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Abstract: This article provides a comparative analysis of National Human
Resource Development (NHRD) Plan implementation in Korea, the United
States, and Japan. This study demonstrates that Koreais in a position very dif-
ferent from America' s and Japan’'s with their unified NHRD Plans. Firgt, while
Korea provides systematic legal support in order to realize the NHRD Plan,
especially with the enactment of the Human Resource Development Act, Japan
and the United States lack such a lega basis. Second, from the perspective of
systems to promote cooperation and participation, Korea has a key minister in
charge of policy enforcement and an interagency process. Third, to win funding
and support from policy-makers, Korea, the United States, and Japan fully rec-
ognize the importance of NHRD Plans and make their best efforts to win budget
and support from top decision-makers. Fourth, in terms of the substantiality of
annual enforcement plans, Korea has rather abstract criteria and less consistency
in implementation. Fifth, as far as active publicity efforts are concerned, Korea
lags behind Japan and the United States.
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INTRODUCTION

The erahas already dawned in which quality of human resources has become akey
factor in determining a nation’s future. Many people agree that improving not only
individuals skills but also management practices and the entire human resources sys
tem is critical in determining a nation’s long-term competitiveness and prosperity.
Countries around the world have made efforts to effectively implement human
resource devel opment policies.

Korea understood the importance of human capital long ago and can serve as a
good example to other countries of away to use effective human resources practices to
deveop into atop-notch economy. However, the consensus is that even though the so-
called knowledge-based society has aready arrived, bringing the importance of human
resources and knowledge into the spotlight, the Korean government has taken disap-
pointing measures thus far. Many experts say that the Korean government neither
takes thisissue seriously nor respondsto it systematically.

With such criticism in mind, this paper compares the ways in which Koreg, the
United States, and Japan implement NHRD plans, and draws implications for Korea's
future policies in order to build an effective plan for fostering human resources. It
focuses on the process of implementation, because this issue has not been much stud-
ied. Not only policy planning and evaluation but also policy implementation, and
issues affecting its success and timeliness, are important to help ensure the better
implementation of future national human resource devel opment policies.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Factor s Affecting | mplementation of Policy

Many studies discuss the dements that affect policy implementation. For example,
Gunn (1978) suggedts ten preconditions for successful policy implementation, including
the externa environment, time and other resources, implementation plans, and causa
links. Sabatier and Mazmanian (1983) argue that there are three influentia factorsfor the
effective implementation of policy plans: the tractability of the problem, the degree to
which implementation is cohesively structured and nonlegislative variables. The
tractability of the problem can be measured by (1) various technical theories and the pos
shility of adopting technology, (2) the diversity of the behavior of the targeted groups,
(3) the ratio of the targeted groups to the generd population, and (4) the degree of
required behavioral change. The leve to which laws and regulations cohesively structure
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the implementation process can be measured by (1) clear and coherent objectives, (2) the
incorporation of proper causal theories, (3) financia resources, (4) the hierarchica inte-
gration of executive bodies, (5) the decison-making rules of executive bodies; (6) the
recruitment of executive agents, and (7) the accessibility of people outside the executive
bodies. Lastly, nonlegidative variables affecting implementation are (1) socioeconomic
conditions and technology, (2) media attention to the issue, (3) public support, (4) the
attitudes and resources of client groups, (5) support from related supervising bodies, and
(6) the commitment and leadership skills of the officids in charge. Sabatier and Maz-
manian’s analysis consderably overlaps with Gunn's. This paper usesfive criteriadrawn
from previous studies of factors affecting policy implementation:

1. legal and ingtitutional environments

2. effective participation and cooperation systems
3. effortsto gain funding and support from policy-makers
4. effectiveness of annual enforcement plans
5. efforts to gain support from related groups

The framework of the study and the specific issues it investigated are presented in

table 1.

