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1. Background

For the past three years, the Korean government acted to promote structural adjustment in the public sector as prescribed by the “structural adjustment agreement” concluded between the IMF and the Korean government at the time of the IMF bailout in December 1997. While the government’s actions have taken various forms, recently budget outlays have become a prominent weapon for imposing structural adjustment on those entities/agencies in the public sector which are to differing degrees dependent on the public purse for normal operations.

The 42 government-funded research institutes (hereafter “GFRIs”) are no exception in this regard. The 42 GFRIs are under the Office of the Prime Minister and belong each to one of five research councils (two for the social sciences and humanities and the other three for technology and engineering), which are also under the Office of the Prime Minister. These research institutes depend substantially on the public purse for research activities and operations. The Ministry of Planning and Budget (hereafter “MPB”), always eager to show its determination to push and complete structural adjustment in the public sector, abused its advantages in the budget compilation process. That is, the MPB aggressively took every opportunity to tactically use budget outlays as a weapon to impose structural adjustment on the GFRIs and thus undermine both the right to collective bargaining and to incapacitate the trade union.
For the Korean Scientists and Technicians’ Union (hereafter “KSTU”), whose members include the employees of the 42 GFRIs, the MPB’s budget outlays have become a terrifying threat to the very survival of the trade union and the right to bargain collectively. The following section briefly describes what the MPB has done so far in its abuse of budget outlays against the KSTU and the GFRIs.

2. Abuse of Budget Outlays by the MPB against the KSTU and the GFRIs

To make a long story short, the MPB has broadly abused budget outlays in two ways.

a.  Withholding budget outlays to the GFRIs as a penalty for not having implemented management reforms prescribed by the government

To start with, the MPB has not allocated but withheld the current year budget outlays for 33 GFRIs for the first five months of 2001. The MPB argued that these GFRIs had not followed government guidelines on structural adjustment and had thus not accomplished government-prescribed management reforms. The total budget outlays held back were no less than 140 billion KRW. It was evident that the MPB’s withholding of the current year budget outlays was a penalty for those GFRIs which had not faithfully implemented the government’s guidelines on structural adjustment.

Naturally this caused a great deal of industrial unrest and turmoil in the GFRIs. The government guidelines had targeted and tried to impose reductions in employee fringe benefits, such as paid annual and monthly leave, allowance for university fees for employees’ children and paid holidays. In Korea, due to the lack of robust social safety nets, these fringe benefits are usually secured and provided through collective bargaining between the trade union and employer.

The contents of the government guidelines stood in conflict with collective bargaining agreements concluded between the KSTU and GFRI employers. Exposed to the threat of reprimand and budget cuts from the government, the employers responded by unilaterally revising the rules of employment, without consent from the KSTU, to accommodate the government guidelines. This was unlawful and violated both the Labor Standards Act and the collective agreements.

The KSTU protested fiercely against both the government guidelines and the employers’ unilateral revision of the rules of employment. It organized protest rallies both in Seoul and Daejeon, sent public statements to the government and employers and made a couple of protest visits to the MPB and the five research councils. In February this year, the KSTU filed legal charges against the Minister of Planning and Budget for violation of the provision on “prohibition of third-party intervention in the process of collective bargaining” in the Trade Union and Labor Relations Adjustment Act and for abuse of its budgetary authority. There has also been growing discontent and complaints from employees against the government guidelines and employers’ actions. Under these pressures, the MPB eventually paid the withheld budget outlays to the 33 GFRIs in late May this year.

This, however, was not the end of the story. The MPB was preparing another threatening action to force structural adjustment in the GFRIs. This time, the demands made by the MPB were much more deliberate, and clearly revealed the hidden motives of the MPB in the tactical use of budget outlays.

b. Linking “structural adjustment performance” (management reform performance) to differential budget outlays for the year 2002 for the GFRIs 

On 19 September 2001, the MPB notified, via the five research councils, the 42 GFRIs of its directives on “linking management reform performance to budget outlays for the year 2002 for government-funded research institutes.”
 Through these directives, the MPB made clear that, in allocating budgets for the year 2002, the MPB would give priority to the 42 GFRIs’ management reform performance and make differential budget outlays according to the GFRIs’ performance evaluation. 

