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Opening Address

Honorable members of the National Academy of Sciences, and distinguished guests

from home and abroad,

I am very delighted to have you here with me in the 44th International Conference

in this season of tinted leaves boasting their splendid beauty.

In particular, I would like to express my deepest gratitude to Professors David Held,
Hiroshi Watanabe, and Marc F. Plattner for not minding a long flight to attend this
conference. I would also like to thank the speaker, Professor Haeran Lim, as well as
the panel members including Professors Hong Woo Kim, Sang-il Han, Myung Soon

Shin, Hochul Sonn, and Hyug Baeg Im.

The International Conference of the National Academy of Sciences is intended to
have a cool-headed view to analyze the issues of our times from the perspective of

all humanity and identify substantial alternatives.

This year’s conference is held under the banner of “Democracy in Crisis”. We have
invited renowned scholars from the East and the West to put the spotlight on the values

and potential of democracy that is propping our society.

The highlights of the sessions include: firstly, rethinking democracy from a global
perspective; secondly, democracy in Asia; and thirdly, institutional design to consolidate
democracy. Today’s conference will serve as a significant opportunity to make a

diagnosis on democracy in the 21st century and identify ways to restore its value.

The topic of the conference this year, “Democracy in Crisis,” may imply that

democracy is facing a crisis and challenges. But I feel tempted to read it “democracy



does not change amid crisis.” I hope that today’s occasion will serve as momentum
to reiterate the value and importance of democracy in the volatile times and remind

the intellectual of their social responsibility and duties.

The immaculacy of this international conference owes to many people’s efforts. I
would like to thank Dr. KyongDong Kim for taking the program planning for the
conference and serving as the chair of the organizing committee and the plenary speaker.
And I would also like to thank the members of the organizing committee and the
secretariat for their immaculate admin support. Lastly, I would like to reiterate my
gratitude to the members and all the attendees for their presence in this conference

despite their busy schedules.

Thank you.

October 2017

Sook-I1 KWUN

President of the National Academy of Sciences, Republic of Korea
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The 44th Symposium: “Democracy in Crisis” (October 20, 2017)
The National Academy of Sciences, Republic of Korea

[Keynote Address]

Is Perfect Democracy Possible?

Kyong—Dong KIM:*

Keynote Speech to be delivered at the International Conference on “Democracy in
Crisis: Challenges and Opportunities,” hosted by the National Academy of Sciences,

Republic of Korea, on October 20, 2017, at the Grand Conference Hall of the
Academy.

Draft not for Quotation

I . Introduction

Before I venture into the task of answering the question I put forth in my title, we
might as well listen to Harold J. Laski, a leading political scientist of the early twentieth
century, as he lamented: “The general temper of the world is one of profound and
widespread disillusionment. Our generation seems to have lost its scheme of values.
Certainty has been replaced by cynicism; hope has given room to despair...The spirit
which denies has triumphed over the spirit which affirms (Laski, 2015 [1933]: 16, 17).
This quotation appears in his book entitled Democracy in Crisis in which he further
uttered rather abrasive words directly related to democratic politics, including the
scepticism of parliamentary system”(2015: 43), “a wider disillusionment with democracy,

a greater scepticism about popular institutions” (2015: 47), “the decay of our political

* Member, National Academy of Sciences, Republic of Korea
Professor Emeritus of Sociology, Seoul National University
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system”(2015: 61), “the decay of representative institutions” (20153: 67), “the
legislatures of the modern state are in an unsatisfactory condition” (2015: 77), and “the
crisis of capitalist democracy” (2015: 147). He was not alone in expressing negative
sentiments of the times: economist Joseph A. Schumpeter (1942) offered his observation
in the following terms, according to Lipset (1993: 119): “Western democracy and
capitalism were in trouble. Democracy was going downhill, not up” in the face of
“worldwide economic depression, the rise of fascism, and the outbreak of global
war,..and the advent of socialism which he apparently would have hated.”

Nearly one century has elapsed since these two prominent intellectuals of the twentieth
century had expressed their disappointment at the state of democracy in the Western
world. Personally, therefore, it is quite puzzling that there is this mysteriously grim
mood surrounding the problems encountered by democracy which is shared not only
by many of the professionals and experts in political science, political sociology, and
the press, but also by ordinary people almost the world over. Would you readily accept
it to be simply by accident if you come across two pieces of press item appearing
in the same weekly journal almost consecutively in a matter of a couple of weeks,
repeating the exactly identical phrase “under threat.” Perhaps I may be risking the
unnecessary use of too much space here, but I dare introduce these two incidents of
news magazine articles.

The first case is a letter to the editors by an ordinary reader of 7ime magazine writing
from Vienna which appeared in the issue of July 10/July 17, 2017.The heading of this
letter was “Draining Democracy,” and it ended with “Democracies are under threat
everywhere. Time for all good people to stand up and be counted.” (7ime, 2017a: 4;
emphasis mine). It was referring to the special issue report appeared in the issue of
the week of June 19, 2017 of the same weekly dealing with US President’s Washington
hotel which was depicted as “The Swamp Hotel: How Trump’s D.C. outpost became
a dealmaker’s paradise for diplomats, lobbyists and insiders” on the cover. And this
special topic article was entitled as “The Suite of Power: Why Donald Trump’s
Washington Hotel is the Capital’s New Swamp.” And interestingly enough, this was

- 16 —
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followed by another piece appearing in August 7 issue of 7ime (2017b: 8). This was
a regular report of a journalist, lan Bremer, whose title read, “Liberal democracy is
eroding right in Europe’s backyard” and it concluded with the statement that “Even
inside the West’s most powerful clubs, liberal democracy is under threat. Be skeptical
that E. U. leaders can —or that Trump Administration will -do much about it (emphasis
mine).”Bremer was fingering the so-called Visegrad countries including Poland, Hungary,
the Czech Republic and Slovakia, plus Turkey, their neighbor to the east. Let me add
one more quote here. Most recently at this writing, former US President Jimmy Carter
was cited as saying that “Elections cannot guarantee democratic governance. This will
be even more true as digital technology advances.” This was a verbatim introduced
in 7ime magazine issue of September 25, 2017, referring to his argument in an earlier
article in the New York 7imes that elections need to be better safeguarded against digital
threats (7ime, 2017c: 18).

It should sort of send a chill down your spine if you seriously reflected on the simple
fact that the same is repeated by both an ordinary reader and a professional journalist
in a relatively short interval of only a couple of weeks. Something must be happening
to democracy or at least liberal democracy that causes this concern. More recent studies
have come to be more explicit in expressing serious worries about the problems of
democracy. This is a fact in spite of the outwardly optimistic developments in the global
political scenes, recording more than eighty countries making transitions to democracy,
over the past four decades during the so-called the “third wave” of global democratization
(Diamond and Shin, 2014: 1; Huntington, 1990).

Skepticism seems to counter this view of the brighter side of democratic advancements,
for instance, as the following indicates: “Since the turn of the millennium, and
particularly over the last decade, no fewer than twenty-five democracies have failed
around the world, three of them in Europe (Russia, Turkey and Hungary). In all but
Tunisia, the Arab Spring was swallowed by the summer heat. Is the Western god of
liberal democracy failing?” (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 142-144). Concern over the
future of democracy is not confined to Europe and the Middle East. In the so-called
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success cases of East Asia, South Korea (Korea hereafter unless otherwise indicated)
and Taiwan, a research report indicated that the representative institutions in these two
countries were in trouble (Park and Chu, 2014: 63). And overall the picture of these
“two emerging democracies” suggest that they are “now secure but still imperfect and
at times disappointing to their citizens who, because of higher levels of education and
access to information, have also become more cynical” (Diamond and Shin, 2014: 21).

A journalist and author, Edward Luce (2017) offers his observations on the current

state of Western democracy in the following terms:

Western liberalism is under siege. (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 130-131)
degeneration of Western politics (Kindle Locations 160-165)

the crisis of Western liberalism (Kindle Locations 184-185)

“Whether the Western way of life, and our liberal democratic systems, can survive
this dramatic shift of global power is the question of this book” (Kindle Locations
317-318).

the crux of the West’s crisis (Kindle Locations 184-185)

“Since the start of this century, the West has forfeited much of its prestige. Our
political model is no longer the envy of the world. As Western democracy has come
into question, so too has its global power” (Kindle Locations 1701-1702).

“It is a tragedy that democracy is on the retreat at this time” (Kindle Location 2017).
“The crisis of Western democracy is also a crisis of international relations. They
are two sides of the same coin. Western liberal democracy is not yet dead, but it
is far closer to collapse than we may wish to believe. It is facing its gravest challenge
since the Second World War” (Kindle Location 2173).

If the next few years resemble the last, it is questionable whether Western democracy
can take the strain. People have lost faith that their systems can deliver. More and
more are looking backwards to a golden age that can never be regained (Kindle

Locations 2374-2376).
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Let us listen to another non-academic, a professional digital analyst, Martin Gurri
(2014). In his analysis of the impact of the new digital technology on democratic politics,
he also has a few comments related to the crisis of democracy in the contemporary

world. The short list looks as follows:

multiple failures of democratic governments (Kindle Location 3829)
“Democratic governments have failed, and have been perceived to fail” (Kindle
Location 3042).

“The rhetoric of democratic politics seems to have gotten out of whack with the
reality of what democratic governments can achieve” (Kindle Locations 3053-3054).
“The mystery under analysis is the decline of the great democratic institutions”

(Kindle Locations 3067- 3068).

Now we can turn to our colleagues, professional political scientists, to heed to their
pessimistic assessment of the times, with respect to democracy. Even David Held who
is widely known for his well-crafted comparative analysis of various models of
democracy throughout the history of civilizations also tackled this issue of crisis of
democracy and in doing so had to mention “the growing ‘crisis of democracy’ from
the late 1960s” (Held, 1996: 235) and presented the view that “democracy in this age
represents a sham in its existing form” (Held, 1996: 298). As early as the mid-1970s,
Crozier and others (1975) put out a report commissioned by the Trilateral Commission
entitled The Crisis of Democracy and “maintained that democracies were threatened
by an overload of demands and irresponsible claims,...and that political authority was
increasingly undermined by critical media and intellectuals; these ‘dysfunctions’ were

)

seen as conducive to the rise of ‘anomic democracy’ and “democracy unnatured by
its excess” (Papdopoulos, 2013: 1).

In a decade into the new millennium, Yannis Papadopoulos (2013) thus seriously
ventured into a more pointed analysis of crisis of democracy, contending that “something

happened to democracy” (2013: 1). We will of necessity review major points he raises

- 19 -
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in his work shortly., but samples of his remarks also reflect the sense of negative
assessment of the times, as “the influence of democratic politics on political decisions
has been weakened” (2013: 1-2), “a degradation of its substance” (2013: 2), “hollowing
out of democratic politics-democratic deficit” (2013: 3), and “degradation of democratic

quality” (2013: 237).

II. So What Happened to Democracy?

The title of my speech is “Is Perfect Democracy Possible?” To be very candid, the
plain and simple answer to this bold question, at least to me, would be a flat “No.”
The main topic of this gathering is “Democracy in Crisis” and then how come perfect
democracy is taken up here? Probably this juxtaposition implicitly suggests that we
would like to see a perfect democracy if at all possible and yet we are still disappointed
at the inability of nations to reach that goal in actuality after so many generations of
civilizational experiments. This may be a realization of “a contradiction between the
naive conception of democracy that is often in our heads and the reality of the way
that the governmental process works” (Stoker, 2006: 80, quoted in Papadopoulos,
2013:3). Upon this awakening, I decided to go back to the ground zero of the whole
matter of democracy (or modern liberal democracy that we all apparently cherish or
wish to cherish). This brought me back to Abraham Lincoln’s profoundly simple image
of democracy: “Government of the people, by the people, for the people” which he
so persuasively asserted shall not perish from the earth.

The more | conscientiously ponder upon this sentence, the more I become assured
that this too much abridged a notion of democracy has misled many of us in the enterprise
of studying and doing research on the subject matter as well as those who have partaken
in the business of running democratic governments. And we may start tackling the true

meaning of the three essences of democratic government one by one.
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1. Government of the People
1) The True Meaning of “Government of the People”

The first question is “What exactly is the meaning of the phrase ‘government of the
people.?” The focus of this question is on the definition of the single preposition “of.”
If you interpret it to mean that this is my government, which of the usages like my
family, my spouse, my car, my school, my company and the like would correctly
represent the meaning? “The central problem facing liberal political theory,” according
to Held (1996: 75), “was how to reconcile the concept of the state as an impersonal,
legally circumscribed structure of power with a new view of the rights, obligations
and duties of subjects. The question was: how was the ‘sovereign state’ to be related
to the ‘sovereign people’ who were recognized as the legitimate source of the state’s
power?”Any further detailed examination is spared here for the sake of parsimony. But
one fundamental flaw of this proposition of government of the people is that it does
not really convey the meaning pertaining to the term “of” in any concrete sense. It
only refers to the source of legitimacy of the state power in relation to that of the
people in abstraction.

Relative to this idea of people as the source of government power and legitimacy,
authors have discussed such issues as democratic sovereignty, political autonomy, self
determination, democratic individuality, political privacy, the will of the people, popular
empowerment, majority rule, and the like, assuming that they represent the essence of
government of the people. Unfortunately, however, controversies and queries surrounding
them have not really been resolved by any theory of democracy as yet. Just to quench
our curiosity, we may want to stop a person on the street or a group of individuals
in a random crowd and ask them to explicate how they understand the meaning of
the phrase “government of the people” or how they perceive it to be. Well educated
or not, very few would be able to articulate the precise meaning of the words in concrete
terms. No wonder, those concepts cited above supposed to convey the idea of

“government of the people” are too abstract, lacking substantive connotations in concrete
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terms by which the ordinary people could easily grasp its meaning. In short, therefore,
the idea of government of the people must have been a fictitious concept which maybe
should have been excluded from the vocabulary of democracy from the beginning. In
other words, the proposition initially may well have been confined only to “government
by the people and for the people” in order for us to be able to argue more concretely
about how and why democratic government is needed and should be operated properly
in relation to the people.

Perhaps one central issue in this line of reasoning actually has to do with how the
people may materialize the power bestowed on them to realize their will and fulfill
their needs. The closest you could come to would be the matter of democratic
decision-making. If the government is truly of the people then it has to be one in which
the people themselves can really make decisions over the important affairs of their life
without any interference from any forces in society, including government. To be very
honest to ourselves, is it really possible for this to happen in real life? This immediately
raises two most crucial questions of “who we mean the people are” in the real world
and “how they make such decisions.” Since this question of “how” comes next with
respect to government by the people, we shall focus on the question of who the people
are.

Political scientists of course offered reasonable answers in terms of the system of
collective decision-making allowing extensive involvement of citizens “in the diverse
forms of political affairs that significantly affect them” (Dahl, 1979, 1985, 1989, as
cited in Held, 1996: 310). For a “fully” democratic system, it should meet the criteria
of “effective participation” of citizens, “enlightened understanding” on the part of

LRI

citizens, insured “voting equality at the decisive stage,” “control of agenda,” and
“inclusiveness” (Dahl, 1989, chs 6-9, as quoted in Held, 1996: 311). We still do not
see the individual citizen in this picture. Would each individual citizen be “fully”
conscious of his/her “sovereign power” in action in this scheme? Those criteria in fact
are indications of “how” people can take some part in the decision-making processes

provided by the “system, with the only exception of “enlightened understanding.” They
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may be part of this system but they do not actually take the concrete action of making
the so-called final decisions. Still somebody else is doing it, supposedly “for” them.
This will be our third issue of government for the people.

What 1 am saying in this context, therefore, is that in the real life of political
decision-making, people do not actually make them, somebody else is doing it for them.
In this view of democratic decision-making, the real picture of people disappear because
the need and will of the people do not count directly, as Crouch (2004, 112, cited
in Papadopoulos, 2013: 228) has pointed out, “Relations with citizens are important
as a source of legitimacy for the elites, but in reality, citizens do not count much.”
It is the system that is taking the job of actually making decisions for the people in
the name of the will of the people. Government of the people is an ideological fiction,
only government by the people and for the people take on real form and substance.
Even Max Weber regarded the idea of “the sovereignty of the people” to be quite
simplistic (Held, 1996: 169). Still, even in such forms, the idea of people is not clearly
delineated. Citizens they are, and subjects they are. And as such their political status
and roles must be redefined only in relation to the state, in such terms as rights and
duties, liberty and equality, and all those congeries of abstract concepts justifying the
democratic polity. They essentially represent the issues of government “by” the people

and “for” the people, not necessarily touching directly upon “of” the people.

2) Who Are the People?

This argument now calls for examination of the genuine meaning of “the people.”
Who are they? Simply stated, the people in a democratic society are citizens above
all but in relation to government they are subjects of the state, according to Held (1966:
75). And yet, we might want to listen to a different voice which declares that (Luce,

2017: Kindle Locations 1019-1023).

* In one form or another, most Western democracies have long enshrined the people

as sovereign (Britain is one of the exceptions that prove the rule). Yet we have
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always known there is no such thing as the people. It is a useful fiction. Perhaps
the curtain has now been pulled too far back for us to keep up the pretence. In
another flight of wit, Brecht once said: ‘All power comes from the people. But

where does it go?’

There is an interesting and illuminating definition of “democracy” appearing in the
Oxford Universal Dictionary (Onions, 1955: 478) as “That class of the people which
has no hereditary or special rank or privilege; the common people 1827” which was
adopted in English language in the early nineteenth century as indicated in the quote
here (1827). Historically, in a sense, “Political democracy developed in response to the
demand for the abrogation of privilege. In modern European history its cause was the
liberation of a commercial middle class from domination by a landholding aristocracy.”
In short, according to Luce (Kindle Locations 147-151), Barrington Moore famously
said, ‘No bourgeoisie, no democracy.” This liberation was to be realized by the
widespread grant of “universal suffrage” (Laski, 2015: 49). In this picture, people are
the middle class. But with the adoption of universal suffrage reaching all the members
of a collective with only carefully delineated exceptions such as those ill-disposed by
physical and/or mental ill-health or social isolation owing to anti-social deviant behavior
and the like, they now are the mass or multitude of individuals in some social-political
units. They are the common people, ordinary people, and as such their characteristics
have come to be featured somehow in different imageries over time.

In the literature on democracy, historically, citizens have been depicted either with
positive or negative imageries (Bermeo, 2003; 7-18). From the favorable view points,
they are heroic individuals resisting arbitrary or tyrannical action of the state. Civil
society with a dense network of such people is a requisite for a successful democracy,
and may contribute to the development of a good and effective government by providing
“state elites with ‘clear counsel’ on ‘authentic’, rather than contrived, needs” (Bermeo,
2003: 7-11).

On the other hand, more negative pictures by various scholars have been presented

(Bermeo, 2003: 15-18). For instance, Aristotle tended to deeply suspect “the wisdom
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of the poor” and believed that superior individuals deserved superior political powers.
J. S. Mill was concerned about “the ignorance and especially selfishness and brutality
of the mass” (Bermeo, 2003: 15). Lipset (1960 as cited in Bermeo, 2003: 16) argued
that “the lower working class tends to have authoritarian potentials most likely to cause
extremist and intolerant movements in modern society” owing to “low education, low
participation,.. little reading, isolated occupations, economic insecurity and authoritarian
family patterns.”Such a negative view has been the basis of theories on breakdown
of democracy in which ordinary people were always deemed a major medium of
democratic failure.

In addition, Walter Bagehot, the Victorian essayist, feared that he still could not
conceive of the “ignorant people” assuming office themselves (Luce, 2017: Kindle
Locations 1379-84). And he was joined by Laski (2015, 67) who in his discussion
on the decay of representative institutions detected the first great element of difficulty
in the electorate (people) itself. And he goes on to say that “The assumptions of capitalist
democracy require universal suffrage; without it, there is illogic at the heart of the liberal
state. But universal suffrage confers political power upon masses of citizens the greater
part of whom is enfolded in a purely private life, and devoid of interest in, or knowledge
of, the political process,” in short, it is based on “the ignorance of the multitude” (Laski,
2015: 73). Walter Lippmann who was a brilliant contemporary of Laski was much more
elaborate in his view of “the ability of ordinary people to connect with the realities
of the world beyond their immediate circle of perception. Such people made decisions
based on ‘pictures in their heads’ — crude stereotypes absorbed from politicians,
advertisers, and the media — yet in a democracy were expected to participate in the
great decisions of government. There was no ‘intrinsic moral and intellectual virtue

to majority rule.”” (Gurri, 2014:Kindle Locations 199-203) regarding

the ability of ordinary people to connect with the realities of the world beyond their
immediate circle of perception. Such people made decisions based on ‘pictures in

their heads’ — crude stereotypes absorbed from politicians, advertisers, and the media
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— yet in a democracy were expected to participate in the great decisions of

government. There was no ’intrinsic moral and intellectual virtue to majority rule.

In 1927 when he published The Phantom Public the public “appeared to him to be
a fractured, single-issue-driven thing.” And his “disenchantment with democracy
anticipated the mood of today’s elites. From the top, the public, and the swings of
public opinion, appeared irrational and uninformed. The human material out of which
the public was formed, the ‘private citizen,” was a political amateur, a sheep in need
of a shepherd, yet because he was sovereign he was open to manipulation by political
and corporate wolves (Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations 203-207).

Of course, there is a more balanced view of ordinary people as has been suggested
more recently. In this perspective, they are usually disassembled with partial identities
as “voters,” “demonstrators,” or “members’ of public associations, but a neutral

definition by Bermeo (2003: 3) has that

The ordinary people...are simply citizens. Some might call them “the masses” or
“the public,” but both terms have connotations of singularity that do a disservice
to the heterogeneity of the group. The term “people” draws our attention to the
individuality of the group’s membership and the adjective “ordinary”

underscores the fact that they have no extraordinary powers vis-a-vis the states in
which they live...They are the people who compose the vast majority of the citizenry

in virtually every country in the world.

Nonetheless, on the basis of extensive research, Bermeo concludes that the primary
responsibility for the failure of democracies does not lie on ordinary people but on
the elites who were incapable, power-hungry, and ignorant of public opinions, for the
dense network of civil society filled with ordinary people tend to prevent radical
polarization (Bermeo, 2003: 227).

Again, the unfolding of contemporary politics manifests a much more complicated

picture of the place of ordinary people conceived as the public. Of so many factors
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affecting democratic politics today, the economic stagnation is the outstanding one
causing the instability of democracy in the Western world. If the middle class is the
backbone of liberal democracy as Barrington Moore declared earlier, ‘No bourgeoisie,
no democracy,’” then it is this category of the public that suffers most. They are the
‘squeezed middle’ in America, the ‘left-behinds’ in Britain and the ‘couches moyennes’
in France, or better yet, the ‘precariat’ whose lives are dominated by economic insecurity.
The trouble is their weight of numbers is growing and with it their impatience, too
(Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 147-151 ).

To hold together liberal democracy intact, economic growth is most effective. As
long as different segments of society fight over the fruits of growth, it is relatively
easy to uphold the rules of the political game, but if those fruits disappear, or are
monopolized by a fortunate few, then things turn nasty. As the West’s middle-income
problem has turned real and deepening due to the most crushing effect of stagnation,
(Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 400-401), the public has been losing its trust in political
institutions to an all-time low.“There is no such thing as the popular will, just a series
of messy deals between competing interests” (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations
1442-1445).Unfortunately, “the politics of interest group management turn into a
zero-sum battle over declining resources.” And it is leading to stark and growing
inequality (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 160-165).This is the crux of the West’s crisis
with societies split between the will of the people and the rule of the experts, in other
words, “the tyranny of the majority versus the club of self-serving insiders” (Luce, 2017:
Kindle Locations 1449-1450).

Under the circumstances, the public now turns their rage towards the ruling elite or
the dominant minority bursting out into the form of street demonstrations, rallies, sit-ins
and candlelight vigils, with very little leeway besides them. At this point, the populist
politicians do not lose any time taking advantage of this explosive public outrage to
agitate them to stand by their side. The trouble, however, is that the true populist loses
patience with the rules of the democratic game (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations

1676-1677), and not only becomes opposed to the elites, but also an enemy of pluralism.
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Alas, though, “without a plural society democracy loses its foundation” (Luce, 2017:
Kindle Locations 1682-1683). Awakened together with this upsurge of populism is the

99 ¢

“Belief in an authoritarian version of national destiny” “staging a powerful comeback”
placing “Western liberalism ...under siege” (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 130-131).And
we hear an ironic confession on the part of Western observers themselves in the order
of saying that “We have put arsonists in charge of the fire brigade. The bad news is
that populists such as Donald Trump and Nigel Farage are winning the fight. The good
news is that the fightback has a lot of room for improvement” (Luce, 2017: Kindle
Locations 2174-2179).

The story does not end here. Where do we detect the room for improvement is next
question. We may find it in another revolutionary change we are witnessing today caused
primarily by the incredibly swift advancements in the information-communication
technologies (ICT) and the newly opened horizon of digital world of social media and
its friends. According to a professional data analyst (Gurri, 2014), while he was
“enthralled by the astronomical growth in the volume of information, but the truly
epochal change was the revolution in the relationship between the public and authority
in almost every domain of human activity” (Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations 164-166).
This was possible by the transformation of information consumers into producers, which
by means of digital magic led to the crisis of an established order — grand hierarchies
of power and money and learning (Gurri, 2017: Kindle Locations 159-161). Recall that
the central problem of liberal political theory was how to relate the ‘sovereign state’
to the ‘sovereign people (Held, 1996: 75). And this question is brought back into the
scene with a different issue of how the sovereign people are turning back to the sovereign
state by the aid of ICT.

This new phenomenon also has its own history. Early in its beginning, “public
discussion was limited to a very few topics of interest to the articulate elites and politics
ruled despotically over the public sphere. But the wave of fresh information exposed
the poverty and artificiality of the establishments” (Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations

116-118). On the side of the public, “that passive mass audience on which so many
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political and economic institutions depended had itself unbundled, disaggregated,
fragmented into...vital communities: groups of wildly disparate size gathered organically
around a shared interest or theme” (Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations 151-153).But “the
voice of the vital communities was a new voice: that of the amateur, of the educated
non-elites, of a disaffected and unruly public. It was at this level that the vast majority
of new information was now produced and circulated.” This may even be an intellectual
earthquake which propelled the tsunami (Gurri, :Kindle Locations 155-157).

In the process, the public now stood up facing and challenging authority which is
not only embedded in the state. They are, according to Gurri (2014: Kindle Locations
226-230):

“office-holders, regulators, the bureaucracy, the military, the police but also in
corporations, financial institutions, universities, mass media, politicians, the scientific
research industry, think tanks, ‘nongovernmental organizations,” endowed foundations
and other nonprofit organizations, and the visual and performing arts business. Each
of these institutions speaks as an authority in some domain. Each clings to a shrinking

monopoly over its field of play.”

The way the public influences authority may go in a circular transmission of
information to relevant agents or even individual citizens. For example, “the news media
footage may come from cell phone videos, taken by the public on the spot and
communicated via Facebook. They are then re-posted online -on YouTube, and on
thousands of niche sites. This may be considered as a case of new media driving news
coverage” (Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations 471-473).

Taking the example from Tunisia, a regime which had ruled with unquestioned
authority for 23 years was toppled bya mostly disorganized public. Among the probably
many factors, one important factor that played into this outcome was the effect of the
information sphere — on the global public, on the Tunisian public, and on the Tunisian
authorities themselves. And much of the information coming from Tunisia during the

protests reflected the work and the will of the public. No doubt, the turmoil in that
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country began spontaneously, on the streets. But in the case of Egyptian revolution
of 2011, it was originated online, as a virtual invitation to revolution scheduled on
Facebook Events, by an ordinary citizen,” a decent young man, humble in demeanor,
markedly different from the pompous officials, angry revolutionaries, and otherwise
peculiar personalities prevalent in Egypt’s politics” (Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations
478-484; 502-505).

I have no intention nor space to go into detailed discussion of this case, but the
political implications of this type of revolution cannot be lightly dismissed. This young
man attempted to bridge the gap between virtual and real in the political domain and
succeeded. He sought to mobilize the Egyptian public against their government from
a Facebook page, and this happens to be an entirely new approach to mobilization of
the public, making it “the work of amateurs, ordinary people, the untutored public”
attacking power and authority (Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations 525-531). Even in the
case of the kinds of collective political action by ordinary people like the Tea Party
movement and the Occupiers of Wall Street, “people from nowhere constituted into
hundreds of local networks, interacting by means of digital platforms like Meetup and
Facebook but firmly rejecting any official organization, hierarchy, leadership, and
spokespersons” as usually detected in the conventional revolutionary movements (Gurri,
2014: Kindle Locations 3197-3202).

There is no doubt that we shall have to wait and see what may unfold from now
on in the arena of digital politics, and yet the implications for the future are something
that we should keep an eye on. And this brings me to the next issue of “government

by the people.”

2. Government by the People

In the above discussion on the question of who constitutes the people, the issue of
government by the people has already been touched upon sporadically here and there.
If government is to be run by the people, the main question would be directed to how

the people might influence government action by means of what kind of mechanisms
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of influence. If we are living in small-scale city states like those of the ancient Greeks,
direct participation by the citizens in whatever occasion calling for their voice, this
would be close to the ideal of government by the people. Unfortunately, of course,
we are dealing with the mass of ordinary people in the contemporary context. And
the thinkers and theorists who were responsible for developing the standard liberal
democratic ideas logically separated the state and the citizen linking the two by the
very abstract notion of sovereignty on the ground that it became impossible to have
the people as the mass of citizenry directly take part in the process of democratic
governance in general and democratic politics as well.

The only option left to the people or the public turned out to be indirect participation
of one form or another, at least formally speaking, that is. In other words, the important
decisions concerning the goals of the nation and the life and wellbeing of the people
have been delegated to some groups of individuals in the name of representation. These
groups are now making all those decisions on behalf of the mass. To legitimize their
act of making decisions, these representatives now are to be selected by the people
for whom they are supposed to make the final delivery of results of their decisions
in the form of various public policies and measures, now actually made by the hands
of the bureaucracy in the administrative apparatus of the state. The selection process
is called election.Because of the liberal theory of sovereignty, autonomy, and equality
of the individual citizen, the election is performed by these citizens on the basis of
“one person, one vote” principle, and the result of elections is to be accepted or rejected
by majority rule. That is the formal framework of the so-called representative democracy
framed by the liberal democratic theories and practiced by most of the formally
democratic nations established and maintained according to the belief in government
by the people (Held, 1996)..

So far so good, as long as it is a formal theoretical paradigm. When it comes to
real politick, however, those lofty principles are tainted by a variety of conditions
surrounding the representative institutions of government. The problems of government

by the people is therefore to be examined in the quality of election and the legislature.
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1) Elections

Once you have regular elections selecting your own representatives, it is ordinarily
assumed, democracy is attained. This, however, is found to be a very precarious
presupposition in the context of the real world conditions surrounding those elections
taking place every so often in most of the democracies today. Already in the early
decades of the twentieth century, prominent social thinkers like Max Weber, Schumpeter,
and Laski, noted in different terms that democracy as an institutional arrangement to
generate and legitimate leadership “has at best a most tenuous relation to classical
meaning of democracy: ‘rule by the people’ (Held, 1996: 179-180). Thus, Schumpeter
quickly pointed out,

democracy does not mean and cannot mean that the people actually rule in any
obvious sense of the terms ‘people’ and ‘rule’. Democracy means only that the people
have the opportunity of accepting or refusing the men[sic] who are to rule them...Now
one aspect of this may be expressed by saying that democracy is the rule of the

politician

And this practice of accepting or refusing takes place at the ballot stations. To analyze
this phenomenon more closely, you need to look into two separate yet intricately related
categories of individuals involved in the practice of elections, namely, the political
candidates who aspire to be elected for seats in the assembly of representatives, on
the one hand, and the voters who cast ballots to select their representatives, on the
other. It takes some dissection of these two categories of “political actors” to grasp
the real meaning of elections. Moreover, some aspects of the very institution of elections
may also be examined to see if there are any pitfalls and shortcomings in the whole
process.

Since our subject is government by the people, we might as well start with the
electorate first. Part of the problems of the electorate has already been introduced when

we discussed the issue of who the people are and a few critical remarks only will
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be introduced here. For example, even long time ago, Laski (2015: 67 ff.) singled out
some of those shortcomings of the electorate. They are the “masses of citizens” who
are “devoid of interest in, or knowledge of, the political process. The importance of
elections actually lie in their results, but these ignorant multitude” (Laski, 2015:73),
in general, have ”not been adequately educated for its special political task, and the
problem of organizing it for the end falls into the hands of the political parties...Parties
have to capture public opinion. But the elements of public opinion do not grow out
of knowledge, and they are not the product of reason “ (Laski, 2015: 68). Knowledge
and reason remain at the service of the interests in conflict. And when people make
decisions to choose their governors, they are influenced by considerations which escape
all scientific analysis (Laski,2015: 68). Moreover, “the position of the electorate remains
highly unsatisfactory” because “it is free only at election-time, that freedom is but the
prelude to a new domination” (Laski,2015: 75).