Table 1. Analysis of the Implementation of National Human Resource Development Plans

Key factors

Sub-factors

Analytical focus

Legal and institutional
environment

* Legal basis for implementation
* Institutional basis for
implementation

* Legal support for implementation
* Related institutional organizations
and mechanisms

Participation and cooperation
for implementation

« Participation structure of the
policy personnel concerned

* Functional relations of the
policy personnel concerned

« Existence of opportunities for
participation

« Effective partnerships among
stakeholders

Efforts to secure support from
the persons responsible for
budget and policy

« Efforts of the government
agencies concerned

« Efforts to secure support from
policy-makers

« Degree to which budgets are
secured by related government
organizations

« Efforts of the officials in charge to
win support

Substantiality of the annual
enforcement plan

* Preciseness of the plan
« Consistency of the plan
« Desirability of the plan

« Clear specification of performance
standards and schedules

« Consistency between strategic
plans and annual plans

* Degree of reflection from the
people for work

Support from and compliance
by target groups

« Efforts to secure support for
policy implementation

« Efforts to obtain compliance
to policy implementation

« Various promotional efforts to
win policy support

» Whether or not to hold meetings
to collect various opinions to
secure compliance
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OVERVIEW OF NATIONAL HUMAN RESOURCE
DEVELOPMENT PLANNING

Korea

According to the Basic Act for Human Resource Development and its implement-
ing ordinances, enacted in 2002 and in force today, the Korean government must
establish a master plan for human resource development every five years. According
to this master plan, all of the heads of central government agencies must formulate and
implement annual plans.

Kored's national plan requires action plans to clearly specify both sub-plans and
related plans and show the scope of the work and the quantity of the materials in
detail. Plans must also specify the policy-driving subject, the budget, plans to secure
financing, and investment plans, so asto ensure stable resource mobilization.

During or after the process of policy materialization, examination, and evaluation to
confirm whether policies have been faithfully conducted, what is written in the refer-
ence guide for the original plan must be followed, and the performed activities must be
corrected if necessary. There are both monitoring processes and evaluation processes.
Monitoring measures the output of the activities—in other words, the completion of
construction work on a reservoir, the number of cured elders, the number of consulted
school boys and girls. Evaluation measures whether the activities were conducted
according to the procedures specified in the policy guide.

The NHRD Plan aso contains the following factors. The Minister of Education,
Science, and Technology annually evaluates activity results under the master and
action plans, based on Articles 8.1 and 8.2 of the law on national human resource
development. Thisis systematically and effectively to drive forward human resources
policy being conducted under each government organization, thus evaluating the
results of the master and annual plans, which are established and implemented every
five years. Reports must also be made to both the Human Resource Devel opment
Committee and the government. However, this contains the consulting activities to
promote human resource development plans or related work as well as evduation to
set up the order of precedence.

United States
The U.S. federal government does not have a single organization in charge of

human resource development policy, but promotes human resource devel opment
through a decentralized system. For instance, the Department of Education isin charge
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of vocationa education for adults, the Department of Labor isin charge of employment
and job training, and the Department of Energy supports human resource development
in science and technology. While the federal human resource development policy
focuses on certain classes or groups such as the economically vulnerable, state govern-
ments generdly focus on loca residents. In particular, in the case of employment train-
ing, which is one of many forms of human resource development, state governments
play agreater role than the federal government and also provide more financia support.

U.S. human resource development is carried out at three levels. federal, state, and
local. Each level of government establishes, implements, and evaluates its own human
resource development plan according to the federa or state constitution or other rele-
vant laws and regulations. But they all share a common philosophy, which is that each
organization has the liberty to operate autonomoudy in the education market within
the legal boundaries and that healthy competition helps to maximize educational
effects. Consequently, government plans at each level are intended not to supervise or
to control but to support the autonomous efforts of educationa organizations and to
promote competition as much as possible.

The United States focuses on implementation outcomes and devel ops policy based
on the Government Performance and Result Act (GPRA), which means that it puts
more weight on policy implementation results than on the policy implementation
process or monitoring. In addition, it emphasizes the responsibility and liability for
policy implementation and, at the same time, is strengthening the flexibility required
for policy implementation. In other words, this Act is as applicable to the implementa:
tion of human resource devel opment plans asit isto other governmentd activities, and
the federal government conducts a comprehensive performance accountability system
to maximize the effects of federal aid to state and loca governments.

Japan

The national human resource development plan in Japan started when the govern-
ment accepted a budget request for implementing national primary guide and educa
tion reform-related acts including the 21st Century Newly Developed Education Plan
(2001) and the Human Resource Strategy Vision (2002). The national human resource
development plan is conducted primarily as atool of education reform and emphasizes
cooperation rather than bureaucratic control. Another characteristic is that Japan's
reform plan for lifelong education is intended to be uniquely Japanese, rather than fol-
lowing Western methods.