In its directives, the MPB singled out the following five management reform items and assessed the extent to which the 42 GFRIs had implemented these reforms.

· extra expenses, not mandatory by law but agreed upon through collective bargaining

· paid holidays not specified by law

· paid annual and monthly leave

· remuneration for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave”
· allowance for university fees for employees’ children

Combining the above evaluation, as the basis for the Management Reform Evaluation (MRE), with an evaluation of research achievements and organizational management called the Comprehensive Organizational Evaluation (COE) for the year 2000, the MPB divided the 42 GFRIs into four groups (A to D). The MPB sent notice that it would make differential personnel budget outlays for the year 2002 according to the group to which the GFRI belongs. Thus, for the year 2002, Group A would be rewarded a 7% increase in personnel budget, Group B – 5%, Group C – 3%, and Group D – no increase. 

These MPB directives present a very serious threat to the right to collective bargaining and trade union existence. They compel employers to violate the Labor Standards Act and revise collective agreements with a view to lowering employee welfare and fringe benefits and undermining the trade union.

3. Threats and Challenges to the Right to Collective Bargaining and the Trade Union

a) Infringement on and interference in the collective bargaining process

By withholding budget outlays or making differential budget outlays for the GFRIs, the MPB intimidated and coerced employers to revise collective agreements to decrease employee welfare and fringe benefits. Five management reform items included sub-items for employee welfare and fringe benefits, which are usually provided through collective bargaining between the KSTU and the employer. For a GFRI to be ranked in a higher Group, for example, Group A rather than Group C, it had to modify its collective agreement in line with MPB directives to reduce employee welfare and fringe benefits. 

This is a very clear and serious interference in the collective bargaining process and violation of collective agreements. The MPB thus directly violated ILO Convention 98 and the Trade Union and Labor Relations Adjustment Act’s provision on “prohibition of third-party intervention in the process of collective bargaining” in Korea.

b) Denial of the right to bargain collectively

As described above, the MPB arbitrarily and unlawfully interfered in and infringed upon the collective bargaining process and collective agreements, critically hampering and denying the right of the trade union to bargain collectively.

c) Undermining the trade union

In addition to encroachment on the collective bargaining process, collective agreements, and the right to bargain collectively, the MPB’s directives did not hide its intention to weaken and undermine the trade union. According to evaluation criteria for extra expenses, if a GFRI provides a union office and recognizes and supports a full-time union officer, it cannot receive the highest evaluation grade (“G”). This implicitly or explicitly urges employer not to provide such support for the trade union, further weakening trade union resources.

Moreover, by making negligible variations in employee welfare and fringe benefits the basis for differential budget outlays, the MPB’s directives deliberately attempted to instigate competition (to the bottom) between KSTU branch offices for a higher evaluation grade, instead of forming a united front against the MPB.

d) Imposing reductions in employee welfare and fringe benefits, even contrary to law

As for paid annual and monthly leave and remuneration for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave,” a GFRI can only receive the highest evaluation grade when it reduces both paid annual and monthly leave and remuneration for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave” to a level below what the Labor Standards Act permits. Even though the Labor Standards Act lays down the very minimum terms of employment and working conditions, the MPB’s directives disregards and is negligent toward even this and thus stands in clear violation of the Labor Standards Act.

e) Retaliatory measure against the KSTU?

As mentioned above, the KSTU charged the Minister of Planning and Budget with violating the Trade Union and Labor Relations Adjustment Act’s provision on “prohibition of third-party intervention in the process of collective bargaining” and with abuse of budgetary authority. The KSTU is probably one of a few unions, even perhaps the only union in the public sector, to have charged the Minister of Planning and Budget with violation of the law in linking budget outlays to management reform performance. 

