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I. ReJationsbip between Democracy and Economic Reform 

Cross-national research on the effects of democracy in developing countries 

reports mixed results. Some studies fmd that democratic regimes perform less 

well than authoritarian regimes, but some others argue the opposite. Similarly, 

the effects of democratic transitions on economic performance show no clear

cut pattern (Haggard and Kaufman). 

Nevertheless, conventional wisdom in the studies of transitions and reforms, 

mainly derived from experiences in the South, is that there would be a trade-off 

between the radical neoliberal economic reform and the democratization or 

democratic consolidation (Kaufman; Stalings; Przeworski; Elster; Armijo, 

Beiersteker and Lowenthal). That is, economic reform under new democracies 

is likely to be derailed as aggregate and distributive transitional costs of reform 

would erode people's confidence in the reform or reform government. New 

democracies lack organizational and institutional infrastructures to resolve social 

conflicts in a more or less consensual and participatory way. So, the pessimism 

goes as far as to say, it might be unavoidable that strong executives should be 

brought back in after democratization to protect and insulate reform tech

nocrats from diverse social pressure. Then, the already weak democracies 

would be stagnated or undermined for the sake of economic reforms. 

Post-communist transitions and reforms seem to refute this conventional pes-
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simism. According to some scholars, in the post-communist countries, consoli

dation of electoral democracy and improvement in political accountability tend 

to contribute to the success of economic reform by reducing the government's 

arbitrary policy-making and well-positioned social actors' rent-seeking. 

Therefore, in this view, democratization/democratic consolidation and econom

ic reform may be not only compatible but also even mutually reinforcing 

depending on the regional contexts. Let me briefly mention only a few signifi

cant studies that show how it is so. 

Political recommendations based on the conventional interpretations about 

the politics of economic reform have been put into question.]) Hellman (998) 

argues that the gains of reform are highly concentrated in partiL'Ular groups of 

winners in the short term; by contrast, the costs of reform are dispersed 

throughout the economy. These transitional winners (such as enterprise direc

tors, local administrations, and Financial-Industria! Groups in Russia) should 

have greater selective incentives to engage in collective action. They often seek 

to stall the economy in a partial reform equilibrium that generates concentrated 

rents for themselves, while shifting unfair share of costs on the rest of society. If 

this is the case, the transitional winners, rather than losers, should be controlled 

or weakened for the success of economic reform. RedUcing chances for influ

entia! groups' rent-seeking requires not insulation of executives but more trans

parency and wider participation in the decision-making process than the J
curve theorists have usually assumed. 

Another popular belief that unconstrained executive authority is more likely 

1) The political dynamics of economic refo1lTI is usually based on an assumption about the 

distribution of the costs and benefits of refo1lTI, visualized as the J-curve. The J-Curve 

depicts that losses from the economic reto1lTI are concentrdted among specific groups while 

the benefits of refo1lTI are more widely dispersed. Therefore, the losers should have greater 

selective incentives to engage in collective action than the winners. Accordingly, in this 

view, for the success of economic refo1lTI, it becomes particularly important for the refo1lTI

ers to weaken or control the losers, wlnle empowering the winners. 
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to yield "coherent" refonn programs seems to be groundless. By comparing pri

vatization in Hungary, Germany, and the Czech Republic, Stark and Bruszt 

(998) show that state capacity to fonnulate and implement coherent refonn 

packages can be enhanced by limitations on the unilateral prerogatives of exec

utive authority. Deliberative institutions of horizontal accountability, through 

which executives are held accountable by other state institutions and held in 

check by organized societal actors, promote pragmatism and reflexive learning, 

thereby reducing big policy mistakes or abrupt policy reversals. Viewed in this 

way, the constrained executives ironically tum out to be more able to sustain 

peoples' confidence and coherent refonn packages. 