The Educational Reform Plan for the 21st Century (2001) is the foundation for
national human resource development policy in Japan. It includes projects to encour-
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age young people to study science and technology, school and community volunteer
work plans, plans to support the domestic and local lives of men and women, plans to
improve colleges, student exchange programs in advanced fields, and on-the-job
career advancement programs. The Human Resources Strategy Vision 2002 has six
goals. (1) improve study skills; (2) improve human relations; (3) bring up the best
brains and versatile abilities; (4) implement reforms to advance the education system
into the information era; (5) stimulate and promote accomplishment; and (6) foster
Japanese people in the new era.

To promote these reform plans, the Diet enacted six educationa reform laws dur-
ing 2001 and 2002 and also secured budgetary support for these plans. The key con-
tents of this legidations are as follows. (1) the consolidation and incorporation of
national universities and the abolition or conversion of short-period colleges (April
2002); (2) national universities autonomous decisions over staff unions (April 22,
2001); (3) sufficient reflection of school masters' views in personnel management
(June 29, 2001); (4) approva of an advanced placement system for students with
superior scoresin high schools, colleges, and graduate schools (June 29, 2001); (5) the
approval of experientia activities such as volunteering, socid activities, and reading as
educational activities (June 29, 2001); and (6) the establishment of the Children’s
Dream fund (April 4, 2001)

Japan has not created a comprehensive monitoring and evaluation system for
human resource development policy; instead, each ministry or organization is autho-
rized to evauate the effectiveness of its own policy implementation. Representative
evd uation examples of human resource development are: (1) surveys conducted every
three years to investigate basic facts about social education; and (2) solidarity and con-
solidation surveys to study established policies for research development by the
National Education Ingtitute and fostering human resources.

In particular, Japan makes it clear that policy objectives, policy priorities, and per-
formance outcome should be specified to help its citizens understand the national
human resource development plan and to facilitate monitoring systems by citizens and
further encourages executive agencies to use measurable expressions.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS
L egal Conditions

The legd basis for the NHRD plan in Korea is the Human Resource Devel opment
Basic Law, and the central government must be the developer of such plans.! The
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Minister of Education, Science, and Technology is required to craft a basic plan after
putting together a draft and deliberating on it in the Human Development Council, the
results of which must be reported to Cabinet meetings and to the heads of local gov-
ernments as well as central government agencies.2

The relationship between a basic plan and an implementation plan in NHRD can
be specified as follows. Article 5 and Clause 3 of the Human Resource Development
Basic Law dipulate that an annual implementation plan must be established based on
abasic plan and include the direction and goals of the year's HRD poalicy, key strategy
and top priorities for target performance, financing and investment methods, and
responsible divisions and agencies.

The United States has the GPRA of 1993, based on which each federd agency is
required to create a five-year strategic human development plan. Furthermore, the
Workforce Investment Act explores ways to combine HRD plans and rea employ-
ment, which is under implementation. Thus, the United States links together human
resources and vocationd training, thereby seeking to enhance workforce capacity and
national competitiveness. However, these legal bases are primarily aimed at increasing
the efficiency of the funds invested for this purpose, while limited in their ability to
serve as anationa-level legal framework for the management of HRD.

In Japan, laws related to HRD include the Education Basic Law—uwhich, since its
enactment in 1947, has never been revised, thus making it largely irrdlevant to the
NHRD plan.3 A second related law is the Workforce Development and Promotion
Law. Thisisafull revision of the earlier Vocational Training Law, intended to respond
to rapid changesin economic and socia environments and promoting the devel opment
and improvement of job capacity throughout a worker’s entire career (Kang, Lee, &
Kim 2005).

NHRD plans are giant projects that by nature require an immense amount of fund-
ing and manpower and the involvement of several agencies and institutions. In order
for such a plan to be successfully implemented, it requires first and foremost an ade-
quate legal basis, which means that manpower, budget, and ingtitutions must be inte-
grated. How the three countries that are the focus of this study meet this standard is
discussed below.

