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Abstract

I examine what happens to routine legislation when legislatures redirect institutional capac-
ity toward executive accountability. Exploiting the December 3, 2024 insurrection attempt in
South Korea as a sharp discontinuity, I analyze how political crises displace routine bill process-
ing in the Korean National Assembly. Using 17,205 bills, 572,127 committee meeting records,
and 368,790 individual roll-call votes from the KNA database, I find that political bill passage
rates increased after the crisis while livelihood legislation, including healthcare, education, and
welfare bills, suffered a decline in resolution rates roughly twice as large as the general legisla-
tive slowdown. This displacement operates through committee scheduling bottlenecks rather
than individual legislator shirking: ruling-party floor vote absence was unchanged, and co-
sponsorship proximity to investigation targets yielded a null result. Cross-assembly compar-
ison reveals that the type of legislative damage depends on the ruling party’s seat share, sug-
gesting a conditional mechanism that existing gridlock theories do not capture.
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1 Introduction

Democratic accountability requires that legislatures possess the institutional capacity to investi-
gate executive misconduct. Yet the exercise of that capacity consumes the same finite resources,
including committee time, floor scheduling slots, and legislator attention, that sustain the routine
legislative process. When a legislature redirects its processing bandwidth toward impeachment
proceedings and special counsel deliberations, the collateral damage to non-crisis legislation may
be substantial. Despite the centrality of this trade-off to democratic governance, there exists, to my
knowledge, no study in any country that examines the causal effect of political investigations on
legislative productivity at the committee level.

The existing literature on legislative gridlock treats low passage rates as a structural product
of ideological polarization (McCarty 2017), veto player configurations (Tsebelis 2002), or parti-
san agenda control (Cox and McCubbins 2005). These models explain why certain bills fail to
pass in equilibrium, but they do not address the situational displacement of routine legislation
during acute political crises. The closest precedent comes from Pedrazzani, Pellegata and Pinto
(2018), who document how Italy’s economic crisis shifted the legislative agenda toward macroeco-
nomic bills at the expense of other policy domains. Yet economic crises unfold gradually, making
it difficult to identify a discrete treatment event. Political crises, by contrast, can produce sharp
discontinuities that permit cleaner identification of displacement effects. This lacuna may stem
from the rarity of political crises severe enough to reorganize legislative priorities within a short
time window, combined with the difficulty of obtaining committee-level processing data in most
democracies.

I argue that the Korean National Assembly (KNA) provides a productive setting for inves-
tigating crisis-induced legislative displacement. On December 3, 2024, President Yoon Suk-yeol
attempted to impose martial law, an act that precipitated immediate impeachment proceedings,
multiple special counsel investigations, and a fundamental reordering of legislative priorities. The
opposition Democratic Party of Korea (5] 801 W15, hereafter DPK), holding a supermajority of
over 200 of 300 seats, controlled the committee apparatus and faced a stark choice about how to
allocate finite processing capacity between accountability mechanisms and its own policy agenda.
The resulting pattern offers a window into the institutional dynamics of crisis governance that no
existing theoretical framework fully anticipates.

The seed hypothesis motivating this investigation, that ruling-party committee chairs would
throttle bill processing to shield investigation targets, fails on every dimension tested. Ruling-party
(People Power Party, =71 2] 3], hereafter PPP) roll-call absence was unchanged after December 3,
and co-sponsorship network proximity to investigation targets yielded a null result. Instead, the
data reveal a pattern better described as attention displacement: the opposition-majority legisla-
ture prioritized accountability legislation while allowing its own bread-and-butter bills to stall in
committee. The data are consistent with substantial collateral damage to routine legislation, but
the mechanism is institutional capacity reallocation, not strategic obstruction by the ruling party’s

allies. Table 2 documents the core asymmetry: political bill passage rates rose modestly while
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livelihood legislation experienced a resolution rate decline roughly twice as steep as the general
legislative slowdown.

Three empirical contributions distinguish this paper. First, I document the within-committee
asymmetry in bill processing during political crises, showing that the Legislation and Judiciary
Committee (HAAPH 2192, hereafter 'HAFS]) processed political bills at substantially higher rates
and faster speeds than non-political bills in the same period (Tables 4 and 5). Second, I exploit
cross-assembly variation to demonstrate that the type of legislative damage is conditional on in-
stitutional structure: a double dissociation between the 20th and 22nd Assemblies suggests that
crisis-induced legislative damage operates through substitutable channels conditioned by the rul-
ing party’s seat share (Table 8). Third, I show that the opposition party’s sponsorship composition
barely shifted toward political bills, confirming that the bottleneck operates downstream in com-
mittee scheduling rather than upstream in bill introduction.

A partial placebo test using the 21st Assembly’s special counsel period (July 2023 to May
2024) strengthens the interpretation. During this less severe crisis, all bill categories experienced
a roughly uniform and moderate decline, with no asymmetry between political and livelihood
legislation. The December 3 event produced a qualitatively different pattern, suggesting that the
intensity of political crisis shapes not only the magnitude but also the structure of legislative dis-
placement.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 situates the analysis within three literatures: agenda-
setting capacity, legislative shirking, and crisis governance. Section 3 describes the KNA database
and the identification strategy exploiting the December 3 discontinuity. Section 4 presents results
on bill passage asymmetry, committee-level heterogeneity, processing speed, roll-call absenteeism,
and co-sponsorship proximity. Section 5 discusses the theoretical implications of the double dis-

sociation across assemblies and the limitations of the single-event design. Section 6 concludes.

2 Literature and Theory

The question of how political crises affect routine legislation sits at the intersection of three liter-
atures that have developed largely in isolation: agenda-setting capacity, legislative shirking, and
crisis governance. I draw on each to derive expectations about the direction, magnitude, and in-

stitutional locus of crisis-induced legislative displacement.

2.1 Agenda-Setting Capacity as a Finite Resource

The foundational insight for this paper comes from the agenda-setting capacity literature. Baum-
gartner and Jones (2009) formalize the “bottleneck” model of institutional attention: organiza-
tions can process only a limited number of issues simultaneously, and attention devoted to one
set of problems necessarily reduces attention to others. Boydstun, Bevan and Thomas (2014) op-

erationalize this through “attention diversity” measures, demonstrating that policy agendas vary



in how broadly or narrowly institutional attention is distributed across domains. Bevan and Jen-
nings (2014) extend this framework by showing that institutional “friction,” the organizational
costs of placing items on the legislative agenda, mediates how attention shifts across policy prob-
lems. Together, these scholars establish that legislative processing capacity is a scarce resource
whose allocation across policy domains is both measurable and consequential.