Political reforms to promote democracy are even seen as prerequisite for 

economic reforms. Referring to the problematic privatization in Russia as well 

as Latin America, Unz and Stepan 09')6) warn against the danger of "inverting 

the legitimacy pyramid," that is, privileging economic reforms first while 

neglecting political refonns, especially state reconstruction. The market reforms 

cannot be implemented effectively nor legitimized without strong and democra

tic regulatory state power. In addition, political reforms have tactical virtue serv

ing for refonners. On the short and medium range time horizon, voters can 

make independent and even disparate assessments about political and eco

nomic trends. Therefore, given that the social and economic situation deterio

rates during refonn, it is necessary to help voters separate their judgements 

about politics and economics, and thereby expand their time horizons. If the 

voters' assessments about politics are positive, they can provide a valuable 

cushion against painful and unfair economic restructuring. 

In a nutshell, political reforms to promote democracy and economic reforms 

seem to be not only compatible but also mutually reinforcing at least in [X)St

communist transitions in spite of significant strains between the two. In fact, sta

tistically significant positive relationship exists between the two in post-commu

nist contexts (Fish). 

Then, are democracy and economic refonn still largely incompatible in the 
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South whereas compatible in the East? Bunce's answer is flftllly negative in the 

case of the South. Bunce (998) sees the compatibility derived from distinctive 

feature of communist legacies; the neoliber.ll reform is seen to promote liberal 

democracy as far as it purports to shatter the "fusion of politics and economics" 

under communist rule (also see Greskovits). On the other hand, Bunce simply 

accepts the conventional pessimism in the case of the South, so does not sug

gest any new explanation regarding why virtuous cycle of political and eco

nomic reforms is necessarily impossible in the South. In this paper, by examin

ing the case of Korea, I would venture to argue that Bunce exaggerates inter

regional differences at the expense of significant intra-regional heterogeneity. 

II. The Case of Korea: Reforming the Developmental State 

In Korea, not only the crisis itself but also a dramatic change in the assess

ment of the Korean developmental state, both domestically and abroad, has 

been propelling the present economic reform. The Korean economic crisis itself 

began as a twin crisis, a currenc), crisis and a financial crisis. A wide range of 

factors responsible for the crisis such as the instability of the international finan

cial system, weaknesses in domestic fundamentals and policy missteps have 

been identified.2) While the relative strength of these diverse causes will be fur

ther debated, it is important to note that the reformers and the public perceived 

domestic causes as the most significant. And, from the beginning, the crisis was 

not interpreted merely as an economic one; rather, it was diagnosed as a sys

temic failure of a developmental state that had been successful in the past 

(Cho; 1m 1999; Yun). 

The most salient feature of the developmental state was the state control of 

2) See, for example, IMF (1997), Radelet and Sachs (1998), Krugman (998), Corsetti, Pesenti 

and Roubini (998), Shin and Hahm (1998), Balino and Ubide (999), and Sonn (1998). 
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fmance used to achieve industrial policy goals. As Woo-Cumings (pp. 19-20) 

points out, the developmental state as such can be good, bad, or ugly. It is 

good as far as it effectively promotes international competitiveness. It is bad 

hecause the state-business collusion generates corruption and morell hazard; in 

Korea, the state's control of credit supply (so-called policy loans) and its inter

vention in the management of othelWise private financial institutions had 

encouraged chaebols' over-expansion and morell hazard, and created ineffi

ciencies and distortions in the fmancial system. It can also be ugly because it 

tend" to be undemocratic and repressive. The Korean developmental state, 

founded by Park Chung-Hee more than three decades ago, had all three faces. 

However bad and ugly it really were, the Korean developmental state suc

cessfully achieved goals of industrial policy because it had sufficient autonomy 

vis-a-vis domestic social forces - including capital and labor. But, despite its 

control of the industrial sector, the state's autonomy had heen rapidly dinlinish

ing since the mid-1980s. The decline was due to the combined effects of two 

changes. 

One was the reversal in the state-business relationship itself. In fact, since 

1970s the government-chaebol relationship had steadily moved from "domi

nance to symbiosis" (Kim, Eun Mee) and then to "structural dependence" of the 

state on chaebols Om 1998). The state, which had been able to "dL"cipline" the 

chaebols (Amsden 1989) and "govern" the market (Wade 1990), became 

extremely vulnerable to capital strikes by chaebols and the moral hazard of 

"too big to fail." 