This may have affected the MPB in its choice and design of management reform items and evaluation criteria for the GFRIs. For example, the “extra expenses” item had never been mentioned before late August but suddenly became one of the main management reform items. We at the KSTU are not aware of any comparable case in the public sector in which the MPB has designed such a detailed evaluation scheme, as shown in the Appendix attached below, to coerce the trade union and employer to meet government guidelines on management reform.
 Under these circumstances, it is difficult to avoid the impression that retaliatory intentions against the KSTU might lie behind the MPB’s directives issued on 19 September 2001.

f) Aimless and inconsistent management reform items and evaluation criteria

We at the KSTU fully agree that the GFRIs, many of which were established more than thirty years ago, are in need of structural reform. Such reform should be directed at identifying structural and institutional obstacles and inertia, both internal and external, and redress these deeper problems to enhance the overall quality and social relevance of research done in the GFRIs. In this light, what the MPB has done for “structural adjustment” in the GFRIs is completely mistaken and aimless. Supposing that all management reform items set by the MPB have been implemented as demanded, can we expect discernible improvement and growth in the overall quality and social relevance of research done in the GFRIs? Definitely not. 

Besides the MPB’s implicit and explicit political motives, these directives suffer a serious lack of rationality and coherence. Five management reform items form just a fraction of all evaluation items for the “organizational management” part of the comprehensive organizational evaluation (COE). In the final grouping of the GFRIs, however, the evaluation results of these management reform items (MRE) carry much more weight and priority than those of the COE. This is truly absurd and outrageous.

4. What is to be Done

To recapitulate, the MPB’s policy guidelines on linking budget outlays to management reform performance are deliberate attempts by the MPB to deny and nullify the right to bargain collectively and undermine the trade union in the guise of management reform in the GFRIs. 

In view of the above, urgent actions must be taken, both domestically and internationally, to ensure radical and fundamental changes in the Korean government’s policy guidelines for structural adjustment, trade unions and industrial relations. The Korean government must pay due consideration to and observe relevant laws and collective agreements even in the context of “structural adjustment,” imposed or not, in the public sector. It must also accept trade unions as a true social partner in dealing with and finding solutions to major social and economic problems, as well as industrial relations issues.
[Appendix]

Notification, issued by the Korea Research Council of Public Science and Technology, 19 September 2001, “Directives by the Ministry of Planning and Budget on Linking Management Reform Performance to Budget Outlays for the year 2002 for Government-Funded Research Institutes”
NOTIFICATION

No. 438






19 September 2001

FROM: 
 Korea Research Council of Public Science and Technology (KORP)

TO: 
 Korea Aerospace Research Institute (KARI)

Korea Ocean Research and Development Institute (KORDI)

Korea Institute of Energy Research (KIER)

Korea Institute of Geology, Mining and Materials (KIGAM)

Korea Institute of Construction Technology (KICT)

Korea Railroad Research Institute (KRRI)

Korea Research Institute of Standards and Science (KRISS)

Korea Institute of Science and Technology Information (KISTI)

Re:  
“Directives by the Ministry of Planning and Budget on Linking Management Reform Performance to 2002 Budget Outlays for Government-Funded Research Institutes”
The Ministry of Planning and Budget notifies you of the attached guidelines for linking management reform performance to budget outlays for the year 2002 for government-funded research institutes. Please consult this in your work.

Attachment: “Directives by the Ministry of Planning and Budget on Linking Management Reform Performance to Budget Outlays for the year 2002 for Government-Funded Research Institutes”
Attachment: “Directives by the Ministry of Planning and Budget on Linking Management Reform Performance to Budget Outlays for the year 2002 for Government-Funded Research Institutes”
Part 1: Guidelines for Linking Management Reform Performance to Budget Outlays for the year 2002 for Government-Funded Research Institutes
1. Basic Principles

A. In allocating budgets for the year 2002 for the 42 government-funded research institutes (hereafter “GFRIs”), the Ministry of Planning and Budget (hereafter “MPB”) will give priority to each GFRI’s management reform performance and make differential budget outlays in accordance with the GFRI’s performance. 

B. The MPB will also consider the results of the GFRIs’ annual evaluation for the year 2000.

C. The budget savings, made possible through differential budget outlays to the GFRIs, will be used as “special funds for research promotion” in order to induce those GFRIs which have not fulfilled management reform criteria set by the MPB to fully meet the criteria by the end of the year 2001.

D. The budget for the latter half of the year 2001, withheld by the MPB as a penalty for the 14 GFRIs which have not met the government criteria for management reform, will be allocated back to them. This amounts to about 40 billion Won. 

