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Abstract 

Since 2000, the employment rate of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) has dwindled 
while the creation of new jobs and the emergence of healthy SMEs have been stagnant in South 
Korea. The fundamental reason for these symptoms is that the economic structure is 
disadvantageous to SMEs. In particular, the greater gap between SMEs and large enterprises has 
resulted in polarization, and the resulting imbalance has become the largest obstacle to improving 
SMEs’ competitiveness. Along with polarization, rapid industrialization has also caused anti-
enterprise consensus, the collapse of the middle class, hostility towards establishments, and other 
aftereffects. The general consensus is that unless these problems are solved, South Korea will not 
become an advanced country. Especially, South Korea is now facing issues that need urgent 
measures, such as the decline of its economic growth, the worsening distribution of profits, and 
the increased external volatility. Recognizing such negative trends, the MB administration 
proposed a win-win growth policy. 

Various advanced countries have developed different win-win growth models based on 
their respective cultures and economic-development stages. This paper proposes a South Korean 
model of win-win growth, whose objective is to upgrade the country’s low-trust-level-based 
industrial structure, in which large enterprises and SMEs depend only on independent survival 
strategies, to a high-trust-level-based social ecosystem, in which large enterprises and SMEs 
develop a cooperative relationship as partners. Based on this objective, the model proposes the 
establishment of a sound balance of systems and infrastructure between large enterprises and 
SMEs, and to form a crenovative social ecosystem. 

 

I. Introduction 
 

The small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in South Korea have contributed to the 
country’s industrialization by playing the secondary role of supplying parts stably to large 
enterprises, which was largely backed up by the South Korean government, which established the 
“Inter-related Production Promotion Act” in 1975 to support SMEs as parts suppliers. Along with 
the soaring growth of large companies in the 1980s, these SMEs also took the opportunity to 
grow. In 1976, the ratio of SMEs in the manufacturing industry was below 45%, which continued 
to increase to 70% in the early 1990s, and to reach 80%. The employment in the same industry 
also showed a consistent increase, exceeding three million workers in 1988. The SMEs in South 
Korea accounted for over 99% of all the enterprises in the country in 2008, and they were 
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responsible for 86.6% of the total employment population of South Korea then, which is crucial 
to the South Korean economy.  

Since the 2000s, however, the employment increase rate of SMEs has dwindled, and the 
creation of good-quality jobs has been stagnant. Moreover, there are less and less new SMEs with 
outstanding quality. Since the IMF crisis, the number of SMEs with over 50 employees has been 
stagnant, so that few SMEs with competitive edges have been created. The number of medium-
sized companies with over 300 employees has actually decreased. On the contrary, the number of 
low-paying petty companies with less than ten employees has rapidly increased [3]. The 
fundamental reason for this phenomenon is South Korea’s weak growth structure. In particular, 
the gap between the large enterprises and the SMEs has further widened, and the imbalance due 
to such polarization is becoming the biggest hurdle in improving the SMEs’ competitiveness. For 
example, the overall productivity has continued to fall, and as such, the average productivity of 
the SMEs is only 30% of that of the large enterprises, and the pay rates are about 53% of those of 
the large enterprises. Ironically, the fundamental reason for such polarization is the industrial-
growth paradigm that had been responsible for South Korea’s splendid economic growth in the 
last 40 years, the result of the industrialization in the shortest amount of time by concentrating 
resources and opportunities on only a few strong competitors, and by focusing less on the process 
than on the result. Such rapid industrialization has also produced an anti-business sentiment, the 
collapse of the middle class, hostility towards those who have the vested interest, and polarization. 
More and more people are beginning to realize that South Korea cannot become an advanced 
country without addressing these issues [4]. In fact, the aforementioned issues are the problems 
not only of South Korea but are part of the global trend, due to which some even predict the 
demise of Capitalism 3.0 based on neoliberalism [22]. Amid the worsening inequality and 
financial stagnation since after the global financial crisis in 2008, some also argue that the world 
should evolve towards a new Capitalism 4.0 [12]. Therefore, it is necessary to consider the 
polarization between the large enterprises and the SMEs in South Korea from the viewpoint of 
such global trend.  

Therefore, this study was conducted for the purpose of examining the needs and concept 
of the win-win growth policy. Based on the examination, the study aimed to introduce a South 
Korean win-win growth model targeting a sound balance between the large enterprises and the 
SMEs, and the establishment of an innovative ecosystem, and to propose future policy tasks. 
 