First, in Korea, before the Human Resource Development Basic Law was enacted
in 2002, an implementation plan had not gone beyond an outline of abstract goals,
visions, strategies, and policy priorities. However, since 2003, implementation plans

1. Article 5, Clause 1, Human Resource Development Basic Law.
2. Article 2, Enforcement Rules of the Human Resource Development Basic Law.
3. The Education Basic Law was revised on December 15, 2006.
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have been drafted based on HRD plans, thus alowing them to receive advice from
committees of experts on avariety of key challenges including the decentralization of
national power and balanced land development. Furthermore, sharing evaluation
results, establishing a policy partnership network among relevant agencies and institu-
tions, and clarifying policy priorities have al contributed to the enhancement of effi-
ciency and timeliness of implementation. In other words, compared to the past, Korea
has witnessed a significant improvement of its legal foundation for national resource
development plans.

In the case of the United States, five-year HRD plans have been implemented since
1993 in accordance with the GPRA. However, because of the U.S. federa system,
each state has a bigger role to play, and there is no national-level law or agency gov-
erning the management of human resources. The current legal framework provides
only minimum central control and support and therefore can be viewed as lacking the
ability to implement huge projects such as NHRD plans successfully and consistently.

In Japan, there are two laws related to NHRD plans: the Job Capacity Promotion
Law and the Employment Insurance Law. Because these two laws mostly have to do
with employment and labor, however, they are believed to be insufficient to encom-
pass both the development and implementation of HRD plans on a national scale.
Besides these laws, provincia ordinances, which are revisions of education enforce-
ment rules, also serve as a legal basis for NHRD plans but are limited in validity
because they are not laws. In conclusion, Japan does not have a solid legal foundation
for implementing NHRD plans, which require alarge budget and involvement by sev-
eral national ingtitutions.

I nstitutional Conditions

In 2001, the Korean Ministry of Education, Science, and Technology set the direc-
tion of abasic plan for long-term NHRD, for which ten policy priorities were selected,
with one of them being the construction of infrastructure aimed at enhancing the effi-
ciency of HRD plans. The initiativesincluded in this category are: (1) to establish laws
and ingtitutions to promote HRD; (2) to build dissemination system for HRD-related
information; (3) to set up a network of government-affiliated research centers; and (4)
to develop a measurement index for HRD. Out of these, the need for laws and ingtitu-
tions, as explained before, has been met to alarge extent, and an HRD policy was aso
developed and is in current use. Nevertheless, the establishment and use of an infor-
mation dissemination system related to HRD is till in its infancy. Although informa:
tion is collected and managed by government agencies and research ingtitutions, it is
not sophisticated enough and is largely left unattended in information warehouses or
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devices without being classified, managed, and leveraged properly.

In the United States, there is no single government agency responsible for develop-
ing and implementing NHRD plans, but instead severa agenciesthat ded with their own
plans and policies. For example, the Department of Education handles the overd| edu-
cation system; the Department of Labor presides over employment security and train-
ing; the Department of Commerce offers the National Technical Information Services,
the Department of Health and Welfare provides preschool education through the Head
Start program; and the Department of Energy supports HRD in science and technology.

In Japan, in 2001, the government organization was downsized and divided into
two—the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology and the
Ministry of Health, Labor, and Welfare. This has reportedly resulted in the fragmenta
tion of the HRD system. However, Japan is still endeavoring to make the system a
success, and it has tied NHRD plans to financial and economic restructuring. The
country is aso trying to ensure transparency in its educational administrative system
through deregulation and decentralization of education and information sharing. Fur-
thermore, it is implementing a job capacity development system to ensure employ-
ment security and employment expansion that should accompany changes in the
industrial structure, examples of which include streamlining the white-collar training
system, expanding the business career system, career analysis and job counseling ser-
vices, the advancement of talented individuals, and the nurturing of highly skilled
laborers.

The three countries’ ingtitutional conditions needed to implement HRD plans can
be compared in the following manner. First, while Korea has accomplished a great
dedl in its efforts to establish ingtitutions for this purpose, there is some room for fur-
ther improvement. The most important problem that needs to be resolved isthe lack of
the information creation, utilization, and sharing required to successfully implement-
ing NHRD plan.

A federd system by nature, the United States federal and state governments are
closdly interwoven, with human development implementation ingtitutions, education
and training information system, and nationa information infrastructure available to
complement the implementation of human development plans. Considering its federa
system, the United States has a very good though imperfect ingtitutional infrastructure.