2. Guidelines for Differential Budget Outlays for GFRIs for the year 2002

STEP 1: Assessing the extent to which the 42 GFRIs have implemented the management reform items set by the MPB 

· paid holidays: whether a GFRI permits paid holidays, not stipulated by law, for its employees

· annual and monthly leave: whether a GFRI follows the Labor Standards Act in giving employees annual and monthly leave and how it compensates employees for unused annual and monthly leave 

· allowance for university fees for employees’ children: whether this allowance has been discontinued in a GFRI from 1 January 2001, as demanded by the MPB

· extra expenses: whether a GFRI contributes to extra expenses, aside from those expenses which the employer is legally bound to pay, such as industrial accident compensation insurance 

For the specific evaluation criteria for the above management reform items set by the MPB, refer to Part 2 of this attachment.

STEP 2: Dividing the 42 GFRIs into four groups (A to D), using and combining two types of evaluation, that is, 

· evaluation of the extent to which each GFRI has implemented the management reform items set by the MPB: Management Reform Evaluation (MRE)
· evaluation of the GFRIs for the year 2000 with regard to research achievements and organizational management: Comprehensive Organizational Evaluation (COE)
STEP 3: Making Differential Personnel Budget Outlays to the 42 GFRIs according to the Group to which they belong

· Group A (5 GFRIs): when a GFRI has no management reform items evaluated as “incomplete” or “unsatisfactory”
( 7% increase in personnel budget for the year 2002

· Group B (23 GFRIs): when a GFRI has less than one management reform item evaluated as “unsatisfactory”
( 5% increase in personnel budget for the year 2002

· Group C (9 GFRIs): when a GFRI has at least two management reform items evaluated as “unsatisfactory”
( 3% increase in personnel budget for the year 2002

· Group D (5 GFRIs): when a GFRI has at least one management reform item evaluated as “incomplete,” and another management reform item evaluated as “unsatisfactory”
( freeze on personnel budget for the year 2002

There are four evaluation scales for each management reform item set by the MPB: “good,” “fair,” “unsatisfactory” and “incomplete.”
3. Final Grouping of the 42 GFRIs

Group A (5 GFRIs): KISDI, KRIVET, KLRI, KBSI, KRRI

Group B (23 GFRIs): KIPF, KIEP, KIHASA, KLI, KMI, KREI, KRIHS, KINU, KIC, KIPA, KICE, KIYD, KEDI, KIST, KRIBB, KAO, KIOM, KIIT, KIMM, ETRI, KERI, KRISS,KIER

Group C (9 GFRIs): KDI, KIET, KEEI, KOTI, KEI, STEPI, KWDI, KFRI, KISTI

Group D (5 GFRIs): KICT, KORDI, KIGAM, KARI, KRICT

[List of the 42 GFRIs]

a) Korea Research Council of Public Science and Technology (KORP: 8 GFRIs)

Korea Aerospace Research Institute (KARI)

Korea Ocean Research and Development Institute (KORDI)

Korea Institute of Energy Research (KIER)

Korea Institute of Geology, Mining and Materials (KIGAM)

Korea Institute of Construction Technology (KICT)

Korea Railroad Research Institute (KRRI)

Korea Research Institute of Standards and Science (KRISS)

Korea Institute of Science and Technology Information (KISTI)

b) Korea Research Council for Industrial Science and Technology (KOCI: 7 GFRIs)

Korea Research Institute of Chemical Technology (KRICT)

Korea Electrotechnology Research Institute (KERI)

Korea Institute of Machinery and Materials (KIMM)

Korea Food Research Institute (KFRI)

Electronics and Telecommunications Research Institute (ETRI)

Korea Institute of Industrial Technology (KIIT)

Korea Institute of Oriental Medicine (KIOM)

c) Korea Research Council of Fundamental Science and Technology (KRCF: 4 GFRIs)

Korea Institute of Science and Technology (KIST)

Korea Research Institute of Bioscience and Biotechnology (KRIBB)

Korea Basic Science Institute (KBSI)

Korea Astronomy Observatory (KAO)

d) Korea Council of Economic and Social Research Institutes (KCESRI: 14 GFRIs)

Korea Development Institute (KDI)

Korea Institute for Industrial Economics and Trade (KIET)

Korea Institute for Health and Social Affairs (KIHASA)

Korea Transport Institute (KOTI)

Korea Research Institute for Human Settlements (KRIHS)