II. The Need for win-win growth 
 
2.1 The polarization and conflict between the large enterprises and the SMEs 

The industrialization of South Korea can be summarized into government-led compressed 
growth concentrating on export and large enterprises. Large-enterprise-led economic activation 
and the role of the SMEs as parts suppliers have long supported the consistent growth of the 
South Korean economy. The large enterprises have led the exports while the SMEs have 
depended for their growth on the domestic demands.  

What is particularly severe is that there is no progress in resolving such polarization 
between the large enterprises and the SMEs. For example, the sales increase ratio of the SMEs in 
terms of growth continues to lag behind that of the large enterprises. Since 2003, the sales 
increase ratio of the SMEs has been further left behind compared to that of the large enterprises, 
and such gap has widened after 2006. A similar gap is shown in the profitability and wage. The 
trend in the operating income ratio, which reflects the profitability, shows that the profitability of 
the SMEs does not even come close to that of the large enterprises. The average the operating 
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income ratio of the large enterprises in 2009 increased from 5.56% in 2009 to 6.80% in 2010 
while that of the SMEs decreased from 4.84% in 2009 to 4.47% in 2010 [33].  

The wage gap between the large enterprises and the SMEs also continues to widen. If the 
wage of a worker in a large enterprise is 100, that of a worker in an SME is less than 60 [23]. 
Moreover, the productivity increase ratio of the large enterprises and the SMEs for ten years, 
between 1999 and 2008, was 10.5% for the large enterprisees and 7.1% for the SMEs, showing 
that the lack of innovative activities led to the delayed productivity improvement. The 
productivity of the SMEs decreased from 31.8% of that of the large enterprises in 1999 to 27.4% 
in 2008, and the value-added production per worker is only one-fourth that in the large 
enterprises. 

The large enterprise-SME polarization resulted in a power imbalance, creating an obstacle 
in establishing a healthy business ecosystem. The unjust business customs by the large 
enterprises that use their superior status in the market have brought forth a conflict between the 
large enterprises and the SMEs since after the industrialization-led growth. Not only has this 
weakened the social trust; it has also become the primary factor in the degradation of the social 
integration. The following are the examples of unfair trade, which is the core element in the 
conflict: First, the large enterprises have often forced the SMEs to lower their supply price, using 
their absolute negotiation power; Second, a verbal order is the case when a large enterprise does 
not compensate an SME for its development request or project order without sealing a contract; 
Third, large enterprises persistently infiltrated into the business areas of SMEs by expanding the 
number of their affiliated enterprises. 
 
2.2 Win-win growth policy as an alternative for a sustainable economy 

While the large enterprises have supported South Korea’s economy to this day, it is not 
reasonable to seek the nation’s growth power only from them. Since after the mid-2000s, the 
South Korean economy, centered on the assembly and device industries, has been stagnant. As 
opposed to the South Korean economy, which depends only on specific business groups, the 
global economy has witnessed the emergence of new large enterprises along with the IT 
revolution since the 1980s, which generated the growth and vitality of the global economy. Two 
examples of such large enterprises are Google and Facebook, which emerged in the 2000s, after 
the birth of Apple in the 1980s and of Amazon in the 1990s. China also gave birth to China 
Mobile, a large conglomerate business. Meanwhile, South Korea merely experienced privation of 
its public enterprises in the 1980s, and the advancement of foreign companies into the South 
Korean market as large-business groups. The country did not witness the birth of new business 
groups. This was partly due to the fact that the South Korean economy did not break away from 
the old industrialization growth paradigm that the country had clung on to for decades [3]. 

As industrialization advances, the competition among enterprises evolves from production 
to supply chain systems. The efficiency of the whole system for more advanced added-value 
creation becomes more important than simple price or quality competition. Consolidation and 
systemization become more important than single workers or one part of the system. Furthermore, 
the efficient operation of the win-win cooperation and production-supply system among the 
related organizations, including the subcontractors, becomes increasingly important. Therefore, 
the competition surrounding completed products is determined by the efficiency of the supply 
chain that each company owns. Here, the productive cooperative system with the subcontractors 
becomes a key element in strengthening competitiveness [34]. Such business cooperation has 
strengthened the competitiveness of the supply chain and has created a healthy business 
ecosystem centered on large enterprises that produce assembled and completed products. Toyota, 
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formerly the no. 1 automobile company in the world, and Nokia, formerly the no. 1 
communication device company in the world, maintain and control their vast ecosystem centered 
on themselves, by establishing global-level and diverse cooperative relationships. 