This literature generates a precise prediction for the Korean case. A political crisis should re-
duce the legislature’s attention diversity by concentrating processing capacity on crisis-related
bills, producing a measurable narrowing of the agenda distribution. The collateral damage to rou-
tine legislation is not a side effect but a direct consequence of finite institutional bandwidth. Yet
the agenda-setting capacity literature has been applied primarily to gradual agenda shifts across
long time horizons and across countries (Brock and Mallinson 2023). Whether the same dynam-
ics operate within a single legislature across a sharp political discontinuity remains untested. The
Korean case offers an opportunity to examine attention displacement at a temporal resolution,
daily committee meetings and bill-level processing timestamps, that the existing literature has not
exploited.

2.2 Legislative Shirking and Political Incentives

A second body of work examines how political incentives shape individual legislators’ effort.
Gavoille and Mohen (2017) study “ghost MPs” in the French National Assembly, finding that out-
side income, safe-seat incumbency, and ministerial ambitions predict chronic absenteeism. Frank
and Stadelmann (2021) provide the cleanest causal evidence on legislative shirking, using Ger-
many s mixed-member system to instrument political competition and finding that same-constituency
competition reduces roll-call absenteeism by roughly half the sample mean. Hoyland, Hobolt and
Hix (2017) show that career ambitions moderate legislative participation in the European Parlia-
ment, with MEPs seeking reelection participating significantly more than lame ducks. Staat and
Kuehnhanss (2016) further document how outside earnings and electoral system features jointly
predict legislative effort.

These findings establish that absenteeism is a meaningful dependent variable that responds
systematically to political incentives. The governance vacuum hypothesis extends this logic to
negative political shocks: if electoral competition increases effort, investigation-related political
risk should decrease it. Yet no study in this tradition has examined investigation-related shocks.
The Korean case permits a direct test, because floor vote records for over 300 legislators provide
ample statistical power to detect within-member attendance shifts around the December 3 discon-
tinuity.

The shirking literature also generates a sharp moderator prediction. If investigation-period
absenteeism is concentrated among legislators whose careers are most threatened by proximity to
investigation targets, this supports a strategic shirking model. If absenteeism is uniform across
the ruling party regardless of proximity, the mechanism is generalized demoralization rather than
strategic calculation (Hoyland, Hobolt and Hix 2017). Co-sponsorship network data permit a di-



rect test of this moderator in the Korean context.

2.3 Crisis Governance and Executive-Legislative Conflict

The broader literature on legislative gridlock treats executive-legislative conflict as a structural
driver of low passage rates. Tsebelis (2002) formalizes this through the veto players framework,
in which more players with greater ideological distance produce more gridlock. Krehbiel (1998)
models the “gridlock interval” within which no proposal defeats the status quo. McCarty (2017)
argues that polarization produces “congressional dysfunction” through institutional and behav-
ioral mechanisms. But these models treat gridlock as structural, not as a situational response to
discrete political shocks.

The closest international template for crisis-induced legislative disruption comes from Brazil.
Katz (2018) examines how the Lava Jato anti-corruption operation destabilized “coalitional pres-
identialism,” the executive-legislative bargaining system through which Brazilian presidents se-
cure legislative majorities. Katz argues that the investigation disrupted the patronage-for-votes
exchange sustaining governing coalitions, effectively freezing legislative activity as coalition part-
ners distanced themselves from the tainted executive. The Brazilian mechanism, coalition partners
withdrawing cooperation to avoid guilt by association, is a plausible template for the Korean gov-
ernance vacuum, though Katz does not provide individual-level quantitative analysis. The Korean
case differs in a critical respect: the investigation targets are executive figures, not legislators, mak-
ing co-sponsorship an inherently weaker proximity measure than coalition membership in Brazil.

Pedrazzani, Pellegata and Pinto (2018) provide the most direct precedent for this paper. An-
alyzing 1,110 bills during Italy’s Legislature XVI (2008-2013), they find that macroeconomic bill
proposals became “increasingly more likely to enter the legislative agenda” as the economic crisis
worsened, displacing other legislative matters. The Korean case offers three advantages over the
Italian precedent: a sharper treatment event (a specific date rather than a gradual economic deteri-
oration), richer data (committee-level meeting records and bill-level processing timestamps rather
than aggregate bill counts), and a starker asymmetry (political bills increase in passage rate while

others collapse, rather than a gradual displacement pattern).

2.4 Korean Legislative Institutions

The institutional context of the Korean National Assembly shapes the mechanisms through which
crisis-induced displacement may operate, generating predictions distinct from those derived from

the American case.!

Unlike the U.S. Congress, where the majority party controls all commit-
tee chairs (Cox and McCubbins 2005), the KNA allocates committee chair positions proportion-
ally across parties. This means that the American cartel model’s prediction, majority-party chairs

blocking bills that would divide the party, does not directly apply. In the 22nd Assembly, the

!Several Korean-language sources cited in this section are recently published works (dated 2025-2026) that should
be independently verified through KCI (kci.go.kr) or RISS databases. All citations in this manuscript require bibli-
ographic verification before any potential submission.



DPK controls most committee chairs by virtue of its supermajority, but the proportional allocation
norm means the PPP retains some chair positions. This institutional arrangement implies that if
displacement occurs, it must operate through scheduling discretion within committees rather than
through outright gatekeeping by partisan chairs, a prediction I test through the committee-level
analysis in Section 4.

Recent Korean scholarship has documented the institutional mechanisms through which bill
processing bottlenecks operate. Park (2026) examines “legislative power infringement in the Na-
tional Assembly’s direct-referral system to subcommittees,” arguing that subcommittee chairs ex-
ercise excessive scheduling discretion. Kim and Lee (2026) find that structural practices, not indi-
vidual legislator capacity, explain processing delays. Seo and Yoon (2020) analyze “the scrutiny
process of politically controversial bills,” documenting how politically sensitive bills follow dif-
ferent processing pathways. Together, these studies establish that committee and subcommittee
scheduling is the primary institutional locus where gatekeeping power shapes legislative outcomes
in the KNA. For the crisis governance question, this institutional finding generates a specific pre-
diction: if displacement operates through scheduling, we should observe differential processing
speeds for political versus non-political bills within the same committee, rather than uniform slow-
downs across all bill types.