But in today’s world with the technological advances available to ordinary people
together with the improved opportunities for more and better education, we may not
easily dismiss the level of knowledge and the ability of reasoning of the ordinary
electorate as insignificant. Rather, we may need to turn our attention to the widespread
apathy toward politics mainly owing to the lost of trust by the general public of the
representative government. And this leads us to the question of the results of elections.
Once again, the critical remarks on the consequences of elections focus on the personnel
of the legislature which is formed with those successful candidates who were elected.
Some critics, according to Laski (2015: 79), the very democratic processes of election
“multiply the chances that the mediocrity will emerge.” .

Laski’s own view is that the personnel forming the parliamentary assembly does not
need to be experts and people of eminence in their fields of work, for such background
does not necessarily guarantee nor is proof for their “talent for the art of statesmanship”
Laski (2015: 79). Thus, he argues, “A legislative assembly is neither a collection of
specialists nor a body of statesmen. It is an average sample of ordinary men, deflected

now this way, now that, by the drift of public opinion, and organized by its leaders
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to accept a policy which those leaders regard as desirable” and as such “a parliament
still does better than any alternative institution so far devised” (Laski, 2015:
80).Nonetheless, he acknowledges that “the legislatures of the modern state are in an
unsatisfactory condition...They are so overwhelmed with work that they have no time
for the adequate discussion of any single legislative project. They are so driven by
the pressure of party control that the private member has, for the most part, been reduced
to the status of a voting machine.” And for the renewal of their mandate, they are
largely preoccupied with the need for re-election or have to submit to various pressures
to maximize their chance of staying in office (Laski, 2015: 77-78). No doubt, there
are other observations on these matters, but we will now move to the “decay” of

representative institutions.

2) Representative Democracy Dissected

As the elections are over and the new legislature is formed as the representative organ
of the state, its members now participate in the process of decision-making and in policy
formations through political parties they belong to. At this juncture, I would like to
introduce, very briefly though, a recent work on the crisis of democracy which presents
a very articulate analysis of the problems of the current form of representative democracy
mainly in the West (Papadopoulos, 2013). This work primarily deals with the changes
and challenges facing the existing democracies of Western Europe and North America,
asking such questions as “Do citizens have meaningful opportunities to exercise power?”
“How much control do politicians have over policy-making?” and “Have we entered
the ‘winter’ of democracy?” (Papadopoulos, 2013: back cover). Responding to an earlier
work by Crozier et al. (1975) which “maintained that democracies were threatened by
an overload of demands and irresponsible claims, leading to uncontrolled expansion
of government activities, and that political authority was increasingly undermined by
critical media and intellectuals,” which symptoms had already been singled out by much
earlier critical reflections by thinkers like Laski and Schumpeter, the author argues that

“the influence of democratic politics on political decisions has been weakened — not
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that it is too strong” (Papadopoulos, 2013: 1-2).

And Papadopoulos characterizes the main challenges to representative democracy by
using a set of newly coined vocabulary, including cartelization and presidentialization
of party politics, mediatization and audience democracy, internationalization,
Europeanization, and multilevel governance, collaborative governance and cooperative
policy-making, empowering the citizen or the customer, limits to majority rule in the
form of agencification and judicialization, and the winter of democracy. Any lengthy
descriptions of these transformative phenomena are not possible and only very condensed
gist of these ideas will be introduced.

Cartelization and Presidentialization:As citizens in heterogeneous societies become less

loyal to parties and their trust in politicians erodes, elections become more competitive
among parties with similar platforms, making it increasingly difficult to attract voters,
and hence personal attributes of leadership becomes the focal points for voting choices.
“This is the electoral face of a personalization of politics that induces parties to become
presidentialized,” leading to the internal power balance shifts in favor of leadership
to the detriment of the rank and file. And when parties win the government, the power
shift now occurs in favor of the executive to the detriment of the legislature. In
consequence, representative institutions become less effective in producing legislation
and in holding the executive accountable on behalf of the citizenry (Papadopoulos, 2013:
215-216).

Mediatization and Audience Democracy:With the weak voter loyalty, parties attempt

to receive favorable treatment by the media which tends to follow a predominantly
commercial logic which in turn has to personalize in order to dramatize politics, rely
on the advice of communication (or rather public relations) specialists than the party
machine in the election campaign, and they spend huge amounts of money on media
advertisements. Moreover, a gap has been created between mediatized front-stage politics
and back-stage policy making (Papadopoulos, 2013: 77, 216).

Internationalization, Europeanization, and Multilevel Governance.Especially in the

case of Europe which came to be combined under the banner of European Union (EU),
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the internationalization of political decision-making has come to undermine the
effectiveness of legislatures in each nation-state, weakening domestic governmental
accountability but amplifying the centralization effect of party presidentialization.
Outside Europe, the extent of influence may vary depending on the nation-state or global
issues at hand but the general globalization process may have some similar effects as
well, by increasing the complexity of problems largely due to the problem-solving
mechanisms are multilevel and transcending national boundaries (Papadopoulos, 2013:
216-217).

Collaborative Governance and Cooperative Policy-Making.If the international forces

influence domestic policy-making in each nation-state, forming a multielvel cooperative
governance type, there emerge new forms of governance by new types of interaction
and cooperation between public and private actors, with creation of new roles for private
actors in the political decision-making and the production of public goods. This is defined
by the OECD as “distributed public governance” but here is called collaborative
governance, and the main types of non-state actors participating in this kind of
decision-making process include so-called PIGs (private interest governance) such as
various interest group associations, “fringe bodies, extra-governmental organizations,
independent non-majoritarian institutions and quasi-autonomous non-governmental
organizations” (OECD, 2002, as quoted in Papadopoulos, 2013: 117-118; Pauly and
Grande, 2005: 15). Of course, this trend is the result of the limited resources of public
authorities, leading to their dependence on other non-public actions, and cooperative
forms of governance are set up to remedy the insufficiencies of formal majority rule.
But there arises the problem of the diffusion of accountability of these various
horizontally cooperating forces as representatives of particular interests becoming
influential in such governance settings (Papadopoulos, 2013: 219-221,137-139).

Empowering the Citizen or the Customer.Other more participatory experiments to

involve ordinary citizens closely in decision-making have been attempted. Notable
among them is what is called “New Public Management” (NPM) doctrines and their

derivatives. Basically adopting the strategy of customer service in private businesses,
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to improve responsiveness of the state, more direct channels of expression of the needs
of the specific segments of the population personally affected by state service delivery
were open. This was supposedly to help the clienteles of administration to gain influence
on the process. The problem overlooked in this sort of programs, however, was that
for any effective ways to make their voices heard, the citizen clients needed a high
degree of organization. for this reason, therefore, all those affected were not able to
enjoy the equal opportunities for the services they were supposed to have benefitted
by. And since these reforms were programs of new public ‘“Management,” the
bureaucracy in charge kept the upper hand in the design and management of
policy-making networks, leaving politicians risking their own roles and prerogatives.
And in terms of consumer empowerment, it did not seem to have been fully realized
and accountability for conduct in government through electoral mechanisms became less
effective (Papadopoulos, 2013: 15-16, 169-170).

Agencification and Judicialization. To deal with the pitfalls of majority rule, another

trend has been the growing power of independent agencies of government and courts.
Regulation by independent bodies, called agencification, is justified for its function to
safeguard the public interest from the self-interest of politicians or the risk of monopoly
of decision-making by particular interests of various interest groups in civil society.
And the role of courts is viewed as that of protecting minority and safeguard individual
rights. By means of agencification, important decisions that do impact market or an
economic sector are issued instead of regular state bureaucracy, and judicialization means
the increased influence of courts on policy-making (Papadopoulos, 2013: 16-19,
220-221).

A general characteristic of these reforms is that by the increased role of the unelected
bodies in decision- or policy-making that are not democratically accountable, “the role
of elections as the core accountability mechanism of representative democracy is further
weakened” and the role of the partisan representative circuit is declined (Vibert, 2007
as cited in Papadopoulos, 2013: 4, plus 220-221). These mechanisms introduced by

the author are much more complicated but the core problems have to do with the overall
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trend of the shrinking role and power of representative institutions, and the voices of
ordinary people are “‘squeezed out,” as the economically powerful continue to use their
instruments of the influence.” In what is referred to as post-democracy, “virtually all
the components of democracy survive,” yet, “many citizens have been reduced to the
role of manipulated, passive, rare participants” (Crouch, 2004: 5, as quoted in
Papadopoulos, 2013: 228). Of course this tendency was observed by other authors as

introduced earlier in this presentation.

3. Government for the People

In the previous section which dealt with the question of government by the people,
many components of discourses in fact have already touched on the issue of government
for the people, rather indirectly and latently though. In a sense, in the analysis of the
general trend of declining role of representative politics, Papadopoulos introduced
different forms of “democracy with adjectives,” each placed with the key players. For
instance, in advocacy democracy they are cause groups, in plebiscitary democracy,
presidentialized political leaders, in audience democracy, the media, and in monitory
democracy, the media again but additional guardian institutions like courts, ombudsmen,
auditing bodies, etc. In such forms, each has contributed one way or another to the
relative retreat of legislative body of government, with variable effects on it. I cannot
go into the complex mechanisms of such influences on representative government
suggested by the author. One outstanding feature of thesevariants of adjective democracy
is that they generally induce technocratization of policy making, largely by the
disproportionate involvement of oligarchic power. And one of the consequences of this
development has been manifested in the substantiation of the proposition that “initially
the principle of representation was alien to democracy” (Manin, 1997 as cited in
Papadopoulos, 2013: 232).

This observation is not only relevant to the thesis of government by the people but
also leads to the issue of government for the people. Technocratization of

decision-making by oligarchy reflects social and cultural inequalities which in turn affect
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political participation because then decision-making in representative politics can hardly
mirror the plurality of social values and interests adequately. Thus, this form of
decision-making yields various “broken promises” of representative democracies. Here
rises the fundamental question of what representative government can do for the people.
In this type of policy making by technocratic elites, voters or people do not really
count much because “votes count, but resources decide” (Rokkan, 1966: 105, as quoted
in Papadopoulos, 2013: 233).

One way of characterizing these trends in contemporary representative democracies
is “a symptom of the divorce between the sphere of politics and the sphere of
policy-making” or in more down-to-earth terms, the gap between front-sage and
back-stage politics (Papadopoulos, 2013: 235). While party politics operating in the
representative institutions in the front-stage is not only more visible due to its extensive
media exposure but is losing its substance, technocratic policy-making largely invisible
to the public for its working arena is in the back stage. The issue of accountability
falls on the shoulders of the elected representatives. Elections, political parties and
legislatures lose their pivotal role and a degradation of democratic quality takes place
back-stage (Papadopoulos, 2013: 235).

Under the circumstances, citizens increasingly reserve their party loyalty, some become
more actively critical, whereas others feel dispossessed from their political influence,
and come to distrust politicians. And on the way to successful campaigns to elicit votes,
a vicious circle of political distrust works, “in which an inflation of promises in the
field of competitive politics leads to an expectations gap; this gap leads to disenchantment
among the public with political performance and to low trust for politicians...this kind
of spiral effect mainly eroded respect for politics and politicians,...spillover effects affect
more generally and more deeply the foundations of democratic legitimacy”
(Papadopoulos, 2013: 232, 240). And this problem of low trust by the people for
politicians, politics, and representative democracy is shared by many nations around
the world. Just to cite a sample of such a concern, for example, Luce (2017: Kindle

Locations 2023-2024)pointed out that “Trust is the glue of a successful free society;
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fear is the currency of the autocrat. It is the former that is most desperately needed.”

The above discussion leads us back to the question of government for the people,
because the loss of public trust for representative democracy basically stems from the
apparent inability of government to deliver whatever services and policy measures to
benefit the people, satisfying their needs and meeting their demands, by listening to
their grievances, and the like. If left alone with such a trend, it may even trigger a
“revolutionary impulse fueled by strangely personal utopian expectations” .Gurri, (2017:

Kindle Locations 4565-4569).

The failure of democratic governments to deliver on equality, social justice, full
employment, economic growth, cheap apartments, happiness, and a meaningful life,
has driven the public to the edge of rejection of representative democracy as it is
actually practiced. Some have gone over the edge. Failure has bred frustration,
frustration has justified negation, and negation has paved the way for the nihilist,
who acts, quite sincerely, on the principle that destruction of the system is a step

forward, regardless of alternatives.

When it comes to this point, it seems inevitable to return to the proposition of
“government by the people” from that of “government for the people.” If the ultimate
goal of any government is to serve the people for the sake of their wellbeing and
happiness, then we must be able to develop a different form of government by the
people, perhaps other than a simplistic liberal representative democracy relying almost

solely on simple elections.

[I. In Closing

The problems discussed so far may be regarded as major challenges which could
negatively impact the three basic elements of the quality of democracy, representation

(government of the people), participation (government by the people), and accountability
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(government for the people). Thus far, analysts of those challenges to the fate of
democracy have suggested their own versions of remedies under the changing
circumstances. Of particular interest are the proposals put forth by the likes of Gurri
(2014) as to the role of the advanced ICT technologies with the widespread use of
social media. Or Papadopoulos (2013: 246) suggests that the elected representative
institutions of government should strive to enhance and extend their supervisory
functions to bodies that do not think they are threatened for their relative distance from
accountability to the citizenry and the elected representatives. In addition, the
involvement of other participatory bodies should be encouraged.

These proposals surely do imply some possibilities of ameliorating the difficulties
of the current state of liberal democracy. But mind you technologies are mere instruments
of communication which have their own inherent limitations. Institutional reforms thus
far have not really been successful to fully overcome those shortcomings under
consideration. There are more fundamental questions that call for our serious attention
in the areas of the actual modus operandi in the democratic politics of the contemporary
world and the guiding principles behind them.

One such root problem has to do with the pitfalls of capitalist democracy. Our earlier
predecessors like Laski and Schumpeter were looking to the emerging socialist
democracy in their own times of the gloomy 1930s as a possible alternative to the
decaying capitalist democracy, even though they themselves were not still abandoning
their belief in the capitalist economic system as such. Abrogation of privilege was one
of the central causes of the rise of liberal democratic system in the early age of
democracy in the West. As far as this credo stands as the crucial element of liberal
democracy even today and into the future as well, the capitalist economy especially
the neoclassical version prevailing these days, with the dominant hand of the unbridled
financial market ideology, certainly does not seem to meet the standards expected
originally by the pioneers of liberal democracy.

The crucial shortcoming of this version lies in its inability to overcome or if possible

to correct the tendency to create special privileges for the extremely unequal and
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inequitable rewards attributed to the financial capitalist stockholders and CEOs of those
leading corporations, plus the general inclinations of such a system to create a broad
condition of socio-economic inequality to the extent that is unnecessary even from the
vantage point of liberal capitalist ideology. Socio-economic inequality here refers not
only to the economic resource allocation but also to the use of decision-making power
in the political sphere.

If this observation has any merit, therefore, we need to seek and create a
socio-economic system which can in the minimum reduce the unnecessary and unfair
extreme inequalities in the distributive system of society. Unless this is realized, liberal
democracy has no future. This is not to suggest that we go back to some form of
socialist system. If one can embrace the basic principles of some version of
communitarianism, there might be ways to correct the current malaise of liberal
democracy mainly caused by the distorted capitalist economic system and the
accumulated mechanisms of political power sharing. Such experiments as social
enterprise may be one of the examples that deserve serious consideration in the economic
sphere. But in this presentation, I am going to introduce a new principle of
socio-economic organization, tentatively named as the Decentralized Plural
Communitarian Collectivism. This was originally proposed as the principle of social
organization of a visionary version of human society for the future of human civilization,
namely the “Cultured” Advanced Mature Society attained by means of “Cultured”
Development (Kim, K.-D., 2017a).

It is not necessary to explain what these concepts mean here, but the gist of the
ideas contained in them may be in order. It envisions a society where both power and
economic resources are not concentrated in or monopolized by an elite minority of the
society and cultural pluralism is widely and commonly accepted and practiced. And
yet, decentralization and pluralism entail the hazard of societal disintegration if they
go to the extremes without any check. This risk may be reduced by additional principles
of organization, communitarian and collective in nature. Implied here is theyin-yang

dialectic of opposing principles dynamically interacting in a constant cycle of correcting
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weaknesses and flaws that may incur in the process, which is managed by the principles
of flexibility and moderation. Note that these principles are adopted from the wisdom
of the I-ching (973, %#) the Book of Change, one of the ancient Confucian classics.

Substantively, then, this type of society requires the following conditions: 1) sustained
economic growth; 2) protection and conservation of the ecological environment; 2)
healthy democratic politics; 3) welfare enabling the elimination of the “left-behinds”
or those who are excluded from wellbeing and feeling dissatisfied with life; 4) culturally
rich and flourishing allowing every member of society to equitably enjoy cultural
resources; and 5) morally sound and ethically decent society. This type of society may
have name like “Voluntary Welfare Society.” This is not a welfare state, it is a welfare
society which is run by the voluntary participation of the members. Now comes in
this picture of a society the question of political democracy. In this connection, let me
introduce an ideal-type image of an ancient agrarian community, strongly recommended
by the Master himself, that is, Confucius, which is called these days as a society of
Great Unity (taedongsahoeor ta t'ungshih hui; H&AF3], K[t &). According to the
Master’s words from the Book of Rites, this type of society manifests the following
features (Fung, 1983: 377-8, Kim K.-D., 2017a: 194-195). Confucius, referring to
historical records of the practice of the great Tao during the period of the Three Dynasties
ruled by those sagely eminent men, which Confucius wished to emulate in his pursuit
of ideal models of social life, lays out the basic features of this type of society in

the following ways, as paraphrased in translation from the Chinese version.

When the great 7ao was in practice, the world was common to all. In other words,
the public consciousness for the good of the community was unusual. Then, he gives
concrete examples of how the common good was pursued. 1) Men of talent, virtue
and ability were selected to look after the affairs of public interest. 2) Among the
ordinary people, sincerity was emphasized and friendship was cultivated. Therefore
people loved not only their own parents, but they cared for the parents of others.

Nor did they treat as children only their own sons, but they looked after others’
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children as well. 3) A sufficient provision was secured for the aged till their death,
employment for the able-bodied, and a means of upbringing for the young. Special
kindness and compassion were shown to widows, orphans, childless men, and those
who were disabled by disease, so that they all had the wherewithal for support.
Men had their proper work, while women had their places to return (or homes).
4) They hated to see the wealth of natural resources undeveloped and wasted, but
neither did they hoard wealth for their own use. They hated not to exert themselves,
but when they did it was not for the sake of their own benefit. 5) Thus (selfish)
scheming was repressed and was not advanced. Robbers, thieves and rebellious
traitors could not find any place to show themselves, and hence the outer doors

were left open. This was the period of Great Unity.

Now, we can detect in this quote a sentence mentioning that men of talent, virtue,
and ability were chosen to take care of the public affairs, which in fact implies some
tint of possibly democratic governance. As a matter of fact, there are ideas in the
Confucian thoughts of politics which resemble some elements of democracy. First of
all, in traditional Confucianism, the idea of government for the people (wimin, wei-min;
1%, £3IL) is prominent. This is rooted in what may be called the “people-centered”
(minbon, minpen; R13, KA) doctrine. To think about it, one may simply assume that
if one can truly and genuinely build a political system which works perfectly “for”
the people, then this you can admit deserves to be called a democratic polity. Of course,
you also have to know how actually you can achieve this goal, and then the questions
lead to the issue of government by the people, and eventually you may justify your
thesis of government of the people.

At any rate, the doctrine of government for the people is tested in Confucian ideas
by the performance or result of government functions, by the criteria of whether the
ruler’s government has produced sufficient benefits to the life of the people or has
caused sufferings to the people. Its significance is understood in terms of its sociopolitical

functions that the ruler is expected to perform, including maintenance of order, fair
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distribution of wealth for the sake of the people who actually produce the wealth, and
effective personnel and budget management for the strong and rich state. Viewed in
this functional framework, it is natural and rational that the ruler should seek advice
and counsel from anyone equipped with qualifications and knowledge required of such
a role, regardless of that person’s social status, an egalitarian image of society.

One interesting idea that enters the scene is that if the ruler was unfit, inept, or morally
wrong and thus performed poorly and brought harm to the people rather than benefits,
then the people may replace the ruler by way of petitions to the government officials,
mass demonstrations, or even insurgencies, only under the banner of the Mandate of
Heaven. How is this possible when the ruler is the son of Heaven endowed with the
omnipotent power to take even the lives of the people at will? It is because of the
thesis that the king was selected by the will of the people. Only the process was a
bit different.

For example, according to one of the great Confucian scholar-officials of the Practical
Learning School in Korea in around the eighteen through the nineteenth centuries, Chong
Yag-yong (1762-1836), pen name Tasan, explains in his treatise on the “Origin of
Magistrate” how the ruler came to the throne as follows (Kim H.-S., 1979: 30 1-302;
Pak C.-S., 1983:348; Shin Y.-H., 1997: 51-52): Kim K.-D., 2017b: 182):

In the beginning, there were only people(min). How could a ruler exist! People used
to live in natural collectivities. Some got into squabbles with neighbors, but no
solution was in sight. There was an old man who spoke well of fairness and came
to handle the incident correctly. Neighbors from all four directions admiringly
succumbed to his judgment and installed him all respectfully to the position of village
head, they called. As people in different villages ran into trouble with those of other
villages yet could not find

solutions, they requested an elderly person with outstanding wisdom and knowledge
to render correct judgment. These villages installed him to the head of five-hundred

households. The same happened among the five hundred household districts and
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the wise and virtuous elder was installed to the head of province. Heads of these
provinces chose one person to become governor of the state and those governors
of all four directions selected one of them to become their leader and called him
emperor-king. The root of emperor-king originated from village chief. The ruler exists

for the people.

This step-by-step selection process signifies the process of forming government by
the people. On the basis of this principle, one then go ahead and remove the ruler
by the will of the people. In another article “On King T’ang,” the same Tasan advances
his thesis of this removal of the ruler in the following words (Han Y.-U. 1971:33; Kim
H.-S., 1979: 302; Shin Y.-H., 1997: 55; Kim K.-D., 2017b,:183):

How was the king born? Did he descend from Heaven like the rain? Did he gush
forth from beneath the earth like a spring? No. Installed by five households, a man
becomes the chief of a /in; recommended by five /in a man becomes the head of
hyon. Nominated jointly by these chiefs of Ayon a lord is born. It is the king who
is chosen by these lords. Therefore, it can be said that the king is appointed by
the will of the people. Because the person installed by the people becomes the king,
without such installation by the people one cannot be a king (the son of
Heaven)...Therefore, if the five households do not like the chief of their lin, they
hold a conference and elect a new chief; if five /ins do not agree, 25 households
discuss the matter and elect a new chief. Likewise, if the lords do not like their
king, they hold a conference and elect a new king. This is like five households
replace the head of /in and 25 households choose a new head. How can it be called

a chastisement of the king?
As matter of fact, similar thoughts are found in Tasan’s legal theories. If government

exists for the sake of the people, then the rules that government enacts to keep order

in society must also be made and enforced for the people. This idea of
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people-centeredness is also detected in his thesis on the process of creating laws. In
the same article on the “Origin of Magistrate” cited above, he describes the upward
process of legislation in the following terms (Shin Y.-H., 1997: 58; and Yi S.-M., 2009:
346-347; Kim K.-D., 2017b: 184)

Those days, the village head made laws in accordance with the desires of the people
and submitted them

to the head of five-hundred households. The head of five-hundred households made
laws in accordance with the desires of the people and submitted them to the head
of province, then the head of province submitted them to the governor of state,
who in turn sub-mitted them to the emperor. Therefore, all those laws were convenient

and comfortable to the people.

Enactment of laws, therefore, is to be solidly grounded on the mandate of Heaven
and the feelings of the people, and their implementation should be carried out so as
not to harm the people but to bring mercy and benefit to them. This calls for prudence
and mercy as the cornerstone of criminal justice.

Now that we have a theory of rulership apparently reflecting a form of democratic
government by the people on the basis of the principle of upward selection process
of leaders on different levels of government, what about the idea of government of
the people? In the traditional Confucian thoughts, the sovereignty of the ruler lies in
the mandate of Heaven, a mysterious providence. But Tasan delicately reinterprets this
thesis of the Heavenly mandate in connection with his Confucian theories of human
mind. He acknowledges the role of the Heavenly ruler (sagnje) by saying that all the
kings and magistrates under Heaven are subjects of the Heavenly ruler, and the matter
of selecting and installing the emperor (the son of Heaven, ch’onja, t’ien-tzu, A4}, KT,
as was called in China) lies only in Heaven’s mind (Kim H.-S., 1979:301). But from
the view point of his theory of human nature, the moral side of man’s nature was

endowed from Heaven and further the autonomous consciousness to make decisions
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is part of human mind. And according to Confucian teachings, therefore, to follow the
nature (of man) is to follow the Way (of Heaven) or the mandate of Heaven. Viewed
in this light, therefore, the idea that political legitimacy of a ruler lies in the will of
the people means at once that it originates in the mind of Heaven, as well. To the
ruler, people are Heaven and the mind of the people is the mind of Heaven.

No doubt, this kind of thesis is outdated in view of the scientific development of
modern times, but it gives us an idea of how one might justify the sovereignty of the
people depending on the cultural tradition of each society. In the Western thoughts,
it is the God-given property which is inalienable, although such an idea has been
secularized over time. One may still need some sort of cultural ground for theories
like the root of sovereignty. Either way, they are abstract and obsolete ideas. That is
why I asserted that the notion of government of the people may be dropped from the
discourses on democracy. Government for the people is crucial and hence by the people.
That should suffice, as we ask why we need government and the obvious answer is
because we need some people to handle public affairs related to the comfortable and
safe life of the people, and we the people pay them by our tax, period.

Leaving that comment behind, we may move to the issue of selecting the representative
personnel in the Confucian thoughts. We know that the ruler was selected by a form
of election, step-by-step upward selection. What about those who serve in the
government? Here, the recruitment of government officials is the sole right and
responsibility of the ruler in the monarchical system, of course. This means that the
will of the people only will be reflected if the ruler decides to perform his duty mandated
by Heaven. We shall note at this point only that it was through civil service examinations
conducted by the state, a sort of meritocratic personnel recruitment system. This will
be taken up shortly in the discussion of the representative body of government.

I am now suggesting that we might want to change the institution of elections adopting
some form of merit-based step-by-step upward selection processes. It is not possible
to describe the details of this type of election programs, but the basic ideas are simple

enough that it is about time we should leave behind the simplistic, populist one-person,



Is Perfect Democracy Possible?

one-vote system that has demonstrated so much of ineptness and inadequacies thus far
in many democratic countries all around the world by now. What is suggested here
entails a system of two-tier representative organs: one selected by popular votes which
should take place step-by-step starting from the grass root community levels, which
still will represent localities; and the other, a meritocratic organ selected indirectly by
the other body of popular representation on the basis of the professional competence
of each candidate recommended by different sectors, segments, clusters or strata of the
general populace. Both should involve very careful processes of selection at each level
by intensive and extensive conscientious deliberation and discussion on the part of the
citizenry. The first organ may use some form of tea-party or town hall meetings, plus
the ever advancing network of social media and whatever may come next. In the case
of meritocratic choice by the first body of popular representation, the same approach
of serious discussions in the hall of deliberation may be adopted. One final and the
most important condition in this regard is that any unnecessary privileges ought to be
eliminated from the bag of compensation for their service, in both cases of representative
body. They should serve the people with a strong sense of mission and commitment,
not in pursuit of personal gains or shining prestige of a high status.

As the representative institutions for the people, the input of the will of the people
into the process of enacting laws and making policies should be made by careful and
sincere listening of the voice of the people expressed in the form of needs, demands,
grievances, and what have you, as directly as possible by means of local meetings and
social media dialogues, and the like. In this process, of course, the members of the
legislative assembly should not be swayed by any special interest groups with vested
interest. And whatever demands and proposals for legislation or policy-making by the
various segments and strata of the general populace should be made openly and formally
only through the legally approved and established consultation processes with the official
body of the assembly in the appropriate fields of specialty or expertise. And the spirit
of check and balance should be strictly respected between the legislative, judicial, and

administrative branches of government in such a way that the supervisory function of
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the legislature should be much more strengthened.
At stake in this context is the urgent moral renewal of the global scale. As Luce

(2017: Kindle Locations 133-137) has eloquently stated,

Material conditions may improve. But humanity’s moral condition is constant. There
is no spiritual or political finale towards which history is guiding us... humankind’s
moral progress is a question that can never be settled. History does not end. It is
a timeless repetition of human folly and correction. It follows that there is no single

model of how to organise society.

In the same spirit, I would suggest that we may want to go back to the past of
East Asian thoughts, particularly Confucianism which tells us that anyone wishing to
become a government official and serve in the government, you need to cultivate your
mind in the order suggested below. First, 1) if you wish to order your states well,
2) you should regulate your families; 3) to regulate your families, you should cultivate
your persons; 4) to cultivate your persons, you should first rectify your minds;5) to
rectify your minds, you first seek for absolute sincerity in your thoughts; 6) for absolute
sincerity in your thoughts, you first extend your knowledge; and finally, 7) this extension
of knowledge lay in the investigation of things (Fung, 1983: 362).

To apply this principle of learning for cultivation of your mind requires the inculcation
by the members of all the three branches of government and other auxiliary public
agencies and other social organizations of the Confucian doctrine of unceasing effort
to cultivate one’s minds relentlessly so that they may be authentic public servants loyal
to the name, that is, government for the people. The citizens, too, must be sufficiently
trained and enlightened by the same Confucian spirit to avoid any illicit conduct in
expressing their will and keeping a watchful eye on the performance of the public
servants in their respective functions.

This may sound too ambitious and still ambiguous requiring much more stringent

and rigorous programs of concrete nature to be worked out in concert. But what is
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suggest here is that maybe it is time that we humans in all parts of this globe should
be truly serious about this sort of radical or revolutionary transformations of our system
of politics. Otherwise, 1 don’t think our political system whichever name it may carry
is not going to work for the benefit of the human beings. If and only if we could

take this road to reach that point suggested here, yes, perfect democracy may be possible.
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The National Academy of Sciences, Republic of Korea

Democracy: Between Hope and Despair

David HELD*

There are two striking historical facts. First, political leaders of radically diverse views
profess to be democrats. Political regimes of all kinds describe themselves as
democracies. Yet what many of these regimes say and do is often substantially different
from one to another throughout the world. Democracy appears to legitimate modern
political life: rule-making and law enforcement seem justified and appropriate when
they are ‘democratic’. But it has not always been so. From Ancient Greece to the present
day, the majority of political thinkers have been highly critical of the philosophy and
practice of democracy. A general commitment to democracy is a very recent
phenomenon.

Second, while many states today are democratic, the history of their political
institutions and processes reveals the fragility and wvulnerability of democratic
arrangements. The history of twentieth century Europe alone makes clear that democracy
is a remarkably difficult form of government to create and sustain: Fascism, Nazism
and Stalinism came very close to obliterating it altogether. More recently, the western-led
wars in Afghanistan, Iraq and Libya had as one of their goals the replacement of
authoritarianism with democratic government; as the wars have failed, so has this
objective, revealing by default the complex and subtle conditions required for democracy
to flourish. Democracy has evolved through intensive social struggles over long time

periods, and is frequently sacrificed in such struggles. Today, we are witnessing the
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resurgence of authoritarianism and new threats to democracy. While this phenomenon
is not new, it begs urgent questions which we need to focus on.

The organisers of the conference,Democracy in Crisis(Seoul, Korea, 20th October
2017), have posed several important questions: Why are modern democracies in trouble?
What are the international and domestic factors involved in the decline of democracies?
What does democratic decline hold for the future? Can resurging authoritarianism
survive? I will try and respond to these questions in what follows. Before I focus on
modern democracies, | want to take a step back to reflect on the strength and weaknesses
of democracies before the current surge of authoritarianism.

Democracy is built on the values of citizenship, and the equal political freedom of
all citizens. The equal standing of every member of the political community is the heart
beat of the democratic process. Recognition of the other is, in principle, built into the
fabric of democratic societies even though clash of interests, intense political debate
and daily conflict of judgement and opinion are routine. The ideal, the hope and the
aspiration of democracy is to include all citizens, to ensure self-determination, to find

ways of accommodation, even in the face of disagreement and political conflict.