The other was the conservative nature of democratization since 1987. 

Chaebols that had supported the military regime not only survived unpunished, 

but remarkably increased their influence under the democratic rule by con

tributing astronomical sums of political monies needed for election campaigns. 

Captured by the chaebols' interests, the "democratized" state could not enforce 

economic restructuring though the government and many academicians antici

pated the deterioration of economic performance in case of failure to find a 
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new model of development. 

The latter observation conflffilS one of the transitologists' arguments that the 

modes of transitions do greatly matter. The mode of the transition in Korea had 

facilitated the democratization but left lingering legacies partly responsible for 

the recent crLsis. The authoritarian regime's economic success softened the 

political transition by dampening the othelWise bitter distributional struggle 

between classes. More importantly, thanks to its economic success, the authori

tarian regime, though weakened, still could influence the terms of transition. 

This influence reduced risks to conservatives from accepting e1ectof"dl competi

tion as the rule of game. After democratization, the "merger of three parties" in 

1990 represented another compromise between conservatives and a section of 

democratic forces led by Kim Young-Sam. Through the merger, the Democratic 

Justice Party, then the ruling party, and two opposition parties, Kim Young

Sam's Unification Democratic Party and Kim Jong-Pil's New Democratic 

Republican Party, formed a majority in the National Assembly. Kim Young-Sam, 

using the merger as a Trojan Horse, eventually could be elected as the presi

dent of the ftrst civilian government after more than thirty years of authoritarian 

rule. 

The two compromises between authoritarian and democratic elites resulted 

in weak break with the authoritarian past, which, in tum, constrained progress 

in reforms on the social, economic, and legal fronts. The cohabitation of het

erogeneous forces within the ruling coalition derailed the efforts to reform the 

economy.3) Particularly, as mentioned above, chaebols successfully survived 

and prospered despite the government's repeated attempts to rein them. 

3) Another major lingering authoritarian legacy was the continued privileges given to the mili

taIy. The special status given to the militaIy was relatively &wiftly abrogated when in the 

early stage of hi'> presiden<_Y Kim Young-Sam forcefully purged from the armed forces the 

Hanahwoe, a core faction of politicized officers that had supported the authoritarian 

regime. In comparison, social and economic reforms turned out to be much more difficult 

to implement. 
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Without comparable refonns in the chaebol sector, reform" in other sectors 

were also politically risky; an example can be seen in the episode of the abort

ed refonn for labor flexibility at the end of 19%. In addition, the compromises 

with the authoritarian forces allowed the defects of "democratization back

ward,," to persL<;t;4J after the democratization, COtrupt cronyism became even 

more rampant because of the continued lack of tran"parency and accountability 

in both public and private sectors. In sum, the conservative nature of democra

tization was partly responsible for the outbreak of the crisis (Song). 

The financial crisis itself did not occur in the absence of efforts to refonn the 

developmental state. On the contrary, it occurred in the midst of financial 

refonns begun in the early 1980s. The state had already broken away from a 

strategy of industrial development supported by directed lending and had been 

taking steps toward" financial liberalization and deregulation. Particularly, finan

cial market liberalization accelerated under the Kim Young-Sam PreSidency. 

However, the government-led reforms were often faced with the chaehols' 

strong lobby and related political barriers. Further, the scope was too limited. 

Despite the liberalization of capital market, the structural problem., of a devel

opmental state - the government's arbitrary intervention, connected lending 

and lack of prudential regulation and supervision - remained substantial in 

Korea.S) The result was the worst combination of "bad" face of the develop-

4) In the cases of '"democratization lXlckward~," electoral demcx:racy has heen introduced and 

almost con~olidated before the basic in~titution~ of a modem state such as the mil' of law, 

institution.,; of civil society, and horizontal accountability of the governors are fll1ll1y estab

lished (Rose and Shin). 