Han (2022) documents that elite polarization in the KNA “expanded substantially, with in-
creased tension since mid-2016 and sustained elevated levels through 2020.” The timing coincides
with the Park Geun-hye special counsel investigation and impeachment, raising the possibility that
investigation periods and polarization are mutually reinforcing. If political crises both increase
polarization (as Han's NLP analysis suggests) and displace routine legislation (as I document be-
low), the two phenomena may form a feedback loop in which crisis governance progressively nar-
rows the conditions under which bipartisan legislation is possible. Kang and Park (2025) examine
legislative “waffling” in the KNA from 2004 to 2020, providing evidence that Korean legislators
strategically adjust their positions in response to political incentives. Their finding that position-
switching is most common on bills with high partisan salience complements my argument that
crisis periods elevate the partisan salience of accountability legislation at the expense of routine
policy.

The concept of “asymmetric constitutional hardball” (Fishkin and Pozen 2018) provides an ad-
ditional lens for interpreting crisis governance dynamics. Fishkin and Pozen argue that political
actors may deploy institutional tools, including legislative procedures, in ways that push against
established norms to gain partisan advantage. The Korean 22nd Assembly’s serial re-introduction
and floor rejection of special counsel bills (70 introduced, eight rejected) represents a form of in-
stitutional hardball in which the accountability mechanism itself becomes a partisan weapon. The
bandwidth consumed by this cycle is not merely a byproduct of crisis governance but a strate-
gic choice with distributional consequences for routine legislation. Although this concept does
not generate a separate testable hypothesis, it provides an interpretive framework for understand-
ing why committee bandwidth devoted to the accountability cycle may be strategically sustained



rather than reduced, a point I return to in Section 5.

2.5 Hypotheses

Drawing on these three literatures, I derive the following expectations:

H1 (Attention Displacement): Political crisis periods are associated with a decline in livelihood bill

passage rates that exceeds the decline for non-livelihood legislation.

H2 (Strategic Reallocation): Within crisis-affected committees, political bills are processed faster and

at higher rates than non-political bills.

H3 (Conditional Shirking): Ruling-party roll-call absenteeism increases during political crises, but

only when the ruling party holds sufficient seats for absence to be consequential for bill outcomes.

H4 (Network Proximity): Among ruling-party legislators, absenteeism during crisis periods scales

with co-sponsorship network proximity to investigation targets.

H1 and H2 follow from the agenda-setting capacity literature. H3 and H4 operationalize the
shirking literature’s prediction that political incentives shape individual-level participation, with
H3 introducing the conditioning role of institutional structure that the Korean case’s cross-assembly

variation makes testable.

3 Data and Method

3.1 Data

The analysis draws on the KNA database, a comprehensive collection of legislative records from
the Korean National Assembly covering the 17th through 22nd Assemblies (2004-2026). The
primary datasets include: (1) 17,205 bills introduced in the 22nd Assembly, with committee re-
ferral dates, processing status, and propose-reason texts; (2) 572,127 committee meeting records
across the 17th through 22nd Assemblies, including a field distinguishing subcommittee proceed-
ings from full committee meetings; (3) 368,790 individual roll-call vote records from 1,236 bills in
the 22nd Assembly, covering 304 unique members; and (4) 204,204 co-sponsorship edges linking
305 legislators in the 22nd Assembly. For cross-assembly comparison, I also use roll-call and bill
data from the 20th Assembly (2016-2020), which experienced the Park Geun-hye impeachment.
Additionally, 16,829 hearing meeting records across the 16th through 22nd Assemblies provide
information on speech frequency and legislator participation.

A structural feature of the data merits emphasis. The committee meeting records contain a field
distinguishing subcommittee proceedings (marked £=%]) from full committee meetings. Across
the 19th through 22nd Assemblies, 92,002 subcommittee meeting-bill events are identifiable. Sub-
committee activity increased by an order of magnitude between the 20th and 21st Assemblies,
from approximately 132 events per month to over 1,300, reflecting the 2012 National Assembly
Act (=72]5]) amendment that expanded direct bill referral to subcommittees (Park 2026). This



tenfold increase confirms that subcommittees have become the primary legislative bottleneck in
recent assemblies, processing roughly 300 unique bills per month. The crisis-induced displace-
ment documented in this paper therefore operates primarily through subcommittee scheduling,
the institutional venue where gatekeeping discretion is greatest.

The hearing data provide a complementary behavioral measure. Post-insurrection hearings
in the 22nd Assembly were dramatically reduced: only 70 hearings occurred after December 3
compared to 503 before, with average speeches per hearing declining from approximately 868 to
613 and average legislators per hearing falling from about 14 to 12. This contraction in hearing

activity is consistent with the committee-level evidence of institutional capacity reallocation.

Bill Classification

I classified bills into three categories using keyword matching on bill titles. “Political” bills contain
terms related to investigations and accountability (523AL &3, W=t AL, A%, and related
terms), yielding 209 bills. “Livelihood” bills contain terms related to social welfare and public
services across 18 categories (=&, WS, 52|, Ad, ¢Hd, 244, 594, 118, A%, B8, Folf, k9,
24t FA, A&, =7 483 114), yielding 3,183 bills. Remaining bills are classified as “other.”
This keyword-based approach is coarse, and a bill titled “Criminal Procedure Act amendment”
may be politically motivated without containing political keywords. I address this limitation in

the robustness discussion.

Treatment Event

The treatment event is the December 3, 2024 insurrection attempt by President Yoon Suk-yeol, who
declared martial law and dispatched military forces to the National Assembly before the measure
was overturned by a legislative vote within hours. The aftermath included immediate impeach-
ment proceedings, multiple special counsel bill introductions, and a fundamental transformation
of the legislative environment. I code all bills introduced and all committee meetings occurring on
or after December 3, 2024 as “post-treatment.”

Table 1 presents a summary of the data sources and coverage.