Three models of democracy

Three great models of democracy have been articulated over time:the self-governance
of city-states or republics, or, in other words, direct democracy; democracies over great
territories and time spans, or liberal and/or representative democracy; and democracy
beyond borders, or supranational democracy, global democracy and cosmopolitan
democracy.

The emergence of city-states, and the formation of direct democracy, occurred in
antiquity, in Ancient Greece in particular, as well as in Italy from the 12th century.This
is a democracy of cities and its urban citizens, famous for its direct rule in assemblies.
Its core features are well known, and can be summarised in four points: a) direct

participation of citizens in legislative and judicial functions, b) the assembly of citizens
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as the sovereign power, c) no distinctions of privilege between citizens and public
officials, and d) short terms of office for all.

All citizens meet to debate, decide and establish the law. The principle of government
is the principle of direct participation, and the process of government is based on what
Pericles, the great Athenian citizen, politician and general, once said, ‘proper
discussions.” This means free and unrestricted discourse, guaranteed by isegoria, an
equal right to speak in the ‘sovereign’ assembly (ekklesia)(Finley, 1973: 18-19).
Decisions and laws are to be founded on conviction — the force of the better argument
— and not on mere habit, custom or brute force. If the law is properly created within
the framework of citizens’ engagement in public life, it may legitimately command
obedience. This is the rule of citizen-governors.

Of course, this was always a democracy of men, of prosperous men, and of male
nobility based on the surplus of slaves and the labour of women. However, direct
democracy had another fatal flaw, which was its inability to deal with serious
antagonisms and clashes of interest. It lacked a formal mechanism for handling intense
political conflict and, hence, only had personal ways of dealing with opponents — by
silencing, banishing, or even killing them.Since political power was not structured by
a firm constitutional or governmental system, political battles became interpersonal
battles, often ending in the physical removal of opponents (Finley, 1983: 118-119). While
the ideal of a self-governing community or republic endured as a source of inspiration
for many modern political thinkers, its entrenchment in Athens and elsewhere posed
questions about its stability and durability under conditions of complexity and clashes
of interest.

Liberal or representative democracy sought to address these difficulties, not only in
city-states, but also in polities which spanned great territories and time zones. The
triumph of liberal democracy over Church, lordship, princes and principalities, was a
huge step forward in the history of political self-determination, the struggle for inclusive
citizenship, the politics of peaceful accommodation and the creation of a method of

ensuring the accountability of the governors to the governed. Its chief characteristics
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include: a) the state as an ‘impersonal’ body whose powers are legally circumscribed
and entrenched in the rule of law, b) the separation of powers, c) universal franchise,
regular elections, secret ballots, competition between factions, and d) sovereignty of
the people, but vested now in representatives who can exercise state functions.

In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, democracy took on its distinctively
contemporary form: a cluster of rules and institutions permitting the broadest
participation of the majority of citizens in the selection of representatives who alone
can make political decisions. Modern representative democracy overcomes the limits
of classical democracy because regular elections force a clarification of public issues,
and the elected few, able to withstand the political process, can set out and defend
the national interest as they understand it (Schumpeter, 1976; Held, 2006: chs 3-5).
If they fail to do this in a compelling way, they can, of course, be removed from power.
The contrast between the ancient and the modern is inescapably a contrast between
particular locales, tightly knit communities and a concern for equality,on the one hand,
and large nation-states, centralised bureaucratic hierarchies, interconnected commercial
societies,the free pursuit of private interests, and competitive political factions, on the
other. The risks of political instability remain, but they are not any longer intrinsic
to the form of democracy itself.

Having said this, liberal democracy has, almost from its inception, suffered from a
number of structural difficulties, three of which will be discussed below (Held, 2006).
First, liberal democracy has a propensity to short-termism. The electoral cycle tends
to focus policy debate on short-term political gains and satisfying the median voter.
The short duration of electoral cycles ensures that politicians are constantly concerned
with their own electoral standing, which may compromise hard policy decisions that
require a great deal of political capital. It is extremely difficult for governments to impose
significant changes on an electorate upon whose votes they depend, in order to tackle
a problem whose impact will only be felt in the future, by future generations, for
example, in matters of climate change or restructuring of the economy.

Second, liberal democracies can be characterised by self-referring decision-making.
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Democratic theory and politics build on a notion of accountability linked to fixed,
bounded constituencies. They assume there is a symmetry and congruence between
decision-makers and decision-takers within the boundaries of the nation-state. Any
breakdown of equivalence between these parties, i.e. between decision-makers and
stakeholders, or between the inputs and outputs of the decision-making process, tends
not to be heavily weighed. Democratic politicians owe their support to that most virtuous
source of power: their people. The externalities or border spillover effects of their
decisions are not typically a primary concern.

Third, liberal democracies feature interest group concentration. In democracies, greater
interest group pluralism risks reducing the provision of public goods because politicians
are often forced to adopt policies that cater to the narrow interests of small groups
(Olson, 1982). The democratic process rewards small, well organised interest groups
and this results in their proliferation. Also, strong competition among such groups can
lead to gridlock in public decision-making, delaying both the implementation and
effectiveness of public goods provision (Midlarsky, 1998). Moreover, democracies often
struggle to present meaningful participatory opportunities to their citizens as sectional
groups and propertied interests seek to define the political landscape in terms of their
priorities. In a world of substantial income inequalities, the possibilities of free and
equal engagement in public life are typically skewed to the wealthy (Dahl, 1985).

Liberal, or representative democracy, as a model of democracy, made perfect sense
in the age of state-formation; in an age in which ‘national communities’ of fate were
being forged, alongside the centralisation of political decision-making in newly bounded
communities. But, today, this is far from the sole political formation of our time; from
the late nineteenth century, and accelerating after 1945, globalisation has reshaped our
world (Held et al, 1999). The deepening and intensification of global interconnectedness
across many sectors of human activity — economic, commercial, legal, political and
ecological — make this worlda world of overlapping communities of fate, whereby the
fate and fortunes of countries are deeply intertwined (Held, 2010). This is not just

measured by the existential troubles of our era such as climate change and the spread
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of weapons of mass destruction, but also in the minutiae of everyday life, which bind
us into chains of global production and financial transactions. To borrow Immanuel
Kant’s immortal phrase, we are ‘inescapably side by side’. The model of liberal,
representative democracy is a democracy for silos, for nation-states — and not for a
world of routinized interconnectedness and externalities that do not recognise boundaries.

The extensity, density and velocity of global interconnections today create a world
of both extraordinary opportunity and risk. Opportunity because an economic division
of labour stretching across the world, world trade patterns, global communication
infrastructures, and a rule based multilateral order create unparalleled prospects for
prosperity, development and peaceful coexistence. Risk because never before have human
communities been so densely interwoven and, hence, crisis in one part of the world
can quickly ramify across the world. Accordingly, the era is one of significant promise
and colossal challenges.

This world of interconnectedness, externalities and risk suggests the glimmer of an
idea of another — the third- model of democracy, of a democratic public life that stretches
across the world, as globalisation does. We can track this glimmer and some of its
roots by following the story of the source and scope of sovereignty in international

law, that is, of rule-making in the international arena.

The changing rules of the interstate system

The rules of the interstate system, and sovereignty over territory in particular, were
set by those with effective power from the late 16th century: might makes right.
Sovereignty in the modern period could never just be about the rights of indigenous
people, because colonizers sought to disregard these. Sovereignty was thus established
and secured through effective power — holding a territory and displaying the flag. Up
to the foundation of the United Nations, sovereignty trumped other values with a claim
to universality in the international arena. From the development of the UN onward,

however, sovereignty was spliced together with human rights and democratic standards
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in a complex amalgam. And with these developments — with the foundation of the UN
system, the development of the European Union, and the beginnings of a global
environmental regime — stepping stones were laid down for a universal constitutional
order, stepping stones which were clearly marked, and with a clear direction of travel
(Held, 2004; 2010).

Within this context, the meaning of sovereignty shifted in international law from
effective power to, in principle, rightful authority — authority that upholds human rights
standards and democratic values. The law of war was complemented by human rights
conventions, together setting down limits to what it is that human beings can do to
each other in war and other forms of organised violence perpetrated by state or non-state
actors. The principles of accountability and self-determination were enshrined in these
agreements and, through the second half of the 20th century and the early 21st century,
became entrenched in waves of democratization, marked by such events as the fall of
the Soviet Union, the election of Nelson Mandela as President of South Africa, and
the Arab Spring. In Europe, too, something remarkable happened: the most
war-mongering and destructive continent in history turned from Hobbes to Kant and
created a pacific union in which war among EU countries was effectively banished
for the first time. In addition, sovereignty was no longer regarded as unitary and absolute,
as authority became parcelled out at many levels, and citizenship became synonymous
with membership in diverse communities — cities, subnational regions, states and
supranational associations.

Accordingly, citizenship could be envisaged, as it already isin the EU, as equal
membership in the diverse, overlapping political communities which uphold common
civic and political values and standards. Citizenship, thus conceived, is not built on
the exclusive membership of a single community but on a set of principles and legal
arrangements which link people together in the diverse communities which significantly
affect them. Accordingly, patriotism would be misunderstood, if it meant, as it all too
often has done, ‘my country right or wrong’. Rather, it comes to mean loyalty to the

standards and values of rightful authority — to common civic and political principles,
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appropriately embedded (see Habermas, 1992).

Suitably developed, this conception of global politics envisages a multilayered and
multilevel polity, from cities to global associations, bound by a common framework
of law, a framework of law anchored in human rights and democratic principles — model
3 as I called it earlier (Held: 1995). The state does not wither away in this conception;
rather, it becomes one element in the protection and maintenance of political authority,
democracy and human rights in the dense web of global forces and processes that already
shape our lives. Perhaps more importantly still, it points to a political order no longer
exclusively anchored in raison d’état and hegemonic state projects, but in principles
of global cooperation and cosmopolitan association.

Of course, this vision remains at some considerable distance from many of the daily
practices of geopolitics. How far states are willing to share their authority with other
global agencies, or surrender core aspects of their sovereignty to international law and
regulation, is a pressing question. It is a reasonable hypothesis that states are more
likely to comply with policy outcomes and the regulatory standards of international
and transnational agencies when the latter are congruent with their interests (see Held,
2014: 66-67). When this is not the case, however, and states are confronted with policy
outcomes and standards contrary to their interests, sovereignty is typically evoked and
restated as a means to trump the agenda of global collaboration and coordination. This
will typically be the case in areas effecting states’ security and economic interests; in
other sectors, such as global health and climate change, where common interests can
be more clearly delineated, a commitment to shared policies, concerns and values is
more likely to prevail.

In addition, there are huge forces seeking to ensure that any passage across the stepping
stones to a universal constitutional order is not just unsafe but seemingly impossible.
The war on terror bypassed international law, weakened the UN system, and sought
to place the US and its allies in a position to extend the era of Western influence.
It also sought to ensure that American or British conceptions of power and rulership

remain dominant in the world, launching a series of calamitous and disorganising wars
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which have returned ‘home’ to domestic politics with often radically destabilising effects,
for instance, in the form of terrorism or the rise of migration, and the complex and

difficult politics that has emerged around these issues in many countries(Held, 2016).

The politics of accommodation at risk

Even in this fraught and imperfect world, the idea of the politics of compromise
and accommodation could, until recently at Ieast,just about survive. Political
compromises were made, negotiations continued, rhetoric rose and fell with the ebb
and flow of democratic politics. Barring some extreme examples, legislators from
different sides of the aisle could still talk and have coffee across most if not all
democratic countries. However, even this thin common ground is slipping away. All
ideologies regard their views as right, but in the politicsof accommodation, opposing
views are at least considered valid. This no longer appears to be the case in several
countries, with opponents and opposing views increasingly delegitimised and discarded,
and their advocates mocked, dehumanised and even threatened. Recent examples range
from Trump’s America to Brexit Britain, from Orban’s Hungary to Modi’s India, and
from Erdogan’s Turkey to Duterte’s Philippines. When political systems become tolerant
to falsehood and deceit on seismic levels, and when they even offer promotion to those
who champion lies, democracy becomes vulnerable and highly fragile. And when those
who oppose this are ridiculed and cast aside, the politics of accommodation begins
to fracture.

The retreat to nationalism and militant identity politics is counter to the process of
accommodation that has underpinned European and world peace since the end of the
Second World War. It is as if all that was learnt in the wake of World War II and
the Holocaust and the Gulag risks being undone. And yet, it would be false to assign
all responsibility for the erosion of accommodation to right wing populist politics alone.
Exclusionary politics can, and does, come from all sides of the political spectrum. The

difference between the far-left and far/alt-right is that the former remains at the margins
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at the time of writing, while the latter has been galvanized and empowered in some
critical respects.

The 1930s saw the rise of xenophobia and nationalism in the context of prolonged
and protracted economic strife, the lingering impact of World War I, weak international
institutions and a desperate search for scapegoats. The 2010s has notable parallels: the
protracted fallout of the financial crisis, ineffective regional and international institutions,
and a growing xenophobic discourse that places virtually all blame for every problem
on some form of Other. In the 1930s the politics of accommodation gave way to the
politics of dehumanisation, war and slaughter. In the 2010s, we are taking steps down
a dangerously similar path. The question remains: will knowing this help us choose
a different route?

At issue is whether and to what extent the equal moral standing of each and all,
social and political tolerance, human rights, and the equal liberty of all persons in the
democratic process continue to play a constitutive role in contemporary life. When the
politics of accommodation is under pressure, and the patience for the protracted world
of deliberation, negotiation and compromise runs out, the temptation is to look for short
cuts, for political leaders who might impose their charismatic, albeit arbitrary, will. The
dangers are all too obvious — a political system, rigged in favour of the privileged,
increasingly impervious to opposition and challenge, and in the hands of those who
will corrupt it further. The alternative is to recover the core ideas and concepts of
democratic life, mediated by the rule of law and accountable to all citizens. Between
authoritarianism and a renewal of democratic life stand a set of institutions (including
the division of powers, the rule of law, and bills of rights) and agents of change (among
others, committed politicians, lawyers, and civil society activists) whose workings and
pressures will help determine the direction of political travel in the years ahead. Whether
we build on the democratic and institutional achievements of the past, or bury them

in a nightmare of the living, remains, at this point in time, unclear.
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Gridlock and the rise of nationalism

In order to grasp the reasons why we are at a crossroads in global politics, it is
important to understand the deep drivers of political change in recent decades. One
of the central concepts needed to unlock this is ‘gridlock’ and the way it threatens
the hold and reach of the post-Second World War settlement and, alongside it, the
principles of the democratic project and global cooperation (Hale, Held and Young,
2013). The post-war institutions, put in place to create a peaceful and prosperous world
order, established conditions under which a multitude of actors could benefit from
forming stable political institutions, developing corporations, investing abroad, creating
global production chains, and engaging with a plethora of other social and economic
processes associated with globalization. This is not to say that these institutions were
the only cause of the dynamic form of globalization experienced over the last few
decades. Changes in the nature of global capitalism, including breakthroughs in
transportation and information technology, are obviously critical drivers of global
interdependence. Nonetheless, all of these changes were allowed to thrive and develop
because they took place in a relatively open, peaceful, liberal, institutionalized world
order (cf. Ruggie, 1982). It was aneffective design, and it worked for many decades.

These developments, however, have now progressed to the point where our ability
to engage in further global cooperation has been altered. That is, the economic and
political shifts in large part attributable to the successes of the post-war rule-based order
are now amongst the factors grinding that system into gridlock. As a result of the
remarkable success of global cooperation in the post-war order, human
interconnectedness weighs much more heavily on politics than it did in 1945, and the
need for international cooperation is marked. Yet the “supply” side of the equation,
institutionalized multilateral cooperation, is stalling. In areas such as nuclear
proliferation, the explosion of small arms sales, terrorism, failed states, global economic
imbalances, financial market instability, global poverty and inequality, biodiversity losses,
water deficits and climate change, multilateral and transnational cooperation is now

increasingly ineffective or threadbare. Gridlock is not unique to one issue domain, but
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appears to be becoming a general feature of global governance: cooperation seems to
be increasingly difficult and deficient at precisely the time when it is extremely urgent.

There are four reasons for this blockage, or four pathways to gridlock: rising
multipolarity, institutional inertia, harder problems, and institutional fragmentation. Each
pathway can be thought of as a growing trend that embodies a specific mix of causal
mechanisms. First, reaching agreement in international negotiations is made more
complicated by the rise of new powers like India, China and Brazil, because a more
diverse array of interests have to be hammered into agreement for any global deal to
be made. On the one hand, multipolarity is a positive sign of development; on the
other hand, it can bring both more voices and interests to the table that are hard to
weave into coherent outcomes. Second, the core multilateral institutions created 70 years
ago, for example, the UN Security Council, have proven difficult to change as established
interests cling to outmoded decision-making rules that fail to reflect current conditions.
Third, the problems we are facing on a global scale have grown more complex,
penetrating deep into domestic policies and are often extremely difficult to resolve.
Fourth, in many areas international institutions have proliferated with overlapping and
contradictory mandates, creating a confusing fragmentation of authority.

These trends combine in many sectors to make successful cooperation at the global
level extremely difficult to achieve. The risks that follow from this are all too obvious.
To manage the global economy, prevent runaway environmental destruction, reign in
nuclear proliferation, or confront other global challenges, we must cooperate. But many
of our tools for global policy making are breaking down or inadequate — chiefly,
state-to-state negotiations over treaties and international institutions — at a time when
our fate and fortunes are acutely interwoven. Signs of this today are everywhere: climate
change is still threatening all life as we know it, conflicts such as Iraq continue to
run out of control, small arms sales proliferate despite all efforts to contain them,
migration has increased rapidly and is destabilising many societies, and inequality
threatens the fabric of social life across the world.

Today it seems that gridlock also has a self-reinforcing element. The rise of nationalism
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and populism across the world can be seen as part of a downward spiral in which
gridlock leads to unmanaged globalization or unmet global challenges, which in turn
help to provoke anti-global backlashes that further undermine the operative capacity
of global governance institutions. Gridlock not only emerges from self-reinforcing
interdependence, in which globalization has deepened beyond the management capacity
of the institutions that helped create it, but is also compounded by its pernicious impact
on national politics. The result can be a schizophrenic crisis as we are caught between
deepening interdependence and major global challenges that require sophisticated
multilateral and transnational management, on the one hand, and populist and nationalist

movements that seek to demolish or weaken our capacity to do so, on the other.

The vicious circle of self-reinforcing gridlock

There are four stages to the process of self-reinforcing gridlock (see Held and Hale
et al, 2017: ch 1): see figure 1 below.

Figure 1: The vicious cycle of self-reinforcing gridlock
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Source: Hale and Held, 2017: 253.
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First, we face a multilateral system, as previously noted, that is less and less able
to manage global challenges, even as growing interdependence increases our need for
such management. Second, in many areas this has led to real and, in many cases, serious
harm to major sectors of the global population, often creating complex and disruptive
knock-on effects. Perhaps the most spectacular recent example was the 20089 financial
crisis, which wrought havoc on the world economy in general, and on many countries
in particular.

Third, these developments have been a major impetus to significant political
destabilization. Rising economic inequality, a long-term trend in many economies, has
been made more salient by the financial crisis, reinforcing a stark political cleavage
between those who have benefited from the globalization, digitization, and automation
of the economy, and those who feel left behind, including many working-class voters
in industrialized countries. This division is particularly acute in spatial terms: in the
cleavage between global cities and their hinterlands. Global cities like London, Paris,
Shanghai, New York, and San Francisco have become nodes of power and influence
in the global economy. Their citizens have benefited directly as opportunities have
sharply risen. By contrast, those in the hinterlands, typically rural areas and
deindustrialized cities, have often been left behind in absolute and relative terms, building
up frustrations and resentments. The effect on politics has been profound, with a number
of nationalist and populist movements emerging and, in some cases, winning elections
(or otherwise seizing power) in many countries. These developments should not be
considered surprising. Research shows that over the course of history, right-wing populist
movements and financial crises are strongly correlated (see Funke, Schularick and
Trebesch 2016).

The financial crisis is only one area where gridlock has undercut the management
of global challenges and undermined political support for global cooperation and the
achievements of the post-war period. Consider the global response to terrorism.
International cooperation has failed to prevent extremists from attacking civilians around

the world, although it has, of course, clearly prevented many such attacks. The attacks
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that have taken place have been all too effective in stimulating a public discourse in
many countries that sees a long-lasting war between Islamists and the West. This sentiment,
in turn, can lead to political pressure for militarized responses that can create as many
terrorists as they eliminate, as well as anti-Muslim policies that breed further resentment.

The failure to manage terrorism, and to bring to an end the wars in the Middle East
more broadly, have also had a particularly destructive impact on the global governance
of migration (see Held, 2016: ch21). With millions of refugees fleeing their homelands,
many recipient countries have experienced a potent political backlash from right-wing
national groups and disgruntled populations, which further reduces the ability of
countries to generate effective solutions to problems at the regional and global level.

We see such trends across many different kinds of countries. But the anti-global
backlash isheterogeneous and rife with contradictions. It encompasses terrorism in the
name of Islam and Islamophobic discrimination against Muslims. It includes leftist
rejection of trade agreements and right-wing rejection of environmental agreements. The
powerful tie that unites these disparate movements is a rejection of global
interdependence and collective efforts to govern it. The resulting erosion of global
cooperation is the fourth and final element of self-reinforcing gridlock, starting the whole

cycle anew.

Democracy at risk

At the current conjuncture, modern democracy lies between hope and despair. It offers
hope because it shows the way to contain despotism and tyranny through the separation
of powers, the rule of law and the electoral system, and to subject political claims
to tough political scrutiny through parliamentary debate, the press and social media.
This hope builds on centuries of philosophical and political debate about how best to
frame political communities in constitutional and democratic institutions and processes.
While direct democracy cannot offer such a framework, it can complement liberal

democracy by highlighting how small communities might be self-governed in the wider
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context of representative democracy.

Modern democracy was supported by the post-Second World War institutional
breakthroughs that provided the momentum for decades of sustained economic growth
and geopolitical stability, even though there were, of course, proxy wars fought out
in the global South. This enabled the steady transformation of the world economy, the
shift from the bipolar Cold War to a multipolar order, and the rise of global
communication and networked societies. However, what works then does not work as
well now, as gridlock freezes problem-solving capacity in global politics. From the global
financial crisis to new waves of migration and shifting patterns of terrorism, gridlock,
alongside the fallout from the 9/11 wars, helped engender a crisis of democratic politics,
as the politics of accommodation gave way to populism and authoritarianism across
the world. While this remains a trend which is not yet set in stone, it is a powerful
and dangerous development, and constitutes not just a setback for the idea of
supranational democracy, but for liberal democracy itself. Accordingly, it can reasonably
be said that democracy today is at its darkest moment since 1945.

Hegel reminds us in the Element of the Philosophy of Right that ‘the owl of Minerva
begins its flight only with the onset of dusk’ (1991: 23). We cannot yet know whether
the democratic order will be eclipsed in the period ahead. Major leaps forward in the
institutional structures of nations and the world order often follow major wars and
calamities. But political wisdom requires that we learn to make significant and strategic
changes before tragedies unfold, and not just with hindsight. After all, our ability to
harm ourselves has increased; when weapons of mass destruction, global pandemics,
and environmental collapse loom, reform-through-crisis becomes a very unattractive
option. Looking back at the institutional world order set down after 1945, and the reasons
for its successes and failures, it is clear that we have to understand and grasp these
if we are to avoid the cycle of calamitous tragedies and institutional change. How we
shift from the postwar institutional order to a new structure of democracy and managed
interdependence is a major long-term question. But it is not a question that is easily

answered.
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Comments on David Held, “Democracy: Between Hope and
Despair”(2017)

Hyug Baeg IMx*

It is my great honor to comment on worldly-known scholar on democracy, Professor
David Held. I confess that when I taught democracy and democratization for 30 years,
I used David’s Models of Democracy as the main text. Also I appreciate Professor Held
for sharing knowledge and wisdom about the state of democracy in the era of
globalization. Let me briefly summarize what Professor Held talk about in this paper
and then talk about my thought on Professor Held’s argument.

Professor Held argues that his second model of democracy, that is liberal or
representative democracy has receded to the third model of democracy, that is global,
supranational, and/or cosmopolitan democracy as the world has become more and more
interconnected financially, economically, environmentally as well as politically beyond
borders. With the decline of state sovereignty over territory, citizens have moved their
loyalty from exclusively territorial nation state to multilayered and multilevel authorities
of cities, subnational regions, states, and supranational associations and polity. In the
era of post-Westphalian global democracy, even though nation states have not withered
away, they become one of multiple political authorities sharing sovereignty with
sub-national, local authorities and supranational regional community of states..

Professor Held seems to be pessimistic about the state and the prospect of global

democracy. He diagnoses that global democracy is in crisis or what he calls in gridlock

* Professor Emeritus, Korea University and Chaired Professor, GIST (Gwangju Institute of Science and
Technology)



Hyug Baeg IM

because despair overshadows hope with regard to the future of global democracy. Global
democracy creates both opportunities and risks. Opportunities for global democracy are
global communication infrastructure, emergence of governmental and non-governmental
multilateral, transnational organizations, stronger rule of law and human rights, and
unprecedented global prosperity and long lasting Kantian global peace.

However, Professor Held argues that risks overwhelm opportunities with regard to
the global expansion of democratic public life. The major elements, both endogenous
and exogenous, that have challenged to good governance of global democracy that
Professor Held mentions are the demise of politics of accommodation, the rise of
anti-globalist populism and nationalism, decreasing international cooperation,
environmental externalities, and international terror. These elements have challenged the
prosperity and deepening of global democracy and created and created risks, gridlock,
and even crisis in global democracy. Global democracy has not solved global financial
crisis, new wave of migration, global poverty and inequality, militant identity politics,
terrorism, and climate change, but has engendered crises of democracy in many countries
such as Brexit Britain, Trump’s America, Orban’s Hungary, Erdogan’s Turkey, and
Duterte’s Philippines.

In overall, Professor Held excellently described the current state of global democracy.
After having talked about the opportunities and risks that global democracy has been
facing, and the hope and despair for the future of global democracy, Professor Held
concludes pessimistically that global democracy is now in vicious cycle of
self-reinforcing gridlock that not only freezes problem-solving capacity of global
democracy, and therefore, threaten the future of global democracy.

I applause Professor Held for his excellent explanation of the current risks, gridlock,
and crisis of global democracy. Suppose that Professor Held as I know is a proponent
for global democracy and supporting cosmopolitan democracy, hearing a pessimist view
on global democracy from him is a little surprise to me and I came to know the
seriousness of risks that global democracy is facing.

Even though I agree mostly with Professor Held with regard to the crisis of global
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democracy, I would like to talk a few words of mine about the crisis of global democracy. ,

First, I would like talk about Professor Held’s lack of causal explanation. He describes
and explains the currents state of crisis of global democracy and the risks and gridlock
that global democracy is facing, but he does not explain adequately how this crisis
has come from. Professor Held emphasizes that nationalism, populism, militant tribalism
(ethno-religious identity politics) as the sources and symptoms that have caused the
crisis of global democracy. As far as | know, those sources are not the cause, but the
outcome of neo-liberal globalization.

Neoliberal globalization has made worse social and economic inequality. As
Neo-liberal globalization produced social polarization and created “1% vs 99% society,”
those who have suffered the economic and social effects of neoliberal globalization have
revolted against 1% financial elites who led the financial globalization. Neoliberal
globalization not only created domestic inequality but also inter-regional inequality
between rich TRIAD (North America, EU, East Asia) and poor developing South. As
poverty and economic inequality got worse to threat decent life, anti-globalist
“neo-tribalism” such as nationalism, populism, ethno-religious fundamentalism, and
terrorism prospered and have threatened new fragile democracies in those poor South.
Even though such “neo-tribalism” has been based on identity cleavages and conflicts,
it becomes revolt movement against neoliberal globalization because globalization, they
thought, threatened their material security. The elite of neo-tribalism called on the
identity-based neo-tribalism to mobilize militant masses to the street and to the
international terror.

Because of neoliberal globalization, inequality and polarization became even worse
in advanced countries in the West. In 2008, as greedy and unbridled global finance
(haute finance) incapacitated regulatory framework of national government as well as
international financial regulatory agencies, market failed to function and Global Financial
Crisis erupted in the heart of global finance, Wall Street, and spread out globally.

Since Global Financial Crisis in 2008, global order has entered into post-Neoliberal

globalization. Neoliberal globalization has evoked revolt of the masses in the advanced
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democracies. In the summer 2016, the British people voted yes to Brexit and
demonstrated their anger against globalization that has generated economic inequality,
mass unemployment by the infusion of workers from Arab, Turkey, and Eastern
European Bohemians. In November 8, 2016 presidential election, populist Donald Trump
won over elitist Hillary Clinton, by means of creating Trump phenomenon called
Trumpism and of combining anti-globalist ethnic neo-tribalism (anti-Mexican immigrants
and Islam), religious fundamentalism (Christian Right), economic protectionism, and
political isolationism.

Having said that the cause of the crisis of global democracy is economic inequality
and polarization and the revolt of the masses mobilized by identity politics, we have
to solve the crisis of democracy by reducing economic inequality and taming popular
militancy against neoliberal globalization. I think Candlelight Revolution in Korea would
give a clue to resolve crisis of global democracy. Since 1997, South Korea, too, entered
in the era of neo-liberal globalization. Under the Lee Mpyung-bak government
(2007-2012), extreme neo-liberalism produced a retreat of democracy. During the Park
Geun-hye presidency, the retreat of liberal democracy reached its zenith, but ultimately
stopped by Candlelight Revolution which ousted Park Geun Hye. Park’s presidency
devolved into Bonapartism, patrimonialism, and pre-modern magicalism. Park was
ousted by representative bodies that followed the order of millions of sovereign people
to impeach Park, that gathered in the street parliament, called the “candlelight
revolution.” Candlelight revolution was completed with electing a new democratic
government. Candlelight revolution in Korea created a heterarchy democracy that can
provide an answer to global democracy in crisis. Heterarchy democracy is a mixed
constitution of hierarchical representative democracy and horizontally communicating
mass participatory democracy. In Candelight Revolution, people in the candlelight street
parliament demanded the impeachment of president Park and the representatives accepted
the demands of candlelight people and impeached the president in accordance with the
rule of law and constitutional due process. The ousting of dictators and forming a new

government were made with the mixture of agora democracy and representative
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democracy, i.e., heterarchy democracy. Heterarchy democracy is a system that combines
social media democracy and representative democracy so that citizens, as sovereign
people, are no longer the mere recipient or consumer of policies made by their
representatives, but rather directly involved in the process to supply and produce public
policies, as ‘prosumer’ or ‘pro-user’ of public policies. This is a form of democracy
where the citizen, government and the market co-produce collective or public goods
of the polity with politics of on-off line communication, accommodation, inclusion, and
participation.

Heterarchy democracy is being experimented elsewhere in the world: e-Democracia
in Brazil, vTaiwan, Parlement et Citoyens in France, Gwanghwamun Street 1 in Korea,
Decide Madrid in Spain, Better Reykjavik in Iceland, Podemos in Spain, Pirate Party
in Germany and Island, and M55 in Italy. The experiments of heterarchy democracy
are being made both at local as well as central government level by means of
communicating using open source online platform based on principles of citizen
participation, empowerment, deliberation, institutionalization, transparency and

accountability.
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1. “Party Politics™: Its Rise and Fall

From the early 17th century until the end of 1867, Japan was ruled by a hereditary
warrior class (samurai). The overlord of the class was the head of the Tokugawa family,
who was called shogun. The country under his rule is called Tokugawa Japan.

Tokugawa Japan was divided into more than 200 fiefs (excepting the lands and cities
under the direct rule of the Tokugawa government), each of which was governed by
a hereditary local lord (daimyo), who was a samurai and a vassal of the shogun. Daimyo
were allowed to govern their fief in their own way as long as its peace and order
were not disturbed.

Each daimyo had his own samurai-vassals, who were organized to form the local
army and government. The samurai army itself was the government and the government

was actually an army.

* Professor, University of Tokyo
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Yet in spite of this militaristic facade, Tokugawa Japan was extremely peaceful. Except
for one major rebellion in the early 17th century, peace prevailed for more than two
centuries internally and externally. Samurai worked as administrators and judges as well
as guards of their lord and his residences, while nominally preparing for the next battle
that never came.