') In the absence of a concomitant strengthening of bank credit management skill<; and pru

dential supervision. the partial fmanciaI and capital account liberalization proceeded with

out appropriate mechani~m,; for the evaluation and the control of risk. Lack of a unified 

system for supervision and regulation created the conrution'; for regulatory arbitrage and 

the development of risky practices, especially in commercial banks' trust businesses and 

merchant banks' operations. For details on the fmancial retann in Korea since 19805, see 

Park and Kim (1994), Nam (1994), Balino and Ubide (999). and &)rensztein and Lee 

(999). 
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mental state (state-business collusion) and partial/imprudent liberalization that 

disabled the "good" face of the developmental state (the capability of the gov

ernment to effectively guide industrial development). 

It is well known that liberalization per se does not deliver public good. 

Without well-run fmancial systems and high standards of transparency and gov

ernance, the liberalization of markets and international capital flows provides 

another chance for rent-seeking, as best shown in Russia. To a certain extent, 

this is also what happened in Korea. In Korea, the drive for globalization and 

liberalization did not reduce the rent-seeking on the part of chaebols. On the 

contrary, lobbying for and taking advantage of the liberalization unaccompa

nied by prudent regulatory supervision on foreign borrowing and investment 

enabled chaebols to increase their power, continue collusive practices and 

abuse their market power. The financial liberalization without adequate super

vision led to the careless accumulation of debt.'i in corporate and financial sec

tors. 

During 1994-1996, Korean chaebols undertook a major investment expansion 

with the goal of increasing their market shares in critical export markets, at the 

expense of low profits. Most chaebol firms had higher debt-to-equity ratios than 

small and medium sized firms did. The debt to. equity rdtio averaged 519 per

cent for the top 30 chaebols at the end of 1997. This ratio was accompanied by 

thin profit margins in the years leading up to the crisis. TIle big five tended to 

over-invest more than other enterprises or smaller chaebols (Han; Kim and 

Ryu). The chaebols' over-investment was financed mainly through borrowing 

from domestic financial institutions. Korean banks met the increased demand 

for funds by incrC"dSingiy turning to foreign borrOWing, often taking on short 

maturity debt instrument.'i.6) As a result, the total external debt was rapidly ris-

6) There was asynunetly in the deregulation schedules between foreign currency-denominat

ed lending and oorrowing of the fInancial institutions; short-term oorrowing of banks was 

allowed but the government maintained quantity restrictions on long-term oorrowing as a 

means of capital flow management. In addition, a total of 24 fmance companies were trans-
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ing; the ratio of external debts to GNP rose to 21.8 percent in 1996 from 14.0 

percent in 1992. For the five years of Kim Young-Sam presidency the total for

eign debt jumped from about US $40 billion to $160 billion. Moreover, Korea 

came to have high short-term unhedged debt relative to it., foreign reserves 

level. Particularly during 1994-19%, over 60 percent of private capital inflows 

were in the form of short-term capital (Borensztein and Lee, p. 10). Thus, since 

early 1990s, the Korean financial and corporate sectors had become increasing

ly vulnerable to external shocks despite the seemingly sound macroeconomic 

fundamentals. 

However, chaebols were only one of culprits in the nation's financial melt

down. Underlying the systemic failure, it was perceived, was crony capitalism, 

a vicious symbiosis among politiCians, state bureaucrat., and chaebols. The inti

mate connection between the government, financial institutions, and the chae

bois was once praised as so-called "embeddedness" of the successful develop

mental state (Evans). However, the state-business collusion via the state's con

trol of finance, epitomized as Gwanchi-geumyung (government-controlled 

financial system) and Jeongkyong-yuchak (politics-business connection), had 

also long been criticized for moral hazard, corruption and illegitimacy. 