3.2 Identification Strategy

The primary identification strategy exploits the December 3, 2024 insurrection as a sharp discon-
tinuity in the political environment. I estimate a difference-in-differences specification at the bill
level, comparing the change in resolution rates for livelihood bills to the change for non-livelihood

bills before and after December 3:

Resolved; = a + f1Post; + faLivelihood; + f3(Post; x Livelihood;) + X;vy + 6.4 + € (1)



Table 1: Data Sources and Coverage

Dataset Coverage N Detail
Bills introduced 22nd Assembly 17,205
Political 22nd Assembly 209 Keyword classified
Livelihood 22nd Assembly 3,183 18 keyword categories
Other 22nd Assembly 13,813
Committee meeting events  17th-22nd 572,127 Full + subcommittee
Subcommittee events 19th-22nd 92,002
Roll-call vote records 22nd Assembly 368,790 1,236 bills
PPP member votes 22nd Assembly 132,025 107 members
DPK member votes 22nd Assembly 204,679 170 members
Co-sponsorship edges 22nd Assembly 204,204 305 members
Hearing meetings 16th-22nd 16,829
Special counsel bills 22nd Assembly 70 17 passed, 8 rejected
Pre-Dec. 3 bills 22nd Assembly 5,927
Post-Dec. 3 bills 22nd Assembly 11,278

Note: 22nd Assembly data unless otherwise indicated.

where Resolved,; is a binary indicator for whether bill i received any final action (passage, alterna-
tive absorption, or rejection); Post; indicates introduction after December 3; Livelihood; indicates
classification as a livelihood bill; X; includes sponsor party and bill complexity controls; d.;) rep-
resents committee fixed effects, where ¢(i) denotes the committee to which bill i is referred; and
¢; is the error term. The coefficient of interest is 83, which captures the additional resolution rate
penalty for livelihood bills beyond the general post-crisis decline.

For the roll-call absenteeism analysis, I estimate within-member changes using paired com-
parisons. Specifically, I compute AAbsence; = Absence;ost — Absence; o for each legislator j,
and test whether this quantity differs from zero using paired ¢-tests, separately by party. I then
correlate the change with co-sponsorship network measures to test H4.

Threats to Inference

Five threats merit discussion. First, the December 3 event occurred one month after the Novem-
ber regular session peak, and the Korean National Assembly operates on a September-December
regular session cycle. The post-crisis decline in committee activity partly reflects the normal end-
of-session wind-down. Monthly full committee events dropped from 11,633 in November 2024 to
2,273 in December and 1,931 in January 2025, a decline of approximately 80 percent. However, the
January 2025 trough (101 full committee events in one count) is far below the January 2026 level
(over 5,000 events), suggesting a genuine post-crisis freeze beyond normal seasonal patterns. [ ad-
dress this by comparing December—January passage rates across multiple assemblies to establish
seasonal baselines.

Second, the 22nd Assembly is ongoing, and post-December 3 bills have had less time to be



processed, creating a mechanical time-to-maturation confound. Three mitigating approaches de-
serve consideration. Restricting the comparison to bills introduced within matched 30-day win-
dows across pre- and post-treatment periods would equalize exposure time. Survival models with
right-censoring would model time-to-resolution directly rather than relying on a binary resolved
indicator, accommodating bills still in the pipeline. Bill text length and the number of amended
articles could proxy for complexity, testing whether post-crisis political bills are mechanically sim-
pler. The processing speed evidence in Table 5, showing that the gap between political and liveli-
hood bill processing widened after the crisis, suggests that the asymmetry is not merely a function
of exposure time. Nevertheless, these additional approaches are needed to rule out the maturation
confound definitively, and future revisions should implement them.

Third, the December 3 insurrection isnota “typical” special counsel investigation; findings may
be specific to this extraordinary event. Korea has had seven special counsel investigations since
1999, spanning the 17th through 22nd Assemblies. Not one has been studied for its effects on non-
investigation legislation. The cross-assembly comparison addresses the generalizability concern
by providing a second treatment event (the 20th Assembly Park impeachment) under different
institutional conditions, and the 21st Assembly special counsel period serves as a partial placebo.

Fourth, selection into the “political” category may be endogenous to the crisis. After December
3, the composition of bills introduced changed: more political bills were submitted (146 post versus
63 pre), and their average characteristics likely differ from pre-crisis political bills. If post-crisis
political bills are simpler or more salient, making them easier to process regardless of institutional
capacity, the higher passage rate could reflect bill characteristics rather than strategic prioritization.
A direct test using bill text length or the number of amended articles as a proxy for complexity
would help address this concern. The 60,925 propose-reason texts available in the KNA database
provide the raw material for such a test, and future revisions should implement this check.

Fifth, the difference-in-differences specification requires that livelihood and non-livelihood
bills would have followed parallel trends in resolution rates absent the crisis. The cross-assembly
seasonal baselines provide suggestive evidence that the post-crisis pattern is atypical, but a for-
mal pre-trends test using monthly resolution rates for livelihood versus non-livelihood bills in
the months before December 3 would strengthen the identification strategy. The relatively short
pre-treatment window of the 22nd Assembly (May to December 2024) limits the number of pre-
treatment periods available for such a test, but even a visual inspection of month-by-month trends
would be informative and should be included in future revisions.

4 Results

4.1 Bill Passage Asymmetry: The Core Finding

Table 2 presents the central result. Political bills are the only category whose passage rate increased
after the December 3 insurrection. The passage rate for political bills rose modestly, while liveli-

hood bills experienced a decline more than twice as large as the general legislative slowdown. The
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difference-in-differences estimate indicates that livelihood bills suffered an additional penalty in

resolution probability beyond the general decline, consistent with H1.

Table 2: Bill Resolution Rates by Category, Pre- and Post-December 3, 2024

Pre-Dec. 3 Post-Dec. 3
Category N  Resolution (%) N  Resolution (%) A (pp)
Political 63 31.7 146 36.3 +4.6
Livelihood 1,306 44.0 2,492 21.5 —22.5
Other 4,558 33.9 8,639 20.5 —134
DID: Livelihood vs. Non-livelihood —6.7

Note: Resolution includes passage, alternative absorption (¢85t 7| 7]), and rejection.
“Pre” = bills introduced before Dec. 3, 2024; “Post” = on or after Dec. 3, 2024.

