000a). It is likely to include most eldercare workers, although it may not exclusively consist of them. The control group comprised all the other employees in the data.
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        Equation 1 shows the baseline specifications. Yit is the natural logarithm of real hourly wages; Xit is a group of control variables; αi is the individual fixed effect which absorbs stable, unmeasured individual characteristics that can affect Yit; αt is the time-fixed effect and controls for any yearly changes commonly experienced by individuals in the sample.

        Three different exercises were performed using three key independent variables. First, to investigate the policy effects on eldercare workers’ wages in general, I use the interaction between the dummy variable for eldercare workers and that for the period after 2008. Second, I use the interaction between tenure and the dummy variable for eldercare workers to ascertain whether eldercare workers’ wage returns to tenure differ from those of other employees. Finally, I investigate the changes in wage returns to tenure after the policy introduction using the three-way interaction of tenure and dummy variables for eldercare workers and for the period after 2008.

        The controls included sociodemographic variables such as age, gender (dummy variable for women), area of residence,9 years of formal education, marital status (dummy variable for being married except for separation), and its interaction with gender. I also control for employment type (dummy variable for regular workers), firm size (dummy variable for working either in a public firm or in a firm with more than 299 employees), union (dummy variable for having at least one union in the firm), tenure, industry,10 and occupation.11 The squared terms of age and tenure were also included to capture their nonlinear relationships with wages.

      

    

    

  
    
      Findings
      Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics of the data. The data show that eldercare workers have distinctive characteristics compared with other employees. First, the average hourly wages of eldercare workers are approximately half of those of other employees. Their average formal education level was also lower than that of other occupations. Eldercare workers consisted primarily of older adult women; their average age and share of women were 54 years and 97.3%, respectively. The data also reveal that eldercare workers’ working conditions are more precarious than those of other employees. The share of regular workers and workers in large or public firms is lower than in other occupations, and the proportion of those having at least one union in the firm is far lower than that of other employees.

      
        Table 1 
				
        

        
          Sample Characteristics
        
        

      

      
        
          
            	Variable
            	Other Employees
            	
            	Eldercare Workers
          

          
            	
            	Mean (SD) or %
            	
            	Mean (SD) or %
          

        
        
          	Employees
          	12,491
          	
          	
          	428
          	
        

        
          	Employee–year observations
          	92,955
          	
          	
          	1,502
          	
        

        
          	Average observations per employee
          	7.44
          	
          	
          	3.51
          	
        

        
          	　
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	
        

        
          	Real hourly wages (in 2020 South Korean won)
          	12,574.94
(10,025.15)
          	
          	
          	6,850.89
(3,230.45)
          	
        

        
          	　
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	
        

        
          	Demographics
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	
        

        
          	　Education (in years)
          	12.94
(3.38)
          	
          	
          	10.44
(3.46)
          	
        

        
          	　Women
          	39.21
          	%
          	
          	97.27
          	%
        

        
          	　Married
          	68.23
          	%
          	
          	70.44
          	%
        

        
          	　Age
          	41.39
(12.11)
          	
          	
          	53.72
(11.70)
          	
        

        
          	　
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	
        

        
          	Employment characteristics
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	
        

        
          	　Regular worker
          	77.58
          	%
          	
          	37.75
          	%
        

        
          	　Large or public firm
          	33.59
          	%
          	
          	29.83
          	%
        

        
          	　Union
          	18.96
          	%
          	
          	1.66
          	%
        

        
          	　Tenure (in years)
          	6.32
(7.24)
          	
          	
          	3.03
(3.08)
          	
        

      

      

      Before conducting the regression analyses, I checked the wage trend in the data based on several figures. Figure 1 plots the average real wages of eldercare workers and other employees over the sample period. The vertical line indicates 2008 data. Wage increase levels were similar in both groups. Because the average wage of eldercare workers was half that of other employees, wage growth rates should have been higher for the eldercare workers.

      
        
        

        Figure 1. 
				
        

        
          Yearly changes in the average real hourly wages (2020 South Korean won).
        