Nevertheless, calls for dissolving the seemingly "successful" model were not 

current in mainstream society, and the government-led reforms could not but 

repeatedly fail as long as they did not attempt to overhaul the problematic 

"embeddedness" itself. The virtue of the crisis in 1997 was that it proved 

extreme fragility and instability inherent in the developmental state, and thereby 

shattered from the bottom the lingering mirdge of "illegitimate but probably 

effective" model of development. 

fonned into merchant banking corporations in 1994 and 1996. 'This step inc1'eased the num

ber of participant~ dealing in foreign currency-denominated activities. These medium sized 

fmandal institutions were more prone to risk-taking. Most of the 30 merchant banks in 

operation in 1997 were ownc>d by chaebols, although some were partly owned by foreign 

banks (Borensztein and Lee; Shin and Hahm, p. 27; Balino and Ubide. p. 10l. 
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In this vein, though the outbreak of the crisis was deplorable and humiliat

ing, it could be depicted and even welcomed as an opportunity for not Simply 

restructuring the economy but fundamentally reforming the Korean society as a 

whole?) As a matter of fact, in Korea, like elsewhere, neoliberal reform has 

exacerbated social and economic inequality and poverty, and thereby weak

ened so-called "substantive" democracy. But, if Bunce's logic is applied here, 

the present economic reform can contribute to political and "procedural" 

democracy to the extent that it aims to eliminate the illegitimate "collusion of 

the state and business," a major obstacle that has hindered the deepening of 

democracy in Korea. On the other hand, the improvement in the democratic 

governance is required for the success of economic reforms given the fact that 

the absence of the rule of law and accountability in public as well as private 

sector eventually led to the crisis in 1997. 

To conclude, the economic reform and democratic deepening are perhaps 

no less compatible in the South than in the East. Or, at least, Russia and Korea 

seem to share the same trouble; that is, deficit in democracy, not the excess, is 

the major obstacle for the consolidation of economic reforms. 

m. Politics of Economic Reform under Kim Dae-Jung 
Presidency 

In the earlier stage of reform, the Kim Dae-Jung government was able to rel-

7) In fact, President Kim Dae-Jung's rhetoric of "Parallel Development of Democracy and 

Market Economy" or "Democratic Market Economy" could gain wide support from society 

in this context. He could relatively easily persuade society to accept the painful prescription 

that was backed by international fmancial community, presenting a comprehensive neolib

era! reform package and the task of enhancing democrac)' as mutually reinforcing. The 

problem is that the culprits for the crisis tum out to be the winners of retonn at least tem

porarily while the quality of democr.K), is not improved. 
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atively smoothly implement reform policies, and claim that it saved the nation 

from the currency crisis. But the reform government has failed to create its new 

constituencies. The failure is due to 1) ironies and dilemmas implicated with 

reforming the developmental state, and 2) the anomalous party politics based 

on intense regional rivalry (Leem). Here I will focus on the first one. 

The Kim Dae-Jung government has been doing new things in old ways. It re

invoked the old adjustment strategy on which the developmental state had 

repeatedly relied whenever crises came. The state again has opted to socialize 

investment risks and business losses by injecting relief loans for ailing firms and 

forcing popular groups to bear a disproportionate share of adjustment costs 

through wage cuts and job losses. But, after the democratization the state 

became no longer able to repress the growing popular discontents over the 

socialization of business losses. The liberalized fmancial market also reacts neg

atively to the adjustment that is hardly by market forces. The government's only 

hope is that world market fortunately expands for the benefit of Korean export 

as before. 

The government has also adopted a "command and control" style of reform, 

particularly in finandal and corporate sectors. Under the Financial Supervisory 

Commission's effective control over the entire fmancial system, the economic 

reforms in the fmancial and corporate sectors have taken the form of govern

ment-led restructuring of banks and non-bank fmandal institutions and bank

led corporate restructuring (Yoo). By using the FSC, the government has been 

able to forcefully impose its will over the corporate and finandal sectors by 

supplying public monies and threatening to cut off credit lines. Government 

officials have legitimized such coercive approaches as inevitable at a time of 

large market failures and formidable opposition on the part of the chaebols. 