The style of samurai governing was autocratic and authoritarian. Punishment of
criminals was rigorous and brutal, as Montesquieu famously pointed out.) Commoners
had to keep kneeling on the ground, lowering their heads, whenever a daimyo procession,
which was often very long, passed by. The shogun’s procession was even more exalted,
and indeed, commoners were not permitted to see it: they had to stay in their houses
with all the windows shut and sit on their knees on the first floor to avoid looking
down at him. The shogun and his procession marched in absolute silence through the
deserted streets of his capital, Edo (today’s Tokyo), which ordinarily bustled with more
than one million inhabitants.

But from 1853, this hallowed and supposedly invincible Tokugawa government
repeatedly lost face in negotiations with the Western powers, which were armed with
miraculous new technology, namely the steamship and telegraph. The Tokugawa regime
collapsed suddenly in 1867 and a new government, with the emperor as its figurehead,
was established in the Meiji Revolution (or Meiji Restoration, as it is also commonly
known). This revolutionary government was formed by former low-ranking daimyo
vassals who deeply begrudged the rigid hereditary system of Tokugawa times.

The Meiji government abolished the hereditary class system, including the daimyo,
whose fiefs were confiscated and put under the direct rule of the new central regime.
The government then proceeded to “civilize” Japan to make it wealthy and strong like
the major Western countries. If they did not mold Japan after the model of the “civilized”
countries of the West, the new leaders thought, Japan would be colonized by them.
With the assistance of hired Western scholars, they introduced a Western-style legal
and education system, including by founding the University of Tokyo in 1877. Moreover,

1) Montesquieu, De [’ésprit des lois, I-VI-13 “Impuissance des lois japonaises.”
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they built a unified national army based on conscription.

In 1889 a written constitution was promulgated in the name of the emperor and a
parliament was established.2) This constitution was not a contract between the emperor
and the people, having been established formally by the emperor himself. Even so,
with it the Japanese believed that they had finally acquired a constitutional monarchy
like that of many contemporary European kingdoms—that they had caught up with the
“civilized” countries of Europe in terms of main political institutions.

The word “constitutional” (rikken) came to be widely used with nationalistic pride.
Many Japanese thought that by becoming constitutional (or “civilized”), Japan’s
government had finally ceased to be absolute and arbitrary (or ‘“uncivilized”).
“Constitutional politics” signified that the arbitrary use of political power would be
prevented through the approval of laws and the annual budget by a parliament of
popularly elected deputies. Accordingly many political parties included the word Rikken
in their formal name, such as Rikken Seiyukai, Rikken Doshikai, and Rikken Minseito.

Thus within only 23 years after the collapse of the Tokugawa clan’s “feudalistic”
rule, a popularly elected parliament became the central arena of Japanese national
politics, a first in Asia. Considering the country’s long tradition of autocratic rule by
a hereditary warrior class, this was surely an amazing achievement.

In the beginning, the right to vote was narrowly limited to men 25 years or older
who had paid more than 25 yen in direct national taxes during the year before the
election. The number of qualified voters in the first general election in 1890 was about
453,000, or merely 1.1 percent of the total population.3) But tax increases, inflation,
and reforms combined to gradually raise this figure, which reached about 5 percent
in 1919. In 1925, male “universal suffrage” was finally realized as all 12 million Japanese
men 25 years and older became eligible to vote. The voting rate was about 80 to 90

percent in most elections.4)

2) This parliament, usually called the Diet, consisted of the House of Peers and the House of Commons,
the first of which was filled by the oligarchs of the Meiji government (the revolutionary leaders who
had toppled the Tokugawa regime), former daimyo, retired high-ranking officials, and so on. In this
paper, I will hereafter use “parliament” to refer to the popularly elected House of Commons.

3) FHRHE 2T H ABUE B 2 2 BOREAEHIRSS . 1966 47)153 H.,
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According to the constitution, the emperor could freely appoint any person (that is
to say, any man) as minister, including prime minister; ministers did not need to be
members of the parliament. But as a constitutional monarch who was not accountable
for political decisions, in practice the emperor always accepted the “advice” of his close
aides, and prime ministers actually appointed the other ministers in their cabinet. In
the beginning, those aides were the oligarchs (former leading revolutionaries) of the
Meiji government, who recommended one another in turn to serve as prime minister.
But the oligarchs soon realized, after fierce collisions with the parliament, how difficult
it was to manipulate popularly elected deputies, the majority of whom they needed
on their side to pass the annual budget and new laws.

Finally, the leading oligarch, Ito Hirobumi (1841-1909), organized his own political
party (Rikken Seiyukai) and became prime minister in 1900, in what amounted to a
bitter compromise for both the oligarchs and party members. For many years these
party members had fought against the “tyrannical” oligarchical government in defense
of “people’s rights and power,”—and yet now they belonged to a party led by an oligarch.
To some of them, that was humiliating, although there was no denying that this
compromise also gave them opportunities to become ministers and high officials and
exercise power for good.

In this way, parliamentary party politics became gradually established in Japan.

Particularly after World War I, “democracy” became a vogue word, and further
democratization looked to be the historical trend not only in Europe but also in Japan.
According to Yoshino Sakuzo (1878-1933), the leading advocate of the Japanese
democracy movement at the time, democracy did not contradict the sovereignty of the
emperor because it concerned how sovereignty was used, and not where it resided.

In 1918 Hara Takashi (1856-1921), the skillful leader of the majority party in the
parliament (Rikken Seiyukai) and himself a member of parliament, became prime
minister. All the ministers of his cabinet belonged to his party except those of the army

and navy, who were required to be professional military men, and foreign affairs, who

4) [\l 28 4 BOR RIS, 1968 49297 .,
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as a custom was chosen from among professional diplomats. His is considered to be
the first genuine party cabinet in Japanese history.

In the six cabinets formed from 1924 until 1932, the leaders of the two major parties
basically took turns becoming prime minister. Whenever a cabinet failed in its
administration, the leader of the opposition party became the new prime minister, in
a change of governments that at the time was called “the normal way of constitutional
politics” (kensei no jodo). It appeared that the system of parliamentary cabinets like
that in Great Britain had been firmly established.

Even as late as 1937, when the army had already taken over the government, one
Marxist argued it to be undeniable that “liberalism and democracy are the political
common sense of today’s Japanese people.”>)

However, parliamentary party politics gradually ceased to work in the 1930s. Although
elections took place until 1942 in accordance with the constitution, the parliament
functioned to merely rubber-stamp the actions of the military. Even questions by
members to the government were sometimes checked beforehand by the military. Not
one of the prime ministers between 1931 and 1945 were party members; most were
military men. One prime minister even asked prospective ministers to quit their parties
before he would appoint them to his cabinet. From 1936 until 1945 almost all the budgets
and laws proposed by the government passed the parliament unanimously.®)

The military overwhelmed all other organs of the state (including the emperor), even
without revisions to the constitution. They controlled the media. And they invaded the
main parts of China in 1937 and started a catastrophic war with the United States and
Britain in 1941.

What happened? Why did the democratization of Japanese politics, which had
appeared to be going along a right path for several decades, backslide so drastically?

Those are the questions that I would like to answer in this paper.

5) YRR T B ASEBCR s CRUOC AL 2008 47)204 B,
6) ZFEFEARL HAICT H B SE  (5)1BASCRE. 2011 47)172—3 H.
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2. Politicization of the Military

At a parliamentary session on November 28, 1945, Shimomura Sadamu (1887-1968),
who as the last minister of the imperial army was charged with dissolving that body
following Japan’s surrender to the Allied forces, “deeply apologized” to the nation,
blaming the military’s unjustifiable intervention into politics for the current miserable
and painful situation.”?) That was obvious enough to everybody at the time, although
clearly many others were also responsible.

The military’s intervention into politics began in the 1920s, when the end of World
War I and the economic depression that followed placed strong pressure on its posts,
salaries, and budgets to be cut back for the first time in its history. Arms reductions
in 1922 and 1925 eliminated about 96,400 military positions and 3,400 officers.8) When
the 1922 Washington Conference set limits on the warships of major countries, including
Japan, the navy was displeased; when the London Conference in 1930 tried to extend
that limit, the navy was furious. Several high-ranking navy officers and generals publicly
criticized the cabinet, warning that the new limit would put Japan in grave danger.

As Alexis de Tocqueville points out, in an aristocratic society the military is led by
hereditary noblemen, who fight as a noble duty rather than out of personal ambition
(la noblesse oblige). But the morale of a democratic army that is not based on a
hereditary class system depends on the ambitions of military men, who naturally seek
opportunities for promotion, that is to say, war; thus a democratic military tends to
be warlike.9) This logic would certainly seem to apply in the case of the imperial
military’s haughty warnings for the security of the nation.

The 1920s and ’30s were also the time when the first generation of career military
men educated in the special military boarding schools established after the Meiji
Revolution arrived at the top of the military hierarchy. Separated from ordinary citizens

and treated as elites sometimes from childhood, they were trained by veterans of the

7) TEENIUR] SREEBE R ARLER R 1 S 13 T
8) I TIARE RN D BOCER © KBUEHEN T L 72 0 o GRUE=E S5, 2012 1F)32-3 H,
9) Alexis de Tocqueville, De la démocratie en Amérique 11 (1840), III, XXII “Pourquoi les peuples

démocratiques désirent naturellement la paix, et les armées démocratiques naturellement la guerre.”
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Sino-Japanese War (1894-95) and Russo-Japanese War (1904-05) who instilled in them
the desire to fight and win in the next major war exactly as their teachers had done.
Naturally they were proud, arrogant, narrow-minded, and warlike. Since they were not
citizens put temporarily into uniform, but belonged to a special tribe, as it were, they
found it unacceptable to lose their jobs and sink to being a mere ordinary citizen. The
military, in their eyes, had to keep expanding.

To accomplish its purposes, the military made use of the prestige and prerogative
of the emperor!0) as well as nationalism and patriotism.

For one, it criticized the 1930 London Treaty limiting the number of warships, which
in the end it had been forced to accept under financial and diplomatic pressure, by
asserting it to be a violation of article 11 of the constitution giving the emperor command
of the army and navy. Needless to say, the emperor himself could not and did not
actually issue orders to the military; the article was only intended to preclude the
parliament from intervening in specific military actions. In any case it was doubtful
that the cabinet’s decision to conclude the treaty violated the article, given that the
cabinet held the legitimate power to draft the annual budget, including military expenses.

The military, especially its younger officers, came to develop a bitter animosity toward
cabinets in the 1920s. As this was precisely the heyday of party politics as “the normal
way of constitutional politics” (kensei no jodo), these people also hated political parties,
party politics, and the parliament. As they saw it, party politicians might be elected
by the people, but the military was still the core of the Empire of Japan since it directly
belonged to the emperor, the sovereign. In contrast to politicians, with all their corruption,
the military was based on pure patriotism. Its innocent and loyal soldiers, conscripted
mainly from poor rural areas, made the military much closer to the people than elitist
politicians and businessmen who worked only for the profit of the zaibatsu (chaebol
in Korean), the oligopolistic conglomerates owned by a few families.

The radicals of the military were anti-elitist, populistic, and patriotic. They firmly

10) For the historical reasons behind the introduction of so-called emperor worship by the Meiji government,
see SFERI B12A], ML)} S ¢ SANEHL) B719L, SFER B]mA) ulEA] B R R
AP y(oFAE T, 2000).
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believed that they were right. And since they were right, anyone who opposed them
was ignorant and stupid or, worse, wicked and malicious. (As Jan-Werner Miiller
emphasizes, populists are not only anti-elitist but also antipluralist.)!!)

The members of the military, especially its radical factions, began to act according
to their own plans. Some of their superiors frowned, of course, but kept silent, since
the factions had sympathizers in the highest echelons of the military and they did not
wish to jeopardize their future career. They were more afraid of the troubles and conflicts
that suppressing the radicals would cause within the military than of the possible
tragedies that those radicals’ policies might bring down on the nation. The entire military
gradually came to be led by the radicals, who attacked their critics verbally and even
physically, accusing them of violating the imperial prerogative.

In September 1931 the radicals within the army started an invasion of Manchuria
(the present-day Dongbei region of China), in an action that was endorsed by the army
as a whole after the fact. Although Wakatsuki Reijiro (1866-1949), then prime minister
and president of the Rikken Minseito party, tried to stop this military venture, his request
to the army was ignored and he was forced to accept the invasion as a fait accompli.

In May 1932, armed groups of young naval officers, army cadets, and right-wing
activists attacked the prime minister’s office, the headquarters of Rikken Seiyukai, the
metropolitan police, and the central bank, murdering prime minister and Rikken Seiyukai
president Inukai Tsuyoshi (1855-1932). The participants in this act of terrorism were
punished by law, but they nevertheless succeeded in intimidating politicians, bureaucrats,
judges, and the media. Public opinion was sympathetic to the terrorists’ motives, if
not necessarily their means.

To murder a prime minister who had been appointed by the emperor would logically
seem to be a rebellion against the emperor. But the radicals were unconcerned with
the actual opinions and thoughts of the emperor. Since they were right, earnest, and
patriotic, the emperor must of course be in sympathy with them; if not, that was because

the court vassals who surrounded him were confusing and deceiving him. The terrorists

11) Jan-Werner Miiller, What Is Populism?, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2016.
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believed that the emperor had been forced by his surrounding officials to appoint a
despicable man such as Inukai and to allow selfish villains to stay in high positions.
Removing these corrupt politicians and court officials was the best way to restore the
emperor’s true wishes. They believed that they were right and, therefore, absolutely
loyal to the emperor; it was their opponents who were disloyal.

In this sense, the radicals were not only anti-elitist, populistic, and patriotic, but also authoritarian.

In the same year, leading financiers were assassinated one by one. And in February
1936 young radical officers of the army attempted a coup d’état. Leading 1,400 soldiers,
they occupied central Tokyo and murdered the highest court adviser, the minister of
finance, a general who had not sufficiently cooperated with their movement, and others.
(The prime minister was also attacked, but narrowly escaped by hiding in a small corner
of his official residence.)!2) The coup failed in four days and its 16 leaders were later
executed, but the parliament was almost paralyzed after this bloody incident. From this
time on, prime ministers were selected from those who would not cross and possibly
enrage the military. In this way, the cabinet and the administration grew to go along
with the military.

Still, in the April 1937 election the Rikken Seiyukai won 179 seats and the Rikken
Minseito 175 seats out of a total of 466 (the voting rate was 70 percent, much lower
than in former elections).13) Although with cooperation the two parties could have formed
the overwhelming majority in the parliament and held the military in better check, the
small difference in the number of seats and the animosity between them made that
very difficult.

In July 1937 the army started a major invasion into the main parts of China. The
military, which by then had come to tightly control the media, brazenly asserted that
this was a just defensive action for securing the rightful interests of Japan against illegal
attacks by Chinese forces. The public believed its story. The backslide of Japanese
democratization reached the last stage: the years between 1937 and 1945 are often called

the age of fascism in Japanese history.l4)

12) bl R A Tl R A [l ggak s (h o At 1987 4153 —93 L,
13) THARHE 2T H ARBOL R 28 6 RO AU L ES. 1980 49)380 K1,
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3. How and Why Did the Parliament and Political Parties Lose Their Power
So Easily?

As we can see, then, the political change in 1920s and ’30s Japan was sudden and
astonishing. Why did it happen?

One evident reason was the economy. The post-World War 1 economic depression
and the deeper depression after the sudden 1929 financial collapse in the United States
bred irritation, worry, and even desperation. Compared with the previous year, Japan’s
GDP decreased 10 percent in 1930 and 9.3 percent in 1931.15 Consequently many
people lost faith in the established economic and political institutions. (During the late
1930s the economy turned up significantly because of huge spending by the military—a
kind of Keynesian policy without that name.)

The second reason was the influence of socialism, interest in which intensified among
reform-minded intellectuals from the turn of the century. The 1917 Russian Revolution
impressed many Japanese intellectuals and some workers. A 27-volume
Japanese-language edition of the complete works of Marx and Engels was published
between 1928 and 1935. Some believed that all economic, social, and political problems
could be solved by socialist revolution. Such people were scornful of parliamentary
politics and uninterested in a parliament dominated by “bourgeois parties”; what was
important for them was direct action for the coming revolution. Thus leftist intellectuals
did not seek to stand up against the attacks on the parliament and political parties by
rightist activists and the military. Indeed, the troubles of the parliamentarians gave some

of them an opportunity to indulge in a bit of schadenfreude.

14) There is some debate on whether it is actually appropriate to call the situation in Japan in those
years “fascist.” Surely, Japan was strange for a fascist state: there was no dictator, and the level of
Gleichschaltung within state organs was low, with the army, navy, and administration continuing to
fight fiercely both within and among themselves. As it is often pointed out, Japan plunged into its
reckless wars not because it was unified, but rather because it was so divided that nobody could
stop the irrational course into which the conflict and competition among various forces had steered
the country, even though quite a few people in the government saw its peril. This is one reason the
Japanese are still wondering who were really responsible for what happened.

15) FRFEAR - SR ™ H BT  GFEASCRE. 2011 4F)155 H,
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The third reason was the influence of fascism. The prolonged depression in many
parts of the world inspired people to think that the existing capitalist economy and
liberal democracy needed to be reformed. One alternative was socialism; another was
fascism, or national socialism. To some in Japan, the emergence of Nazi Germany and
Fascist Italy appeared to point to a new direction for world history, one that they thought
Japan should follow. Fassho (from the Italian fascio) quickly became a vogue word
in Japan. Conservatives and liberals worried about the tide of fassho. In May 1932,
immediately after Inukai’s assassination, the emperor commented to his close senior
adviser that no one close to fassho should become the next prime minister (though
such “private” remarks never made their way out).16)

These three reasons, however, cannot fully explain the sudden halt of democratization
in Japan, which really was an extraordinary event when looked at from a broad historical
perspective.

Parliamentarism and party politics had deep roots in modern Japanese society and
history, beginning in 1868, when the newly established Meiji government announced
the Charter Oath of Five Articles in the name of the emperor in order to integrate
disparate factions and consolidate its still-fragile power. Article One read as follows:

Deliberative assemblies shall be widely established and all matters decided by public
discussion.!7)

Nobody could deny this principle, since breaking with hereditary autocracy was
regarded to be one of the most important reasons why the revolution had been necessary.
Understandably, the principle was often quoted to promote Japan’s democratization, and
the establishment of a parliament by the constitution was interpreted as being its natural
development.

During the 1870s and ’80s numerous local notables and intellectuals joined the
so-called Freedom and People’s Rights Movement seeking a popularly elected

parliament. They submitted petitions to the government again and again. They organized

16) B HEEHEGE) "PEEIRFA & BURs 28 2 BCATEEM . 1950 47)288 F.,
17) Translation by Andrew Gordon, A Modern History of Japan from Tokugawa Times to the Present
(Oxford University Press, 2003), p. 78.
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meetings and demonstrations and published newspapers and journals; they even drafted
constitutions on their own. There were also several bloody riots. For many such activists,
the promulgation of the Meiji Constitution was a triumph, since it meant that the
sovereign emperor himself had solemnly promised to renounce the arbitrary use of his
power and that of the government and to establish a parliament. The constitution and
the parliamentary system, in short, were backed by strong popular support.

Moreover, from December 1912 onward the so-called Movement for Protection of
Constitutional Politics drew the participation of hundreds of thousands of people. This
movement was triggered by the forced resignation of Prime Minister Saionji
Kinmochi(1849-1940), the president of the Rikken Seiyukai party, and his replacement
by Katsura Taro (1847-1913), widely regarded as a leader of the Old Guards who
opposed party politics. Until Katsura stepped down in February 1913, numerous mass
meetings took place in cities. Tens of thousands surrounded the parliament building
in Tokyo at times to protest. Riots occurred in at least five major cities including Tokyo.
Thirty-eight police boxes were smashed and the buildings of government newspapers
were attacked. Several people were killed and 168 (including 110 policemen) were
injured.18) What this demonstrated was that the Japanese people of the time were quite
prepared to stand up if their expectations for the development of constitutional politics
were disappointed.

In 1918, as I discussed above, Hara Takashi formed what is considered to be the
first genuine party cabinet in Japanese history. However, when Hara was assassinated
by a 19-year-old boy in November 1921, there was no mass protest. When Prime Minister
Hamaguchi Osachi (1870-1931), president of the Rikken Minseito party, was shot by
a rightist in November 1930, the people likewise remained silent. And when Prime
Minister Inukai, president of the Rikken Seiyukai party, was murdered by young navy
officers in May 1931, there was a movement petitioning for clemency.

What happened? Why did the Japanese people not rally around party politics,

constitutional politics, and parliamentary democracy, when their long-held expectations

18) Andrew Gordon, A4 Modern History, p. 132.
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looked to be finally fulfilled?

For one, the realities of “party politics” had disappointed and disgusted many people
once they saw how the parties were using the power they had acquired. Prime ministers
and those of his cabinet who belonged to the same party were not shy about distributing
posts and other rewards to their fellow party members and supporters. It was famously
said that in this period even postmasters and heads of local police in small towns changed
whenever the prime minister changed. When Hamaguchi became prime minister in 1929,
the heads of the police departments in 45 out of 47 prefectures were fired or transferred,
all because arbitrary investigation into electoral violations was an important tool for
winning elections.!®) When Inukai became prime minister, 34 prefectural governors were
replaced by members or sympathizers of his party.20) These “party governors” were
expected to distribute prefectural money for public works to benefit party members and
supporters.2!)

In July 1921 the Toyo keizai shimpo, the most liberal journal of the time, wrote that
when the Hara cabinet started, the people thought that the stubborn and tyrannical Old
Guards in the government would be wiped out and the country would change drastically.
But the people were deeply disappointed. They realized that political parties were merely
interested in acquiring and using political power for their own benefit, not in seeking
national interests and the people’s welfare. A popular movement to protect constitutional
politics would never develop again.22)

By August 1923, the Toyo keizai shimpo was reporting that people’s minds had
changed completely and that they were cursing party politics, having become thoroughly
disgusted with the unashamed partisanship. The journal feared that this might lead to
political regression23—an amazingly foresighted observation, as it turned out!

Yoshino Sakuzo, the most influential proponent of democracy in the 1910s, wrote

in February 1929:

19) FH L ERELAIH O BOEBGA © KBORHENZ 2@ T L 72 o GREE . 2012 4F)167 -8 E,
20) THKHEZRT H A58 L 0 585 BT AP 19794F)286 11,

21) [, 310 B, MBS & 7 7 2 2 2 OB (HASTA D FEL 5) ()L ST, 2017 4F)45 E,
22) RAFER TSI o K IE(H AT AR KGREE 5 48) (UK AlilEs. 1969 1)164 I,

23) [, 191—2 H,
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It does not bear repeating that the heyday of the Seiyukai party means the flourishing

of a government that goes against national interests and people’s welfare.24)

Second, many people were repelled by issues concerning political parties and money.
As the number of voters grew, so did the money spent on elections.25) Especially after
male “universal suffrage,” the amount of campaign funding required by candidates spiked
sharply, resulting in increased bribery. In 1926, Prime Minister Wakatsuki himself was
interrogated at his official residence by a public prosecutor on the suspicion of bribery.26)
Whenever such a case became public, the parties denounced each other venomously.

The need for money also motivated political parties to establish deeper ties to the
oligopolistic zaibatsu conglomerates. It was well known which party was close to which
zaibatsu. For instance, the wife of Prime Minister Kato Takaaki (1860-1926, in office
1925-26) was the eldest daughter of the president of the Mitsubishi zaibatsu. In the
1900s and ’10s, moreover, businessmen began to join parliament.2?) It came to be widely
believed that political parties were receiving donations from zaibatsu and other
businesses and working for them in return.

Therefore, even though the voting rate still remained high in this period (85.8 percent
in 1920, 88.91 percent in 1924, 78.69 percent in 1928, and 80.70 percent in 1930,28)
the parties for which the people cast their votes could not be said to have been truly
theirs, unless they happened to be one of those privileged few who were in a position
to receive direct benefits.

Moreover, this was an age when the idea of the welfare state had yet to be accepted,
not only in Japan but also in most capitalist countries. The economic liberalism of the
time was not kind to poor people, who perhaps only naturally looked outside of party
politics for a solution to their problems in the face of severe and lasting depression.

Third, the intense rivalry and animosity between political parties effectively proved

24) I BB R oy . TR AEw1929 F2 H5. 70 B,

25) THARHE 2T H ARBOE R 28 5 RO AL G, 1979 49)263 —70. 292—3 I,

26) FHE L TERERATI O BOEEGA - AEGE RN 2o T L 22 o g CRIEEE B2, 2012 4F)57—61 L,
27) FHRAE 2T HOARBE i a 28 5 BCRU R il 1979 9)5. 77—8 F,

28) JHARHE 2T H ABOE R 28 5 BRIl ES. 1979 49)294 1,
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their own undoing.29) The opposition party did everything it could to hurt the credibility
and legitimacy of the cabinet and the ruling party.39) Petty money scandals were
denounced in the parliament as though they were major threats to the state. Minor
negligences in administration were criticized as clear signs of the cabinet’s incompetence.
Moreover, the opposition party habitually used the emperor as a tool for discrediting
the current cabinet. Any incident could be interpreted as proof of the prime minister’s
disrespect and disloyalty toward the emperor. This in turn put the prime minister in
a bind, as he could not very well argue that such small things did not matter; anything
related to the emperor had to be treated deadly seriously.

There were institutional reasons as to why the opposition party worked so hard to
pursue scandal rather than policy. As discussed earlier, prime ministers were appointed
by the emperor on the advice of one or more senior statesmen (genro), former prime
ministers who enjoyed high prestige. A prime minister resigned when he was judged
to be a failure first by public opinion, and then by the senior statesmen (and by extension
the emperor). In such cases the next prime minister was selected from the opposition
party (as opposed to when a prime minister left office because of ill health or death,
in which case his successor was appointed from the same party). The appointment of
a prime minister was not the automatic result of an election determining the majority
party. On the contrary, administrative favoritism generally served to give electoral
majority to the ruling party; then, when the prime minister of that party resigned, the
leader of the opposition would take his place.

Naturally enough the opposition party concentrated more on hurting and pulling down
the prime minister than on winning the support of the people through the appeal of
its policies. When the prime minister changed, the new opposition party did the same.
The two major parties fought fiercely, although the policy distance between them was

actually not so significant. That created the impression that the political parties were

29) D BRI LGt ORE O 258 @A, 2011 49205—9 BT, TRl s 7 7 o X2
(HASIARDIEL 5) 5 (5 FASCARR. 2017 4720 E, S TEOEEGAIL 70 B L 720 2 j(CEFRRK. 201
7 4F)34 EL,

30) Pt PistI] oo K IE(H AST AR AGREE 5 8) (UK FHikES. 1969 47157 F,
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interested only in bickering with each other and not in working for the people, although
they were suffering from the depression.3!)

Even more suicidal for the political parties was their use of the military to gain support.
For instance, when the cabinet attempted to conclude the London Treaty on the reduction
of warships, the opposition party sided with the military, accusing the cabinet of illegally
intruding into the military’s prerogatives. In short, the opposition aided the military in
reducing the power of the parliament and the cabinet. It must have known the long-term
consequences, but went through with the choice nonetheless. Even after the murder
of the prime minister in May 1932 the parties did not cooperate with each other to
defend party politics and constitutional politics. By then, probably, they already knew
that the people would only sneer at them even if they asserted that the survival and
development of those institutions were indispensable to national interests and the people’s

welfare.

4. Conclusion

The takeover of governments by anti-elitist, populistic, nationalistic, and authoritarian
groups occurred again and again in the 20th century world. It continues to happen today.
Probably, it happens not only because the groups are clever and aggressive, but because
the establishment paves the way for their success, consciously and unconsciously, by

alienating the ordinary population.

31) S TBOEEGA 1 e HI L 72 0 2 5CLEERRK. 2017 4F)38—9 L,
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Crisis of Democracy and Economic Reforms in Korea

Haeran LIM=*

I . Introduction

The recent candlelight protests, the impeachment of the president, and the faegukgi
protests confronting thereto raise the necessity to reevaluate democracy in Korea. The
fact that citizens try to resolve social conflicts directly rather than through parliamentary
democracy clearly indicates that party politics, the heart of democracy, is incompetent
and not well serving its assumed roles. Furthermore, many social indicators, such as
high inequality, low fertility rate and aging population, and the worst elderly poverty
and suicide rates among the OECD member countries, also drive us to the reconsideration
of democracy in Korea. The increasingly worsening of these indicators suggests that
the social base of democracy is collapsing.

Democracy in Korea has grown both quantitatively and qualitatively since the 1987
democratization. Some find that democracy passed the consolidation stage and has
entered the deepening stage (Son et al. 2010). Discussions over the democratic
consolidation practically reflect interests that democracy should not regress towards
authoritarianism any more. A democracy can be deemed consolidated when democracy
is perceived as the only game where political forces can interact with each other and
a perception of electoral democracy is widely accepted. Even though Korea accomplished

democratic consolidation, however, it has many challenges remaining unsolved. Indeed,

* Professor, Seoul National University
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Korea’s democracy still shows many signs of democratic stagnation or recession.
Frequent changes of political parties centering around powerful presidential contenders
and citizens’ distrust in politicians and political parties provide good examples of a
low level of institutionalization in the party system. Confrontation between the ruling
party and the oppositions has resulted in repeated limping in parliamentary operation
and the poor management of state affairs.

Discussions over the deepening of democracy reflect interests that democracy should
go beyond political democracy and be expanded to economic and social democracy.
Democracy is deepened and expanded when it advances beyond political equality and
pursues improvements in economic equality and social participation and liberalization.
However, democracy in Korea appears to weaken democratic deepening, rather than
strengthening. Democratization is accompanied not by economic equality and social
stability but by polarization and social instability, which is represented in increasingly
worsening social and economic indicators.

Then what is the cause of the crisis of democracy in Korea? Why is the social base
of democracy dismantling and collapsing, and why is the party system, the core of
democratic procedures, not working? This study aims to explain in what forms the crisis
of democracy is manifesting itself in Korea and investigate what the causes of the crisis
are. The existing literature on the causes of the crisis of democracy has a limit in that
they too much focused on the influence of cold war and the institutional factor of
democratic process. This study takes a different approach from the existing studies,
more emphasizing political economy aspects. It first analyzes how global megatrends
such as globalization and informatization influenced the crisis of democracy in Korea.
It also attempts to explain the relationship between economic reforms and the crisis
of democracy.

This study is structured as follows. Chapter 1 is an introduction to the objectives
and topics covered by this study. Chapter 2 contains theoretical reviews and explains
the notion of democracy. Chapter 3 presents how the crisis of democracy manifests

in Korea, categorized into the dismantling of social base and the collapse of
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parliamentary democracy. In Chapter 4, the causes of such a crisis are analyzed,
categorized into the influence of the global megatrends and the influence of economic
reforms pursued to overcome the financial crises. Finally, Chapter 5 presents the

conclusion and implications of this study.

II. Theoretical Consideration on Democracy

We need to start with the definition of democracy to discuss whether democracy is
stagnant and regressed. Democracy is defined as demos (people) + kratos (rule), i.e.,
rule by the people. In its narrow and procedural meaning, democracy means political
democracy, political equality, and Schumpeter’s principle ‘one person, one vote’. In its
comprehensive and substantial meaning, however, it embraces not only political equality
but also the guarantee of social and economic rights (Held 1996). More concretely,
Robert Dahl’s polyarchy refers to a political and procedural democracy underpinned
by the two pillars of participation and contestation (see Table 1). On the contrary, David
Held’s democratic autonomy implies an ideal state of democracy that goes beyond

political democracy and further pursues social and economic democracy.

<Table 1> Robert Dahl’s polyarchy

Participation, inclusiveness
Low High
Hich Competitive oligarchies Polyarchy
) o & (South Africa) (Denmark)
Liberalization - - -
Low Closed hegemonies Inclusive hegemonies
(Chile: 73-88 Pinochet) (USSR)

Source: Dahl (1971).
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Combining various views on democracy, we can suggest four types of democracy.l)
First, political democracy corresponds to Dahl’s polyarchy, which guarantees fair
electoral competition among elites and basic political rights of the general public, such
as freedom of thought and association. Second, social democracy extends to social rights
which guarantees the minimum level of human dignity, for example, freedom from
poverty. Third, producers’ democracy is the soft underbelly of the capitalist society.
Some advanced capitalist societies have implemented industrial democracy that engages
workers in major decision making processes, which is a rudimentary form of producers’
democracy. Fourth, everyday democracy is a main interest of postism. As all social
relationships inherently have power relations therein, all social relationships in our
everyday lives are associated with democracy. Typical examples include gender
democracy and minority democracy. Taking this view, the scope of democracy and
democratic movements is significantly expanded. Not only does democracy include
political equality in its procedural meaning, it is also extended to the guarantee of social
and economic rights in its comprehensive, substantial meaning.