        

        

      

      Figure 2 plots the annual growth rates of average wages for eldercare workers and other employees. As anticipated, the wage growth rates are higher for the eldercare workers. More importantly, the difference in wage growth rates between the two groups increased significantly after 2008.

      
        
        

        Figure 2. 
				
        

        
          Yearly changes in the ratio of average real hourly wages to those in 1998.
          The ratio indicates how many times a certain year’s average real hourly wages are higher than the average real hourly wages in 1998.

        
        

        

      

      Finally, in Figure 3, I averaged the wages of eldercare workers and other employees over varying years of tenure. Wage increases per tenure are much smaller for the eldercare workers than for other occupations. Although the graphs provide suggestive answers to the questions examined, they are subject to many confounding effects. In the following section, I examine these questions based on regressions.

      
        
        

        Figure 3. 
				
        

        
          Changes in the average real hourly wages by tenure (2020 South Korean won).
        
        

        

      

      Table 2 provides the findings on how the introduction of LTC insurance has affected the wage levels of eldercare workers. I began with regressions without fixed effects (Models 1 and 2). Model 1 shows that wages were generally lower for eldercare workers and in the period before 2008. Model 2 includes the interaction between the dummy variables for eldercare workers and the period after 2008. A positive coefficient indicates that the higher wage growth rate after 2008 was more prominent for eldercare workers than for other occupations.

      
        Table 2 
				
        

        
          Results on Logged Real Hourly Wages (I)
        
        

      

      
        
          
            	Variable
            	(1)
            	(2)
            	(3)
            	(4)
          

        
        
          	Eldercare × after 2008
          	
          	.307***
          	.209***
          	.133*
        

        
          	
          	
          	(.048)
          	(.052)
          	(.053)
        

        
          	Eldercare
          	−.051#
          	−.296***
          	−.228***
          	−14.78#
        

        
          	
          	(.027)
          	(.048)
          	(.056)
          	(8.263)
        

        
          	After 2008
          	.160***
          	.158***
          	
          	
        

        
          	
          	(.004)
          	(.004)
          	
          	
        

        
          	Year
          	
          	
          	
          	.038***
        

        
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Year × Eldercare
          	
          	
          	
          	.007#
        

        
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	(.004)
        

        
          	Education
          	.069***
          	.069***
          	.020***
          	.020***
        

        
          	
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Married
          	.071***
          	.071***
          	.146***
          	.146***
        

        
          	
          	(.008)
          	(.008)
          	(.010)
          	(.010)
        

        
          	Married × women
          	−.144***
          	−.145***
          	−.095***
          	−.095***
        

        
          	
          	(.011)
          	(.011)
          	(.014)
          	(.014)
        

        
          	Regular worker
          	.080***
          	.081***
          	.093***
          	.092***
        

        
          	
          	(.006)
          	(.006)
          	(.007)
          	(.007)
        

        
          	Large or public firm
          	.070***
          	.071***
          	.052***
          	.052***
        

        
          	
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Union
          	.043***
          	.042***
          	.035***
          	.035***
        

        
          	
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Tenure
          	.020***
          	.020***
          	.019***
          	.019***
        

        
          	
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
        

        
          	Tenure2
          	−.00016***
          	−.00015***
          	−.00024***
          	−.00024***
        

        
          	
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
        

        
          	Women
          	−.106***
          	−.105***
          	
          	
        

        
          	
          	(.009)
          	(.009)
          	
          	
        

        
          	Age
          	.055***
          	.056***
          	
          	
        

        
          	
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	
          	
        

        
          	Age2
          	−.00048***
          	−.00048***
          	
          	
        

        
          	
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
          	
          	
        

        
          	Regional f. e.
          	No
          	No
          	Yes
          	Yes
        

        
          	Yearly f. e.
          	No
          	No
          	Yes
          	Yes
        

        
          	Individual f. e.
          	No
          	No
          	Yes
          	Yes
        

        
          	Number of observations: 94,457 Number of respondents: 12,600
        

      

      
        
          Note. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Industrial and occupational dummy variables are included in all models. In Model 3 and 4, “After 2008” is not included, as it is spanned by yearly fixed effects. “Age” and “Age2” are also not included in these models as spanned by yearly and individual fixed effects.
        