Korea Institute of Public Finance (KIPF)

Korea Energy Economics Institute (KEEI)

Korea Labor Institute (KLI)

Korea Environment Institute (KEI)

Science and Technology Policy Institute (STEPI)

Korea Institute for International Economic Policy (KIEP)

Korea Information Society Development Institute (KISDI)

Korea Maritime Institute (KMI)

Korea Rural Economic Institute (KREI)

e) Korea Council of Humanities and Social Research Institutes (KCHSRI: 9 GFRIs)

Korea Institute for National Unification (KINU)

Korea Institute of Curriculum and Evaluation (KICE)

Korean Women’s Development Institute (KWDI)

Korea Institute of Criminology (KIC)

Korea Research Institute for Vocational Education and Training (KRIVET)

Korea Institute for Youth Development (KIYD)

Korea Institute of Public Administration (KIPA)

Korea Legislation Research Institute (KLRI)

Korea Educational Development Institute (KEDI)

Part 2: Evaluation Criteria for Management Reform Items Set by the MPB

1. Evaluation Categories for Management Reform Items

Category A: when a GFRI has no management reform items evaluated as “incomplete” or “unsatisfactory”
Category B: when a GFRI has one management reform item evaluated as “unsatisfactory”
Category C: when a GFRI has two management reform items evaluated as “unsatisfactory”
Category D: when a GFRI has at least one management reform item evaluated as “incomplete” and also one management reform item evaluated as “unsatisfactory”
2. Final Grouping of the GFRIs

When it comes to the final grouping of the GFRIs, the following two evaluation results will be considered and combined in the decision-making. 

Management Reform Evaluation (MRE): the evaluation of the extent to which each of the GFRIs has implemented the management reform items set by the MPB

Comprehensive Organizational Evaluation (COE): the evaluation of the GFRIs for the year 2000 with regard to research achievements and organizational management

3. Evaluation Scales and Criteria for Five Management Reform Items

1) extra expenses

	scales
	criteria

	“good” (G)
	Aside from legally mandatory expenses, a GFRI does not contribute to any extra expenses, such as employee welfare fund, employee insurance scheme, medical allowance, and expenses for condolences and congratulations, which are usually provided through collective bargaining between the trade union and employer.

	“fair” (F)
	A GFRI provides standard support for the trade union and employees, including subsidies for hobby clubs, annual health checks, sports activities, and provision of union office and one full-time union officer.

	“unsatisfactory” (U)
	Aside from legally mandatory expenses, a GFRI contributes to one or two extra expenses mentioned in the above-mentioned scale for “good” (G).

	“incomplete” (I)
	Aside from legally mandatory expenses, a GFRI contributes to at least three extra expenses mentioned in the above-mentioned scale for “good” (G).


2) paid holidays not specified by law

	Scales
	criteria

	“good” (G)
	Aside from sick leave and public holidays, a GFRI repeals all holidays not legally mandatory but provided through collective bargaining between the trade union and employer. When employees are off duty every other Saturday, that Saturday is deducted from paid annual and monthly leave.

	“fair” (F)
	A GFRI allows employees to be off duty every other Saturday and gives special holidays for long service to those employees who have been working for said GFRI for quite a long period of time, such as ten years.

	“unsatisfactory” (U)
	A GFRI allows employees to be off duty every other Saturday by adjusting working hours for normal workdays or making that Saturday a sports day.

	“incomplete” (I)
	A GFRI does not repeal but maintains all kinds of holidays not legally mandatory but provided through collective bargaining between the trade union and employer, for example special holiday for family reunion.


3) paid annual and monthly leave

	scales
	criteria

	“good” (G)
	A GFRI reduces paid annual and monthly leave to a level below what the Labor Standards Act permits.

	“fair” (F)
	A GFRI allows employees just as much paid annual and monthly leave as the Labor Standards Act permits.

	“unsatisfactory” (U)
	A GFRI allows employees more paid annual and monthly leave than the Labor Standards Act permits, which is usually provided through collective bargaining between the trade union and employer.


4) remuneration for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave”
	Scales
	criteria

	“good” (G)
	A GFRI reduces remuneration for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave” to a level below what the Labor Standards Act permits.