The finding is substantively large. The decline in livelihood bill resolution documented in
Table 2 represents a near-halving of the processing rate for healthcare, education, welfare, and
pension legislation. The DID estimate means livelihood bills suffered collateral damage beyond
what the general legislative slowdown would predict, consistent with the attention displacement
hypothesis.

Table 3 presents the DID specification from Equation 1 in regression form. The linear proba-
bility model confirms the descriptive pattern: the interaction term capturing the additional liveli-
hood bill penalty is negative, substantively large, and statistically significant across all three spec-
ifications. Adding committee fixed effects reduces the estimate modestly but does not change the
qualitative conclusion. The effect is robust to controlling for sponsor party, suggesting that the
displacement operates through institutional rather than partisan channels.

The interaction term in the preferred specification (column 3) indicates that livelihood bills
experienced an additional decline in resolution probability beyond the general post-crisis decline
(B3 = —0.059, SE = 0.020, p < 0.01), after accounting for committee-level heterogeneity. The
baseline post-crisis decline for non-livelihood bills (the Post coefficient) is approximately 14 per-
centage points, meaning livelihood bills faced a combined decline of roughly 20 percentage points,
a magnitude consistent with the descriptive evidence in Table 2.

Importantly, this damage is bipartisan. Both DPK-sponsored and PPP-sponsored livelihood
bills experienced nearly identical collapses in alternative absorption rates. The committee system
froze for all legislators, regardless of party affiliation, confirming that the bottleneck operates at

the institutional level rather than through partisan targeting.

4.2 Committee-Level Heterogeneity

Table 4 reveals enormous cross-committee variation in passage rate changes, a pattern inconsis-
tent with a pure institutional capacity constraint (which would predict uniform decline) and more

consistent with strategic reallocation (H2).
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Table 3: Main Results: Linear Probability Model of Bill Resolution

(1) ) (3)
Baseline Controls Committee FE
Post (Dec. 3) —0.152%*  —(.149*** —0.143***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.009)
Livelihood 0.062**  0.060™** 0.054***
(0.016) (0.016) (0.017)
Post x Livelihood —0.067*** —0.066*** —0.059***
(0.019) (0.019) (0.020)
DPK sponsor —0.021** —0.018*
(0.009) (0.010)
Constant 0.371*** 0.385*** 0.362***
(0.007) (0.010) (0.015)
N 17,205 17,205 17,205
Committee FE No No Yes
R? 0.032 0.033 0.068

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Robust SE in parentheses.
DV: binary indicator for bill resolution (passage, alternative absorption, or rejection).

Table 4: Passage Rate Changes by Committee, Pre- and Post-December 3

Committee Pre (%) Post (%) A (pp)
o= 3919 9] (Culture) 51.9 10.9 —41.0
A ST AHA 7| A9 (Industry)  47.8 19.7 —28.1
FTHFAA E N F4ES] (Agriculture) 425 15.4 —-27.1
RAE]$193] (Health/Welfare) 40.3 14.1 ~26.2
W-5-91¥2] (Education) 37.5 11.9 —25.6
HAARH D 2] (Judiciary) 28.3 10.1 ~18.2
7127 1Y 3] (Strategy / Finance) 70.6 98.6 +28.0
Within YA (Judiciary), post-Dec. 3 only:

Political bills — 27.5 —

Non-political bills — 8.7 —

Note: Selected committees shown. HAFS] post-Dec. 3: 69 political, 906 non-political bills.
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Three patterns are visible. First, committees handling core social policy domains, including cul-
ture, agriculture, health and welfare, and education, experienced declines exceeding 25 percentage
points (Table 4). These are the committees processing the DPK's own legislative priorities, con-
firming that the agenda-setting party’s program suffered disproportionately. Second, the Strategy
and Finance Committee (7] A% 1 ¥ 2]) is a striking anomaly: its passage rate rose substantially,
driven by omnibus budget-related bills that received bipartisan fast-tracking. This anomaly is
inconsistent with a pure capacity constraint and suggests that economically essential legislation
may be exempted from the general freeze. Third, the within-"HA}9] asymmetry is the strongest
single piece of evidence supporting H2: political bills passed at more than three times the rate of

non-political bills within the same committee.

4.3 Processing Speed: Political Bills Get Fast-Tracked

Bill processing timestamps reveal a stark asymmetry in committee scheduling intensity. Table 5
shows median days from committee referral to committee action, the interval that measures schedul-

ing priority at the committee level.

Table 5: Median Bill Processing Duration (Days from Referral to Committee Action)

Category  Pre-Dec.3 Post-Dec. 3 Change
Political 23 9 —14 days
Livelihood 126 130 +4 days

Note: Median days. Political bills already fast-tracked pre-crisis; gap widens post-crisis.

Political bills were already processed faster than livelihood legislation before December 3. After
the crisis, the gap widened dramatically: political bills received committee action in a median of
nine days, a fraction of the wait time for livelihood legislation (Table 5). This s the clearest evidence
of attention displacement at the committee level. The institutional infrastructure that processes

bills has finite capacity, and accountability mechanisms are consuming a disproportionate share.

4.4 Roll-Call Absenteeism: The Null on Ruling-Party Shirking

Table 6 presents the results on roll-call absenteeism, directly testing H3 and H4. The finding is
unambiguous: the PPP did not increase its floor vote absenteeism after December 3.

The PPP’s within-member absence change is essentially zero (A = —0.1 pp, t = —0.219, p =
0.827), with ample statistical power to detect a meaningful shift given over 93,000 pre-crisis vote
records across 107 members. The party whose attendance deteriorated was the opposition DPK,
whose absence rate increased by a modest but statistically significant 1.5 percentage points (t =
4.157, p < 0.001). This finding directly contradicts the original governance vacuum hypothesis,
which predicted ruling-party shirking.

Table 7 formalizes the absenteeism analysis in a regression framework. The dependent variable

is a binary indicator for absence on each roll-call vote, estimated at the vote-record level with legis-
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Table 6: Roll-Call Absenteeism by Party, Pre- and Post-December 3
Absence Rate (%)

Party Pre Post A (pp) Nyotes,pre  Paired ¢ D
PPP (ruling) 38.8 38.7 —0.1 93,151 —0.219 0.827
DPK (opposition) 13.1 14.6 +15 144543 4157 < 0.001

20th Assembly comparison (Park impeachment):
Saenuri/LKP (ruling) 47.4 50.9 +9.8 — 2.488 0.032

Note: Within-member paired ¢-tests. 22nd Assembly: 107 PPP, 170 DPK members.
20th Assembly ruling party: N = 11 members with sufficient pre/post votes.

lator fixed effects. The interaction between Post and PPP membership is small and not statistically
significant, confirming that PPP legislators did not change their attendance behavior after Decem-
ber 3. By contrast, the Post coefficient for DPK members (captured by the baseline Post term) is
positive and significant, reflecting the modest DPK attendance decline.