        
          #p < .1; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
        

      

      

      Models 3 and 4 assess whether this effect is robust after including regional, yearly, and individual fixed effects. Model 3 suggests that the wages of eldercare workers are approximately 22.8% lower than those of other employees, net of other characteristics. More importantly, it shows that wage growth after 2008, compared to the period before 2008, was 20.9% higher for eldercare workers than for other employees. Model 4 also includes separate linear time trends for eldercare workers and other employees. Controlling for different time trends, which are higher for eldercare workers, the regression confirms that eldercare workers’ wages increased more significantly than those of other employees after 2008. Overall, the results show that eldercare workers experienced higher wage growth than other occupations after policy introduction.

      Table 3 shows the wage returns to tenure for eldercare workers and other employees. I began with a regression analysis without fixed effects or interaction terms. Model 1 shows that wage increases per one more year of tenure are approximately 2.1% and that eldercare workers’ wages are 6.1% lower than those of other employees, other things being equal.

      
        Table 3 
				
        

        
          Results on Logged Real Hourly Wages (II)
        
        

      

      
        
          
            	Variable
            	(1)
            	(2)
            	(3)
          

        
        
          	Tenure × eldercare
          	
          	.0006
          	−.0111*
        

        
          	
          	
          	(.005)
          	(.006)
        

        
          	Eldercare
          	−.061*
          	−.063*
          	−.033
        

        
          	
          	(.028)
          	(.029)
          	(.032)
        

        
          	Tenure
          	.021***
          	.021***
          	.019***
        

        
          	
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
        

        
          	Tenure2
          	−.00017***
          	−.00017***
          	−.00025***
        

        
          	
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
        

        
          	Education
          	.086***
          	.086***
          	.019***
        

        
          	
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Married
          	.052***
          	.052***
          	.145***
        

        
          	
          	(.008)
          	(.008)
          	(.010)
        

        
          	Married × women
          	−.138***
          	−.138***
          	−.095***
        

        
          	
          	(.012)
          	(.012)
          	(.014)
        

        
          	Regular worker
          	.073***
          	.073***
          	.092***
        

        
          	
          	(.007)
          	(.007)
          	(.007)
        

        
          	Large or public firm
          	.058***
          	.058***
          	.051***
        

        
          	
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Union
          	.036***
          	.036***
          	.035***
        

        
          	
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Women
          	−.082***
          	−.082***
          	
        

        
          	
          	(.010)
          	(.010)
          	
        

        
          	Age
          	.063***
          	.063***
          	
        

        
          	
          	(.002)
          	(.002)
          	
        

        
          	Age2
          	−.00049***
          	−.00049***
          	
        

        
          	
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
          	
        

        
          	Regional f. e.
          	No
          	No
          	Yes
        

        
          	Yearly f. e.
          	No
          	No
          	Yes
        

        
          	Individual f. e.
          	No
          	No
          	Yes
        

        
          	Number of observations: 94,457 Number of respondents: 12,600
        

      

      
        
          Note. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Industrial and occupational dummy variables are included in all models. In Model 3, “Age” and “Age2” are not included, as they are spanned by yearly and individual fixed effects.
        

        
          #p < .1; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001	
        

      

      

      Model 2 includes the interaction between tenure and the dummy variable for eldercare workers, and Model 3 further includes regional, yearly, and individual fixed effects. In Model 3, the wage return for an additional year of tenure is 1.9% for other occupations but 0.8% for eldercare workers. The return to one more year of tenure decreases by 0.025 percentage point per additional year; however, the quadratic term coefficient is ignored for convenience. Interestingly, the negative coefficient of the eldercare worker dummy variable loses significance in Model 3. This change implies that wage penalties for eldercare workers may be due to lower compensation for their job experience.