In the 21st

The growth element that the 21

 century, however, such production-based cooperation started to show its 
limitations. The business network, tightly knitted around assembly-related large enterprises, 
failed to create sustainable competitiveness as the origin of value creation was moving from labor, 
capital, and technology to imagination and creativity. The emergence of smartphones has led to 
the earthquake in the mobile-phone market, which resulted in the fall of Nokia’s status in the 
market. Toyota is losing consumer trust due to its recent major recall cases. These two incidents 
offer enterprises in South Korea a living lesson: that a business enterprise must lead the market 
with a new paradigm that meets the changing era. They also point out the importance of a growth 
paradigm not only in the business field but also in the national level. As shown by the present 
status of Toyota and Nokia, a business requires faster innovation speed and creativity. In the 
market where technological changes and the convergence of technologies progress rapidly, the 
logic that depends only on productivity will face a deadlock. 

st

Therefore, we should create a growth paradigm that pursues both productivity and 
creativity because the win-win growth policy’s core principle is to produce better results by 
having both the large enterprises and the SMEs grow together. To cope creatively with uncertain 
environmental changes, it is essential to promote a future-oriented cooperative relationship that 
generates diverse imaginative power and fantastic ideas. Win-win growth involves producing 
results that cannot be obtained alone but through collective creativity, and taking risks and 
distributing profits based on the level of contribution. 

 century requires is creativity. Business activities should 
be activated by using the two wings of business at the same time: productivity and creativity [35]. 
For products based on state-of-the-art technologies, the SMEs’ advanced technologies support the 
technology of the enterprises that manufacture the products. As shown in the cases of Google or 
Facebook, the creative idea of an individual or a small-sized enterprise can change the whole 
scene of a large organization and that of the IT industry. In this regard, the role of the SMEs 
should be changed. As they are no longer passive suppliers that provide cheap and quality parts, 
the SMEs should participate in the core role of creating and proposing new values. 

 
III. The South Korean Win-Win Growth Model 

 
3.1 Lessons from the models in advanced countries 

There are many cases in advanced countries of win-win growth between the large 
enterprises and the SMEs creating global competitiveness. Advanced countries place the source 
of productivity and innovation in various types of win-win growth. In other words, they establish 
win-win growth using various means that meet their socioeconomic and cultural characteristics. 
 
3.1.1 Japan’s culture-based model 

Toyota is one of the representative cases in the Japanese win-win growth model. In 1959, 
Toyota encouraged automobile parts suppliers to localize automobile parts by introducing the 
benefit system for the first time in the world. If profit was gained after accepting proposals from 
suppliers, the profit was split in halves by the two parties. 

The bottom line of the benefit system is trust because a large enterprise that happens to be 
the consumer should share core information with the supplier regarding technology and the unit 
price, and should guarantee long-term trade. Therefore, any business with the supplier should be 
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based on the trust that the parts supplier will not act on opportunities. Meanwhile, the parts 
supplier should open to the large enterprise the detailed unit price and technology, but the 
partnership with the large enterprise became possible because of the trust that there would be a 
fair distribution of the innovative results. 

Japan’s cultural characteristic of thinking highly of the collective interest and of order has 
served as the social basis required for large enterprises and SMEs to pursue the collective interest 
and value. Such culture-based win-win growth later expanded to other automobile companies, 
such as Nissan, Mazda, and Mitsubishi, and to the electronic industry [24]. 

 
3.1.2 The United States’ market-oriented model 

The U.S. has unique and innovative win-win growth models that are based on its well-
developed market economy and capitalist market. An example is the Silicon Valley model. In the 
mid-1980s, Silicon Valley emerged as a global hi-tech industry cluster. Now, one-third of the top 
100 U.S. hi-tech enterprises are located in Silicon Valley. Their growth drive consists of young 
engineers armed with creativity and passion, and creative businesses. Through one generation, 
they have grown to become world-class large enterprises and have primed the next generation to 
share growth opportunities and to secure new growth drives. 

The Silicon Valley growth model is based on the cooperation between small venture 
businesses and large enterprises. The former receive help from the large enterprises in terms of 
capital, manufacturing, and distribution while the latter use the former’s venture technology. 
Cisco, a global communications enterprise that once had the top global business value, 
assimilated its technologies in the hub, router, switch, and other hardware areas from external 
venture businesses by cooperating with them. Through tens of venture business investments, they 
create partnerships with venture businesses. 