New independent countries tend to first accomplish democracy in the procedural
meaning by ensuring political equality, and then pursue democracy in substantial meaning
to resolve economic inequality issues. These processes do not necessarily happen in
sequence. It is not clear which one precedes between the procedural and substantial
meanings. The problem here is potential conflicts between the core values. For example,
freedom and equality collide against each other in a liberal democratic system. Korea
has achieved, to an extent, political freedom and is pursuing economic freedom. Upper
and upper-middle classes that hold dominating power are more inclined to freedom,
while lower-middle and lower classes are more inclined to equality. Those seeking
freedom will try to deter the public from being increasingly involved in politics. Which
democratic value is given more emphasis, between freedom and equality, depends on
individual countries’ historic legacies and institutional characteristics. Where to focus

on and how to balance between the two values remains a major task not only to Korea

1) Son 2002; Choi 2002. They see democracy in a wider meaning that comprehends all politics, economy
and society rather than considering it as its narrow meaning.
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but also to all democratic societies (Kim 2005, 83). Such a question is left to the value
judgement of an individual and the choice of a society, and coordinating conflicts
surrounding it falls under the domain of politics (Kim 2012, 115). In this sense,
democracy should be interpreted in a more comprehensive meaning and understood as

a process to coordinate conflicts among different values and collect opinions.

II. Crisis of Democracy in Korea

For the development of democracy, first, we should have a strong and expansive
social base which are sources of various interests and different values. Second, we also
an institutionalized system through which those various demands can be transmitted
and differences are resolved. In Korea, social base for democracy is dismantling and

the institutional system cannot play its assumed role.

1. Dismantling of social base

According to OECD social and economic indicators, Korea shows a deteriorating trend
in life quality and some signs of huge risk for the society are also observed. It ranks
bottom in positive indicators such as the fertility rate and healthy population rate but
top in negative indicators such as elderly poverty and suicide rates. Trust in the
government, too, is among the worst. These indicators suggest Korea’s democracy is

in trouble.
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(Figure 1) Social and Economic Indicators in Korea (%)
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Source: OECD (2016), Society at a Glance 2016.

Polarization following the collapse of the middle class should be highlighted as the
background of the increasingly worsening signs of a society at risk. Recently the Korean
society has witnessed hot debates on the satirical term of ‘Hell Chosun’ and the ‘Spoon
Class’. The spoon class theory, which claims that an individual’s economic status in
his/her lifetime is determined by the amount of fortune inherited from his/her parents.
According to a report by the National Assembly Research Service, top 10% people
possess 44.9% of the total income in Korea. Being only the second to the USA of
47.8%, such a figure clearly shows how serious polarization and income inequality are
in the Korean society. There is even a report that Korea will become the most unequal

country among the OECD members in 2020.2)

2) The calculation of a nation’s Gini coefficient (ranges from 0 to 1, inequality in income distribution
worsens as the index comes closer to 1) may vary depending on statistic data used. Based on data
from the Korea Tax Service, Korea’s Gini coefficient is only second to the USA. When Statistics Korea
measures the Gini coefficient, however, it uses the Household Survey Data instead of the tax authority’s
data. The resulting Gini coefficient calculated by Statistics Korea (0.259 as of 2015) is placed in the
moderate level among the OECD countries. Given that most of the OECD members are European countries
with income distribution working well, being in the middle may imply that income distribution in Korea
is relatively working fine. However, higher earners’ income shown in the Household Survey Data tends
to be smaller than the actual. The nation’s Gini coefficient in the current measurement system does
not fully reflect higher earners’ incomes, indicating possible underestimation of inequality. (Hankook
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The general public have a strongly negative perception about income inequality. In
a survey of the public’s perception of the social class ladder, 90.7% of the respondents
thought that the passing down of wealth from generation to generation is a serious
problem.3) In the Korean society, people’s sentiment about inequality has reached a very
serious level. Income inequality results in wealth inequality. Whereas those with no
income are unable to accumulate wealth, the highest earners can convert surplus after
spending into financial or real estate assets, accumulate them, and pass them over to
the next generation. In the Korean society, the concentration of wealth held by top
1% increased from 25.5% in 2008 to 34.1% in 2014 within only six years. While 69.0%
of the 400 richest stock holders in America made their fortune by their own efforts,
only 25.0% of the 100 richest in Korea were self-made riches (Park 2017, 43-4).
Although in the USA only 31.0% are the hereditary rich, concerns about the inheritance
of wealth are increasing. With 75.0% being the hereditary rich, the problem in Korea
is more serious. What is even more problematic is that in Korea the concentration of
income has increased faster than any other countries since the Asian financial crisis.
Whereas the income concentration held by top 10% in the USA increased by 7.3%
between 1995 and 2012, that in Korea increased by 15.7% during the same period,
marking the fastest income polarization in the OECD.

What are the effects of income and wealth inequality on economic growth and
democracy? In a capitalist society, inequality, to an extent, is unavoidable and can
motivate work, innovation, and entrepreneurship. However, to what extent inequality
should be tolerated in a capitalist economy remains debatable. Globally, there have been
continued arguments that income is increasingly concentrated on a small number of
people and inequality becomes increasingly worse since the 1970s. A conservative
economic magazine, The Economist, presented an analysis that the current income

inequality is so high as to hinder growth. The article laid stress on that inequality should

1lbo, “Hankuk Gyeongjereul Malhanda : Yanggeukhwa [Speak of the Korean economy: Bipolarization],”
July 13 2016).

3) Korea Economic Research Institute 2015. Gyecheungsangseung Sadarie Daehan Gukmininsik Seolmunjosa
[survey of the public on their perception of the social class ladder], August 26 2015.
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be remedied so as not to hinder growth, and many countries are pursuing reforms that
way (The Economist October 13 2012).

Competition and inequality is innate in any capitalist society. Income and wealth
should be determined by individuals’ capabilities and efforts. If they are not determined
by individuals’ capacity but by external factors such as inheritance, the society is not
a fair society. Indeed, Korea has taken a more growth-oriented development paths
between growth and distribution. Some insist that in the early stages of economic
development, concentrating income on a small number of people allows them to start
businesses and educate themselves and is better than leaving everyone poor (Barrow
2000). In addition, advocates of neo-liberalism insist that trickle-down effect is a natural
solution to income inequality.

The neo-liberalism lost much of its persuasiveness after the 2008 financial crisis, and
income inequality was pinpointed as a main cause of the financial crisis (Park 2017).
The debt of low income classes increased as income inequality became increasingly
worse, which served as a trigger of the financial crisis. Worsened inequality combined
with political pressure to boost the real estate market resulted in distortions in the loan
market and increased household debts.

Polarization and worsening of inequality undermines social trust and interferes with
social integration. A market economy only works with the social capital of trust,
cooperation, and rule. Workers and other players in the economy would not feel
motivated to work hard if they find themselves treated inequally and unfairly. Unfairness
can erode or even destroy the market economy. The efficiency of the economy can
be sustained by efficient adjustment of transactions in unpredictable situations. Such
cooperative adjustment is feasible only with trust between parties of transactions (Shin
2015).

Not only does worsened inequality possibly serve as a trigger of an economic crisis,
it may also cause a crisis of democracy. The worsening of economic inequality hinders
equal political participation, and political equality is practically impossible where

economic inequality is worsening. In other words, it is not feasible to sustain political

— 104 —



Crisis of Democracy and Economic Reforms in Korea

democracy without remedying economic inequality. Indeed, it is difficult to abide by
the principle of equal participation in politics where economic inequality is severe. For
example, there is a 29% gap in voter turnout between top 20% and bottom 20% earners
in Korea, which is the worst among the OECD countries, falling far behind the USA
(23%), France (10%), Sweden (6%), and Australia (2%) (OECD 2015). “The rich get
richer, the poor get poor” is also the case in voter turnout, implying that the problem
of working hours and working environment serve as a barrier to political participation.
Attention needs to be paid to the argument that as neo-liberal capitalism advances,
economic inequality worsens, and this in turn may lead to setbacks in democracy. In
Korea, there is a concern that democracy remains stalled in plutocracy and elitism
democracy dominated by chaebols’ and large enterprises’ money (Kim 2005, 84).

Economic reforms to improve inequality are essential for the development of democracy.

2. Crisis of representation: collapse of parliamentary democracy

Comparing to other countries, Korea’s liberal democracy seems to run relatively well,
being ranked 37th out of 174 countries.®) Detailed results are shown in Table 2. In
the electoral category, Korea ranked 42nd, in the liberal category 31st, in the egalitarian
category 35th, in the participatory category 58th, and lastly, in the deliberative category
81st. Low-ranked areas include voter turnout in the participatory category (103th),
reasoned justification (107th) and the range of consultation (120th) in the deliberative
category.

In the electoral category, Korea has regressed in terms of the freedom of expression
in the last decade. For example, Korea was shown to be relatively non-democratic in
government censorship against media and the internet, media bias, the freedom of
academic and cultural expression, and the freedom of discussion. The focus in the
deliberative components is on the importance of public reasoning and respectful dialogue,
and Korea’s score has gone down from 0.92 in 2005 to 0.74 in 2016. This is attributable

to the recent situations and is an issue of concern (V-Dem Institute 2017, 42).

4) V-Derm Institute 2017.
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<Table 2> The V-Dem Liberal Democracy Index (LDI): Case of Korea

5 Principles of .
t Rank
Democracy Ideals Component indices an
Electoral -freedom of association -82
(Polyarchy) -clean election index -17
42nd -freedom of expression -65(regressed)
. -equality before the law and individual liberty -32
Liberal .o . o
-legislative constraints on the executive index -21
31st L . .
-judicial constraints on the executive index -44
i 1 . 5
Egalitarian equa pfote.ctloln index _ 5
-equal distribution of resources index -18
35th .
-equal access index -49
-civil society participation index -95
Participatory  |-direct popular vote index -103
58th -local government index -26(improved)
-regional government index -3
-reasoned justification -107(regressed)
Deliberative | -cOMmon good justification -28
-respect for counterarguments -57
81st .
-range of consultation -120(regressed)
-engaged society -40

Source: V-Dem Annual Report 2017

The voter turnout rate in the Korean presidential elections went down from 70.8%
in 2002 to 63% in 2007 followed by a rebound to 75% in 2012. The most recent election
in 2017 marked a remarkable rise in voter turnout. In autumn last year, people went
out to the street holding candlelights in their hands when they faced the political scandal,
commonly called the Park Geun-hye-Choi Soon-sil gate. Amidst the political upheaval
of Park being impeached by the National Assembly in December 2016 and the
Constitutional Court ruling to uphold the impeachment in March 2017, people’s
aspiration to replace the regime led to a large turnout in the presidential election in
May 2017. However, the long-term trend of voter turnout is declining. The decline in
voter turnout may be considered a universal phenomenon commonly seen in advanced

democratic countries. But the average voter turnout rate of the OECD countries in 2012
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was 70.4%, higher than 50.8% in the Korean parliamentary election in 2016 (OECD
2016).

The problem is that the decline in voter turnout is caused by distrust in politics and
politicians and younger generations’ disinterest in politics (Son et al. 2009). The crisis
of democracy in Korea can be considered as a crisis of representation rather than a
crisis of participation. People’s trust in the parliament and political parties is touching
the bottom, even lower than a half of the level of trust in other least-trusted groups,
including large enterprises, labor unions, and the police. Between the 2007 presidential
election and the general election in 2016, nine out of ten voters showed strong distrust,
saying that politicians act quite differently before and after election.>)

At the center of Korean people‘s distrust in politics is party politics. Korea‘s party
politics has shown limitations in coordinating and resolving social and economic
conflicts, or reaching social integration. The candlelight protest was a political movement
and citizens® response to the incapable party politics (Kim 2012, 141). In every society,
there are conflicts and cleavages arising from different interests, and parties are important
organizations to speak for and coordinate such social conflicts and cleavages within
the institutional framework of politics. This is best represented by the statement “no
political parties, no democracy.” One of key problems of the party politics in Korea
is that it prefers the status-quo and is incapable of reflecting various thoughts and
interests. Parties in Korea have failed in advocating various new interests and demands
from the society but have only been serving as an advocate for those vested interests.

This may be attributable to many reasons. A reason is that the post-war anti-communist
framework limited the ideological scope of the parties. Another reason for the
continuance of the status-quo oriented party system even after democratization lies in
the top-down nature of the transition process to democracy. The third reason is that
after democratization, democratic activists were absorbed by and merged with the

existing political parties, resulting in a legislative system ruled by two parties’ vested

5) Joongang Ilbo ‘Hanguk Minjujueuineun Chamyeoeui Wuigi Anin Daepyoseongeui Wuigi [Korean democracy
is in a crisis of representation, not a crisis of participation],” October 2016.
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interests. Fourth, regionalism and frequent changes of political parties following strong
political leaders served as obstacles to the institutionalization of the party system (Choi
2005). Thus, political parties were not able to play the assumed role and Korea‘s
democracy did not work well.

A democratic system should be able to derive a social agreement through open
discussions on conflicted interests. Accordingly, party politics should take that role in
a representative system. But the main problem of Korean politics is that party politics
has been unable to do so, not reflecting diversified new demands from the society.
As a result, Korean politics features in increases in citizens® direct participation,

represented by the candlelight protest.

IV. Political and Economic Factors Affecting the Crisis of Democracy in Korea

Existing studies have provided some explanations on the crisis of democracy in Korea,
focusing on the structural problem of party politics.6) To better understand the crisis
of democracy, we need to further explanation on the dismantling of social base as well
as on malfunctioning of party politics. This study takes a different approach from other
existing, by analyzing the effect of megatrends of globalization and informatization and

the effect of internal economic reforms on the crisis of democracy in Korea.

1. Megatrends: Globalization and informatization

Since the 1970s, parties in Western democratic societies have been weakened overall.
This has resulted in increases in doubts and unbelief about the roles of political parties
in connecting between the state and civil society. In consequence direct contact between

society and the state has increased with the advancement of media. Political parties

6) Kang emphasizes that the obstructs to an equal democracy in Korea are the single-member electorate
system, majoritarianism, the presential system, and regionalism. This means economic inequality stems
from the political institutions. He asserts that the transition ot the proportional representation system
is necessary for an equal democracy. Kang 2010.
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in Korea are considered as pre-mass parties that are repeatedly established and dissolved
depending of political leaders’ rise and fall. According to Yong-ho Kim, the parties
in Korea are “volatile, formless hodge-podge parties that have fragments of mass parties,
catch-all parties, cartel parties, and electoral-professional parties” (Kim 2008, 74). The
parties in Korea already have such a structural problem, and the megatrends give another
layer of negative effects to this situation.

Globalization and informatization have fundamentally changed political and social
environments. The structural power of capitalism and neo-liberalism played its roles
in weakening the social base of party politics. Class parties are considered to have lost
their ideological and organizational bases as globalization has fragmentized and dissolved
the classes (Kim 2008). Given the expansion of the elements of direct democracy
propelled by informatization, one may not find partisan democracy as the sole alternative.
The emergence of the internet further weakened the social base of party politics in
Korea (Kang 2009). The vulnerable party politics has been replaced by the influence
of social movements of civil society and media.

The first megatrend, informatization, had two negative impacts on party politics in
Korea. First, in an informatized society, the emergence of the internet has changed the
way people participate in politics. In the past, parties served as intermediaries connecting
between the state and civil society. However, the internet enabled individual citizens
to directly and efficiently contact the state. In addition, now civil society can collect
and act in a mass without any political intermediaries. In Korea, the emergence of the
Internet served as momentum for people, who already had disgust and distrust in politics,
to stand apart from party politics. In Western democracy with established party politics,
the emergence of the internet did not necessarily mean the weakening of parties.
However, in Korea with fragile base for party politics, the emergence of the internet
further weakened the functions of parties.”?) The recent events of the candlelight protests

voluntarily organized by civil society clearly show the seriousness of the crisis that

7) Kang 2009, pp. 133-134. Political groups such as candlelight protests against the 2006 US military
armored vehicle incident, the Rohsamo movement, and the 2008 candlelight protests against US beef
import were organized on the Internet, not by political parties.
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political parties in Korea are faced with in representing various interests. There have
also been arguments that, if not feasible to institutionalize party politics by organizing
mass parties in an information society, it may be desirable to create a new intermediary
to replace parties and connect between the state and civil society.®)

Second, the structural and organizational link between parties and civil society has
been weakened. Since democratization, regionalism has served as an effective interlink
between parties and voters. Despite the criticism that it hinders the development of
policy-driven parties, regionalism sustained common bonds between voters and parties
that represent their native places. However, the recent ebb of regionalism has led to
weakened structural connections between parties and voters. In particular, how parties
and candidates run campaigns has changed. Support or objection of netizen groups’,
has as strong influence as interest groups and media have on elections. Accordingly,
parties are making efforts to attract netizens, as much as they do to attract party members
and donators. The opening of parties and the expansion of opinion polls enabled by
informatization has weakened the original function of parties to foster political elites
and recruit party members.

The second megatrend, globalization, too, has brought negative impacts to the structure
of party politics in Korea. The ideological base of class parties has been lost by
globalization. Along with globalization, Korea faced a financial crisis in 1997, which
resulted in changes in the social class structure. Korea experienced fragmentation and
reorganization in its social class structure in the 1990s and afterwards (Koo 2007). The
fragmentation of classes meant internal decomposition within the three major classes,
i.e., upper, middle and working classes. The reorganization of classes refers to the process
by which the fragmented subclasses are reorganized into those that have vested interests
of class and those that do not in the course of globalization, leading to social polarization.

Until the 1980s, the working class in Korea grew as a relatively homogenous group,

8) Kim 2008. p.70. He points out the need to discuss if it is possible to grant netizen groups such as
Rohsamo roles similar to political parties, bestow them official positions to represent citizens and bring
them to political account. In the background of such an argument is the crisis of the partisan system
in Korea.
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forced to work long hours with low pay under strict labor control by the state. In the
post-Fordist production system in the 1990s and onwards, however, the working class
became fragmented by many factors including labor market flexibility policies and the
vitalization of labor movements. The internal fragmentation of the working class was
furthered by the labor market conditions, for example confrontations between large
enterprises (LEs) and small/medium enterprises (SMEs), regular and non-regular
workers, and union members and non-members.? Since 1997, Korean companies have
increased policies geared towards labor market flexibility and this has resulted in
increases in non-regular workers that account for more than a half of all wage earners.
There are gradual increases in non-regular workers working for SMEs in fading
industries, or even if hired by large enterprises, suffering from unstable employment,
and in foreign workers that are in the lowest stratum of the working class. The middle
class in Korea, too, can be divided into upper-middle, stable middle, and unstable middle
classes.!9) There are findings that after the 1997 financial crisis those once considered
of the middle class have dropped out of the middle class. Whereas most middle-class
people lost jobs and experienced voluntary retirement and salary cuts, upper-middle-class
people invested their surplus in the plunged real estate market and had their assets
multiplied, which contributed to social polarization.!l) As internal competition and
instability is becoming increasingly worse, the middle class in Korea has become an
unstable, closed class struggling with relative deprivation, rather than serving as a social
buffer as they once used to do. In this sense, the fragmentation and reorganization of
the classes may negatively affect democracy in Korea by dismantling the social base.

Globalization had a big impact on the ebb of class politics in Western democracy.

The weakening of the state by globalization caused fundamental stirs in the power

9) So-called labor aristocrats, high-wage skilled workers in technical occupations in chaebol companies,
should be seen separately from other workers in terms of economic, social and cultural capitals. Koo
2007.
10) Upper-middle-class people refer to high-wage professionals, managers, business owners, and independent
propertied groups. Koo 2007, p. 275.

11) The wealthy middle class in Korea society has formed a vested interest group and distinguishes themselves
from other middle and working class people regionally, socially and culturally, leading to social
bipolariziation. Koo 2007.
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dynamics among the components of the state’s internal political and economic system,
i.e., state, labor and capital, contributing to the transition to a capital-dominated system.
Fordism-based traditional industries became periphery, and post-Fordism,
post-industrialization, and technical capitalism took the central place. The traditional
working class became dismantled, and class politics based on them became on the wane.
In the 1970s, the existing structure of class politics in Western democracy was collapsed
by Keynesian compromise politics, and class Class politics became a core in western
democracy through the explosive mobilization of labor classes. Afterwards, class politics
weakened following the change of globalization. Korea did not experience the rapid
transition to labor politics as Western European countries did in their democratization
process. Possible explanations of this include the effects of the country’s division and
anti-communist ideologies, conservative forces’ monopoly of the political landscape, and
the limited significance of the democratic transition. In Korea’s democratization, the
cleavage between democratism and anti-democratism was replaced not by the class
cleavage but by regional cleavage.!2) In Korean politics, class parties should have
developed new, effective ideologies and policy measures to keep up with changes in
the megatrend including globalization, but they did not. The fragmentation and
reorganization of the classes following globalization restricted the potential of class
politics. Accelerated globalization led to increased recognition of social polarization and
inequality, ripening conditions to call for democracy in its comprehensive substantial
meaning. Notwithstanding, it seems very unlikely that the Korean party politics would
witness the rebirth of class politics (Kim 2008).

Another important change that accompanied globalization is the change in the

ideological landscape. Along with globalization, the principles of the market and

12) In 2004, the Democratic Labor Party of Korea advanced into the parliament, though limited in number,
thanks to the introduction of the proportional representation system. The emergence of the Democratic
Labor Party posed a significant institutional change of labor politics in the nation’s party politics dominated
by the regional cleavage. However, it is the regional cleavage, rather than the class cleavage, that
retains dominating influence on the presidential and general elections. In addition, the Democratic
Labor Party was dissolved in 2011 with the launch of the Unified Progressive Party, which was later
dissolved by a Constitutional Court order in December 2014.
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competition take precedence over other social and moral values and the privileges of
economic winners are respected. Entering a neo-liberal society where the market and
competition precede, Korean society has become inclined to stability and risk aversion,
instead of innovation and creativity. Jim Rogers criticized such an inclination, saying
that Korea will be an attractive place to invest if united but is not at the present. “Young
people in Korea are looking for something stable. I was surprised that they are dreaming
of becoming public servants rather than competing in Silicon Valley. What concerns
me is that while the Korean population will decrease in the future with debts increasing,
everyone wants to be a public servant. Then who’d repay the debts? Will they be able
to compete with China, Myanmar, and Vietnam? It’s a sad thing.”’13) Such a phenomenon
in Korean society is actually consistent with the fact that all players in the economy
are showing a tendency to avoid risk after the financial crisis. Households, businesses
and financial institutions learned the importance of risk management from the 1997
financial crisis, but it also served as momentum for individual players in the economy
to be increasingly inclined to risk aversion. As a result, business investment reduced
and households became increasingly inclined to safer assets, which in turn hampered
the long-term growth potential of the national economy and contributed to the worsening

of inequality (Kim and Lee, 2013).

2. Economic reforms: Interests and Ideas of neo-liberal reforms

Since the financial crisis in 1997, Korea’s economic reforms has been oriented towards
neo-liberalism and the government has been sticking to such a basic direction despite
many challenges. One of the important issues surrounding economic reforms pursued
whenever a new administration gained power is chaebol reforms. It was a very important
task to remedy the polarization of the industrial structure. However, in any government,

such a reform fizzled out with a tame ending, failing in achieving a substantial reform.

13) Jim Rogers is a legendary investor well known for his portfolio Quantum Fund that gained 4,200%
return. He is considered one of the world’s top three investors along with Warren Buffett and George
Soros. Seoul Economy. August 3 2017, The Good Insight on KBS1 TV, aired on August 11 and
18 2017.
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Finally, economic democratization emerged as the Zeitgeist in the presidential election
in 2012. However, the economic democratization policy, too, has failed in accomplishing
its original objectives and intentions. Amid domination by neo-liberal economic reforms,
policies seeking chaebol reforms and the mutual development of LEs and SMEs have
not been successful, worsening the dismantling of the social base.

The dismantling of the social base and the weakening of the party system has been
propelled by the effect of the megatrends of globalization and informatization. Such
a situation can be improved through reforms. However, it is difficult to succeed in such
reforms in their intended directions, and they may bring other outcomes depending on
their content and direction. A reform has limitations in achieving its originally intended
results as it amplifies conflicts between groups affected thereby and benefitted therefrom.
In particular, it is much more likely to end up with failure if against the interests of
the privileged, as they can take advantage of various measures throughout society to
go against the reform.

A reform, by nature, should bring “change to restrain the power of the current
privileged and to improve the economic and social status of the underprivileged”
(Hirschman 1963). Or, a reform may mean ‘“changes towards a bigger social, economic
or political equality, or the expansion of participation in society and politics” (Huntington
1968). Whereas Hirschman highlighted the breaking of the status quo in terms of the
power relations and hierarchial order, Huntington laid emphasis on the democratic
significance of reforms, that is, the guarantee and expansion of political rights and the
realization of economic and social equality. A reform is innately inclined towards a
transition to a society that is better than the status quo. The problem here is that reaching
a social consensus on what a better society is cannot be taken for granted.

Economic reforms vary in content and direction depending on time and region. For
example, the economic crisis in the 1930s resulted in a Keynsian therapy, i.e., the
expansion of the proactive roles of the state. On the other hand, emerging democratic
countries sometimes stick to classical economic reforms towards a smaller government

and market liberalization. Countries that faced a debt crisis during the 1970s and 80s
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set the direction of their economic reforms towards stable macroeconomic and
restructuring policies. The old communist economies in the 1990s experienced reforms
from socialism to capitalism and aimed at liberal economic reforms including the
privatization of state enterprises. Thus, economic reforms innately have different
directions therein depending on specific countries’ historical contexts and crises they
face (Lim 2009).

After the 1997 financial crisis, Korea pursued neo-liberal economic reforms as part
of its endeavors to restructure the economy. The Korean government implemented
currency and foreign exchange policies, fiscal policies, free trade and capital transaction
policies, business restructuring policies, and labor market reform policies as requested
by the IMF. Restructuring in many areas including industry, finance, labor and
government was conditioned to fully embrace neo-liberalism rather than easing
inequality, hence leaned towards efficiency and growth. Some put this in a nutshell
as the paradox of liberalization, that is, the establishment of market domination and
the regression of democracy (Choi 2001, 292; Park 1999).

The economic reforms in the Kim Daejung regime were based on neo-liberalism as
requested by the IMF. Reforms pursued included business reforms, labor reforms,
financial reforms, government reforms, and political reforms. Business reforms were
formulated with improving the transparency of business management, abolishing cross
payment guarantee, improving financial structure, selecting core sectors, and highlighting
the accountability of controlling shareholders and the management, and were seasoned
with measures to improve the managerial and ruling structure of non-bank lenders, curb
cross-shareholding, and block unfair inside transactions. For chaebol reforms, the
business acquisition and merger market was opened, cross-shareholding and debt
guarantee was banned, the outside director system was strengthened, and the rights of
minority shareholders were enhanced. The Kim administration considered reforming
chaebols necessary to find a breakthrough in the economic crisis. However, the chaebol
reforms then meant reforms in the chaebol structure to improve their competitiveness,

rather than lessen them. Accordingly, the direction of the reforms was to ease the
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regulations on large enterprises. Examples included the introduction of the general
holding company system in 1999, the introduction of the financial holding company
system in 2000, and the abolition of the ceiling on tatal of equity investment in 1998
(Yoon 2016). At that time, chaebols were considered the culprit that brought on the
crisis, and the government urged them to conclude some re-structural big deals. Once
democratized, all governments went from a developmental state to a neo-liberal state.!4)
They took policies pillared by deregulation, financialization, capital liberalization,
opening, and flexibility. The Kim administration tried to vitalize economic activities
by making the labor market flexible and to minimize income inequality by expanding
the social security net while pursuing increases in employment. However, they had
difficulties in tackling income inequality as they intended to maintain the government’s
fiscal soundness (Yoon 2016, 621).

The primary objective of the Chaebol policy before the financial crisis was to curb
the concentration of economic power on them. After the financial crisis, however,
improving their ruling structure and turning them into holding companies came into
the spotlight. The worsening of monopoly by conglomerates and the concentration of
economic power on them after the financial crisis caused damage to democracy not
only in the economy but also in politics. The market is dominated by financial capitals
such as major banks and institutional investors at home and abroad and is not a
democratic system ruled by the common good. The neo-liberal economic reforms
increased inequality by the increased domination of the market principle. In the 2000s
and afterwards, income inequality and polarization have become the hottest debates in
Korean society (Lim 2010). The increase of inequality caused another challenge to
democracy. As people are increasingly inclined to the thinking that their society is not
fair, they become less interested in and more pessimistic about politics, which makes

it difficult to realize political democracy of “one person, one vote.” The more people

14) Whether Korea went from a developmental state to a neo-liberal state after democratization and the
financial crisis still remains arguable. While they took neo-liberal thoughts as the orientation of their
economic reforms, they also retained the institutional vestiges of the former development state, for
example maintaining the industrial policy. Business restructuring and venture promotion polices of
the Kim administration retained the characteristics of the industrial policy in the past. Kim 2012.
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find mobility between social classes unfeasible, the more difficult it becomes to achieve
democracy. Debates on economic democratization triggered by the 2012 presidential
election reflected people’s concern about this problem.!5)

Economic democratization was first introduced in the 1987 amendment to the
Constitution. Article 119(2) of the Constitution includes the expression “... to democratize
the economy through harmony among the economic agents.” Economic democratization
is to expand democratic principles to the economy. This can be understood through
two domains of economic actors. The macro domain of economic actors is about
democratic relationships between the major players in the economy, i.e., large enterprises
and SMEs. The micro domain of economic actors is about democratic relationships
between interested parties such as shareholders and workers within a firm (Noh 2012).
Therefore, economic democratization should not be limited to chaebol reforms but
extended to various areas. However, campaign pledges for economic democratization
have rarely been implemented. The economic democratization reforms in the Park
administration were primarily focused on temporary corrections of the harmful effect
of economic concentration. And this resulted in the chaebol policy being limited to
a narrow framework of issues such as favoring subsidiaries or win-win policy between
LEs and SMEs rather than economic democratization (Song 2016).

In the Korean economy, the inefficiency, low facility investment, and the low R&D
investment of SMEs have long been an issue of concern along with the industrial
structure dominated by LEs. Despite various government policies and efforts for the
mutual survival of LEs and SMEs, there have remained gaps in their profitability. In

quantitative aspects such as the number of companies, production, and value added,

15) Korea is criticized as the “Galaxy Republic.” Samsung and Hyundai Motors hold 80% of the total
net profits of the top 30 listed companies in Korea, a half of them held by Samsung Electronics,
and a half of them from its Galaxy smart phones. The evils of the imperialistic management led by

chaebol companies are burden to people. “Economic democratization is considered the key to determine
the success or failure of the national economy by improving business environments by reorganizing
the business ruling structure.” (Hankook Ilbo, October 13 2016. “Hangukeun Galaxy Gonghwaguk

Gyeongjeminjuhwa Sigeup [Korea is the ‘Galaxy Republic’ ... urgent need for economic

democratization]”)
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the importance of large enterprises has decreased, with small and medium enterprises
becoming more important. However, qualitative indicators such as productivity and
profitability indicators show the opposite of increasingly worsening polarization between
SMEs and LEs. To some extent, the gap between LEs and SMEs, may be inevitable.
Given LEs and SMEs are in organic relationships through subcontracts, however, SMEs
becoming less profitable while large enterprises’ profitability improving is not a desirable
situation.10) Polarization aggravated in the 1990s after democratization. As union
activities increase after democratization, companies reduced direct employment,
expanded automatic production facilities, and increased outsourcing, which contributed
to the deepening of polarization between companies (Lim 2010). LEs further gained
economic power and market dominance after the financial crisis. The economic structure
became further inclined to LEs in the course of the restructuring of insolvent companies
during the crisis.

One of main causes of polarization between Les and SMEs is unfair subcontracting.
Accordingly, the government has taken various measures to prevent unfair subcontracts,
but only with limited effects. Each government so far has pursued SME promotion
policies, but they have rarely produced significant outcomes (Lim 2010). There have
been too many, not too less, SME promotion policies and policies for the mutual survival
of LEs and SMEs. But most of the SME promotion policies were just pork-barrelling
policies (Lim 1998). In addition, the government has stuck to pro-LEs policy and has
not actively implemented pro-SMEs policies. Even policies for the shared growth of
LEs and SMEs had limitations in the actual practice.