      Finally, Table 4 demonstrates how wage returns to tenure for eldercare workers changed after the introduction of LTC insurance. As before, I gradually saturate the regression with more covariates and fixed effects from Models 1 to 5. From Model 3, I include the triple interaction term of tenure and dummy variables for eldercare workers and the period after 2008. A negative coefficient indicates that wage returns to tenure decreased more significantly for eldercare occupation after 2008. The results remain the same when I include the three types of fixed effects (Models 4 and 5) and the different time trends for eldercare workers and other employees (Model 5). The wage returns to tenure decreased for other occupations from 2.1% per year to 1.4%, ignoring the quadratic term, but the decrease was more significant for eldercare workers (from 2.1% to −2.3%).

      
        Table 4 
				
        

        
          Results on Logged Real Hourly Wages (III)
        
        

      

      
        
          
            	Variable
            	(1)
            	(2)
            	(3)
            	(4)
            	(5)
          

        
        
          	Tenure × eldercare × after 2008
          	
          	
          	−.040**
          	−.037*
          	−.037*
        

        
          	
          	
          	
          	(.014)
          	(.016)
          	(.017)
        

        
          	Tenure × eldercare
          	
          	−.006
          	.030*
          	.018
          	.012
        

        
          	
          	
          	(.005)
          	(.013)
          	(.016)
          	(.017)
        

        
          	Eldercare × after 2008
          	
          	.309***
          	.385***
          	.292***
          	.159**
        

        
          	
          	
          	(.048)
          	(.054)
          	(.059)
          	(.059)
        

        
          	Tenure × after 2008
          	
          	−.003***
          	−.003***
          	−.007***
          	−.007***
        

        
          	
          	
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
        

        
          	Eldercare
          	−.051#
          	−.285***
          	−.349***
          	−.267***
          	−27.75**
        

        
          	
          	(.027)
          	(.048)
          	(.053)
          	(.060)
          	(9.752)
        

        
          	After 2008
          	.160***
          	.173***
          	.173***
          	
          	
        

        
          	
          	(.004)
          	(.006)
          	(.006)
          	
          	
        

        
          	Tenure
          	.020***
          	.021***
          	.021***
          	.021***
          	.021***
        

        
          	
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
        

        
          	Tenure2
          	−.00016***
          	−.00011**
          	−.00011**
          	−.00010*
          	−.00010*
        

        
          	
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
        

        
          	Year
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	.039***
        

        
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Year × eldercare
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	.014**
        

        
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Education
          	.069***
          	.069***
          	.069***
          	.019***
          	.019***
        

        
          	
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Married
          	.071***
          	.071***
          	.071***
          	.142***
          	.143***
        

        
          	
          	(.008)
          	(.008)
          	(.008)
          	(.010)
          	(.010)
        

        
          	Married × women
          	−.144***
          	−.144***
          	-.144***
          	−.095***
          	−.095***
        

        
          	
          	(.011)
          	(.011)
          	(.011)
          	(.014)
          	(.014)
        

        
          	Regular worker
          	.080***
          	.081***
          	.081***
          	.093***
          	.093***
        

        
          	
          	(.006)
          	(.006)
          	(.006)
          	(.007)
          	(.007)
        

        
          	Large or public firm
          	.070***
          	.070***
          	.070***
          	.051***
          	.051***
        

        
          	
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Union
          	.043***
          	.042***
          	.042***
          	.034***
          	.034***
        

        
          	
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
          	(.005)
        

        
          	Women
          	−.106***
          	−.104***
          	-.104***
          	
          	
        

        
          	
          	(.009)
          	(.009)
          	(.009)
          	
          	
        

        
          	Age
          	.055***
          	.055***
          	.055***
          	
          	
        

        
          	
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	(.001)
          	
          	
        

        
          	Age2
          	−.00048***
          	−.00048***
          	-.00048***
          	
          	
        

        
          	
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
          	(.000)
          	
          	
        

        
          	Regional f. e.
          	No
          	No
          	No
          	Yes
          	Yes
        

        
          	Yearly f. e.
          	No
          	No
          	No
          	Yes
          	Yes
        

        
          	Individual f. e.
          	No
          	No
          	No
          	Yes
          	Yes
        

        
          	Number of observations: 94,457 Number of respondents: 12,600
        

      

      
        
          Note. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. Industrial and occupational dummy variables are included in all models. “After 2008” is not included in Model 4 and 5, as it is spanned by yearly fixed effects. “Age” and “Age2” are also not included in these models, as they are spanned by yearly and individual fixed effects.
        