Based on the so-called “network-type industry structure,” they internally produce parts 
that they can do best, and others cannot easily imitate and produce the other parts by cooperating 
with external enterprises. This is the field of win-win game, where future profits are fairly 
distributed through the partnership and cooperation network [21]. 
 
3.1.3 Europe’s policy-led model 

The enterprises in Europe cooperate with one another through the leadership of the 
government. The technological innovation in Europe is largely dependent on the government 
policies. The government plays the role of a mediator so that the large enterprises and the SMEs 
would voluntarily participate in and cooperate in the projects, and offers various policy programs 
to promote such partnership. The government’s intervention has thus contributed to making 
inroads into new growth areas, and to expanding employment. 

SME PACT in France: This system encourages large enterprises and public organizations 
to purchase SMEs’ products. Large enterprises participate in the agreement purchase products of 
SMEs based on their annual agreement, and report the results to the government, and the 
government verifies the practical execution. 

IFU in Norway: When a large enterprise and a SME cooperate to develop a new 
technology, the government provides funding. The large enterprise and the SME pay one-third of 
the fund, respectively, and the remaining one-third is shouldered by the government. 

BundesKartellamt in Germany: An organization that supports cooperation and co-business 
between a large enterprise and a SME, it examines the possibility of damaging the market 
through mergers or monopoly, and promotes the market environment and establishes the market 
order so that SMEs can fairly compete in the market. 
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3.2 The South Korean win-win growth model 

 
<Figure 1> The South Korean model for win-win growth. 
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Advanced countries have developed their respective unique win-win growth models based 
on their economic-development stage and sociocultural characteristics. The South Korean win-
win growth model should also adopt a method that can maximize the economic subjects’ 
potential by considering the country’s unique sociocultural characteristics. In this regard, it is 
necessary to establish a South Korean win-win growth model based on the aforementioned three 
axes: ecosystem, balance, and behavioral change. First, win-win growth should be able to 
promote the ecosystem members’ potential and innovative effort by surpassing specific business 
issues and considering the industrial ecosystem [10]. Therefore, it should maximally use the 
South Koreans’ unique potential and energy based on communalism. Second, social systems and 
infrastructure should be established to balance the short-term needs and long-term sustainability, 
freedom and responsibility, and profitability and social responsibility. Finally, it should create a 
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future-oriented cooperative relationship by spurring actual changes in behavior among the large 
enterprises and the SMEs. 

Fig. 1 showed the South Korean win-win growth model. This model focuses on upgrading 
the relationship between the large enterprises and the SMEs from a low-trust society that 
depended on independent survival strategies to a high-trust society where the two parties create 
companionship. Through this model, the social system and infrastructure should have a sound 
balance, and a creative and innovative social ecosystem should be formed. The South Korean 
win-win growth model shown in Fig. 1 consists of the following three elements. 

 
3.2.1 Utilizing the South Koreans’ unique potential 

As the advanced countries have developed their respective win-win growth models based 
on their economic-development circumstances and sociocultural characteristics, South Korea 
should adopt a method that can maximize its economic subjects’ potentials while considering its 
economic and social characteristics. In particular, it is desirable to use the South Koreans’ unique 
potential that drove its success in both rapid industrialization and democratization as the 21st

Social psychologists see that nationality may be changed by the environment of an era, but 
a certain potential is also innate in nationality [17]. It is believed that the negative characteristics 
of the South Koreans are their impatience and their tendencies to become emotional, formal, 
collectivist, and authoritarian. On the other hand, optimism and passion as well as speedy 
adaptability and survival capacity are the South Koreans’ positive characteristics [25, 36]. The 
so-called “Palli-Palli Culture,” another expression of the South Koreans’ quick temper or 
dynamic character, is like the two sides of a coin, and its positive character should be promoted to 
obtain a good outcome. 

-
century innovation energy. 

The South Koreans particularly value social relationships and a collective atmosphere, in 
which they desire to exercise self-activity and creativity. Therefore, if a whole organization 
pursues the community of co-existence and co-survival, the members of the organization will 
tend to show more creativity, with a sense of ownership. The self-activity and creativity of the 
organization’s members will strengthen the collective order and pride so that the organization and 
its members can create synergy in a more productive and innovative direction [11, 18]. Therefore, 
collective self-regulation should be the basic ideal that the South Korean society should 
productively utilize. 

For the realization of collective self-regulation, some degree of government intervention 
in the market for the maintenance of basic order and trust is needed rather than depending 
completely on the market. The basic direction of the South Korean win-win growth model is to 
help each economic subject perform creatively through the formation of a collective sense based 
on such intervention, and to share future growth opportunities. 
 