Since 1997, the economic reforms have been geared towards neo-liberalism, and the
economic reforms intended to prevent the problem of the existing chaebol-dominated
industrial structure have failed in producing meaningful outcomes. In the period of a

developmental state, chaebols and the state kept a exclusive coalition relationship. Still

16) Samsung Electronics made annual operating profits of at least 10 trillion won every year from 2010
to 2012 after the global financial crisis. Hyundai Motors, too, earned three to five trillion won of
profits annually, but the profitability of their suppliers declined during the same period, meaning that
it was a boon only to large enterprises. Lim 2010.
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the state and chaebols maintain reciprocal relationship, Cheabols have benefitted from
the succession of ownership, tax benefits, protection from rule of law, and other legal
and policy advantages. In Korea, the state and chaebols have served as key drivers
and players of the economy. But at the same time they have contributed to worsening
of inequality (Choi 2017). Korea’s economic reforms to improve the negative influence
of the chaebol structure have not been successful due to the reciprocal relationship

between the state and chaebols.

V. Conclusion

Some argue that democracy in Korea passed the consolidation stage and has entered
the deepening stage since the 1987 democratization. However, the recent situations
suggest that it may have succeeded in consolidating democracy but been stagnant or
regressed in qualitatively deepening democracy. Such a crisis of Korea’s democracy
is manifested by the failure of party politics in the representative system and the
dismantling of social base for democracy. The party structure that is assumed to
coordinate and integrate conflicting values and interests in the society is not fulfilling
its role. The interests and values of plural civic groups are manifested through civil
politics such as candlelight protests rather than being integrated through institutional
paths of parliamentary system. In addition, social polarization has been worsening in
the Korean society since the 1997 financial crisis. This has led to the collapse of the
middle class, the stronghold of democracy, resulting in the crisis of democracy. This
study aimed to analyze these signs of crisis with a viewpoint of political economy.

In this study, we claim that the megatrends of globalization and informatization played
significant roles in weakening the party politics and the representative system and the
dismantling of the social base of democracy in the Korean society. Globalization
weakened class politics and worsened social polarization by fragmenting and
reorganizing the classes. Informatization further weakened the already-vulnerable party

system, thereby increasing the role of direct democracy. In a representative system, the
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party system as the institutional mechanism should be strengthened, and needs to be
complemented by some of direct democracy. However, in the Korean society, the role
of direct democracy has expanded to such an extent that the representative party system
is in danger.

In addition to the effects of these megatrends, the crisis of democracy are also
attributable to the economic reforms since the Asian crisis. The Korean government
took neo-liberalism as the basic stance of its economic reforms. Economic reforms to
resolve problems arising from the chaebol structure did not produce any significant
outcomes. As the government has stuck to pro-LE policies, it has not been able to
aggressively drive policies for the shared growth between LEs and SMEs and the
improvement of subcontracting practice. The coalition relationship between the state
and chaebols, which played leading roles in the nation’s economic development,
worsened social polarization and inequality.

Democracy in Korea will have difficulty in overcoming the crisis unless the behavior
of actors in the society change. A crisis often works as an important force of reforms.
Thus, the crisis of democracy in Korea encourages the necessity and motivation for
reforms. The recent situations clearly revealed the problem of the prolonged cronyism
between the government and chaebols, which contributed to the crisis of democracy
in Korea. To overcome such a problem, social base for pluralist political democracy
should be recovered and strengthened through reforms. The social base for democracy
should also be expanded by the development of plural social groups. In order for
democracy to qualitatively deepen without being stagnant and regressed, it should be
underpinned by the institutionalization of party politics together with expansion of such

social base.
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It is now widely acknowledged that liberal democracy is, if not in crisis, at least
in serious trouble, having lost the position of virtually unchallenged global preeminence
it had achieved by the beginning of this century. The steep decline in democracy’s
prestige in the world reflects growing doubts about whether it can win the competition
for the future. This is partly due to the resurgence of authoritarian regimes as serious
competitors to Western democracies in both hard and soft power. China’s extraordinary
economic progress has made it a model for some developing countries and has
undermined the notion that liberal democracy is the only form of government appropriate
for an advanced modern society. In speculating about whether liberal democracy can
recover its former vitality, there are two plausible historical analogies: the 1930s, which

led to war, and the 1970s, which led to democratic renewal.
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Why Is Liberal Democracy in Trouble?

The title of this international conference is “Democracy in Crisis,” and its thematic
statement begins with an unqualified assertion: “Today we are witnessing the decline
of democracy and the resurgence of authoritarianism worldwide.” Only a couple of years
ago such an assessment of the state of democracy in the world would have been
considered highly controversial and perhaps even wildly pessimistic. Yet today similar
judgments are being voiced in every region of the globe, and newspapers and bookstores,
not to mention blogs, are filled with them. A few scholars may still resist the notion
that democracy has been in decline (Liihrmann, Mechkova, and Wilson 2017), but their
ranks are dwindling.

It is true that nowadays democracy tends to be undermined through gradual erosion
rather than sudden and dramatic collapse or outright reversion to authoritarian rule. And
by most measures, the decrease in the number of countries classified as democratic
has been slight—not the kind of plunge that Samuel P. Huntington would have described
as a “reverse wave” of democratization (Huntington 1991). But two recent developments
have alarmed even many of those who had long remained optimists: First, the erosion
of liberal democracy in countries such as Hungary, Poland, and Turkey that not long
ago had been regarded as exemplars of democratic transition. Second, the victory of
the Brexit referendum in Britain and the election of Donald Trump to the presidency
of the United States, which are widely seen as demonstrating the appeal of populism
to voters even in the world’s two longest-established democracies.

I agree with the organizers of this conference that today the real question for debate
is not whether liberal democracy is in trouble but why its condition is so precarious.
Democracy’s current difficulties must be viewed in the context of the enormous gains
it made during the final quarter of the twentieth century. In 1975, it also had appeared
to be in a period of steep decline. That year, Daniel P. Moynihan, a leading defender
of democracy who served briefly as U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations and then
for four terms as a member of the U.S. Senate, lamented, “Liberal democracy on the

American model increasingly tends to the condition of monarchy in the nineteenth
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century; a holdover form of government . . . which has simply no relevance to the
future. It is where the world was, not where it is going” (1975: 6). Yet at that very
moment, what Huntington later labeled the “third wave” of democratization was just
getting under way in Southern Europe. By the time it had run its course in the early
2000s, the third wave had made democracy the world’s most common form of regime.
Far from being confined to “a handful of North Atlantic countries” (7), as Moynihan
had described the situation in 1975, democratic regimes gained a foothold in virtually
every region and civilization in the world. In the process, the Soviet Union collapsed,
and liberal democracy came to be viewed around the world not as a spent force but
as the embodiment of the future.

It is the sense that democracy is “where the world is going” that now has faded,
even if the number of states that still can plausibly claim to be democracies hardly
has diminished. This loss of confidence in the superiority and the destiny of democracy
is apparent both in the advanced industrial democracies and in the younger democracies
that have emerged in developing and postcommunist countries. Similarly, the rise of
populism is not a phenomenon that has occurred only in the West. In fact, evidence
of its recent surge first emerged outside the long-established democracies.

I was particularly struck by a series of elections that took place in three newer
democracies during the year before the Brexit and Trump victories—in Poland, the
Philippines, and Peru. These countries may be close alphabetically but they are far apart
both geographically and culturally. All three were not only democratic success stories
of the third wave, but had recently been performing quite well economically. Yet in
Poland in October 2015, voters gave a parliamentary majority to the illiberal Law and
Justice party of Jarostaw Kaczynski, which promptly set out to attack the institutional
checks and balances safeguarding Polish democracy. In Peru in the spring of 2016,
Keiko Fujimori, the daughter of populist former dictator Alberto Fujimori, came within
half a percentage point of winning the presidency, and her party won a huge majority
in the legislature. Then in May, Filipinos elected as their president populist Roderigo

Duterte, who not only has presided over a wave of extra-judicial killings, but gave
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an honored reburial in Manila’s Cemetery of Heroes to ousted dictator Ferdinand Marcos.
So in three very disparate countries that had undergone highly praised democratic
transitions and appeared to be on the path toward democratic consolidation, citizens
voted in large numbers for populist candidates whose support for liberal democracy
was very much in doubt.

The upsurge of populism and illiberalism, then, has clearly been a global phenomenon.
To be sure, local conditions significantly influence the way in which these new threats
to liberal democracy manifest themselves, and a few countries have been unaffected
by them. But the global character of these trends indicates that some larger causes must
be at work. In my view, this weakens the force of the kinds of analyses, very common
in the United States, that focus on factors such as stagnating wages or the loss of
manufacturing jobs. These may be important in the advanced industrial countries, but
they do not seem to apply to younger democracies.

I also am skeptical about the relevance of institutional design for explaining the current
democratic malaise. This is not because I doubt that institutional design matters for
the consolidation and the health of liberal democracy. In fact, the publication that I
edit, the Journal of Democracy, has devoted much of its attention and many of its
pages to discussions comparing the advantages of parliamentarism and of presidentialism
(Horowitz 1990; Linz 1990a; Linz 1990b; Lipset 1990), as well as the merits of different
electoral systems and their suitability under varying conditions (Gladdish 1993; Lijphart
1991a; Lijphart 1991b; Lardeyret 1991; Quade 1991). Yet the recent trends highlighted
in the thematic statement of this conference—democratic recession, authoritarian
resurgence, and the rise of populism—do not seem to be correlated with specific
institutional variations among democracies. These negative developments seem to be
afflicting presidential, semi-presidential, and parliamentary regimes alike, and countries
with both proportional representation and plurality election systems. So although these
questions of institutional design remain important for the future of democracy at the
country level, they do not really help us to understand what has been a sweeping and

relatively sudden global democratic downturn.
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I cannot pretend to offer a comprehensive analysis of all the factors that have been
at work. No doubt, the poor domestic performance of many democracies in recent years
with regard to economic growth and effective governance is part of the explanation.
But I believe that some of this has been cyclical, and there seem to be signs of economic
recovery on the horizon. In any case, here | want to explore some of the global factors
that help to account for democracy’s recent troubles. All of them are connected, I believe,
to the steep decline in democracy’s prestige in the world and to growing doubts about
whether it can win the competition for the future. In the mid-1990s, following the
ideological and then political collapse of the USSR, democracy’s preeminence was
practically unchallenged. I am fond of quoting a passage from a 1996 article by the
Georgian political scientist Ghia Nodia that neatly summed up the situation at that time:
“The greatest victory of democracy in the modern world,” he wrote, “is that . . . it
has become fashionable. To live under autocracy, or even to be an autocrat, seems
backward, uncivilized, distasteful, not quite comme il faur—in a word, ‘uncool’” (1996:
20). Unfortunately, fashions are changeable, and today democracy’s claim to being cool
is increasingly regarded as outdated.

One key reason for liberal democracy’s recent woes is the resurgence of
authoritarianism. In my view, this is not just an accompaniment but a chief cause of
democracy’s fading appeal. In an article entitled “The Democratic Moment” published
in the autumn of 1991, I asserted that we had entered a “new post-Cold War world—a
world with one dominant principle of political legitimacy, democracy, and only one
superpower, the United States” (Plattner 1991). It appeared that, at least for a time,
there were no serious geopolitical or ideological competitors that could challenge the
hegemony of democracy and its American guarantor. The big question, of course, was
whether this was just a temporary interlude or whether it represented, as Francis
Fukuyama famously suggested, “the end point of man’s ideological evolution and the
universalization of Western liberal democracy as the final form of human government”
(1989: 4).

I concluded that we could not yet know what the duration of the democratic moment
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might be, suggesting that the biggest potential challenge to its persistence would be
the emergence (though impossible to predict) of a new and widely attractive ideology.
Today, however, it seems fairly clear that the threat to liberal democracy is coming
not from some new ideology but from the revival of various disparate forms of
authoritarianism.

The authoritarian resurgence has become apparent in the geopolitical arena, especially
with Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, its annexation of Crimea, and its intervention in
Syria; with China’s assertive policies in the South China Sea; and with Iran’s stepped
up military involvement in the Arab world. Moreover, while the democracies of Europe
and North America were reducing their defense budgets in the first half of the current
decade, China and Russia were sharply increasing their military spending (SIPRI 2017).
It is now widely agreed that China, Russia, and Iran are bidding for hegemony at least
in their own regions, and that China and Russia have wider global ambitions as well.
At the same time, the foreign policy of the West and especially of the United States
was becoming more passive and even isolationist. What Charles Krauthammer had
identified as the “unipolar moment” of complete U.S. military dominance has now clearly
come to an end (Krauthammer 1990-91). Moreover, American policy has ceased to show
anything like the degree of commitment to the defense and advancement of democracy
that it did a decade ago.

The new vigor of the leading authoritarian regimes has also made itself increasingly
evident in the realm of “soft power.” While regimes in places such as China, Russia,
Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Venezuela may not adhere to a common ideology, they all share
the concern that their rule may be undermined by the advance of democracy. Hence,
they have set out to undermine global democratic norms; to weaken the international
organizations in which these norms had become embedded and create new organizations
based on authoritarian norms; to build their influence in the global media and information
space; to curtail the role of independent civil society organizations; and to restrict
independent expression on the internet (Diamond, Plattner, and Walker 2016).

Despite any other ideological and geopolitical conflicts they may have with one

- 132 —



Why Is Liberal Democracy in Trouble?

another, the authoritarians have been able to collaborate on many of these soft-power
issues. This cooperation takes two forms:

First, these regimes study what their authoritarian counterparts are doing and often
then adapt similar policies to their own purposes—part of a larger phenomenon that
has been dubbed “authoritarian learning.” Russia, for example, has been a trailblazer
in developing measures to restrict the space for independent civil society organizations,
and particularly to create obstacles to their receipt of foreign funding. China and many
other countries have followed Russia’s example, passing their own laws that impose
onerous requirements on NGOs. In the matter of regulating the internet, on the other
hand, it is China that has taken the lead, and Russia and other countries have copied
some of its restrictive policies.

Second, the authoritarians work together directly to advance their interests in regional
and international bodies. They have succeeded in hampering the effectiveness of the
human rights and democracy activities of organizations like the OSCE, the Council of
Europe, and the OAS, and they are working to achieve multilateral agreements that
would give national governments greater authority in overseeing the Internet. The
prodemocratic norms that the international community had come to accept earlier in
the post-Cold War period are in danger of being seriously eroded.

While the democracies hardly seemed to notice, the Chinese and the Russians in
particular have been scaling up their activities in the realm of soft power, to which
they now devote enormous energy and resources. For example, it has been estimated
that the Chinese spend as much as $7 to $10 billion annually on overseas media and
propaganda, and some experts believe these figures are too low (Brady 2015). As major
Western news outlets have been shutting down their bureaus abroad, China has been
vastly expanding the overseas presence of its media. The scope of Russia’s efforts in
international media and disinformation have been highlighted by revelations about
Russian interference in the U.S. and the French presidential elections. As a result, the
West has finally begun paying serious attention to the international “information space.”

A broader challenge facing the democracies comes from the rise of the Internet and



Marc F. PLATTNER

of social media. This initially appeared to be a development that would boost the fortunes
of democracy by fostering greater openness and making it harder for dictators to repress
opposition. Alas, it seems not to be turning out that way. Authoritarian regimes have
proven surprisingly agile at containing the potentially liberating aspects of the new
communications technologies, and now they are even using them to meddle in the politics
of the democracies.

The wealth that has enabled the authoritarians to pursue their expensive efforts in
the domain of soft power has also been employed more directly by them to secure
political advantage. Venezuela has used concessions in the price of oil to win foreign
policy backing and support in the OAS from countries in Central America and the
Caribbean. Similarly, Russia has used energy policy as a weapon in Central Europe
and the Balkans and has directly contributed funds to pro-Putin forces in the region.
But it is above all the Chinese who have deployed their rapidly growing economic
resources to advance their political interests. Today China provides developing countries
with alternative markets, trading partners, and sources of military and development aid.
Moreover, Chinese assistance does not require the recipient country to accept conditions
regarding government accountability or human rights.

Unlike the other leading authoritarian states, which all are heavily dependent on oil
revenues, China has developed a diversified and remarkably productive economy that
has grown at an unprecedented rate for over three decades. This not only has given
it the wherewithal to expand its military might and its soft power but has also enabled
it to appear to offer a model for other countries that wish to boost their economic
growth without having to democratize.

The notion of a “China model” or a “Beijing consensus” has no doubt been overhyped.
In terms of its specific institutional features, the China model cannot easily be replicated.
But what the Chinese example does seem to show is that there are alternative paths
to economic development and to modernization. There are good reasons to expect that
China’s economic progress will soon run into serious obstacles. But its success up to

this point makes it much more difficult to argue that liberal democracy is the only
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ticket to a prosperous and modern civilization. Hungary’s populist Prime Minister Viktor
Orban has explicitly cited the superior global competitiveness of China and other Asian
states as a justification for trying to build an “illiberal state” in his country that will
outperform Western liberal democracies (Orban 2014). If China continues to thrive,
liberal democracy will indeed confront a serious competitor, and its claim to be the
only political form appropriate for an advanced society will grow less and less persuasive.

The rise of China is part of a broader global pattern in which non-Western countries,
especially in Asia, are coming to account for a much greater share of global GNP.
The financial crisis of 2008, whose initial impact was much greater in the advanced
industrial countries than elsewhere, accelerated this trend. In addition, the crisis generated
a global political response that altered the international architecture for managing the
world economy. The leading Western democracies, which had previously held annual
economic consultations within the Group of Seven (G-7), decided to expand the number
of participants to include the leading non-Western economies. Thus the G-20 came to
supplant the G-7 as the most important forum for dealing with the global economy.

This change entailed a diminution of the influence of the democracies, but not
necessarily a dramatic one. Of the members of the G-20, only three were plainly
nondemocratic—China, Russia, and Saudi Arabia. In fact, most of the developing
countries added to the G-20—Argentina, Brazil, India, Indonesia, Mexico, South Africa,
South Korea, and Turkey—were arguably democratic. It seems clear that for historical
and demographic reasons the proportion of the world economy generated by the Western
democracies is fated to gradually decline. But one could envision an outcome in which
their counterparts among the developing countries would shore up the otherwise
declining influence of the liberal democracies in international councils.

So far, however, this has not really come to pass. First of all, most of these countries,
especially those outside of Asia, have not fared terribly well in the years since 2008.
Korea, having come through the corruption scandal that led earlier this year to the
impeachment of its president, seems to be doing better than many of the others. But

even apart from their internal troubles, most of these new G-20 members have not
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made support for liberal democracy a key priority of their foreign policy. They have
tended instead to see themselves as belonging to the global South in opposition to the
former Western colonial powers. Viewing international politics from this North/South
perspective, they often have been reluctant to join Western countries in countering
authoritarian regimes in the developing world.

I realize that I have painted a bleak picture of the declining international standing
of liberal democracy in the world today, and I would not shrink from labeling the
situation as critical. Perhaps though, it would be more accurate to call it an emerging
or impending crisis, for I do not think it is too late to meet the challenge and even
turn it into an opportunity for democratic renewal.

One way of speculating about what the future might hold for liberal democracy is
to look back at the history of earlier periods of democratic crisis. Reasoning about
the future on the basis of historical analogies is, of course, a risky game, as every
era has its own distinctive features, and all other things can never be equal. Despite
its dangers, however, the use of historical analogies is a useful and almost unavoidable
approach in thinking about the future. The question, however, is which is the most
appropriate analogy to choose.

In July of 2017 Foreign Policy published a very interesting article addressing this
question by Hal Brands of Johns Hopkins University’s SAIS and Charles Edel of the
U.S. Naval War College (Brands and Edel 2017). They explore it largely from a
geopolitical perspective and out of a concern with U.S. foreign policy, but I think their
analysis, mutatis mutandis, is no less useful for those concerned primarily with the fate
of democracy. Besides, they would argue that, given the U.S. role as the leader of the
world’s democracies, the fortunes of America and of democracy over the next few
decades are likely to be tightly intertwined.

Brands and Edel begin their article by noting two alternative historical analogies that

might help to illuminate our present situation:

Are we living through an era that resembles the 1930s, when authoritarian leaders
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were on the march, democratic leaders failed to stand up to them, the international
system buckled, and the world was dragged into war? Or are we living through
something more like the late 1970s, when America, recovering from its long
engagement in a losing war and pulling itself out of a prolonged economic slump,
began to take the course corrections that allowed it to embark on a period of national

recovery and reassert its international ascendancy?

The authors make interesting comparisons of the conditions in each of these earlier
eras with those of today, but they conclude that the better analogy is to the 1970s.
Their assessment is that the more likely outcome is that we will “someday look back
on the present as a prelude to renewal, not a prelude to disaster.” But this optimistic
assessment is hedged about with caveats. In particular, they note that their forecast rests
on the supposition that the United States will be able to pull out of its current malaise,
pursue far-sighted policies designed to take advantage of the weakness of its authoritarian
competitors, and provide effective leadership to the democratic world. If that should
not turn out to be the case, they fear that the 1930s analogy may prove to be the
more accurate one after all.

There are, however, different ways of interpreting the democratic breakdowns that
occurred between the two world wars. In an article published in the July issue of the
Journal of Democracy entitled “The Real Lessons of the Interwar Years,” three scholars
at Denmark’s Aarhus University contend that the conventional understanding of the
interwar analogy is mistaken. According to their analysis, those democracies that had
been established before the First World War held up remarkably well amid the
international turmoil of the interwar period. “Only in new and fragile democracies,”
they argue, “did the economic, political, and social dislocations of the 1920s and 1930s
tear apart the democratic fabric” (Cornell, Moller, and Skaaning 2017: 15).

This would suggest that the greatest danger in the near future confronts not the
long-established democracies but those of the third wave. The Aarhus scholars’ findings,

however, do not lead them to deny that “even long-established democracies in Western
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Europe and North America may today be facing a perilous situation” (15). Scholars
Roberto Stefan Foa and Yascha Mounk have recently introduced the term
“deconsolidation” to account for the possibility that even deeply entrenched democracies
may not be immune to breakdown (2016; 2017). Their argument is based in part on
public opinion data that show falling citizen support for democracy, and their
interpretation of these data has been widely debated by social scientists. Nonetheless,
their basic argument countering the assumption that consolidated democracies simply
cannot break down remains strong.

One of the intellectual pillars of confidence in the stability of consolidated democracies
has been the empirical finding of Adam Przeworski and his colleagues that countries
with a per-capita annual income above a certain level have never broken down
(Przeworski et al. 1996). The conclusion that they derived from this finding in 1996
was quite unequivocal: “Above $6,000, democracies are impregnable and can be
expected to live forever: no democratic system has ever fallen in a country where
per-capita income exceeds $6,055 (Argentina’s level in 1976).”

There is good reason, however, to believe that this supposed law of social science
is no longer valid in the twenty-first century. Classifying whether (and when) countries
are democratic is a disputable and tricky business, but one prominent scholar has
contended that Turkey has already violated this rule (Brownlee 2016), and Hungary
and Poland may not be far behind.

In any case, it is a grave mistake for social scientists to presume that because something
has not happened before, it can never happen. Scholars who studied communism before
the 1980s could have plausibly claimed that consolidated communist regimes never break
down. But then they did.

So I think that it is foolish to believe that any of our democracies are immortal,
and I worry about their survival in the years ahead. But I also think that we should
not underestimate their resilience. If I had to bet, my money would be on the 1970s
analogy. We are certainly in for a period of crisis, but I think democracy will come

through it.
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<Comments> Why Liberal Democracy Is In Trouble?

-Learning from History-

Hochul SONN=*

1. It is my great honor to participate in this important and timely conference. Marc
F. Plattner, as one of the most renowned experts on democracy, provides us with
an excellent analysis of the current status of liberal democracy. I agree with
Plattner’s arguments that the decline of liberal democrcy is global and does not
correlate with specific institutional variations and that the famous empirical finding
of Adam Przeworski about economic development level and democracy is no longer
valid. I also learned a lot from his analysis of ‘international cause’ of the decline
of liberal democracy, that is, ‘aggressive expansion’ of the leading authoritarian
regimes (China etc.) in contrast to passive and isolationist policy of the leading
liberal democratic countries.

2. Mr. Plattner’s focus on international dimension makes us understand the often
ignored aspect of the issue but does not seem to succeed in disclosing the main
cause of the decline of liberal democracy. Based on his argument that institutional
approach cannot explain the current decline, I will discuss the issue from more
‘macro-historical’ perspective. I also present more ‘pessimistic’ prospect of the
future, that is, ‘the new 1930s’.

3. I agree that with the fall of the actually existing socialism in the 1990s, liberal

democracy has become not only the most advanced but also the only form of

* Sogang University, Political Science
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desired political system in the world, even though Fukuyama’s theory of ‘the End
of History’ is wrong. However, liberal democracy is a synthesis of liberalism and
democracy, and its history is really short, that is, around 100 years. Even though
universal suffrage is a necessary condition for political democracy, liberalism had
for a long time fought against it for fear of ‘tyranny of the majority’, that is,
the poor. As Goran Therborn persuasively showed, only in the early 20th century,
liberalism finally reconciled with democracy thanks to pressure from below and
thank to new ‘flexibility’ of capitalism(Fordism in contrast to ‘bloody’ Taylorism).
However, the tension between liberalism(at its base, ‘possessive individualism’ and
ultimately capitalism) and democracy has not disappeared. I think the recent decline
of liberal democracy is closely related to this tension.

4. Why do populism and authoritarianism(including ‘creeping authoritarianism’ in the
most democratic countries) reemerge rapidly? We must remember that populism,
that is, a political system in which ‘outsider’-politicians appeal directly to the mass
with anti-politics and anti-establishment rhetoric, grows under two conditions. It
grows when liberalism and its political system fail to meet the need of the majority
people, mainly economic needs and when alternative ideologies such as socialism
are incapable of attracting the people as well. And current rise of ’authoritarian
populism’(the term coined in the 1980s to characterize Thacherism) is closely
related to ‘meo-liberal (financial) globalization” which had introduced to overcome
the economic crisis of fordism and fiscal crisis of welfare state in the 1980s.
Neo-liberal globalization has accelerated the latent tension within liberal democracy:
it has reinforced (economic) liberalism whereas it has undermined democracy(starting
from Huntington’s argument of ‘excess democracy’ and ‘crisis of governability’
in the 1970s). In particular, it has undermined liberal democracy mainly by
producing the following two consequences. It has resulted in unprecedented social
polarization(called ‘the 1% versus 99% society’) in recent years. It has deprived
from individual nations the resources and capacities to meet the people’s demands.

Surely, there are many other reasons for decline of liberal democracy. However,
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neo-liberal globalization seems to me the main cause.

5. As ‘chaos theory’ and ‘complexity theory’ demonstrates, even natural science seems
to think that ‘prediction’ is impossible. So prediction is a far more difficult task
in social science. However, as a social scientist, | see so many symptoms which
remind me of the 1930s, such as great depression, rise of neo-fascism, protectionist
surge etc. And yet we can prevent the coming of ‘the 1930s’ because “men make
history’, even though “they do not always make it as they please’(Marx). Our future
depends on whether society will be able to control the market and not vice
versa(Karl Polyani). To put it precisely, it depends on whether we will be able
to control neo-liberal financial globalization. We must have ‘pessimism of the

intellectual, optimism of the will’(Gramsci).

Postscript:

It is strange that this conference on the crisis of liberal democracy is held in Korea
where liberal democracy starts to ‘rebloom’ thanks to the Candle Revolution that toppled
‘authoritarian’ president. The contrast between the global trend and the peculiar Korean
situation makes us question whether Korea is ahead of the global trend or behind it.
Is the Candle revolution showing that Korea had already passed through ‘the little
1930s’(‘the Lost Decade’ of the two conservative governments which had rapidly
undermined democracy)? Or Is the recent resurgence of democracy a short ‘belle epoch’

heading towards ‘the 1930s’?
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1. Introduction

The history of democracy in South Korea is only about 70 years old, commencing
with the establishment of the government in 1948 to today in 2017. However, the politics
during a 36-year period - 12 years under the Rhee Syngman regime (1948-1960), 16
years under the Park Chung-hee regime (1963-1979), and 8 year under the Chun
Doo-hwan regime (1980-1988) - were rather dictatorships, sharply contrasted from
democracy. The prominent political features during this period were limited access to
power, inconveniences of political activities, control of the executive branch over the
National Assembly and judicial authority, and strong government control of the media.
However, the adoption of the liberal democratic constitutional order and the development
of anti-communist sentiment during the Rhee Syngman regime as well as the
accumulation and expansion of economic power through industrialization during the Park
Chung-hee regime have become the foundations and framework for today’s democratic
society, despite both regimes being dictatorial in nature. Since 1987 democracy in South
Korea has been in full operation. The liberal democratic constitution was established
to restore the basic order and system of liberal democracy, which liberated political

activities and stimulated competition for power. Elections were held regularly, the
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administration’s totalitarianism diminishedD), and the political neutrality of the military
was declared. In addition, the three peaceful regime changes from the Kim Dae-joong
administration (1998-2003), Roh Moo-hyun administration (2003-2008), and Moon
Jae-in administration (2017- ) have furthered the development of South Korean
democracy. The development of democracy in South Korea since 1987 captured the
world’s attention. Due to such remarkable democratic development, South Korea is
regarded as a nation where democracy developed most successfully in Asia, alongside
Japan.2) In short, South Korean democracy has entered the stage of consolidation in
procedural and institutional regards.

Under these circumstances, the question about how satisfied South Korean citizens
are with the actual implementation and performance of their democracy has become
an important research topic and concern.

According to various polls, the trust and preference of ordinary citizens for democratic
politics has continuously fallen. For example, the level of trust and preference was 65%
in 1996 but dropped to 43% ten years later, by 2006. Satisfaction with the implementation
of democracy fell from 61% in 2003 down to 48% in 2006. More ominously, distrust
of the democratic political system has grown further; confidence in the National
Assembly dropped from 49% in 1996 to 7% in 2006, and confidence in political parties
fell from 39% in 1996 to 9% in 2006.3) It is true that this distrust remains today.

2. Psycho—cultural Approach: From the Perspective of Civic Consciousness

The previous chapter showed that the institutional organization and consolidation of

1) The elimination of the President’s right to proclaim emergency martial law and dissolve the National
Assembly, the intensification of the National Assembly’s right to inspect and supervise the administration,
the securing of the independence of the judiciary, and the establishment of the Constitutional Court
are good examples.

2) Chong-Min Park, “South Korea’s disaffected democracy,” Edmund S. K. Fung and Steven Drakeley,
eds, Democracy in East Asia : Issues, Problems and Challenge in A Region of Diversity, New York:
Routedge, 2013, p. 40.

3) Aforementioned thesis. pp. 38-39.

— 146 -



Is Mature Democracy Feasible in Korean Society?

democracy does not necessarily make people feel satisfied with democracy. This means
that while the organization of the system may satisfy the essential conditions, it does
not constitute sufficient conditions for the maturation of democracy.

It has also been argued that the core system of democracy such as “Government
of the people, by the people, for the people”, people’s sovereignty, general elections,
responsible government, and so forth has contributed to the emergence of Nazism and
fascism.#) This argument asserts that it is not easy to distinguish democracy from
dictatorship based on institutional aspects and that there must be more than ideology
or institutions for democracy to work successfully. Aristotle emphasized that citizens
need to be trained to fit into the democratic government in order to establish a successful
democratic government. Alexis Tocqueville pointed out that democracy is not a political
system that can succeed everywhere.5) Tocqueville stressed that the successful operation
of democracy depends on lifestyle and or way of life in his description of American
democracy.6) Zevedei Babu performed an in-depth analysis of democracy based on
psychological structure and lifestyle. He stated that the way of life that contributes to
democracy has specific social and political structures and certain types of behavior and
character patterns. Babu also pointed out that the key concepts of democracy are
individuality, critical minds, objectivity, and psychological flexibility. He pointed out
that democracy is difficult to see succeed without a rationalization of life in all areas.
Emotional, impulsive, and blind lives are what he is most wary of.7) Recently, Robert
N. Bellah et al. have analyzed democracy from a cultural and psychological perspective

in accordance with individualism and the American lifestyle.®)

4) Zevedei Barbu, Democracy and Dictatorship: Their Psychology and Pattern of Life, Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1956, pp. 5-15.

5) Ibid, requoted from p. 70.

6) Alexis Tocqueville Democracy in America, vol land 2. Random House, 1990.

7) Zevedei Barbu, op. cit., pp. 3-5, 70.

8) Robert N. Bellah et al. Habits of the Heart, Harper & Row, 1985.
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3. Details of the Psycho—cultural Approach?)

This chapter will discuss how democracy can be matured and activated according
to the conditions of the main context of democracy, such as freedom, equality, power,

individualism, process, elitism, and security consciousness.

(1) Ordering of Freedom

The noblest value in human life is freedom. This is to say that human history is
the history of freedom. The history of the struggle for freedom can be referred to as
the history of mankind. Freedom is the most important value to man, providing the
possibility of liberation and hope, but comes with explosive destructiveness at the same
time.