Though the on-going reform purports to dramatically change the political 

economy of Korea, it has created ironies in the short run. The fmancial institu

tions have become dependent on government discretion more than ever 

(Haggard, Pinkston, and Seo). And, the government decisions (e.g. concerning 



490 

injecting public monies) have often been arbitrary and contradictory, which has 

eroded people's confidence in the reform program. Moreover, the government 

has had to shore up the chaebols to aid immediate economic recovery while 

reigning them on the other hand to improve the fundamentals of the Korean 

economy. Transparency, market competition and rule of law have often been 

sacrificed in this process. 

As a result, without adequate political supervision over the reform process, 

the deeply rooted moral hazard of socializing costs while privately appropriat

ing profits has persisted throughout the past three years of reforms. The culprits 

for the crisis have not been held accountable or punished for their managerial 

failures while enormous public monies have been put to use in rescuing the 

chaebols and other fmancial institutions.8) On the contrary, the crisis and reform 

have ironically reinforced the top chaebols' oligopoly in the economy, and 

endowed the state with extraordinary discretionary power over fmancial and 

corporate sectors. The phantom of the developmental state is still hovering over 

the nation. 

At the same time, the crisis and subsequent reforms have concentrated the 

costs of reform on middle and lower classes, supposedly Kim Dae-Jung's 

friends. However, the Kim Dae-Jung government has failed to convince them 

that the benefits of the reform will be fairly distributed in the future. 

Nevertheless, it seems that Kim Dae-:Jung's old allies have not defected to sup

port the opposition party. Probably this is because, for those who have been 

hurt most during the reform, there is no visible alternative worthy of their sup

port. 

It is not the economic deterioration nor unequal distribution of the restructur

ing costs per se that has eroded the support for the reform government. Rather, 

8) Public monies, as much as 78.5 trillion won, were used for bank and corporate re~tructur

ing by the end of 1999. The public debts have more than doubled since the outbreak of dIe 

crisis, reaching 213 trillion won by the end of 1999. About 40 to <;0 trillion won, it is estinlat

ed, is additionally needed for me second stage of re!>tnIcturing. 
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it is the absence of progress in democracy that has eroded people's confidence 

in the reform government. Entrapped in the intense regionalist rivalry, the 

reformers have relied on old tricks of Korean politics such a'> "artificial" manu

facturing of a majority in the National Assembly, consolidation of regionalist 

coalitions and a reengineering of electoral system. Meanwhile, the promised 

political reforms to improve democratic accountability and governance have 

been delayed or distorted. President Kim Dae-jung's achievements in foreign 

policy areas, and even the award of Nobel Prize, do not seem to be much 

helpful in making up for his losses in domestic political fronts. The Kim Dae

Jung government's political failure becomes a bigger burden as it tries to speed 

up the delayed economic reforms under growing economic uncertainties. 

IV. Comparing Korea and Russia: Some Similarities in the 
Politics of Economic Refonn 

Korea and Russia seem to be only different in virtually every aspect. Besides 

enormous difference in the legacies inherited from the old regimes, they also 

differ in the mode and sequence of transitions. TIle abortion of pact between 

the central government and republics in the former Soviet Union created dis

tinctive dynamics and agenda of the Russian transition. The transition in Russia 

came out through "rupture"; since then, Russia has been simultaneously under

going economic reform, democratization! democratic consolidation, and state 

re-building. 

By contrast, transition and reform in Korea is similar to the case of Spain. In 

both countries, the democratization came out through pact -making, and the 

political transition was followed by economic reform?) As stated above, the 

9) However, there are big differences between the two countries. In S(yJin, the tr.msition to 

democracy occurred under worsening economic conditions, but the economic ref0n11 it<;eif 

was launched under a deteriorating but non-crisis situation. In contrast, in Korea the 



492 

mode of transition in Korea resulted in the weak break with the past and was 

responsible to a certain extent for the outbreak of the <"TIsis. But, the sequence 

of democratization and economic reform was fortuitous. Kim Dae-Jung's elec

tion as the president at the end of 1997, the first so-called "horizontal" transfer 

of power to the opposition, marked the consolidation of electoral democracy. 