	“fair” (F)
	A GFRI compensates employees for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave” by paying them the sum (= normal monthly wages/30 * 1 * number of unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave” or twenty days/year)

	“incomplete” (I)
	A GFRI permits reduced remuneration, imposed by the MPB, for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave” to be compensated through collective bargaining by increasing total annual wages by that amount in a variety of ways. 


5) allowance for university fees for employees’ children

	scales
	criteria

	“good” (G)
	From 1 January 2001 forth, total repeal of allowance for university fees for employees’ children or restricted forms of loans at no interest in lieu of allowance

	“fair” (F)
	Wholesale change from allowance to loan at no interest 

	“unsatisfactory” (U)
	Total repeal of allowance for university fees for employees’ children or restricted forms of loan at no interest in lieu of allowance, but not from 1 January 2001 but much later

	“incomplete” (I)
	No discernible change in allowance for university fees for employees’ children


Part 3: Final Grouping of the 42 GFRIs

1. Korea Council of Economic and Social Research Institutes (KCESRI: 14 GFRIs)

	Name of the GFRIs 

(abbreviations)
	Management Reform Evaluation (MRE)
	Results for

Management Reform Evaluation (MRE)

A, B, C, D
	Results for

Comprehensive Organizational Evaluation (COE)

A, B, C
	Final Grouping

of the GFRIs

(combined evaluation of MRE and COE)

A, B, C, D

	
	1. extra expenses
	2. paid holidays not specified by law
	3. paid annual and monthly leave
	4. remuneration for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave”
	5. allowance for university fees for employees’ children
	
	
	

	KDI
	G
	U
	U
	G
	F
	C
	B
	C

	KIPF
	G
	U
	U
	G
	G
	C
	A
	B

	KIEP
	G
	U
	G
	G
	G
	B
	B
	B

	KIET
	U
	U
	G
	G
	G
	C
	B
	C

	KEEI
	U
	U
	G
	G
	F
	C
	C
	C

	KISDI
	G
	G
	G
	G
	G
	A
	A
	A

	KIHASA
	U
	F
	F
	G
	G
	B
	C
	B

	KLI
	U
	G
	G
	G
	G
	B
	B
	B

	KMI
	U
	U
	F
	G
	G
	C
	A
	B

	KOTI
	U
	U
	G
	G
	G
	C
	B
	C

	KEI
	U
	U
	G
	G
	G
	C
	C
	C

	KREI
	N
	U
	G
	G
	G
	B
	B
	B

	KRIHS
	N
	U
	G
	G
	G
	B
	B
	B

	STEPI
	U
	U
	G
	G
	G
	C
	B
	C


[Notes] G: “good,” F: “fair,” U: “unsatisfactory,” and I: “incomplete.”
2. Korea Council of Humanities and Social Research Institutes (KCHSRI: 9 GFRIs)

	Name of the GFRIs 

(abbreviations)
	Management Reform Evaluation (MRE)
	Results for

Management Reform Evaluation (MRE)

A, B, C, D
	Results for

Comprehensive Organizational Evaluation (COE)

A, B, C
	Final Grouping

of the GFRIs

(combined evaluation of MRE and COE)

A, B, C, D

	
	1. extra expenses
	2. paid holidays not specified by law
	3. paid annual and monthly leave
	4. remuneration for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave”
	5. allowance for university fees for employees’ children
	
	
	

	KINU
	F
	F
	G
	G
	G
	A
	C
	B

	KIC
	G
	U
	G
	G
	G
	B
	C
	B

	KIPA
	G
	U
	G
	G
	G
	B
	B
	B

	KICE
	G
	U
	G
	G
	G
	B
	B
	B

	KRIVET
	G
	G
	G
	G
	G
	A
	A
	A

	KLRI
	G
	G
	G
	G
	G
	A
	A
	A

	KWDI
	U
	U
	G
	F
	F
	C
	B
	C

	KIYD
	G
	U
	G
	G
	G
	B
	B
	B

	KEDI
	G
	U
	G
	G
	G
	B
	A
	B


[Notes] G: “good,” F: “fair,” U: “unsatisfactory,” and I: “incomplete.”
3. Korea Research Council of Fundamental Science and Technology (KRCF: 4 GFRIs)