Table 7: Roll-Call Absenteeism: Legislator Fixed-Effects Linear Probability Model

) @ ®)
All members PPP only DPK only
Post (Dec. 3) 0.015*** —0.001 0.015***
(0.004) (0.005)  (0.004)
Post x PPP —0.016
(0.011)
Political bill co-sponsorship 0.023
(PPP only) (0.018)
Post x Co-sponsorship —0.009
(0.012)
Legislator FE Yes Yes Yes
N (vote records) 336,664 132,025 204,679
N (legislators) 277 107 170
R? (within) 0.004 0.002 0.003

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Clustered SE at legislator level.
DV: binary absence indicator (1 = absent, 0 = voted). Column 2 tests H4.

Column 2 directly tests H4 by interacting political bill co-sponsorship intensity with the post-
crisis indicator among PPP members only. The interaction is small and not significant (3 = —0.009,
SE = 0.012), confirming that co-sponsorship proximity to the politicized legislative agenda does
not predict differential shirking among ruling-party legislators. The low within-R? across all
columns indicates that the post-crisis period explains very little of the individual-level variation
in floor vote attendance, consistent with the interpretation that crisis-induced legislative damage
operates through institutional channels rather than individual behavioral shifts.

The 20th Assembly comparison is critical for interpreting this null. During the Park Geun-hye
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impeachment, the ruling Saenuri/Liberty Korea Party (M+2]%) did increase its absence rate sub-
stantially (Table 6). The key institutional difference: in the 20th Assembly, the ruling party held
near-majority power (122 of 300 seats), making its members’ votes consequential for bill outcomes.
In the 22nd Assembly, the PPP holds only 108 seats against a DPK-led supermajority. Strategic
shirking requires that absence impose costs on the agenda-setter. In a legislature where the oppo-
sition holds a comfortable majority, ruling-party absenteeism is inconsequential, and there is no
strategic reason to vary it. H3 is thus conditionally supported: ruling-party shirking appears to
occur during crises, but only when the party holds sufficient seats for absence to matter.

4.5 Co-Sponsorship Proximity: Null Result

The co-sponsorship network test directly evaluates H4. Among PPP members, the correlation
between political bill co-sponsorship intensity and post-December 3 roll-call absence rate is weakly
negative and not statistically significant. Splitting by cross-party co-authorship ties similarly yields
no pattern. The seed topic’s core moderator, that investigation-induced legislative chill scales with
network proximity to targets, finds no support.

The null is informative rather than merely disappointing. The investigation targets (Yoon Suk-
yeol, Kim Kun-hee) are executive-branch figures, not legislators whose co-sponsorship ties could
be measured. This contrasts with the Brazilian Lava Jato case (Katz 2018), where investigation tar-
gets were legislators embedded in measurable coalition networks. The Korean case demonstrates
a scope condition for the network proximity hypothesis: it requires that investigation targets be
embedded in the legislative network itself.

4.6 Cross-Assembly Comparison

The comparison between the 20th and 22nd Assemblies reveals a double dissociation (Table 8), the

paper’s most theoretically consequential finding.

Table 8: Cross-Assembly Comparison: Two Crises, Two Patterns

Assembly Outcome Pre-crisis Post-crisis
20th (Park impeach.) Ruling-party absence  47.4% 50.9% (4+9.8pp*)
20th (Park impeach.) Livelihood passage 13.0% 13.1% (+0.0pp)
22nd (Dec. 3) Ruling-party absence ~ 38.8% 38.7% (—0.1pp)
22nd (Dec. 3) Livelihood resolution  43.3% 21.5% (—21.9pp***)

*p < 0.05, ***p < 0.001. Paired ¢-tests for absence; unadjusted rates for passage.

The 20th Assembly had ruling-party shirking but no livelihood bill damage. The 22nd Assem-
bly had no ruling-party shirking but massive livelihood bill damage. The two phenomena are
not merely uncorrelated; they are inversely related across the two cases. This pattern demands
theoretical explanation and supports the conditional mechanism I develop in the Discussion.
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4.7 Special Counsel Bill Escalation

The 22nd Assembly has produced 70 special counsel bills, nearly double the previous record of
37 in the 20th Assembly. More remarkably, eight have been formally rejected on the floor, the
highest rejection count for any bill category in any assembly in the database. The serial cycle of
introduction, rejection, and reintroduction consumes HARY] bandwidth, plenary session time, and
floor vote scheduling capacity. Across assemblies, the escalation is monotonic: the 17th through
19th Assemblies averaged roughly 15 special counsel bills each, while the 21st produced 34 and
the 22nd has already reached 70. This institutional trend represents an expanding claim on finite

legislative processing capacity.

4.8 Robustness: Cross-Assembly and Placebo Tests
The 21st Assembly Partial Placebo

The 21st Assembly experienced its own special counsel controversy (the si|¥ o A4 case and
the 71713] stock manipulation case) between July 2023 and May 2024, but without the acute cri-
sis of an insurrection. The passage rate decline during this period was real but moderate and,
critically, uniform across bill types: political, livelihood, and other bills all declined by roughly
comparable magnitudes. Unlike the 22nd Assembly’s sharply asymmetric pattern, where political
bills rose while livelihood bills collapsed, the 21st Assembly shows no differential displacement of
routine legislation during its less severe crisis. This contrast suggests that crisis intensity shapes
not only the magnitude but also the structure of legislative displacement: routine special counsel
proceedings produce a general, modest slowdown, while an insurrection produces a fundamental

reordering of processing priorities.