The most extraordinary thing about Japan is the fact that it isimplementing national
human development plans in conjunction with various other socia ingtitutions. How-
ever, the process lacks a central institutiona pillar that effectively supports the imple-
mentation of the plans, and responsible departments and agencies are fragmented, thus
putting constraints on the effective and cons stent implementation of NHRD plans.
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Participation and Cooperation

Participatory Structures

The most desirable participatory structure in the policy processisthat which alows
stakeholdersto fully express their opinions and to implement their ideas. However, too
much participation can impede the efficient implementation of a plan, and thus it is
extremely important to determine a participatory structure that can ensure both democ-
ratic participation and efficient implementation.

In this regard, this study reviewed whether all stakeholders are guaranteed enough
opportunities to participate, and found that there is a noticeable gap from country to
country. In Korea, the Ministry of Education, Science, and Technology plays a centra
rolein creating various partnership bodies responsible for formulating and implement-
ing national human development plans. As evidenced in several conferences and eval-
uation groups, the country has one of the most advanced participatory systems in the
world, which combines expert sessions, policy discussions, workshops, and seminars
to ensure the collection of diverse opinions and participation by all stakeholders.

The United States does not have a central organization that handles the matter, thus
leaving different agencies and ingtitutions to manage their respective operations, so that
state and local governments participate more actively than the federal government.
Japan often experiences conflicts among departments and agencies because it lacks
clear regulations in this area, but it is nevertheless believed to possess a strong partic-
ipatory structure that allows stakeholders from various socia sectorsto participate.

Inter-Agency Cooperation

In Korea, as many as 224 human development-related tasks are scattered across a
web of 28 government ministries, agencies, and administrations. It is difficult to reach
agreement and achieve voluntary cooperation among al these institutions, since each
is concerned to promote its own interests. Fortunately, the new position of Vice Prime
Minister of Education, Science, and Technology has been created to coordinate and
oversee the process. Minister of Education

The U.S. federal government has little influence over the establishment of prag-
matic partnerships and plays a minimal role in this regard. All of the institutions
charged with implementing NHRD plans are given their share of power and rarely
interfere with one another’s jobs because there is no single central organization
responsible for supervising affairs associated with national human development plans.
It is therefore believed that little cooperation and coordination of any real meaning
exists among U.S. federa agencies. Nevertheless, a smooth and effective cooperative
system was found to be in place between federal and state governments, especially
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with regard to budget and performance achievement.

Because Japan has tied the implementation of national human development plans
to other financial and economic restructuring, the establishment of a cooperative net-
work among government agencies and socia and civil organizations is essential. Con-
sequently, the nation has put a partnership and cooperation relationship in place among
existing agencies by streamlining the government structure, with the Cabinet Office
charged with settling conflicts that occur between agencies and institutions.

Effortsto Secure Funding

The present study compares and analyzes efforts by different agencies to acquire
funding. In the case of Korea, when it devel oped the first package of NHRD plan, its
budget was only 12.8 percent of the entire education budget (2.8786 trillion KRW);
thisincreased to 13.6% in the second NHRD plan package. The increase resulted from
an effort to make the departments responsible for setting budgets understand the
importance of these plans, and to these departments’ own vigorous efforts to secure
funding in Cabinet and parliamentary budgeting sessions.

Every year, in the State of the Union address, the United States president empha-
sizes the importance of NHRD plans, specifying the exact numbers needed. This rep-
resents a strong effort on the part of the administration to acquire the necessary budget.
Likewise, Japan stresses the importance of national human development plans from
top down, with the prime minister endeavoring to secure the necessary funding to
ensure the successful implementation of NHRD plans. As a result, currently, 6.322
yen, or 13.28 percent of the total budget, isinvested in these plans. Recently, however,
nearly al programs related to national human development plans under the Ministry
of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology experienced budget reduc-
tions. Thisisin contrast with Korea and the United States, where the related budget is
increasing, and the phenomenon can also be viewed as evidence of little efforts by
related agencies to secure the budget.

Effortsto Secure Support from Policy-M akers

Korea is doing its utmost to convince officials, at Cabinet meetings and reporting
sessions by government departments and ministries, that a solution to many current
problems is the development of human resources. It is aso trying very actively to win
the support of the top policy-maker, suggesting quite often that national human
resource meetings be presided over by the president himself.