        
          #p < .1; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
        

      

      

      The major findings of the regression exercises are as follows. After the introduction of LTC insurance, eldercare workers experienced higher wage increases than other employees. Throughout the sample period, eldercare workers earned lower wages than those in other occupations, controlling for individual employee characteristics, and penalties occurred mainly because of their lower compensation for job experience. Finally, wage returns to tenure for eldercare workers further deteriorated after the introduction of the policy.

    

    

  
    
      Discussion and Conclusion
      This study explores how the introduction of LTC insurance has affected the wages of eldercare workers in Korea. To estimate the policy effects on their wages, I analyze 94,457 observations of 12,600 employees from the KLIPS data using a difference-in-differences approach. I find that eldercare workers’ wages increased more than those of other employees after policy introduction. However, the evidence indicates that their wage returns to tenure are lower than those of other employees and that these wage penalties increased after the policy introduction.

      These findings partly support Oh and Roh’s (2010) argument that introducing LTC insurance enhanced the conditions of eldercare workers. Given that the eldercare occupation consists predominantly of low-income women workers in Korea, these results are consistent with Mandel’s (2012) finding that lower-income women workers benefit more from welfare-state employment than their higher-income counterparts. This impact of welfare-state employment may be partly attributable to its higher level of workplace regulation and protection from market forces, especially compared to the informal employment of care workers (Gornick & Jacobs, 1998; Yoon, 2011). However, in line with the findings of Gornick and Jacobs (1998) and Mandel and Semyonov (2005), these results challenge the notion that the expansion of the welfare-state guarantees women’s improved status at work.

      According to the human capital theory, eldercare workers’ lower wage returns to job experience could be partly due to their lower level of occupational skills (Becker, 1993; England et al., 1988; Kilbourne, England, Farkas, Beron, & Weir, 1994). In the eldercare occupation, the level of skill demands can be lower than in other occupations; therefore, the level of worker productivity cannot be positively related to tenure. It is also possible that eldercare workers are given fewer opportunities for on-the-job training, which is a critical investment in their occupational skills (Becker, 1993).

      However, the lower wage returns to work experience in the eldercare occupation could also be partly rooted in the devaluation of their work, in the sense that its major incumbents are women (England et al., 1988; Kilbourne et al., 1994; Levanon, England, & Allison, 2009; Sorensen, 1990). As one of the mechanisms for such earnings disparity, it has been proposed that the work of predominantly female jobs is given a lower value and thereby lower pecuniary rewards because of women’s lower status (Kilbourne et al., 1994; Levanon et al., 2009). England (2005) argues that this perception could have its strongest effect when new jobs are instituted in the economy that are “defined as ‘female’ from [their] beginnings” (Phillips & Taylor, 1980, p. 84), as was the case for LTC workers in Korea.

      Additionally, the eldercare workers’ lower wage returns to tenure can be partly explained by care workers’ wage penalties. One possible mechanism for these penalties is the cognitive association of paid care work with care work at home, which is provided mainly by female family members without pay (England, Budig, & Folbre, 2002). According to England et al. (2002), this notion could cause paid care work to be considered a natural activity for women requiring a lower level of skills, even compared to other “female” jobs. Moreover, in Korea, care work by older adult women is valued even less than that of their younger counterparts (Hwang, 2012). These wage penalties may be partly attributable to the social conception of their labor as secondary to their husbands’ or as unskilled because of their shared experiences of career disruption (Kuk & Ko, 2018).