Defense and Foreign Affairs Placebo

I test the specificity of the attention displacement mechanism using defense and foreign affairs
committees as a placebo. If displacement operates through domain-specific reallocation, commit-
tees with no jurisdiction over accountability legislation should be unaffected. The result is mixed.
Defense and foreign affairs committees showed a large passage rate decline, exceeding that of
livelihood committees and even HAF?]. This partially undermines a pure domain-specific atten-
tion displacement story, suggesting a systemic institutional freeze beyond strategic reallocation.
However, defense legislation may be politically entangled with the insurrection’s military dimen-
sion: bills regarding martial law authority, military chain of command, and civilian control of the
armed forces became suddenly politicized after December 3. Disaggregating defense bills into
those related to the insurrection’s military dimension and those related to routine procurement or
personnel matters could resolve this ambiguity, though the sample size within the defense com-

mittee is small enough that such disaggregation may lack statistical power.
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4.9 Sponsorship Composition Did Not Shift

One might expect that an opposition party pursuing accountability would redirect its legislative
effort from livelihood to political bills. The data show no such shift. DPK livelihood bill sponsor-
ship as a share of total sponsorship was stable at approximately 18 to 19 percent before and after
December 3. Political bills remained a tiny fraction of both parties’ portfolios, under two percent.
The governance vacuum in livelihood legislation is therefore not caused by legislators choosing
to sponsor political bills instead of livelihood bills. The bottleneck is downstream, in committee
scheduling, subcommittee processing, and floor vote allocation, the institutional mechanisms that
Park (2026) identifies as the site of discretionary gatekeeping.
Figure 1 visualizes the committee-level heterogeneity in passage rate changes.
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Figure 1: Committee-Level Changes in Bill Passage Rates Around December 3, 2024

Figure 2 visualizes the escalation of special counsel bill activity across assemblies, illustrating

the growing claim on legislative processing capacity.
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Figure 2: Special Counsel Bill Escalation Across National Assemblies

5 Discussion

Three Mechanisms, One Interaction

The results support a nuanced account of crisis-induced legislative displacement that cannot be
captured by any single mechanism from the existing literature. I identify three distinct channels
through which political crises affect routine legislation, each operating at a different institutional
level.

The first mechanism is institutional capacity constraint, following Baumgartner and Jones (2009).
Legislative processing bandwidth is finite. Committee staff time, floor scheduling slots, and leg-
islator attention are scarce resources, and accountability proceedings consume a disproportionate
share during crises. This mechanism predicts a uniform decline across all non-crisis bill categories.
The general legislative slowdown documented in Table 2, where all bill categories except political
bills experienced reduced passage rates, is consistent with this baseline.

The second mechanism is strategic agenda reallocation, following Cox and McCubbins (2005)
and Petrocik (1996). The majority party deliberately redirects committee processing capacity to
maximize electoral advantage during crisis periods. The bill processing speed gap (Table 5), the
HAF?] within-committee asymmetry (Table 4), and the 7] €717 9] anomaly all suggest selective
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rather than uniform displacement. Political bills are fast-tracked not merely because they are ur-
gent but because accountability legislation serves the majority party’s electoral goals. The finding
that DPK sponsorship composition barely changed while processing rates collapsed confirms that
the bottleneck operates downstream in committee scheduling, consistent with Park (2026) and Kim
and Lee (2026).

The third mechanism is conditional shirking, following Frank and Stadelmann (2021) and Hoy-
land, Hobolt and Hix (2017). Ruling-party legislators reduce floor participation when investigation-
related political risk threatens their careers. The 20th Assembly evidence supports this mechanism:
ruling-party absence increased substantially during the Park impeachment (Table 6). But the 22nd
Assembly evidence rejects it: PPP absence was unchanged. The conditionality is the key finding.
Strategic shirking appears to be rational only when the ruling party holds sufficient seats for its
absence to be consequential, a scope condition that the existing shirking literature has not identi-
fied.

The interaction between these mechanisms generates the double dissociation observed across
the 20th and 22nd Assemblies (Table 8). When the ruling party holds a near-majority, conditional
shirking dominates, and ruling-party legislators withdraw from floor votes. But the opposition can
sustain routine legislation through bipartisan cooperation, so livelihood bills are spared. When the
opposition holds a supermajority, strategic reallocation dominates. The majority party monopo-
lizes committee bandwidth for accountability legislation, and routine legislation collapses because
the majority party faces no coalition constraint forcing it to maintain the routine agenda. Ruling-
party shirking is irrelevant because the minority lacks the votes to affect outcomes regardless. This
conditional model appears to be novel in the legislative studies literature and could not be derived
from any single existing theoretical framework. The “asymmetric constitutional hardball” frame-
work of Fishkin and Pozen (2018) helps explain why: the serial reintroduction of special counsel
bills consumes legislative bandwidth not as an unintended byproduct but as a form of institutional

strategy whose costs are borne disproportionately by routine policy domains.

Comparison with Prior Work

The finding that political crises crowd out routine legislation is consistent with Pedrazzani, Pelle-
gata and Pinto (2018), who document a parallel pattern during Italy’s economic crisis. However,
the Korean case reveals three features that the Italian study does not capture. First, the displace-
ment is asymmetric in a direction Pedrazzani and colleagues do not observe: political bills actually
increase in passage probability. Second, the committee-level heterogeneity documented in Table 4,
ranging from a decline exceeding 40 percentage points for the Culture Committee to a substantial
increase for the Strategy and Finance Committee, demonstrates that displacement is not uniform
across institutional venues. Third, the cross-assembly comparison introduces a conditional ele-
ment absent from the Italian analysis, where only a single legislature is examined.

The null result on co-sponsorship proximity is consistent with a conceptual limitation of the

network proximity hypothesis when investigation targets are executive figures rather than legis-
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lators. Katz (2018) finds that Brazilian legislators distanced themselves from investigation targets
who were fellow legislators embedded in coalition networks. In Korea, the targets (Yoon and
Kim Kun-hee) are not members of the National Assembly, making co-sponsorship an inherently
weak measure of political exposure. This suggests that network-based proximity measures may
be appropriate for legislative corruption scandals but not for executive-branch crises, an important
scope condition for future research.

The DPK’s modest but statistically significant increase in absenteeism invites careful interpre-
tation. On a base of approximately 13 percent, the 1.5 percentage-point increase represents a small
relative change. With the DPK holding a supermajority, even a substantial attendance decline
would rarely change bill outcomes. This finding may be better understood as a behavioral indica-
tor of attention displacement, reflecting the cognitive burden of crisis governance, rather than as a
causally consequential variable.