In the United States, where the role of a governor or local officia is important
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given the nature of the federal system, institutions involved in HRD are letting-policy
makers know that citizens are keenly interested in HRD plans. In addition, efforts are
being made to win the support and interest of members of the Senate and the House of
Representatives, who have the ultimate authority to make policy decisions and to
approve budget plans.

In Japan, which has a parliamentary system, the government is less stable than that
of Korea or the United States. Consequently, in order for NHRD plans to be imple-
mented in a stable and consistent manner even after a power transition, efforts are
made to convince the prime minister and other members of parliament that the devel-
opment of human resources is the only solution to many of the problems facing the
nation—such as population aging, economic recession, dwindling fertility rates, and
declining academic achievements. In addition, it promotes the issue by issuing govern-
ment reports and other documents to ensure that NHRD remains on the agenda. How-
ever, as seen in recent cuts to the budget set aside for national human development
plans, the prime minister and parliament appear to be interested more in the military,
politics, and the economy than in education, thus undercutting al of the previously
described efforts.

Integrity of Implementation Plans

Clarity

Of the three countries, Korea is substantially behind in terms of the clarity of its
NHRD plan. The goals are largely vague and without clear performance metrics.
Another problem is the lack of a detailed schedule for completion. These problems
lead in turn to another set of problemsthat arise in the process of performance evalua
tion. Unlike Korea, the United States and Japan have completely overlooked the
vagueness inherent in national human devel opment plans, thereby creating a problem:
They are attempting to quantify the performance of human resources, which is diffi-
cult to measure numerically.

Consistency

When it comes to policy implementation, both spatial and temporal consistency
between a higher-level plan and a detailed yearly plan has a great impact on the plans
success of implementation. In this respect, Korea's yearly plans lack an overriding
tone that encompasses the entire plans while including many tasks that are unfeasible,
thus making it less consistent than it should be.

The United States maintains a relatively high level of consistency thanks to the
GPRA.. In Japan, though there is high likdlihood that plans lack temporal consistency,
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due to frequent changes of power under the parliamentary system, the government
nevertheless endeavors to enhance consistency by producing long-term plans and
securing the budget in advance to ensure their implementation.

Hopefulness

Plans that are sufficiently hopeful are those that reflect the hopes of citizens.
Because it plays a very important role in ensuring the successful and effective imple-
mentation of NHRD plans, this characteristic is one of the most important criteria that
determine whether an implementation system isworking or not.

Korea reflects both experts' opinions and public expectations in the implementa
tion of the plans by building policy networks for different tasks. For example, the first
package of NHRD plan included the development of skills for stay-at-home mothers
and their participation in economic activities, special education and job-search assis
tance for the disabled, utilization of the senior workforce, and employment support for
highly educated women. All of this was a part of the effort to acknowledge Korea's
socia issuesin the human development plan.

Meanwhile, the United States began to set the baseline in 2002, a goal to be
atained, and roles and opportunities for expressing opinions for each target group
(students, teachers, parents, and schools) associated with national human development
plans were clearly defined, thus enabling policies full of hope to be implemented. In
addition, various human devel opment programs are being implemented for issues such
as educational discrimination among races, the linking of training to employment, and
declining academic achievement, which the public wishesto be improved.

In the case of Japan, a variety of advisory bodies are being utilized to ensure that
the plans are feasible and supported by the public. One example is the 21st Century
New Education Plan, which utilizes diverse channels and approaches to enhance the
hopefulness of the implementation. In particular, the basic plans designed to address
long-term challenges are based on advice from the Centra Education Council, Life-
time Education Council, and Education Process Council, thereby making the plans
more feasible and hopeful.

Effortsto Win Support and Compliance from Target Groups

In order to win compliance and support from the groups related to a particular poli-
cy or the general public, it isimperative to raise awareness of the policy among those
groups and citizens. However, in Koreg, it is difficult to obtain information on the
implementation of national human development plans from the homepage of the Min-
istry of Education, Science, and Technology, which is akey ingtitution in HRD. More-
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over, only a few people know that the second round of national human devel opment
plans are already under way, which means that not enough effort has been made either
to promote the plans or to win people’s support for them.