3.2.2 Establishing a convergence infrastructure of control and self-regulation 

For the realization of win-win growth, it is essential to improve the system and 
infrastructure. That is, it is necessary to improve the official law and regulations, informal 
customs, and consciousness from the ground up. What is important here, as has been discussed, is 
to make good use of South Korea’s communalism. The realization of communalism can neither 
totally be dependent on the market nor be based on the government’s unilateral intervention. 
Breaking away from the dichotomy of government control or the market’s self-regulation, it is 
desirable to make an effort to combine control and self-regulation. 
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It is necessary to create a South Korean win-win growth model by creatively combining 
government control and market self-regulation. Prof. Ostrom, a Nobel Prize winner in economics, 
argued that we should break away from the existing logic of choosing between government 
intervention and the market mechanism. Rather, she argued that the self-governing system based 
on community could be created to harmonize the individual and public interests. Ostrom also 
proved that public assets like fishing grounds, grasslands, lakes, and underground water can be 
more effectively controlled, and that environmental damage can be prevented less, through 
government intervention or the market mechanism than by the self-governing cooperative system 
based on community [26]. 

In the current circumstances, where there is no firm basis of trust and there are many 
unfair-trade behaviors and illegal activities, the government’s intervention is essential. At the 
stage, however, where creativity and innovation are formed through a high-trust cooperative 
relationship, the development should be led by the private sectors’ and market’s self-regulation 
[30]. The South Korean win-win growth model should be based on creative policies that combine 
government intervention and market self-regulation. In particular, as South Korea has both 
individualism and collectivism, it is necessary to develop South-Korean-style policies that 
creatively combine the market-oriented style in the U.S. and the culture-based style in Japan. 
Towards this end, it is important for the government, large enterprises, and SMEs to motivate a 
private organization, such as the Win-Win Growth Commission, to develop a communal 
agreement and to design and proactively exercise policies. 
 
3.2.3 Practically changing  behavior  

For the success of the South Korean win-win growth policy, it is essential that the 
behavior of the economic subjects actually change. There are two behavior changes that are 
required at this point: restraining opportunistic behavior and fulfilling the ethical and social 
responsibilities. Verbal orders, exerting pressure to reduce the price, technology extortion, and 
any other unfair activities that damage trust should be eliminated. To make this happen, the 
government’s proactive intervention is needed. The second behavior change that is required is 
setting a preliminary win-win cooperative relationship based on trust. By sharing core 
information with one’s business partners and assuming long-term trade, both parties will share 
future growth opportunities and will be able to convert a simple trade relationship into a true 
partnership. In this regard, the benefit-sharing system should be further promoted. For the second 
behavioral change required, promoting private sector volunteerism is more effective than 
government intervention for the development of creativity and innovation, which will result in a 
new growth drive that is possible only with the existence of a relationship with a high trust level 
[2]. 

In summary, the South Korean win-win growth model consists of three axes:  the use of 
the South Koreans’ potentials, the promotion of a system that combines control and self-
regulation for the establishment of a high-trust society, and the behavioral change of enterprises 
involving restraining unfair trade activities and promoting future-oriented cooperative 
relationships. Such South Korean win-win growth system will contribute to the realization of a 
21st-century sustainable economy by establishing a dynamic industrial ecosystem that generates 
innovation and creative energy by itself. 
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IV. Political Suggestions  and Conclusion 

In South Korea, which lacks a history and experience of market capitalism, the role of the 
government is very important, and therefore, it is necessary to creatively imitate the policy-
oriented win-win growth model that the European countries are promoting. The “Large and 
Small/Medium-sized Enterprises Win-Win Growth Plan” that the government announced in 
September 2010 includes four strategies: (1) establishment of fair trade; (2) protection of the 
SME business areas and distribution of win-win growth strategies; (3) provision of support to the 
SMEs to strengthen their competitiveness; and (4) establishment of a continuous promotion and 
inspection system for the plan. 

As shown in the aforementioned government strategies for win-win growth, the 
government should focus on the following policy tasks. First, it should establish market rules 
based on which large enterprises and SMEs can compete fairly. In the low-trust stage, where 
there is little or no basis of trust, various unfair trade and illegal activities may occur, making the 
government’s intervention in the market essential. Therefore, the government should exert efforts 
to establish an effective supply price adjustment system, to promote the self-reduction of the 
supply payment and to prevent verbal orders, and to strengthen the SMEs’ technologies and other 
systemic foundations of fair trade. The Subcontract Act, revised in March 2011, includes the 
right of the co-op to request for supply price adjustment, and punitive damage compensation in 
case of the misuse of technical data. In the future, the Tax Reduction and Exemption Control Act, 
Large Enterprise and Small/Medium-sized Enterprise Win-Win Cooperation Act, Co-op Act, and 
other related systems and laws should be revised accordingly. 