The primary aspect of freedom is liberation. Liberty is to be free from bondage or
oppression. However, if freedom is only liberation, it is likely that freedom could cause
disaster. Historically, freedom has often been unable to protect itself, caught in the
emotional dimensions of the human experience.

The history of mankind indicates that freedom has paved the way for civilization
and creation and at the same time has also brought disaster in indulgence and
destructiveness.

Many lives were sacrificed in the name of freedom in the course of democratization.
The reason the revolution could not successfully come to fruition is the indiscreet
indulgence and the destructiveness of freedom. The April 19 Revolution in South Korea
was not successful because of the destructive indiscreetness of freedom. Freedom is
hard to gain, and even harder to keep. Freedom can be achieved at the level of emotion,
but not kept at the level of emotion. The reason freedom did not develop smoothly
and continue to exist is that freedom could not expand from the level of emotion to
the level of order. Freedom must expand into the level of order in order to persist.

Freedom that is not accompanied by order and a sense of responsibility only causes

9) This is the condensed summary of the author’s [Theory of Democratic Culture, Pakyoungsa, 1994]
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destruction and confusion. Freedom needs to be established as an order that accompanies
a sense of responsibility in order to promise production, creation, and prosperity. This
indicates that freedom is not something that anyone can enjoy. There is a saying in
England that says only a moral person can enjoy freedom, and this directly expresses
how difficult it is to maintain freedom.

Freedom must be established as the order that involves responsibility within constraints
in order to provide humanity with the seeds of hope, creation, and prosperity. In other
words, only restricted freedom can promise mankind prosperity. The saying that “there
is no freedom in a place with lots of freedom” means that there is no freedom constrained
with responsibility, but only freedom representing liberation.10) History has shown over
and over again that freedom that only emphasizes liberation brings confusion, chaos,
and destruction.

There are two major ways to limit freedom. One is a heteronomous method and the
other is an autonomous one.

First, let’s take a look at heteronomous constraints. There are many different types
of heteronomous constraints, but the most important one is the constraint by state power
and by neighbors. State power plays a role of restricting freedom, but it also protects
it at the same time. Commonly, state power is regarded as the opposite of freedom,
but state power is essential in protecting and retaining freedom. Tocqueville pointed
out that state power is needed in order to defend freedom, but too much or too little
of it will kill freedom.!D It is impossible to know precisely how much state power
is required to maintain freedom, but at least it is possible to see that freedom can survive
under the protection of state power. One thing is clear - that the appropriateness scale
of state power is in reverse proportion to social constraints or autonomous constraints
to be described later. In other words, the scale of state power is reduced in a society
where social constraints and autonomous constraints have developed. The reason the

scale of state power that restricts freedom is small in advanced societies is that

10) Wanki Paik, [Theory of Democratic Culture], Nanam, 1994, 35-55.
11) Jacob P. Mayer, Alexis de Tocqueville: A Biographical Study in Political Science, Harper and Brothers,
1960, pp. 70-85.
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autonomous constraints and social constraints have developed.

Next, let’s take a look at social constraints. Social constraints are also called constraints
by neighbors. Social constraints are universalized when freedom is constrained by social
practices, habits, or other people’s eyes. These social constraints play a crucial role
in expanding freedom as a whole. These social constraints are developing more in
advanced societies with lots of freedom. People try to observe traffic regulations while
driving because of neighborhood watch and the eyes of others rather than police
crackdowns. In America, people are obligated to mow their own lawn and this is because
of neighborhood watch. Everyone has to mow their lawns because not mowing one’s
lawn will harm the neighbors’ lawns. In other words, there is no freedom in not cutting
one’s own lawn because of neighborhood watch. Professors have no freedom to give
absurd presentations when they present their papers. Panels do not tolerate the
presentation of absurd papers. If a panel compliments an absurd paper, it is an act of
the extermination of freedom, not an act of extending freedom.

Let’s take a look at autonomous constraints. First, to give the conclusion, freedom
offers more power when it is subject to autonomous constraints over other constraints.
In other words, it exerts more power when it is constrained by inner authority. There
are three autonomous constraints: constraint by reason, constraint by sense of guilt, and
constraint by responsibility. Rationality and guilt are lofty, noble, and sophisticated
constraints. Such a constraint is a high-level constraint and is hardly expected from
ordinary people.

Next, let’s look at constraints by responsibility. The responsibility is the most common
restraint in everyday life. People cannot evade responsibility regardless of who they
are. Freedom comes when one feels and fulfills their responsibilities. Freedom is not
lost when it is accompanied by the fear of responsibility. It is necessary to think about
what responsibility is, then. Richard H. Niebuhr stated that responsibility is to correspond
to what is expected.!2) Therefore, the nature of responsibility is the fitting action.

Responsible people are those who respond to the demands made to them. People can

12) Richard H. Niebuhr, translated by Jin-hong Jeong, [Responsible Ego], Ewha Womans University Press,
1983, p. 67.
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enjoy freedom when they take responsibility for their own decisions, choices, and
consequences thereof. Lack of responsibility causes a loss of freedom. Freedom in the
consciousness of responsibility expands opportunity, expands self, and realizes the best
self.

There are three responsibilities: ethical responsibility, legal responsibility, and
obligation. Ethical responsibility is also called moral responsibility, but it is not a
responsibility that anyone can bear. It is a responsibility that cannot be universalized
among ordinary citizens or ordinary people because it is a responsibility that can only
be borne within a high level of consciousness.

Legal responsibility is literally the responsibility stipulated in the law. It is the
responsibility that is punished when that responsibility is not fulfilled. In this sense,
it can be said to be a heteronomous responsibility. Legal responsibility is a passive
measure because it is the last measure to guarantee minimum behavior. However, legal
responsibility plays a huge role in protecting freedom. It is quite natural for a society
or a country with a strong law-abiding spirit to easily evolve into a democratic society
or country. Until the end of the Second World War, Germany and Japan were the
incarnations of the totalitarian state. One of the important reasons that these countries
could easily transform into democratic countries was their strong law-abiding spirit.
In this light, it can be said it was the poor law-abiding spirit of the citizens that made
it difficult for Korean society to easily evolve into democratic society. Freedom cannot
be protected in a society where its members think it is foolish to abide by the law,
and the same applies to democratic society.

Obligation is the most active responsibility among autonomous responsibilities, and
it is considered the optimum responsibility to extend freedom and display creativity.
This responsibility is not a responsibility that one reluctantly fulfills like legal
responsibility, but a responsibility that one enjoys fulfilling, and the subsequent
mobilization of energy is enormous. In other words, the possibility of creation is also
high. Lectures and research can hardly demonstrate creativity when lectures and research

are constrained by having to fulfill legal responsibilities. However, lectures and research
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given based on a sense of obligation promises creativity. People with a strong sense
of obligation do not want unearned income because they think it takes effort, expense,
time, and hard work to accomplish something. They enjoy freedom in production and
creation that involves pain. For the freedom of professors, the freedom to research and
teach enthusiastically with a sense of obligation is true freedom, and only this type
of freedom promises the extension of knowledge and creativity. If a professor focuses
on something other than research and teaching, freedom as a professor will be lost.
That type of freedom is the freedom of indulgence, and it will only produce a foul
odor. This is not only applied to professors. An artist can enjoy freedom as an artist
when he or she concentrates only on creation. The freedom of a public official promises
a bright society when they are committed to providing quality services to their customers.
Politicians will lose their freedom when politicians concentrate only on seizing and
keeping the power rather than the development and safety of the country and the nation.
When freedom loses a sense of obligation and is caught in the wave of liberation and
indulgence, freedom will only leave disaster.

Obligation develops professional ethics, which requires actions corresponding to the
profession. Although professional ethics is informal and internal, it has a stronger binding
force upon related professionals. When a society develops professional ethics, freedom
naturally involves responsibility and evolves into order.

Today, Korean society has not established professional ethics regardless of the field.
Chun, Hae Jong pointed out in his writing, “Professional Ethics of Korean Traditional
Society”, that it was traditionally difficult to establish professional ethics in Korean
society. The public post was the only profession worthy of revealing, and it was a
custom that they made an appeal to the king to take back a position when they were
called to a position. Declining was the means to keep the position and also a hidden
desire for a higher position. At the time, agriculture, commerce, and industry were
considered humble occupations. Professional ethics could not be developed.!3)

Professional ethics could not develop in a position-oriented society where its members

13) Chun, Hae Jong, “Work Ethics of Korean Traditional Society,” Asan Social Welfare Foundation, [Work
Ethics of Industrial Society]. 1981, pp. 47-55.
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formally declined official posts while secretly coveting higher positions. Professional
ethics has been on everyone’s lips after the society underwent industrialization. However,
it has yet to find its place. Lim, Hy Sop found the reason professional ethics could
not be established from the commercialistic occupational view, explaining that people
regarded professions as a means of pursuing economic gains rather than as a calling.14)
Surely, money cannot be put aside because the occupation is the means to make living.
However, it is difficult to establish sound professional ethics when people neglect their
work or put it aside, seeking only money. In other words, professional ethics cannot
be established when people try to make money without working hard.

Freedom should be further restricted in the upper class, the ruling class, or the ‘haves’.
In other words, freedom becomes noble and democracy expands and becomes active
when more of these people in such classes restrict their freedom and fulfill their
responsibilities. Indulging in extravagance and dissipation on the excuse of being wealthy
will make freedom disappear. The reason England achieved the most mature democratic
society first is that the upper classes limited their freedom and fulfilled their
responsibilities to a greater extent than the lower classes.

All of the above suggests that freedom activates and matures democracy when it is
established and expanded into the order involving responsibility, leaving behind

indulgence and the consciousness of liberation.

(2) Equality as Rational Discrimination

Previous paragraphs showed that freedom has positive and negative side effects. The
same applies to equality. Equality is more extreme than freedom; equality threatens the
existence of democracy when it is claimed unconditionally, mechanically, and
indiscreetly, and the harm from it is beyond imagination. Regarding the positive aspects
of equality, it elevates the position of people in a lower status to an upper status.

However, equality also has a vulgar and decadent aspect. In other words, for equality,

14) Lim, Hy Sop, “Ethics of Professions (1),” Asan Social Welfare Foundation, [Work Ethics of Industrial
Society], 1981, p. 191.
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people tend to pull down those with upper statuses to their level, rather than work
to elevate their own status, and unfortunately, people are more familiar with the latter.15)

Equality can be described in various ways depending on how it is viewed and there
are many different types of equality. The most important types are intrinsic equality
and distributive equality. According to intrinsic equality, the value or dignity of man
is the same across ages and social statuses. This is to say human rights and dignities
are equal for everyone. Surely, intrinsic equality was not developed in a day. Even
in England, wealthy and educated upper classes had more voting rights than those in
lower classes, and this was true not so long ago. In America, women won their voting
rights not long ago. Today, however, intrinsic equality has become universal, and no
one objects to this idea.

The equality that must be resolved by confronting the problem of establishing
democracy is distributive equality. Distributive equality is also divided into mechanical
equality that claims uniform distribution and equality by ability, which claims distribution
based on ability. Equality by ability can be called rational discrimination. However,
mechanical equality does not contribute to democratic development at all, but rather
leads it to destruction. When equality is claimed unconditionally and argued mechanically
and uniformly, all order will be broken and the society will fall into a mire of confusion.
Essentially, equality is hardly achieved where there is human desire. Human desire is
a mindset that wishes to have more than others, to be more successful, and to rise
to higher positions. This is a dynamic element of distinction. This desire is manifested
as possession or social status. John Wilson pointed out that people prefer a master-slave
relationship rather than an equal relationship.!6)

People have the desire for equality and also inequality at the same time. In other
words, people want to be equal while differentiated from others. The pursuit of
identification is the logic of equality and the pursuit of differentiation is the logic of

discrimination. People have a desire to be equal to others when they are in lower

15) Alexis de Tocqueville, op. cit. vol. 1, p. 53.
16) John Wilson, Eguality, Hutchinson of London, 1966, p. 153.
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positions. However, people want to be differentiated when they are at the same level.
The desire to be differentiated is the seed of creation. In other words, society becomes
dynamic and promises originality, creativity, and productivity when people compete in
good faith with the desire to be differentiated from one another. It is important to know
that the will to pursue discrimination and inequality is inherent in human consciousness.
Equality does connote differentiation when its concept is examined in depth. Equality
basically encourages human independence and self-reliance. This independence promotes
individualization, which induces discrimination. Equality ultimately accompanies
discrimination.

Democracy does not get along well with this unconditional and uniform equality.
Equality that can promote the development of democracy is rational discrimination that
treats people based on their abilities. Aristoteles pointed out that not discriminating
against something to discriminate against is the same as discriminating against something
not to discriminate against.!?)

The intrinsic equality described above can be taken as the basis for claiming
unconditional equality. In other words, this is to say human personality and dignity
are the same regardless of status and ability. However, the consciousness of equality
succeeded in disrupting the absolute dynasty and the status system, but did not succeed
in establishing democracy. Democracy is activated only when equality is established
as rational discrimination. Discrimination in this sense is rational discrimination. Equal
opportunity is the basis for justifying rational discrimination. The basic standard that
justifies rational discrimination is equal opportunity. The same opportunity shall be given
in order to justify discrimination. This is to give the same opportunity in order to
discriminate.

The idea of equal sharing can easily be understood as ‘to live poorly altogether’
than ‘to live richly altogether.” The will to reform does not emerge either individually
or socially in a society where the consciousness of equality is prevalent. One of the

key reasons why communism did not succeed is this consciousness of equality.

17) Aristoteles, The Politics, trans, T. A. Sinclair, Penguin, 1962, pp. 73-77.
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Strictly speaking, equality in a democratic society is the possibility of being equal,
not that everyone is and should be equal. The possibility of being equal and equality
are completely different. The possibility of being equal has upgrading dynamics, while
equality involves the status quo. The former tends to motorizes human energy, but the
latter tends to desert human energy. The right to enjoy equality is an individual

responsibility, but not socially guaranteed.

(3) Modalities of Democracy-friendly Power

Where there is a man there is order and where there is order there is power. Man
naturally pursues power. Those who unconditionally loathe, deny, and distrust power
do not contribute to the development of a democratic society. Power may be the object
of affirmation but should not be the object of denial. At the same time, power may
be the object of criticism, but should not be the object of distrust. However, since power
can make mistakes, Sidney Hook argues that it should be at least the object of intelligent
distrust, even when it is not the object of blind distrust.18) Intelligent distrust is to install
a check system where power can be abused or misused. When power is not checked
and does not become the object of criticism, power turns into dictatorship and eventually
follows the path of destruction. For power is dangerous and prone to abuse and has
self-righteous and explosive aspects, power must be checked. Montesquieu’s claim for
the separation of powers was not to share power, but to keep power in check. Power
must be checked and criticized at least for its own survival.

Unlimited power is a danger and sin in and of itself. The human mind is neither
perfect nor suitable for exercising almighty power selflessly. Power turns into violence
when man with limits tries to exercise almighty power.

The depersonalization of power is required to prevent the monopoly of power. The
depersonalization of power means that the origin of power is not man but institutions
or law. If man is the origin of power, it causes the phenomenon of human dominance

or governance by man, which annihilates governance by law. This governance by man

18) Sidney Hook, Reason, Social Myths and Democracy, Humanities Press, 1960, pp. 1112-116.
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finds the origin of politics in human beings or morals, and it may promise moral politics
centering on philosophers, but does not promise democratic politics. In governance by
man, power takes the form of absolute violence, which only impedes the development
of democratic society. Here, it is necessary to talk about the relationship between power
and authority. Power involves physical force and coercion, but authority is only accepted
and adopted because it is developed through wisdom, knowledge, and expertise.
Democracy diminishes as power grows, in inverse proportion. However, when authority
rises, it fosters and expands democracy proportionally.!®)

The following are the aspects of power that contribute to the development of
democracy.

First, is the legitimacy of power. All power must come from people and must be
born through competition in good faith according to the principle of national sovereignty.
Such power can be a subject of trust, become a part of people’s lives, and appeal to
people to hold themselves back when a mistake is made. If power is seized anomalously
or is developed unjustly and illegitimately, this power will end anomalously. Power
that does not come through competition in good faith is characterized by extreme
closeness, exclusiveness, self-righteousness, and secrecy.

Second, is the representation of power. Power is asked to represent the whole nation.
Power is hardly recognizable as state power when it represents only a certain class
or part. It is difficult for power to have totality in the development process. Once
established, however, power must move away from partiality and represent totality.
Political parties can have supporters mainly in the middle class, the working class, or
a specific area in the process of establishment. However, that power can hardly become
state power if it represents only the base that supported it.

Third, is the circulation of power. In a democratic society, power should not be
perpetually monopolized by one person or one political party. Power must be circulated
and replaced in order to persist. Political powers coexist when they are replaced through

competition in good faith, but power that is not taken away will end as one-off power.

19) Refer to Im, Hyug Baeg [Democracy in Korea after 1987: 3-Kim Politics Period and Afterwards],
2011, Korea University Press, p43-45.
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Power in a totalitarian society or a communist society takes the form of dictatorship
by a single power or single person, which inevitably ends in violence.

Fourth, is the service of power. For power to be a part of people’s life, it must exist
in the form of service. If power exists in the relationship between top dog and underdog
or the relationship between the ruler and the subordinate, power becomes the subject
of disgust and moves away from the people. People love in advanced societies because
power exists and acts in the form of service. When power exists in the form of absolute
violence, power becomes the object of hatred. In Korean society, presidents in the past
have exercised absolute power without exception. It is true that President Young-sam
Kim and President Dae-joong Kim, who dedicated themselves to the struggle for
democratization, also led the country in an imperial style. The recent impeachment of
President Geun-hye Park is not unrelated with the absoluteness of power.

Fifth, is the economy of power. The exercise of power should be minimized as much
as possible. It is not only the excessive consumption of material or money that should
be called into question, but also the overuse of power should be kept in check. The
saying that power should be conserved means that power should be used appropriately
and moderately. Power is respected and supported when it is spared and conserved.
The person who exercises 100% of the power given to him is a normal person. The
person who uses more than 100% will be caught in a trap of power eventually. However,
the person who uses only 70% or 80% of the given power given to them will win
the respect of others and raise the dignity of power. When power is conserved, power
will win support and become part of people’s consciousness.

Six, is the liquidity of power. It is also called openness. When power is exercised
secretly behind closed doors, it becomes a subject of fear. When power is sealed, it
will be monopolized by the dictator and those who are around him and trusted. Closed
power eventually leads to a reign of terror and a path to self-destruction.

Seventh, is the distribution of power. If power is centralized to a single person or
a single organization, it inevitably gives rise to dictatorship. The more power is

centralized, more personalized, abused, and irresponsible power will become. Power
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should be distributed among central and local governments, legislative, judicial, and
administrative branches, political parties, and between and within agencies in

competition. Power becomes competitive and dignified when shared.

(4) Diffusion of the Coexistent Ego based on Personal Ego

The essence of individualism is to treasure freedom and the rights of individuals,
and this transforms into liberal democracy when extended to the political realm and
capitalism based on the principles of the market economy. Individualism is the origin
of all civilizations and creations in human life. An individual is always an independent
variable, never a dependent variable, under any circumstances. All systems,
organizations, groups, and norms including the state are the means for the
self-development of individuals, and not a purpose unto themselves.

However, individuals cannot live by themselves. Individuals are beings that have to
live together. Here, the individualistic self evolves into the relational self, and when
this relational self evolves further, it becomes a co-existential self. Individual selves
are also the roots and bases of community consciousness and communitarianism. The
co-existential self-evolved from the personal self can be a democratic self, but the
co-existential self or communitarianism evolving from community-exclusivism from the
beginning does not contribute to the development of democracy, but rather impedes
it. Order can develop smoothly when it departs from individual freedom or interest,
but history shows that order does not last long when it departs from the state, community,
or a specific organization. The following will explain the co-existential self that departed
from the personal self as described here.

First, the co-existential self is a self-positive self. Acknowledging oneself is to accept
oneself the way it is. Robert Lane and Alex Inkeles explained that it is to acknowledge
oneself, accept oneself, respect oneself, and claim and pursue one’s rights and interests

squarely.20) The co-existential self accepts oneself and recognizes one’s preciousness,

20) Robert Lane, political ideology, Free press, 1962, pp. 130-171: Alexis Inkeles, “National Character
and Political System,” in J. K Jsu (ed.), Psychological Anthropology: Approaches to Culture and
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and therefore, does not imitate or mimic others. Humanity education also does not ask
anyone to become anyone else; it rather asks the person to become himself or herself,
not someone else.2!)

Second, the co-existential self is manifested in the form of community consciousness
and national consciousness. The co-existential self can stretch out limitlessly from oneself
without an exclusive boundary or fence. Community is important and country is precious
because the self is precious. Research based on personal consciousness shows that people
with stronger co-existential self-consciousness are much more patriotic than normal. The
Gallup International Poll for the European Value System Study conducted in 1982 shows
how strong patriotism is in England and America. 71% of Americans and 62% of the
English responded affirmatively to the question, “Are you prepared to go to war for
your country, risking your life?” On the contrary, only 35% of Germans answered the
same.22) British and American societies are characterized by individualism. However,
their patriotism and national consciousness are stronger than state or community
exclusivists.

Third, the co-existential self is a self that can think and criticize through conscious
reasoning, not the co-existential self dominated by instinct, impulse, and emotion.
Conscious reasoning is to respond productively and creatively with elasticity and
resilience, without reacting based on traditions, habits, instincts, or impulses when facing
something. Generally, unconscious responses are characterized by rigidity and fixedness
and make compromise and negotiation difficult.

Fourth, the co-existential self recognizes the limitation of its own ability. People have
both physical and mental limitations. They are not expected to find the right answer
quickly because there are limits to the cognitive power of human beings. No one is
declared right or wrong. Criticism is accepted because everyone thinks they can be
wrong. Professionalism is all that is promised when it is believed there is a limit to

one’s ability. This consciousness of limitations eventually leads to ego expansionism.

Personality, The Dorsey Press, 1961, p. 95.
21) Seung-ick Moon, [Politics and Subject], Chung-Ang University Press, 1984, -]. 24.
22) Jeong-gap Seo, [Politics of Inharmony: America’s Experience], Revised, Beobmunsa, p. 96.
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Professionalism and divisionism do not take place when everyone claims almightiness.
It rather arouses dictatorship and self-righteousness. The ability to solve problems
improves when specialized strengths are put together based on the sense of limits. The
world is understood more comprehensively when one’s limited knowledge and someone
else’s limited knowledge are combined. Completeness and comprehensiveness are
achieved through limitedness and partiality. This limitative thought frees man from
dogmatic thinking. Democracy is never active when dogmatic thinking is dominant.

Fifth, the co-existential self has a sense of responsibility in everything that happens
around oneself. Everything that happens around oneself happened because of oneself,
not anyone else. This is absolute self-reliant thinking. Man can become the energy for
the development of democracy when they are self-reliant based on a sense of

responsibility.

(5) Society Respecting Fact more than Truth

Democracy can prosper more favorably on facts rather than truths. In other words,
those who prefer facts can become more familiar with democracy than those who prefer
truths. Democracy and truth are not well suited to each other. Whereas truth advocates
absoluteness and authority, democracy advocates relativity and compromise. Truth by
itself represents obstinateness and dogmatism, while democracy refuses them. Truth
pursues only one path when democracy searches for many paths. Truth always tells
the correct answer and right from wrong, but democracy has no capability of doing
so. While truth emphasizes invariance, democracy emphasizes variability.

Generally, people who love truth are prone to uniformity. In some way, they are trying
to live comfortably and idly. They think there is the answer in the truth and everything
will be positive if they live only by truth. They try to settle in the truth. It is easy
for them to become a slave of truth. People who rely on truth even try to deny facts.

People with a strong democratic tendency prefer fact to truth. They try to find the
right answer within facts and do not try to ignore facts while sticking to the truth.

Fact-oriented people are willing to accept a fact and fight against it no matter how
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disadvantageous it is to them. This leads to the consciousness of management. They
learn the flexibility of principles within reality and do not fall into dogmatism.
Truth-oriented people do not develop the consciousness of management, as they try
to settle in the truth. Democracy is created and developed in the consciousness of
management.

Compromise or negotiation is activated when facts, interests, or conveniences are the
basis for solving problems. However, this becomes difficult when they are based on
truth or morality. People who stand on truth and morality make compromise and
negotiation difficult on the basis of clarity and justification. Democracy will not develop
when people stand on clarity and justification.

Truth-oriented people love uniformity and stereotypes and do not tend to acknowledge
the diversity, flexibility, and differences that are the conditions for the successful
implementation of democracy. The first condition for the smooth implementation of
democratic society is the acknowledgement and acceptance of difference. Generally,
fact-oriented people regard someone else’s personality as someone else’s, not their own.
On the other hand, truth-oriented people tend to condemn others with differences blindly
and rigidly, instead of acknowledging differences.23) Democracy can hardly succeed in
societies where differences are not acknowledged and universalized. In a truth-oriented
society, where downward and compulsory order is universalized, it is difficult to form

an upward and self-sustaining order, which is the basic order of democratic society.

(6) Culture of Power

Democracy does not flourish when it is riddled by poverty and powerlessness. Power
here is not moral or ethical power but a tangible power such as economic power, science
and technology, and military power. Communism was able to penetrate into poor regions
but not rich and powerful regions. It is not surprising that liberal democracy has
developed alongside industrialization. Industrialization created wealth, which created the

middle class, laying the foundations of democratic society.

23) Zevedei Barbu, op. cit., p. 106.
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Many theorists pointed out that economic power has a decisive influence on
democratization. For example, Adam Smith pointed out that the increase in wealth is
directly related with the reduction of power. To put it simply, power decreases when
wealth increases and expands in reverse proportions. Montesquieu and James Stewart
pointed out that the monarch’s arbitrary and authoritarian decision-making is diminished
when economic power increases through industry and commerce. Particularly, Stewart
argued that the accumulation of economic power is the most effective means to counter
foolish tyranny.24)

Industrialization and the changes in social structure resulting therein lead to a society
in which negotiation skills develop. It is no surprise that Americans developed democracy
with a businessperson’s temperament.

The scale of economic power is reversely proportional to the intensity of conflict.
The intensity of conflict grows when poverty is deepened. Poverty feeds violence and
cruelty in individuals and groups. Demonstrations in poor areas cause violence and
bloodshed, but demonstrations in well-to-do areas are peaceful. The fact that recent
nationwide candlelight vigils by millions of people ended peacefully without violence
and with order is not irrelevant to economic power. This economic power can be
considered to have been a cornerstone in establishing and fixing democratic order. The
accumulation of economic power through industrialization offers a base for democracy
to flourish. Perhaps it is extremely fortunate for South Korea that it achieved
industrialization before democratization. In this light, the industrialization promoted by
the Park Chung Hee regime and the accumulation of economic power are considered

to have contributed greatly to the democratization of South Korea.

(7) Process over Result

A process-oriented mind means that any result or achievement must have a reasonable

process. It is difficult for a society that has no process or ignores process to give birth

24) Albert O. Hirshman, The Passion and the Interests, Princeton University Press, requoted, p.
87, 100.
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to democratic order. The society that would tolerate any measure if that measure produces
a good result is often riddled by violence and disorder.

Korean society traditionally places an emphasis on results over process. Even
traditional phrases place an emphasis on results, ignoring process. Examples are “The
end justifies the means”, “Winning is the best plan”, “The winner becomes a king and
the loser, a rebel”, and “Finish with a single stroke.” People who live in a society
where these sayings are true think that they are fools if they live according to legitimate
methods and processes and try to take things without difficulty. Even when it comes
to making money, they try to get rich quick. They look for a single solution that fits
all. They hate tough processes. These tendencies develop a cut-in-line culture. The
result-oriented culture cuts off the democratic order from its shoots.

Process-orientation promises the emergence of the following.

First, it is the creation of strength. Strength is created when undergoing a process.
The more difficult the process, the greater the strength becomes. Just and creative
strength is created in a process-centered life. In a society where process is neglected,
the practice of handling things ‘carelessly’ or ‘half-heartedly’ is prevalent. It is literally
a ‘careless culture’ and a ‘half-hearted culture’. Under these practices, sloppy work in
construction becomes common. This is not true in construction alone. Sloppiness is
prevalent in all fields, including politics, economics, academics, education, and the arts.
Democratic order requires the strength of good quality and can hardly be formed under
these conditions.

Second, order is formed when the emphasis is given to the process. In other words,
the order is established when the steps to take are taken. Order is not formed and
unconventional methods prevail when an emphasis is placed on results only.

Third, it provides an opportunity for related interests to be claimed and reflected.
All benefits are expressed and adjusted through a process. Although this process does
cause conflict and confrontation, the conflict also must be resolved through a process,
leading to violence if resolved otherwise. The process of reconciling conflict is

democratic order. Only order established through conflict has the strength to survive
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and tolerate. Where there is a human society, there is a conflict. It is more beneficial
to acknowledge and accept conflict than to fear and avoid it. Order is established in
the process of managing and resolving conflicts. The peace gained through conflict,
rather than without conflict, guarantees safety. Conflicts expressed foster democracy,
but conflicts hidden do not. Korean society traditionally loathes and fears conflict. Unlike
Germany or Japan, which deters conflict due to reasons of unity, Korea dampens conflict
due to reasons of harmony. Conflicts are not expressed but hidden because the society
emphasizes harmony. However, conflicts hidden will explode eventually, making it
difficult to establish democratic order.

In conclusion, it is necessary to develop a process-oriented mindset rather than a

result-oriented mindset in order to establish the mature order of a democratic society.

(8) Democratic Elitism

The history of mankind shows that the ruling class can be a noble class centering
on a monarch, a representative elected by the people, the people, and the elite who
won the competition. However, it was only the Greek city-state where people participated
in politics directly. In other cases, society was ruled by a few people, no matter what
the structure was called. There is a case where the society was ruled by people
ideologically. A typical example of this is a communist society. Communism is said
to be a system dominated by proletarians, yet it is, in fact, a dictatorship ruled by even
fewer people than any other system.

Democracy is also called ‘Government by the People’. However, is this ‘government
approved by the people’ in a strict sense as described by Schumpeter? This is not to
say that the people are directly involved with politics, but that people regularly have
an opportunity to tolerate or deny persons in charge of politics.25)

Max Weber once said in his famous paper, “Politics as a Vocation”, that democracy
is like the marketplace. He is arguing that it is a mechanism in which the weak fall

behind and the competent and powerful take their places in the competition for power.

25) Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialisms, snd Democracy, pp. 284-5.
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In other words, democracy is a system where the elites are born through competition.
If democracy works via the principles of competition, the birth of the elite is by destiny
and is inevitable. Competitive elitism forms the core of democracy in this argument.26)
The elite will have to take charge in order to lead the chaotic world of politics in
a productive and efficient way.

The political domain is difficult to approach logically because it is different from
other domains by nature. It can be described as the world of composite art tangled
with various elements, not the world that can be logically explained. Extensive
knowledge and wisdom are required in order to lead this world of composite art.
Democratic politics asks for the elite’s leadership, indeed. Most people think that
democratic politics is politics that ordinary citizens can implement, but that is not true.
The world of politics is being repeated, however, in a highly complex world, such that
it requires leadership with great expertise and broad knowledge, rather than ordinary
and simple knowledge. It is easy to think that citizens will lead politics if civil society
arrives and matures, but this is also not true. In a civic society, democracy becomes
more mature when it is led by the elite.

William Kornhauser argues that the elite must be isolated from the people in order
to operate the democratic system more effectively, meaning that the elite must be out
of direct contact with the general public in order to perform their duties better. This
is to say the elites shall secure quite a bit of liberty and independence from public
interference, and the political system becomes more stable when the distance between
the elites and the public becomes greater. From this light, the established elite system
is the guardian of the democratic system.27)

Direct democracy, which is frequently being discussed recently, plays a role of
complementing the deficiencies and imperfections of the representative system, however,
it cannot replace the representative system. The usefulness of direct democracy in which

the people participate directly in politics cannot overcome the limitations of this merely

26) David Held, Models of Democracy, Stanford University Press, 1987.
27) William Kornhauser, The Politics of Mass Society, Free Press, 1959, pp. 35-40.
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complementary role.

What are the qualities of the democratic elites who would lead a democratic system?

First, the elite should be born through competition in good faith among people. The
elite must be born among people by their own efforts and no other benefits can be
the source of being elite. In a period of totalitarianism, pedigree, hereditary status, noble
title, ownership of large areas of land could be qualifications for the elites within the
system. Today, resources that qualify elites are character, qualifications, skill, sharp
judgment, vision for the future, and the expertise required in the field.