	Name of the GFRIs 

(abbreviations)
	Management Reform Evaluation (MRE)
	Results for

Management Reform Evaluation (MRE)

A, B, C, D
	Results for

Comprehensive Organizational Evaluation (COE)

A, B, C
	Final Grouping

of the GFRIs

(combined evaluation of MRE and COE)

A, B, C, D

	
	1. extra expenses
	2. paid holidays not specified by law
	3. paid annual and monthly leave
	4. remuneration for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave”
	5. allowance for university fees for employees’ children
	
	
	

	KIST
	U
	F
	F
	F
	F
	B
	B
	B

	KRIBB
	I
	F
	F
	F
	F
	D
	A
	B

	KBSI
	G
	F
	G
	G
	G
	A
	B
	A

	KAO
	G
	F
	G
	G
	G
	A
	C
	B


[Notes] G: “good,” F: “fair,” U: “unsatisfactory,” and I: “incomplete.”
4. Korea Research Council for Industrial Science and Technology (KOCI: 7 GFRIs)

	Name of the GFRIs 

(abbreviations)
	Management Reform Evaluation (MRE)
	Results for

Management Reform Evaluation (MRE)

A, B, C, D
	Results for

Comprehensive Organizational Evaluation (COE)

A, B, C
	Final Grouping

of the GFRIs

(combined evaluation of MRE and COE)

A, B, C, D

	
	1. extra expenses
	2. paid holidays not specified by law
	3. paid annual and monthly leave
	4. remuneration for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave”
	5. allowance for university fees for employees’ children
	
	
	

	KIOM
	F
	U
	G
	F
	F
	B
	C
	B

	KIIT
	F
	U
	F
	F
	F
	B
	B
	B

	KRICT
	U
	I
	F
	I
	I
	D
	B
	D

	KIMM
	U
	U
	F
	F
	G
	C
	A
	B

	KFRI
	U
	U
	G
	F
	G
	B
	B
	B

	ETRI
	U
	G
	G
	G
	G
	B
	-
	B

	KERI
	I
	U
	F
	U
	F
	D
	A
	B


[Notes] G: “good,” F: “fair,” U: “unsatisfactory,” and I: “incomplete.”
5. Korea Research Council of Public Science and Technology (KORP: 8 GFRIs)

	Name of the GFRIs 

(abbreviations)
	Management Reform Evaluation (MRE)
	Results for

Management Reform Evaluation (MRE)

A, B, C, D
	Results for

Comprehensive Organizational Evaluation (COE)

A, B, C
	Final Grouping

of the GFRIs

(combined evaluation of MRE and COE)

A, B, C, D

	
	1. extra expenses
	2. paid holidays not specified by law
	3. paid annual and monthly leave
	4. remuneration for unused days in “paid annual and monthly leave”
	5. allowance for university fees for employees’ children
	
	
	

	KISTI
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	KICT
	I
	I
	F
	I
	U
	D
	C
	D

	KRRI
	G
	F
	F
	G
	G
	A
	B
	A

	KRISS
	I
	F
	F
	I
	F
	D
	A
	B

	KORDI
	I
	F
	F
	I
	U
	D
	B
	D

	KIGAM
	U
	F
	F
	I
	U
	D
	B
	D

	KARI
	I
	F
	F
	I
	U
	D
	B
	D

	KIER
	U
	F
	F
	I
	U
	D
	A
	B


[Notes] G: “good,” F: “fair,” U: “unsatisfactory,” and I: “incomplete.”






� Address: Head, Policy Division, Korean Scientists and Technicians’ Union (KSTU), 4th Floor Shinsung Building, 216-3 Shinsung-dong, Yusung-ku, Daejeon, 305-345, Republic of Korea. E-mail: � HYPERLINK mailto:nodong1957@lycos.co.kr ��nodong1957@lycos.co.kr� or ybchang@stepi.re.kr





� Refer to the Appendix below (pp. 7-19), “Directives by the Ministry of Planning and Budget on Linking Management Reform Performance to Budget Outlays for the Year 2002 for Government-Funded Research Institutes”. 


� For the specific evaluation criteria for management reform items set by the MPB, refer to Part 2 of the Appendix, pp. 12-14. 


� Correct us, if we are wrong!
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