Second, incentives should be provided for the promotion of future-oriented cooperative 
relationships with large enterprises and SMEs. In particular, it is necessary to strengthen and 
expand the benefit-sharing system. Some large enterprises recognize that their future 
competitiveness depends on their partnership and networking capacity with subcontractors and 
thus invest in cooperative technology development, advancement into foreign markets, and 
technical training with subcontractors [16]. Many other large enterprises, however, still assume a 
passive attitude towards win-win growth and consider it a social contribution. In particular, there 
are few cases where future-oriented cooperative relationships are created to co-develop business 
models and generate new values based on a high level of trust [14].  

Third, the government should support SMEs so that they can grow into competitive 
enterprises. Many SMEs are in a difficult position to conduct voluntary innovation due to their 
worsening profitability and lack of human resources. Therefore, the government needs to 
complement the basis of win-win growth by supporting SMEs and transforming them into 
outstanding partners [19]. At the same time, the government should secure transparency in the 
management and accounting of SMEs and should motivate them to advance their management 
voluntarily. Furthermore, it needs to continue to support the essential core competences that are 
required for growth, such as technology, human resources, foreign marketing, and productivity, 
and to proactively expand the role of the SMEs in new-growth areas, such as the core parts, 
materials, and device industries. 

Fourth, the efforts to realize win-win growth should not be a one-time endeavor; rather, 
the culture of win-win growth should be established in all industries, and the necessary 
infrastructure should be created so that a dynamic industrial ecosystem can be formed. Towards 
this end, it is necessary to strengthen the role of the public organizations that lead the movement. 
Moreover, efforts should be made to expand the effect of the win-win growth policies to policy 
dead zones, such as subcontractors or regions. Finally, a precise win-win growth monitoring 
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system should be established to oversee the execution and distribution of such efforts. For 
example, to measure the felt level of win-win growth in the industry field, consistent surveys and 
field trips should be conducted at the same time, and basic statistical data on the profit ratio gap 
between the large enterprises and the SMEs should be regularly collected. 

Fifth, the government should establish a new cooperative relationship with enterprises 
because the South Korean win-win growth model can function properly only by combining the 
advantages of the functions of the market and policies. For example, an innovative and creative 
industrial ecosystem can be created only after enterprises proactively assume their social 
responsibility and establish a cooperative relationship with the government. Warm capitalism 
cannot be realized only through the power of the government; it requires the participation and 
cooperation of enterprises [29]. Therefore, the government needs to establish a cooperative 
relationship with enterprises so that they can proactively participate in the process of realizing a 
fair society and ecosystemic development. In this regard, the Win-Win Growth Commission, a 
private organization, needs to assume the role of promoting cooperation between enterprises and 
the government. 

Win-win growth is a policy agenda whose core objective is to encourage the core 
economic subjects, such as the large enterprises and the SMEs, to establish companionship based 
on their differentiated capacities, and to work together to promote growth opportunities. 
Advanced countries have developed their respective unique win-win growth models based on 
their economic-development circumstances and sociocultural characteristics. South Korea is also 
faced with the tasks of overcoming unfair trade and conflict due to polarization through the 
realization of its unique win-win growth model, and of achieving creativity and innovation and of 
ultimately realizing a sustainable, advanced economy by establishing future-oriented cooperative 
relationships between the large enterprises and the SMEs [20]. 

The South Korean win-win growth model should pursue collective self-regulation, which 
involves seeking the advantage of efficiency and competition fundamentally pursued by 
capitalism and the value of social community at the same time. Existing deep in the South 
Koreans’ traditional roots, collective self-regulation will then become the basis of the 
“Shinbaram” culture that creates the South Koreans’ self-activity, creativity, and optimism. 
While the community gradually improves its regulations and procedures, the trust among its 
members increases, and the social capital that can guarantee the successful management of the 
shared resources can be established [26]. Such basic ideal can contribute to the reduction of the 
division gap between the large enterprises and the SMEs, the eradication of the people’s victim 
mentality amidst a climate of openness and competition, and the generation of creative and 
innovative business competitiveness. 
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