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A Study on Improvement of Laws regarding Welfare 
for the Aged

Park, Ji-Soon*
46)

Korea is expected to become an ‘aged society’ with more than 14 percent of 

the public aged 65 years or more by 2018. The rapid aging is giving rise to 

various problems within the society along with falling birthrate in a short period 

of time. In this context, the role and function of laws on welfare for the aged 

must be particularly emphasized. Also the Senior Citizens Welfare Act is of great 

importance as it provides social welfare service on the basis of functional 

connection with social insurance and public assistance. 

First, this paper looks into the history of laws related to welfare for the elderly 

such as the Senior Welfare Act, the Act on Long-term Care Insurance for Senior 

Citizens and the Basic Old Age Pension Act as well as the findings of earlier 

studies. In the second place, it will break down such laws by main components 

aiming to examine details of the laws and questions raised regarding them and 

to seek ways to achieve improvement with an emphasis on health care, old age 

income security, housing welfare(assisted living facilities), job security for the 

aged.

The Senior Welfare Act offers substance of social welfare service for the 

elderly. Income security, health and medical care, welfare measures through 

long-term care and assisted living facilities, social participation by working are 

the key elements and all of them should be closely associated to ensure citizens 

get sufficient public support in their old age. For this purpose, the Senior Welfare 

Act is under a normative network with laws such as Act on Long-term Care 

Insurance for Senior Citizens and Basic Old Age Pension Act.       

Current laws on welfare for the aged including Senior Welfare Act are not 

sufficiently responsive to the aged society of the 21st century. Income security 

* Prof. at Korea University School of Law.



Abstract

:

combined with decent social participation, health and medical care closely 

connected with long-term care system, efficient expense sharing between 

government and local government, enhancement of effectiveness of welfare 

measures can be considered as means to improve current welfare system so that 

the elderly can enjoy their old age with dignity and respect.