The sequencing implied that the issue was not about the survival of democracy 

but about the quality of democracy. As shown in the case of Spain, such 

sequential transition relieves much of danger involved in "dual" transition 

(Bermeo; Linz and Stepan).lO) 

That said, however, I would highlight two things Korea and Russia share in 

the questions of transitions and reforms, albeit with some difference in degrees. 

First, as implied above, in both countries transformation of the state-society 

relationship is required for the economic reforms to be consolidated. To follow 

Chalmers Johnson's (pp. 18-19) categorization, economic reforms in Korea or 

Russia are supposed to transform "plan-rational" or "plan-ideological" state to 

more or less "regulatory" one. Accordingly, the economic reforms need to be 

accompanied by institutional and political reforms in both countries though the 

scope of these reforms is certainly wider in Russia. 

democratization was facilitated by the authoritarian regime's economic success, but the eco

nomic retonn was dictated by the impending doom of financial collapse. Moreover, Kim 

Dae-]ung's retonn government is a minority willie in Spain the government that held a 

majority in the parliament carried out the reforms. Thus, the Kim Dae-]ung government has 

been put under more electoral pressures than those faced by the Spain's refonn govern

ment. 

10) In fact, a series of risks had become significantly lowered by the time that Kim Dae-Jung 

was elected as president. Conservatives came to learn that they could prosper under demo

cratic rule. The armed torces had already come under tl1e civilian control. The risk5 of mas

sive popular mobilization against refonn had also decrea5ed sul1'>tantially a<; radical student 

and SO(ial movements had been weakened or co-opted since the democTatization. No less 

in1portantiy, unions' mobilizing capability had significantly diminished though they could 

still stage a nation-wide strike in opposition to new legislation introducing mea<;ures for 

laoor market flexibility at the end of 1<)<.)6. 
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Second, Korea and Russia have displayed a similar (though different in 

degrees) pattern of political leadership in implementing economic reform. Both 

countries fall within the category of so-called "delegative democracy." 

Delegative democrdcies meet Robert A. Dahl's criteria for the deftnition of a 

polyarchy. That is, electoral accountability exists in these democracies. But they 

are not "representative" democracies. They are characterized by pervasive par

ticularism, rule of a plebiscitarian executive, and weak horizontal accountability 

between state agencies (O'Donnell). 

In both countries populist leaders have implemented neoliberal reforms. 

Yeltsin was certainly more populist and less constrained than Kim Dae-Jung is. 

As a matter of fact, the ideological spectrum of Korean politics has been 

extremely skewed to the right, leaving virtually no space for populism of the 

Latin American type or western European social democracy. Still, Kim Dae

Jung's leadership seems to be a mild version of populism, sharing only some of 

the defining attributes of the prototypical case. 

The Table 1 compares elements of Kim Dae .. Jung's leadership with the five 

core properties of populism enumerated by Roberts (995), In this exercise, 

Kim Dae-Jung's populism appears mainly political, personalistic and rhetorical 

rather than class-based or socio-economic.11) 

It is no longer surprising that political populism and neoliberal reforms tend 

to go hand in hand in third wave democracies. The problem with the neoliber

al populist leadership is that it tends to obstruct the consolidation of reform 

11) On the other hand, Kim Dae-Jung differs from other neoliberal populist leaders on critical 

points. First, Kim Dae-Jung himself has been an "insider" of the old politics, so-called 

"Three Kim Politics," which is party politic'S based on regional rivalry and political slush 

tunds. Thus, though he has attacked comJption and incompetence of politicians and 

bureaucrats, he has not emlYarked on a 5ystematic attack on the party politics itself. On the 

contrary, political parties, however inchoate and defunct, have been his most important 

personal vehides in seeking and maintaining power. Second, Kim Dae-Jung's charisma as a 

national leader has been marred by the deep regionalism. He is extremely popular in his 

home province, but his popularity is far much lower in other regions. 
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Table 1: Populist Elements of Kim Dae-Jung Presidency 