The Substantive Cost of Displacement

The finding that political crises crowd out routine legislation risks being dismissed as tautological:
when a president attempts an insurrection, of course the legislature drops everything to address
it. The paper’s contribution lies not in demonstrating that displacement occurs, which may indeed
be intuitive, but in quantifying its magnitude, documenting its heterogeneity, and identifying the
institutional mechanisms that transmit it. The decline in livelihood bill resolution documented
in Table 2 translates to concrete policy consequences. Healthcare reform bills, education funding
measures, pension adjustments, and consumer protection legislation that would have advanced
under normal conditions stalled in committee while HA}9] processed its eighth iteration of a spe-
cial counsel bill. The hearing data reinforce this picture: post-insurrection hearings were not only
far less frequent (70 versus 503) but also involved fewer speeches per session and fewer participat-
ing legislators. The entire legislative apparatus contracted, concentrating its diminished capacity
on a narrow band of accountability-related proceedings.

The 7] €27 ¢l anomaly sharpens the substantive implications. The fact that fiscal legisla-
tion was exempted from the general freeze (Table 4) demonstrates that the displacement is not
merely a function of reduced capacity but reflects choices about which policy domains are “essen-
tial” during crisis governance. Both parties appear to have recognized that economic disruption
carries immediate electoral costs, creating a bipartisan floor for fiscal legislation that does not ex-
tend to healthcare, education, or welfare bills. This selective exemption suggests that the cost of
accountability falls disproportionately on policy domains whose beneficiaries have less immedi-
ate political leverage, a distributional consequence with normative implications for democratic

representation.
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Limitations

Several limitations constrain the conclusions I can draw from this analysis. First, the December 3
insurrection is not a “typical” political crisis. Any findings may be specific to this extraordinary
event and ungeneralizable to routine special counsel proceedings. The cross-assembly comparison
helps but provides only two cases under different structural conditions, which is insufficient for a
general theory. A stacked event-study design exploiting all seven Korean special counsel investi-
gations since 1999 would strengthen identification but requires constructing committee-level data
for earlier assemblies where records may be incomplete.

Second, the seasonal confound remains a concern. The December 3 event occurred during the
normal end-of-session wind-down, and disentangling crisis effects from seasonal patterns requires
formal seasonal adjustment or a within-month comparison using daily meeting timestamps. While
the magnitude of the observed decline far exceeds normal seasonal variation, and the January 2025
trough is substantially below the January 2026 level, I cannot fully rule out seasonal contamination
with the current design.

Third, the bill classification is coarse. Keyword matching captures only obvious markers, and
some bills may be misclassified. A refined classification using the 60,925 propose-reason texts
available in the KNA database would sharpen the categorization, though the direction and mag-
nitude of the documented asymmetry suggest the qualitative pattern is robust to classification
refinement.

Fourth, roll-call votes capture floor participation but not committee participation, which is the
more direct measure of the governance vacuum. Committee meeting records track which bills were
discussed but not which legislators were present. Hearing speech frequency provides a behavioral
proxy but not a direct attendance measure. Future work with more granular committee attendance
data could directly test whether investigation-period committee absenteeism varies by proximity
to targets.

Fifth, the 22nd Assembly is ongoing. Post-December 3 bills have had less time to be processed,
creating a mechanical time-to-maturation confound. As discussed in Section 3, survival models
with right-censoring and restricted comparison windows offer concrete paths to address this con-
cern. The processing speed evidence (Table 5), showing that the gap between political and liveli-
hood bill processing widened post-crisis, suggests that the asymmetry is not merely a function of

time, but the completed assemblies in a stacked design would eliminate this concern entirely.

6 Conclusion

This paper documents a previously unexamined trade-off in democratic governance: the pursuit of
executive accountability through legislative mechanisms appears to impose substantial collateral
costs on routine legislation. Using the December 3, 2024 insurrection in South Korea as a natural
experiment, I find that livelihood bill resolution rates declined substantially, with an additional
penalty beyond the general legislative slowdown (Table 3, column 3: 33 = —0.059, SE = 0.020,

21



p < 0.01). Political bills, by contrast, were fast-tracked through the committee system, receiving
action in a fraction of the time required for routine legislation (Table 5).

The contribution is threefold. First, the attention displacement finding extends the agenda-
setting capacity literature (Baumgartner and Jones 2009; Boydstun, Bevan and Thomas 2014) from
gradual, cross-national agenda shifts to within-legislature dynamics around sharp political discon-
tinuities. Second, the conditional shirking result, ruling-party absence increases during crises only
when the party holds sufficient seats for absence to matter, identifies a scope condition that the
legislative shirking literature (Frank and Stadelmann 2021; Gavoille and Mohen 2017) has not
previously documented. Third, the double dissociation across the 20th and 22nd Assemblies sug-
gests that crisis-induced legislative damage operates through substitutable channels conditioned
by institutional structure, a theoretical insight that unifies the capacity constraint, strategic reallo-
cation, and conditional shirking mechanisms.

These findings carry implications for institutional design. If legislative processing capacity is
indeed zero-sum, constitutional arrangements that separate accountability proceedings from rou-
tine legislation, such as dedicated investigation committees or parallel processing tracks, could
reduce the collateral damage documented here. The Korean National Assembly’s proportional
committee chair allocation, which differs from the American majority-party-controls-all model
(Cox and McCubbins 2005), creates distinctive dynamics that comparative legislative scholars may
wish to examine in other proportional-representation systems.

Future research should pursue three directions. First, a stacked event-study design exploit-
ing multiple special counsel investigations across the 19th through 22nd Assemblies would test
whether the attention displacement mechanism generalizes beyond the December 3 case. Sec-
ond, refined bill classification using natural language processing on propose-reason texts could
sharpen the measurement of “livelihood” and “political” categories. Third, comparative analy-
sis with Brazil's Lava Jato experience (Katz 2018) and Italy’s economic crisis (Pedrazzani, Pelle-
gata and Pinto 2018) could test whether the conditional model holds across different institutional
settings. The cost of accountability is a topic that deserves systematic attention from scholars of
democratic governance.

This working paper was generated by Al research agents as an experimental output. It has not been peer-
reviewed or fact-checked. Do not cite or use in any academic, policy, or professional context.
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