The United States is running a regiona program designed to win the peopl€'s sup-
port. The most representative activity is after-school programs aimed at reducing juve-
nile delinquency and crimes associated with violence and drug abuse, reducing absen-
teeism, and improving school grades. A cooperative relaionship is maintained among
schools, civic groups, religious groups, and local economic organizations in the
process of running these programs, and it helps to enhance the quality of the programs,
not to mention raising the funds needed for program operation. Furthermore, because
the public benefits from these policies and programs, the process naturally trandates
into support for the education policies that are at issue.

In Japan, where there is but dight difference between policies—depending on the
policy decision and implementation as called for by the educational reality and socid
demands—the Minister of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology usually
seeks advice from the Central Education Council, which in turn convenes a special
council meeting or anationa hearing, if needed, to gather the peopl€e’s opinions and, at
the same time, to encourage the people to comply with the policies. For educationa
issues that are of high interest to the public yet sharply divide public opinion, this type
of a consensus-building mechanism is activated to win the support of the public,
which alows the policies to be implemented successfully. They also issue an educa
tion white paper to win public support. First published in 1988, the white paper isvery
comprehensive, as it covers a variety of topics ranging from education and academic
trends to sports and culture. Since 1999, it has outlined the details of national human
development plans and educationa reform to inform the people and to win support for
the implementation of these plans.

CONCLUSION
Summary of Research Results

The present study has examined the legal and ingtitutional conditions under which
NHRD plans are made, implementation-related participatory structures and partner-
ships, funding efforts, efforts to win policy-makers support, the integrity of the yearly
implementation plans, and efforts to win target groups support and conformity,
againg al of which the processes of implementing NHRD plans in Koreg, the United
States, and Japan have been reviewed and compared. The differences among the three
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countries are summarized below.

In terms of legal and ingtitutional conditions, Korea's Human Resource Develop-
ment Basic Law plays a central role in providing the legal basis for the implementa:
tion of the policy, while Japan and the United States lack a similar legal basis for their
plans. The United States was found to be equipped with a good ingtitutiona infrastruc-
ture, but Korea does not possess a strong ingtitutional system that offers information
and data as needed, even though it has various policy commissions and expert groups,
and Japan faces asimilar situation.

Another key issueisthat of partnership systems and participatory structures. Korea
has the Ministry of Education, Science, and Technology, responsible for implementing
policies and coordinating different positions and interests of diverse government min-
istries and departments, but this fails to some extent because these bodies continue to
pursue their own interests. Nevertheless, many of the stakeholders are provided with
opportunities to participate through various participatory structures. Meanwhile, the
United States does not have a single key agency holding several sub-departments
together; instead, each department and institution is responsible for developing and
implementing its own national human development plan. In particular, given the
nature of the federal system, state and local governments have avery important role to
play. In Japan, awide array of government agencies and social forces are guaranteed
chances to be involved in implementing national human development plans, with the
Cabinet Office under the prime minister charged with the job of coordinating various
government departments to ensure efficient collaboration among them.

When it comes to budget funding and winning support from policy-makers, the
three nations have much in common. They all recognize the importance of nationa
human development plans and seek to secure as much funding as possible and to win
the support of top policy-makers in this endeavor. In the United States in particular,
where lobbying directed at the Congressis legal, many ingtitutions were found to be
working hard to persuade members of Congress who play acriticd role throughout the
process of making policy decisions, implementing those policies, and approving bud-
gets. Japan shows a similar tendency. However, there are differences as well. Korea
and the United States lay the foundation for the stable implementation of national
human development plans by securing sufficient funding, while Japan was found to be
more preoccupied with matters of the military, politics, and diplomacy than with those
of education, and as a result, the budget for various nationa human development pro-
gramsis shrinking.

Another issue is how well written the plans in terms of their consistency, hopeful-
ness, and clarity. In terms of clarity, the United States defines the objectives and goals
of the policies and programs to be implemented every year. Considering that the per-
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formance of anational human development plan isinherently abstract in itself, howev-
er, some standards were unreasonably quantified. In stark contrast to the United States,
Korea has not defined the goals and performance metrics with which to measure the
end results, and many of its goals and related requirements remain vague and abstract.
Review of the 21st New Education Plan of Japan reveded that Japan stood halfway
between Korea and the United States. In terms of the hopefulness of the plans, all
three countries were found to provide enough opportunities to the genera public for
expressing their opinions. In terms of the consistency of the plans, Korea was behind
other countries, because its higher-level and lower-level plans did not share common
goas and were, at times, not implemented at all. On the other hand, the United States,
through its Strategic Plans (U.S. Department of Education 2002), and Japan, by for-
mulating long-term plans to overcome the chronic problem of frequent power changes
associated with its government system, ensure a high level of consistency; both coun-
tries endeavor to implement the plansin a stable manner.