Core Properties of Populism Kim Dae-:Jung Presidency 
---------------j---------------
1) a personalistic and paternalistic, though High 

not necessarily charismatic, pattern of 

political leadership 

2) a heterogeneous, multi-class political 

coalition concentrated in subaltern 

sectors of society 

Low/Medium 

(a heterogeneous coalition; but the coalition 

is not between classes, but is a regionalist 

coalition; in terms of policy orientation, it is 

a coalition between center-left and right 

parties) 

3) a top-down process of political mobili- Medium 

zation that either bypasses institutiona- I (circumvenl~ parliament and pursues direct 

lized fonTIS of mediation or subordi- "Conversation with People"; but not actively 

nates them to more dire(t linkages 

between the leader and the masses 

4) an amorphous or eclectic ideology, 

encourages political atomization; on the 

contrary, instituted Tripartite Commission 

and is sympathetic with NGOs; mobilization 

through "Movement for National Recons

tru<_tion" largely failed; however, the Presi

dent continues to de-institutionalize the 

political society) 

Medium/High 

characterized by a discourse that exalts (an amalgam of political populism, neoliber

subaltern sectors or is anti-elitist and/or alism and the Third Way rhetoric or Ordoli-

antiestablishment beralism; praises "New Intellectuals" who 

are not university graduates but successful 

in their career paths) 

5) an economic project that utilizes wide- Low 

spread redistributive or clientelistic 

methods to create a material founda-

tion for popular sector support 
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because it pursues wide personal latitude (Roberts, Gibson; Weyland). Korea 

and Russia do not seem to be an exception: the universalist rules crucial for a 

well-functioning market system may not be institutionalized without rectifying 

the problems of the "emperor-like" presidentialism in these countries. 

v. Discussions for Research Agenda 

In conducting research on the relationship between economic reform and 

democratic transition! deepening, a particular attention should be given to the 

complicated nature of the issue. First, a regime's economic performance is not 

determined simply by the regime type or democratic transitions; rather it is co

determined by a variety of factors including inherited economic conditions (cri

sis or non-crisis), political configuration of social forces, pattern of political insti

tutionalization, and even foreign relations. Second, democrdCY (or democratiza

tion! democratic consolidation) itself is a complex phenomenon that contains a 

variety of and even conflicting properties; some of them might help the imple

mentation and consolidation of economic reform while others obstruct it. At the 

same time, economic reform, in its turn, influences the prospect'> of democracy 

one way or the other. Furthermore, these already complex equations vary 

greatly depending on the phases of economic reform and democratic consoli

dation. 

Given the complexity of the issue, a research that directly tackles the big 

question of the relationship between economic reform and political reform is 

too much ambitious and is likely to produce no significant result.,. A more 

promising option would be to give particular attention to when and how spe

cific aspects of democratization! democratic consolidation promote or harm the 

implementation of economic reform, and vice versa. Given the salient similari

ties between the two countries mentioned above, it may be successfully investi

gated how the (lack of) political reforms to improve transparencY' and account-
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ability in decision-making pr(x:ess influence the proceeding and outcomes of 

economic reforms in such arenas as privatization and restructuring of state 

enterprises or banks. 

There are also some caveat'> in order, however. First, probably we are dealing 

with counterfactuals. Suppose our argument is like this: there have not been 

made much headway in political reforms to promote the quality of democracy 

in both countries; and this has given negative impacts on the economic 

reforms. But, political reform alone does not guarantee economic success. The 

economic reforms anyway may fail due to other unfortunate factors regardless 

of and in spite of improvements in democracy. Then, how can we be sure that 

the economic problems are due to political failures? In addition, concerned 

only with specific parts of political and economic reforms, the comparison of 

Russia and Korea by itself cannot resolve the larger debates about the relation

ship between economic and political reforms. 

Nevertheless, good news is that we are not comparing Kangaroo and Apple 

as Bunce (995) misrepresented. They are Bear and Tiger! 
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