      This study has notable limitations, particularly the inability to consider additional factors that may have influenced the wages of eldercare workers. After the introduction of the policy, Korean society experienced the Great Recession and substantial increases in the minimum wage. These shocks can have disproportionately affected eldercare workers with lower socioeconomic status. Another limitation is its research design, which involved comparing eldercare workers with other employees. Although this approach was necessary to maintain an adequate sample size, the heterogeneity between the two groups across various socioeconomic aspects could have influenced the relationship between policy introduction and eldercare workers’ wages.

      The current study calls for more research on how defamilialization of care has affected the working conditions of care workers in Korea. In Korea, care workers have mainly been discussed concerning the need to create jobs and ways to improve their service quality (Ham & Kwon, 2017; Heo, 2019; Kuk & Ko, 2018; Oh & Roh, 2010; Peng, 2010; Yoon, 2011). Little attention has been paid to what they have experienced at work under these policies (Heo, 2019; Kuk & Ko, 2018).

      The importance of this study lies in its quantitative assessment of the effects of defamilialization of care on the working conditions of care workers. Based on a large representative sample, this study’s findings can stimulate further discussion on the connection between welfare policies and care workers’ working conditions. The welfare state’s impact on care workers’ conditions matters because its role in care employment can be more decisive than that in other sectors (Razavi & Staab, 2010). Given that care workers are generally of lower socioeconomic status and have less “power to voice [their] concerns and to be heard” (Tronto, 2013, p. 108) in policymaking, how the welfare state shapes their conditions requires ongoing attention.
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      Notes
      
        1 In this study, “eldercare workers” refers to individuals who offer direct paid care services to older patients. Meanwhile, “LTC workers” are identified as a subset of eldercare workers operating within the framework of LTC insurance policy. Only those with professional certification can serve as LTC workers in Korea. The policy further governs their services’ nature, duration, and compensation.
      

      
        2 In the survey conducted by the Ministry of Health and Welfare (2019), women comprise 94.5% of LTC workers in Korea, and 92.7% of these women workers are aged 50 or older.
      

      
        3 This study defines “caregivers” as individuals employed by patients or their families to provide direct care for patients, including but not limited to older people. When caregivers attend to older patients, they are categorized as “eldercare workers” in this study, distinct from “LTC workers” due to the absence of governance by the LTC insurance policy in their contracts. However, caregivers and LTC workers share similar job characteristics, leading both professions to fall under the common occupational category. For additional details on this category, please consult footnote 8.
      

      
        4 Before the introduction of LTC insurance, public eldercare services were given only to a selective number of low-income patients, and “social workers” were the direct care workers for these patients at public nursing homes (Cho et al., 2013; Peng, 2010).
      

      
        5 As of 2022, out of the 27,484 LTC service providers in Korea, public organizations accounted for 0.87%, while privately owned for-profit providers constituted 84.35% (National Health Insurance Service, 2023).
      

      
        6 The following is an exhaustive list of occupational categories within LTC insurance in Korea: LTC workers, social welfare workers, practical nurses, nurses, physical therapists, doctors, dietitians, and dental hygienists (National Health Insurance Service, 2023).
      

      
        7 By the Welfare of Senior Citizens Act and its Enforcement Regulation in Korea, individuals can obtain certification as LTC workers only if they complete a 240-hour training course and pass the qualification exam.
      

      
        8 In the Korean Standard Classification of Occupations Revision 5 (Statistics Korea, 2000a), the occupational category of “personal care workers” is coded as “411.” This category encompasses various occupations, including LTC workers, caregivers, and social workers. Additionally, it includes professions like childcare assistants and domestic childcare workers.
      

      
        9 Dummy variables for the area of residence are created for each of Korea’s 17 metropolitan cities or provinces.
      

      
        10 Industrial dummy variables are made for each of the 20 one-unit industrial categories in the Korean Standard Industrial Classification Revision 8 (Statistics Korea, 2000b).
      

      
        11 Occupational dummy variables are made for each of the 11 one-unit occupational categories in the Korean Standard Classification of Occupations Revision 5 (Statistics Korea, 2000a).
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