Table 2. Comparison of Korea, the United States,
and Japan in implementation of NHRD plans

Korea | United States Japan
Legal basis for implementation Sufficient Average Insufficient
Institutional basis for implementation Insufficient| Average Insufficient
Opportunities for stakeholders to participate Sufficient Average Sufficient
Effective partnership among stakeholders Ineffective | Average i;:;;l’/v:at
Agencies’ efforts to secure funding Sufficient Sufficient Insufficient
Efforts to win top policy-makers’ support Sufficient Sulfficient Insufficient
%Z?er:}r/]s:t?:geilgizls and timing for Unclear Clear Relatively clear
e e oo Lov | Wonon
Reflecting citizens’ expectations Sufficient Sufficient | Sufficient
Securing support for implementing policies Insufficient| Sufficient Sufficient
Securing the compliance of target groups Insufficient| Sufficient | Sufficient

Despite dight differences, al three countries are making strenuous efforts to put a
system in place that will reach out to related stakeholders and are conducting various
activities to promote the plans and gain the support and interest of target groups. In
terms of the aggressiveness of such promotiona efforts, however, Korea was behind
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the two other nations. The United States clearly defines the goals and objectives of its
programs and policies by year and also has along-term perspective in planning budget
expenditures, which helps to ensure the consistency of its policies. Korea does not
have goals clearly defined for some items, thereby leaving them largely vague and
equivocal. Japan stood somewhere between Korea and the United States. The results
of theanaysis are captured in table 2.

Policy Implications and the Limitations of the Present Study

The present study yielded quite afew implications for the HRD policy of Korea.

First of all, it is necessary to ponder how national human development plans,
which require an enormous amount of funding and time, are meeting expectations
through their implementation. To this end, a comprehensive system for national
human development plans must be put in place that will help systematicaly to man-
age, oversee, and evaluate the plans of different government departments.

In addition, for accurate evaluation of how well the plans are implemented, clear
godls, evaluation criteria, and performance metrics must be defined at the time that the
basic plans and implementation plans are established. Furthermore, some efforts must
be made to conduct interim evaluation of the plans, to develop linkage plansto tie dll
the related plans together, and to build a system to oversee, to coordinate overall plans,
and to improve the efficiency of financial investment.

Despite al these implications, the present study has some limitations as well. More
than anything else, compared to Korea, it did not have enough data on the United
States and Japan. All three countries focused on implementing policies as successfully
as possible, and thus there was relatively little data on policy implementation as
opposed to policy formulation and evaluation. In particular, because the United States
lacks a central body responsible for HRD plans, it was not easy to find relevant data.
Instead, in the United States, al of the palicies on the national level are developed,
implemented, and evaluated within the broad framework of the strategic plan, and
national human development planning and implementation, which are a part of this
broad arrangement, are carried out by each government department, thereby making it
difficult to conduct analysis systematically in line with the intention of the present
study. Likewise, in the case of Japan, though there is arelatively large amount of data
available on how national human development plans are formulated and evaluated, it
was difficult to find detailed documents on how those plans are implemented. In addi-
tion, Japan lacks a separate ingtitution that is responsible exclusively for handling
HRD plans, thus leaving the job of analyzing the concept behind HRD plans extreme-
ly chalenging. Unlike Korea and the United States, both of which have a presidentia

The Korean Journal of Policy Studies



188 A Comparative Sudy of National Human Resource Development Plan Implementation Systemsin Korea, the United Sates, and Japan

system, Japan's government is based on a parliamentary system, which affects the
process of implementing policies. This was aso a limiting factor for the comparison
and analysis of different cases among the countries. Another problem related to timing
isthat the Education Basic Law of Japan, revised on December 16, 2006, fails fully to
reflect the process of policy implementation.

Lastly, the present NHRD plans were themselves formulated, implemented, and
evaluated quite recently, thus making it difficult to review the latest cases by compar-
ing them with those of the past. Once national human development plans have been
completely implemented and, as aresult, data and Statistics have been collected, it will
be possible to conduct entirely new studies that will have new significance.
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