Second, the elite system must be circulative and open. Anyone should have open
door to be an elite when he or she has outstanding skill, expertise, knowledge, character,
judgment, and so forth. If the existing ruling classes prevent people of such qualities
to become new elites in order to retain their privileges perpetually, then these classes
are exclusive and extremely conservative powers, not an elite class. The elite system
can take root within people when circulation is secured. The elements of corruption
and degradation will pile up in a society where the circulation of the elite is not
guaranteed. Vilfredo Pareto pointed out that revolution occurs when decadent elements
accumulate in a closed elite group and superior qualities accumulate in the lower classe
s.28) The circulation and replacement of the elite are required in preventing revolution
and maintaining the safety and balance of society. In Korean society, the elite class
is formed mainly based on attributive elements such as blood, school, and region, and
it can be said that they are quite exclusive and closed. This type of elite class is
represented by partiality and bias and cannot be considered as an elite class representing
society as a whole.29)

Third, the elite are required to be armed with the spirit of ‘noblesse oblige’, which
means to take the initiative and set examples with a sense of responsibility and justice.

The active implementation of democracy in advanced societies such as England and

28) Vilfred Pareto, The Mind and Society: A Treaties on General Sociology, 4 vols, Dover, 1963, p. 1431.

29) Seung-jo Han, “Power Elites in Korean Politics,” coauthor with Woon-tae Kim et al., [Theory of
Politics in Korea] Pakyoungsa, 1994, pp. 555-6: Seong-cheol Yang, [Theory of Government in Korea:

Study on High Ranking Administrative Elites in History], Pakyoungsa, 1994.
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America is owed to the spirit of exhaustive “noblesse oblige” of the upper class. Take
a look at the trends and patterns of elites in Korean society. They lack a sense of service
and responsibility to the nation, society, and people, seeking personal or family gain
only. Kim, Kyung Dong pointed out that elites in each field of society have deserted
the sense of justice, sense of honor, and service spirit and only pursue their personal
interests, and this type of conduct impedes social integration by arousing jealousy and
hatred in the hearts of the general public.39

Fourth, elites must have a basic code that is agreed implicitly. This can be called
a sense of unity among the elites. David Truman argues that the established sense of
unity of the elite is the basic foundation for anti-democratic behavior of anti-elites.31)
The basic code here is that the principles of liberal democracy and the market economy
must be observed and the freedom, equality, protection of private property, and guarantee

of competition shall be retained no matter who comes to power.

(9) Internalization and Generalization of Security Consciousness

The establishment and activation of the political system of liberal democracy requires
the absence of hostile forces threatening national security. One of the reasons that
England and America developed a democratic system smoothly is that there was no
threat to national security around them. In the case of South Korea, its national security
is threatened by neighboring countries more than perhaps any other place in the world.
In particular, North Korea’s communist regime, which denies the legitimacy of liberal
democracy, poses a threat on the Korean Peninsula at all times. China’s communist
regime is also a force to be wary of in terms of political ideology. South Korea needs
to be armed with a sense of anti-communism in order to consolidate and develop liberal
democracy further. This is more so because confrontation with a communist regime,

in South Korea’s case, is a matter of life and death. Fortunately, South Korean society

30) Kim, Kyung Dong “Culture of Development and Culturally Refined Development”, [Social Criticism]
Ed.11, Nanam, 1994, p. 227.

31) David Truman, “The American System in Crisis”, Political Science Quarterly, December, 1959, pp.
481-497.
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developed a strong anti-communist consciousness through the Rhee Syngman regime
and after suffering through the Korean War, and this anti-communist consciousness
became solidified through the Park Chung-hee regime. This historical process has

contributed to the development of today’s anti-communist consciousness.

4. Conclusion

In short, the history of democracy has been difficult. This is rather natural, because
many complex elements such as ideology, institutions, and culture are intertwined in
its working. No matter how the ideology or the institution is organized and consolidated,
democratic politics can easily end up in a superficial form if the cultural elements that
support them and lubricate them are not available. Moreover, democracy does not grow
in logic, theory, or thought but in practice, experience, and trial and error, which makes
its maturation or development more difficult. This lends to the saying that there can
be a miracle in economics, but not in politics.

Like monarchy and dictatorship, democratic politics have no final destination or end.
Democracy continues to move forward toward perfection in the form of incompleteness.
In other words, democracy always involves problems. Even mature democracy has
problems. The essence of democracy is that it involves problems and is the process
of resolving the problems independently and autonomously without depending on other
forces.

It seems that the present state of democracy in South Korean society has been on
track in terms of ideology and institutions, however, it also appears that it is still at
an early stage from a cultural psychological perspective, such as lifestyle and civic
consciousness. Nonetheless, this cultural perspective has been paving the way for
maturation along with the passage of time, shedding a light of optimism on the

development of democracy in South Korea.
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H7|E Sk “AXA ARePatel] wiR= RIFFgA|e] Q3 R (2013: 1), “RIF
Fejo] AAPF el om” (2013: 2), “HIF ‘Vk%aﬂﬁi—e_ «J 314 =l
ATF (2013: 3), ZLE]aL “HlFolo] A AP (2013: 237) ¢F £ B717F vk
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“FopelaL & ) «op] Zge] oItk o] ARk sz e Lhe] 7}, o] S
7] Ue] Aieks do) ofwsl Agshat she FAIL: A= (1996 79l wE, 9o
AT AAlolze] S HAl vlelAHolsL WA O R AT NHTERA H71
At 4lve] e, o, A Sofl ete Ame BHE o9 N 28N71E) B
LAY o7} WAl AR b} 1 S1Ee] 4Ya 90w Qg el
gre] S oA Agshriginks TRl Teld WAle] TRl ope <ol 4.
of x4 olnlE AR el Rarks Holrk Tk F7le] AAle] galo]
Flolehis wl$- F4791
B o] TAle} TR e shso] v T A4 A8 AP, 05
WA, AR APIE) 2, Se] 5 Sl Helshs Ag T Sl Ahde] Sl
AR o] eAE TR AAE 21 EolE BAg e Baspls, of
Selgt e o WREF] oelqE AL BA BE A A%ska Ik 71 dn
ARSIA “F1e] AR} Pole Eafen] Bolum slelsag BEda F e 4ok
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S5 AAT 5 A=AIE B Zloofof & Aot} o] AE o] S8l 7FE A
IAE AR AR U] AR} FATE T AETF o s Hile] AR
IR EF7F AR E3RE T o] AR W] @40 2RIES] el S8 Aol wgt
AQYNE A 08 AIPE 4= glofof = ofufnk ARk £418] AdHoR ofd
o] ot 7FsAde] Lt Q=7 o] wAlE 57 7 7K THIE Rk A= =),
=2 QIulo] oAl FRIY, S oW A 5] R HAAE sheTte] EAIth 7]
HA k= thgol] =wlel] o3k AH-E v o) "R =ofsi® of 7= QN e}
o] Aol FFsl7|= gt

T 2 U= glo] Aol AzbeE ks v ofe] fAle] BAA AlRlel| gk
oaFAA ] Aol Ale] FRILIsHA e o Flolehs Vel wek B|S=Ee] 15
Sk S H2 =54 ¢t} (Dahl, 1979, 1985, 1989, as cited in Held, 1996: 310). “Z+-3]”
Y1211 AP, Hojie «gabl AlR1e] el AlR1e] kg o3l “AAZ] Tl
FRHE 7 v Fedre] 1A, “oAlel #gt FAE,) 1ol «x809] Vol Y
4= lojof dth= o A% gt} (Dahl, 1989, chs 6-9, as quoted in Held, 1996: 311). ©]&
FHolet st 7PH ARIe] B5E Ak Holx] =tk o] 22 Av Solepd ANl Zl=
Q1o EA 2Prle] “FARRA | o] AE-S “Tais]” A7 o] ] 74| 7IEE AAE]
K 1 3L VEE AT AlEE olaPE Alelehd AAIZE Algshs AL 2ol
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2004, 112, cited in Papadopoulos, 2013: 228)+ o] 7] &
B A} ) 05 Fast, s ANe e £ A o
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ol Ao} vl W) ke FEolehis e AUAA Beeg 20w 156
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33 w7} ik AlRlo|aL 4lRlel wgolr) 17l A9 T 15e] AAA Agle ofake
ke Al Sh= sl ofF, Agel WE, 7ek NFFeld S AYE] 919 24
o] FAPAR) NS Isj] A) sl Bk

AL A ks Ao7|E sk

A g 7P | ¥18lE A2 peoplec|ehiz Wolo] WMolrt e o] dol= Hl2 2|9

ARblgolnt. W] =7fe] wigolr= =rlo] ¥7|%= spx|Rk oju=
H1Q1 A2 FIgh = glvk wbA, o] &5 E8skaAt itk A Vﬂl‘%ﬁb -
“?J{”O] TFF0] ARglof = 3l of| ARFERIAIE sty gtk YAtAoR o] &
Aol 2]qt FAlo] 7ol Al= AT (subjects)©] 7| = &}T} (Held, 1966: 75). L&} E}t
As%= At} (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 1019-1023).

ofel Al GAL0E Tk A TR QIRle FAEA Aol s10] Mgk}
(©@5o] o] WAL FHsks dle] F Siich. ST S2 Qlolehs Zle EAAL
eRethe A AARE g gieh 74 9F) 8@ 7k ok} $27h o o)
oh Haplol AEe] YT Wel w7 Zelu v O wed A2 wela
BEElEsl WP o, “RE U Sl niE e e 1 Age v ot

B2 S2)s FUMA Aol s el 4] Wl 218t Onions
1955: 478). “Alszolut 718} S8 %919} SHE A &= AT AE BE W
1827 o]¥1 Zzo & 27| ARk A7)} 1827002kl Y1 A% 5 whsirh 1A,
Ao uRl A4 Mok 591 Aol a7l thestel AAHE: Ak T
Sele] Ao MFFO AFTIEARY Aol skl ARlEEe] thelgk
(Laski, 2015: 49). 3+ mjr] 2, Al3]skx} Foj7} wel )2, «JLa2Folx] glo] WFFon
$TE” (Luce, Kindle Locations 147-1510114 #{91-8). o] - a2 o «HH % XAAH”
ol WmoR SIS Yol B Alslel A4 Wlo] ol Sret vl AlgrEt
A ol AR ekl Hgit) web QELe ol 4] B AN Helo] % UF e
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t9] 7IRIES S8 Sk HalAa Hoge] Y, HEAREC|th 52 o AEES
BAfsh= F3olvt 548 whdel whe} vpeksit WF502] ¥ E3elA AlNle BARH
A e 5, FAOE WY |R gt off] HEARES g% o® B AjejolaL
Z Q1 =71e] dflell AEeh=s -84Ql TiSlEelth Mgt ek o]/ QInle)
Ui 52 Ado] dzjo]ar o] 5L “m7t A ESA Fudll 7 ST 17
M= Sl B3t A 2015 AllFsto w2y Mstar g3FE 9l Ahhe] e 7]ofst 4=
ATF (Bermeo, 2003; 7-18).

ohe g o, FgHRl 54 HARE SIth (Bemeo, 2003: 15-18). o, ofe]~Edle]
2= “qIRREe] Aol 212 395 7HAL R Abgheo] AR XA A8S Y
ApAe] Qqetal stk Wie “tise] 7213 53] A |eild of7|Felet J=Ae Aelell
o} HAIES (Lipset, 1960 as cited in Bermeo, 2003: 16) “&l 2 A2 H9T2]4 21
FEe Ad= Aol oA Auirke] o] SdAolar FgA]l fsa dod A7t
7P ATk 1 ol «AshE. Az o, A SR 1HA A, A B9
2 AT AR 7T ToltP off FAAIR] Al WIFo] wRl] VRE ol R
A7IM = BEAEEC] RIFTFo] Ao F8 w77t =AU :

Oﬂ% HEgo} Alte] 11 BjRES “FAIgE )Ivvo] Uete] #4S Wi the AZE
S-S T3¢9 3t} (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 1379-84). —1o]| oo} 2k~7] (2015:
67)% 1‘41471?4 HE= 72 (IR AA] U AR olEkaL A|HsISlt) o]oA, «at
oy NIl WA AAES IR 7Pt 18X ekom Ae] wvke] S
Q1 vl=g)7t sl |tk shxRE BadA AAdolt o7t 48] AFQl A
2] Ll A7IPgell weld= vhle AR gl tisolAl BxaEs Al gkt
U= thee] F21s ol (Laski, 2015: 73). 2R27|9F SAIHHS] ot #d1Ql 2f=nt
< “HEAREC] ARlo] IS = Q= 7FE 7k TS oM Alde] iyt ARst
= el ¥ 3 o] AlEE HEE 8ISl “ole - 7R ARIQE, AR Azl
AFE 2 ABAIRRY wolE] 239 1 5 - A wE] Soll ol e

71Z3K] ep AR ke AREECIITE TR ROl 5] e 1 Atk St
A7gol| ofsl71E 7IosiSict thrd WHAjolet EdF| o' o] al X|AQ] Y-S Ao
3k o] AP (Gurri, 2014:Kindle Locations 199-203). —Z2]&}e] 19270l WH71ek MH-3
Sa0lehe AAedlE 358 2 ZA AL B ARl ek AREERE BARISITH
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T1jar Z1of smlErelof] wdh #hEne o5 °"FJE ] BME 5ol 3 A A9k
I, Tt o> B HloldHolal ArRSe] Fdor niFlH: o] Tee 3
Sk 1A 84, S AP AlRPE AA O}UHOM =Ipele] g WaR sk Y
2 EARM|, TR A9 el AAlet tirisdiel] Stise] 240l mwse EAl
(Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations 203-207).

& Aels BEARSS 19 o] F 714 we] #8e Ak W ik ofd
TS B REAFES R} (R A9 opd 5388 o] 74
b o] RRAR) AANE a9 shAlsle] BARRT, el olelel o] FRA s
At (Bermeo, 2003: 3).
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2 2 HE21 ATl Al 1A 051 o;bl, AHEl 57141, o2l
FARE AR EZONA itk ekl RSARFER 7153 AMALS|] Wie 528 dAolopd:
2 3749 25 AXeks Aol 217] wEolrh (Bermeo, 2003: 227).

A BF0E QSR BEARIES) 910 TR A A0 FAR: B4 T Bgol
o} 28] g 7 Fed ARES oud NIl FEkE mA|E &2t a9l
A AP AT mIFFRee] Bobe Aol 7Y el Aolehs Ao A
ATWRE ARRISkAL Boje] M (ol glol, wigrel= glok) A” Sl UJ%EF—PJ
o T vke &5 7ReHA o] WFTE 7Y arE W fdolth vlellM = olEs
o] ke 1?1 Ieele} ey Follr= «“Foll Bl Algole} sh, sZatof
“THEsrole) FEtk T sk ElskPd, dlo] 25 A B9e] ApiE Wi
“HHEe] goi%”olﬂ‘r gsitt. Al ol AP E EaL sloem Al e T
Stoj= ARAo|t} (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 147-151).
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ARIFT)E 2418] 29| Sl AAdEe] 7P akoltiAlsle] Tk B
QE0] o] duls Far thEs Sl AAIEQ Al)le] &S #7171= vlaE ok
vt 71 Ayt AP AY S3-] Aabente] FAls afed Al &3] oA
ok Azl S AGS] TAE FAe] 7P AR A} wizel dAE =8
2] (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 400-401), &%-2] A A=} 1 7|3S 3k A1
HA o s HUnk o] AdsellM= «wrle] Scoldt EAllskA] @Al ¥y,
BAsHE olsHAl ek Aol o] A &g AgRte] SAAYT (Luce, 2017: Kindle
Locations 1442-1445). E-3J3HAI L, “olsll Al dd AelE sflof sh=gAe Y=ol e
AAE Fa v o Uik AR FFE WAk vl o] 24 ullg- FEigh Bso

&

H oo oo

H
rr

M

=l

E3HC} (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 160-165). ©]oFa=, A}s| 7} Q1vle] 523} A7}
o] A Alole] o R IR, T IR, “tge] £g3 27184 g7l 5ast
Zriicte] AR Bk Qe o] vl AkAlA] 94719] ] EAllel 3 ook (Luce,
2017: Kindle Locations 1449-1450).

ol#] AglollM, FFL o)A BXHE e A8 AiSS &) 2 =4Sl ¥ e
ETE 3] Sl AR W A9, 5, E 3] o= Agsith ofd Aol 913t
o] e 4= qlrk the e ] AAHEL: o] 7135 A FAA] o] k.
Toa Ashs AEoR 03 )INke A o= Al Alegh) e, HAR thed
ol 2R= UubA NIFAEe] A A5S Ui, AYE Fodellwt vidie= Al odek
A= ool o2 =W3%k (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 1676-1677). SFA| T+
“ChIFEe] ARS]7} oR W HIFFROlE 1 2718 APAERE A ok (1682-1683). tHESS
0l 9] sl «HFY A H7PE-ES A9 s AAEAY TS AT
Aol S E98e] TRl UAle] 3 (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 130-131). ©17]4]
T el Aelvr WS Fskal WoktE £4] & Al P Efe
Uold sl 22 tisd@oIrtEzol o] Azella] of7|aL lvk= Zeolek vivt oo digkst
= Aol A1) A7) ] Btls =2 A% JP (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations
2174-2179). w=9]&= o714 EubA] ¥aL, oftol|A] 1 7|4 e] A& Fh=it sl Ao
AU opte A FHAA e SRR ARk RS |E Al A7IA SHAg
AFs A wj A - S-2lof| Al ol 2~ <l o] 2 (SNS, Social Network Services) = e %l vl Al
o} 71 R 7szo] opd7) St AR el s SOl it O <Adn k] wshARl
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371l S FelaxE Ao R 7]AQl M= QI7HEse] Ao BE A FFt
BAF ] AAA dojihi= o]t} (Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations 164-166). ©]=
AR AHIAE AR HEAIZ 0 2 ThssiRlth o= tAY wlkso] 7 AdA|A] Rt
- AT =3 AA e A fAME - 9 f71E 2% Aelth (Gurr, 2017: Kindle
Locations 159-161). A, 2=2] Ax|o]29] T4 A= “Fdx7p e} “«Falx} QA9
AE oG skt A4S A718Rksitt. A= AREA 7=l §l]ie,
o] TAIE HEol B olxl= oA Tz} QIFlo] %%7}011 edebA| it sl e
Ao} vidt o] e A ZR- A L UEe] AL k. ool “a5e] =0l
AZLS Wl 38T = ok ABESS] AR &) FANE ShsiA tRRlar g4
= 53] FYoll ZARRI Ao R FAIE sIitE 1] AV AR uie= ofE 7VA
A7F rp Fsiskar Q1914 ol =A1E 28kl DT} (Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations
116-118). g+ H, 3%2] HollA&= B2 A7 1 7197} ol=siskE L i o] oAk
22mm 7]l v vl siAekaL skl 25ke o (s 1] HHEH Hueo] §F 7
ofgly] H= FAIE TR 1A oR Rl A= Aol gl AR HAISISITE”
(Gum 2014: Kindle Locations 151-153). 22| «o] Ato} Qli= F5A| o] EAag)= 2S
EAEQlH ofrlFo|EA, WS- iR Eo|n, Evtol| 7S5k ARk HAe ik vEE

1 Foll i AhEE 7R AfEs ABE ] veE Akl viESSIeE” ol ol s
ol A AQl A zlolg} sl FS A°|th (Gurri, :Kindle Locations 155-157).

o] IHolM T ALl 2Hate] 5 vl MM s Al FRAk 1 S =7REe]
ofaL - 3 AL TAEERE AR, o, AZ 1E|al 7|9, 58713, tiel thsiA,
AR, kAT, A1 BT A 71er Bldel e an AlzE 2 e

oty T EEICL oS8 Z719] FeollM dfle] FAR wAG B 242 AP
g5 FopllM A F48= S vwio] 2 AUl (Gurri,2014: Kindle Locations
226-230). &%0] HFAl F3FS v|X= WAl aid AR Ax|o] JH7) ARl A
AFo] =814 Aee] g2lS we) 71, “HonfAle] We-Eo] Feisl ol Hue
Aolghd, o]F FFo] 2t AolA] wio} Flo]~i0 2 AFsl, o] tiA] fFEL 7]5}
TN AFAQ] Alo|Eel] LeRRle = Ze]A Hrk o] Fil =8 wA} HEeule-
F53h= A E S 5 TP (Gurr, 2014: Kindle Locations 471-473).

TARF R FUrlele] HI|1E EolBAL 7% oS AP 2 H9=E 31dE EH
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o] A9 A& ZEAE 2 5ol il Fuinh o] AiE T s e
of] _&J | AL 1 5 g 283k 21 JH feole] angitt - A x5] 35 FHAok
1A FUAlole] ALEA| A Bl Al oL &t 28k Aotk o520 A%
5 I Ul E SEuke ARe] ts 359 Ay oIS Widsks 2l
ok =8, o] U] Ase A eA ARIIA o7 2 qu e} o]JES] 2011
S8 3 HigARIo] so]aky o[HIEd] 7|23k 71t S X7F o] A om 2EikIelA
AlgE 1013t} o] AR «ARkeE Fefu At S-s7 R, B 7[E o] FE AA|elA
3] £ e L uge] 5ol QlEe] o) o] o} gk M2 Floltt
(Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations 478-484; 502-505).
o[ AHIE ApAIS] Al ofx= QIR o] Frde] ofrge: 7hHol thE A
w3kt o] gleols AR AellA 7RI @4 Afele] 31
o folt} 1= Hol 2 AHeA o E F5s wYslo] et tiateAl sk Al=sis
ofoftE ¥Fg Uk A= Aol SHRIE AP, “FllAIE wAE A
& offFo] HagRIRre] A} @RS wAsks 4 & Aot (Gur, 2014: Kindle
Locations 525-531). 41=10] B] dfE|u} €7he] A5 22 WgAbdEo] e AA18g9 =

[
PR HYSTAN B 5 QE TA 24, AN, AR R A9 S A4S

Lo

gk

o

WY, o

2

ST =
2215] ARSI, ot & At Bt QlRle] Felrk o] A A A gsle]
HlEQlolEEA] Hojt e TAE SuEFon eatedn] 2B Aol
(Gurri, 2014: Kindle Locations 3197-3202).

ole} 2 TAE || AlFaaell 2 ofHl &do] Holx|A| A= FaL & dolHd,
el Zgxjell 713 gk o] 2 dEslol & ARIlell= SHRITE 22 oA “rlel]
o3t AR 5 HESE apdh

2. =l o7k A%

Qe =l S22 QINE: A IR =k Il =wlel] offk ANels FAIE
7V o 2 n) Zsieic) el o] oJair] AR} -e-Relchd ojw ofske] 2KE /)4
=X =lo] o] Figel] ke MR sl Alo] S o] E Aotk ¥ 1w
AR 2ot eal=7lepd ARle] Eae)s ok & a7 A wjwic) 24 Jtofshd
) oprkie o Fofrk Ile)] ofjh Aghke) oldell 7H e A= e frteARt
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o] W= BEAREES] ties thFolof gttt Aolv I+ AMHIFT9)E e
AVS7I o7 k= w7k AlRLS el o s A AR T e R AAISHA
he=tl], 71 o= vl TR AR diso] RIEEA] AgE-edolut FIER] dgel] A5 sk
T 7] ol At

1Y QI Z2 FgollA] g AR 1H Hofiolr), 8= w7l HareheA] wrle]
S gl et F83k AAL tie = olgo® U APRAR] Helolt) s}
Stk o]50] QWS flste] tiAl o] 2= AAS i) 17 dig] AA i S
Sl Sfslre TRl g ot & tiiRE wHlo] AEsH SISl ofE=E slodw AP vt
= 71 RS PRl Hsse] w7le] 71 el RS S8l AlslsiAl sisick tiaEad
= S AAek= A== eIk 7RIS 74, ARE, oo dEshe Ao ol
“191 132 HEIE AEEigla, AAATR= o4 Y202 7S AASHeS SISt HEo]
ok A a7) gl W8olxRE Ut gokshH o|Flo] vl= ATHIF=E] o] o] FdsalaL
wHle] ofgk AgRel= Aldel] ofxJaix AlA] R vebEe] AsgEle oEn) tiofRlao] 9]
715 Eo]t} (Held, 1996).
o] A= 1 FAlo|Ee] Fetid o2 = diAIR FA7T glo] BRItk Z1-dd] Ao
AR @, o] QoS- 7192 el ofe] 7] ZxdE0] o] it dlE 9 A
F1817] ok 21 FAIES AAAES} U7 TR T 7] ZFdollA

>
k1
7

o

il

o
=

ARl AR tiFE A7 vt sk RIFFol= AF3 Ao= 5shs 7 vk

oF 4= Sick okt W oju] 2047] Zatlel) wl ], FroilE), 2] 2 i ANV
o] AR A=ARE AP ] A3 AR 2 WFTels ool o3k SRk a4
RFele] onjalans 71 Aok TS weke ¥ Hlol 24 Eapela ole) Palow
A3 v T (Held, 1996: 179-180). —12iA w#¥lH= vt o] A4t
(Schumpeter, 1976: 284-285, as cited in Held, 1996: 180, with emphasis added by Held).

RIFFOlE SRD S PR W ) 1K) Fle] $AE el o enlg
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= ofuylel gick 12l ofgl o] @ 7] BAL pERYE gAolY] EXE HEs
A & Aolv.
u}i o] 483} AY FaAol
o) AlFE S o) B
ﬁﬂoﬂ Zrjal FuAolt, 4
AT BAZ} QA Awlu T gk
A O FAE el ol AR} fRel T =l RE WA A A

ololr). o] BAIS ¥ AHs) Awals] gas
107} ol s Faale fHAolL B e
7 ere iz PEslaL ololy AAAE

i)

@, w2
>
rir
o,
—r

K

AR AR <INl SAe BAE ff on] gk vl QIARE FUER R 7EA] Bl
=2t 7| R gt dlE B, 2127 (2015 67 )= L] Aol Xt AS vhSa)
o] AAERIT) o5 “Ax] Aol 3k TR AT Gl AlRItiEelt) A S84
& 1 Al =], ol TR U tiAIR oA 7 S A4 #lel] Al nSe
W) JEiQlan, B 11 ANE ) gk 229 Ak A1 S0l 9 kAT A8
getellof sh=tl], oEs TAshs 84S AAolu o] AkETe oft Xj2lofut o] do]
¢ ZHeehs ofallthle RSl vl BAR wgoltk el AlEe] AP M BAIIES

WS uh= ofwl FIH RAshE AR el 9T Wtk vk A A
924 A7) wjek FEsh ol AR AR <o) AT Balstn Ee) Aok

U mg A 3]-\:} (Laski, 2015: 68, 73, 75).
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V}L
_ hie!

:

= Y U2 15 B S 713 BoRkl AdRelM = Hig
AR} s TEe] AAaEat oA Abrel g 7ol AR 4 gle = Qlrk
Q35 Y AARE A= tielr e &R dilwie] Ao Aol ZR1sks Fdkaolet
3lloF & Aol whehA, A0l Aol gk vl AF2 A7l of7|aL RS T8t
= ARFEe] BN 21HS w3 o] ] Adait) 71 gt aiie o] ArjEks WIFE
g A g QS U Wi 715)E S Qo) Bulsic B et
(Laski, 2015: 79).

2] Aol Azto s e} 7] oJsle] Tee v 2] Hole] R} B
59 Fe 7o) 2749 e glcka Bolek ok sk 191 wpdeleka gk

K2 519 AR S RS 9] witelr), webd, 1ol AZieli= <slelt At
U} A5 ke ofth 1A ojee] B8l et oleide) E5a)w, At vl
Sielal Aztels AAS 8RS AwApt 2Asks EARIES] BEe] Hiolr) T
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TAYR 93] A AE7HA Akl v ofm tijkAQl ARk v 2 g8k
715t} (Laski, 2015: 79, 80).

TR B, <R QP MR R e o] Algei
3 7P QuAIEARE A weld AREE Sl 4ee] gl w9l Aiele:

K] Aq71e] 912 e wigov): =lal fxe] AEie AlRe] vi] e AVl

O
o

Aol Aol EF3ihrlg] sllof HE ofpe} Al Y2 e S8t 713lE Siskel
a1 ZpEo) eteof FEefof Sl (Laski, 2015 77-78). B&, o] F-Ao] Hafjx= oleh=
TR Aall= s 7 AR ofAlk= tiefAlEe} 1 719te] «Fafp 52 «HEp FAIR Holrt
oAt}

4

2) T B

Uk M} B Sl eI Sl Aol TARL SRS e o] e 4
Stel Skt A 2ol Aol FILk o] ThEel 2z A B4le] thelFRe)
o] ol ¥k vi-g- HES A4S A= St eEE 2 (Papadopoulos, 2013) 0] A5
ZreFelAl 2vlsk AL gt o] A+ T2 g3 HrFe] dEehe FlForE Jgh
Wslel ©AS F2 gl 28l AR Al7leE F v} 2t} (Papadopoulos,
2013: back cover). “AlW1 A AES YA o] = 7|3E TR “AARIES
ARG o= Aol FAHS AL g AT eaL <l WISSRee] AR
S04 =71 Sl ofH] Sl M AN WA, AR X]el| 5 (Crozer ef al., 1975)
o] Bl “RIF=e7F Azl eref F-Alleh 5 ulfitol] Islrt doful= gl
23| drk o]=ZA L] ghgo] APt ErFsd v Sk v, 814 A9l vl
uiAlel A R1E= wrjetol A U A Fekal drPe =

& el g7y #HE7F XA A1, sl EE2 2~ (Papadopoulos, 2013: 1-2)F
L3)e] “ARA ARl mX)e= T A|e] P U ek Al ot ekl Jlrkar

g

Tefale] 1= b Boldk BRS Teksle] thelulolr Be £ 542 e
S5k 71 S AR 0|2l A Blolck Fgle) slmelsl ws s viAlsh
Ago) W), AS, fist % 55 BX, UEAS B NG, A w2
3 AoIF7), 2% T/ ut AP OI3F T B9 AR, 183 WAe)e] AL
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soltk ol B shupH A4S 611” & oA = |t ofF A Tl ek AR

Fheslsiol iRk o4l QTS A Aslel IS A% S Sl A
12 S Sl e, el AR v A AR ol

 tle) 2B A e A B4 AT Al AU 24

2013: 215-216).

Ao Aol wis=re): AlRle] A SAdadol ofeiAl A AEviAle] FelRt
B9 TR S Holulof ah=d, viAl= 7ol Al AdFel w=2= A
PR AR E FaL 7 hellAl eEslof shal A B2 1E FH A0S
e ot MOF Fk T o] = Qs miAlskeE o] ER|9t HolX] =
Heo] AAEFA Alololl= 7HHo] A S=utell Ut} (Papadopoulos, 2013: 77, 216).

T AEL FH3 2 T X 53] rEAH THAY (BU, Buropean Union)®] ElF2]ol
FOIAl =9, o7lolli= B A1 Argdairtel = Als L 4 7iE=rte) iyl da
A A EHAL i Xél'?&l Adde B A -] thesslel o3 A
% WA APRe] Aol wet Adelshal
AL, A9bARl %17 ﬁH k= vﬁ}o}ﬂl LR Zolu} ofd AlglelM e ZAls 71471
Ueol sollM 2271, t=7h o= 288 = Q7] wltell Aabs 94| vttt
(Papadopoulos, 2013: 216-217).

&) =x|9} e A A A4 /\1_4 Za71A gk Wk n ik Aol A
o ek AR A Alele] Al AdeAkgat dEl] o3t A= 1] Fajo] weEtt
5, A o] Aleel A1 2% 453/\}9% s Aol Ak abgel ZofebA| we A=
Agks FEIT oF FaL FAVAIFEANY7 15 (OBCD)= “&8 &419] vkerelet st
aL, SppEE R A f‘é?j %ﬂﬂ‘r o3Itk ofAF H] =7} FZollM old Fe] A A

N
i
.
ﬁ
QL
X
i,
g
O
E
1o,
Ao,
Jii
- 3
-
=
%
g

_v;

olsErle] B4 eiae] wrks hewt 1ok Zhse] olelxle
°l 5;1211, =Rl H] vl 71, Wi vk u) gR7) Solet (OECD,
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2002, as quoted in Papadopoulos, 2013: 117-118; Pauly and Grande, 2005: 15). &=

of7l Az A AN BHekE A FAIA Afshz] T2 wrele} ARl

o] 5ol ofEal HT 1 Hged] A T Exle] RERS 9] 918 B

Ba15 APl Bk Sk ol s9H0R Pashe 250 APEel AU B4
=

SAL AR, ol BX TR 54 ojsliile sk AlHSe] Jaks

J

-~

-

v x| 7] wji-o| T} (Papadopoulos, 2013: 219-221,137-139).
AlR] Be= 89] 7 AojF7]: I1 vl REA|NIEC] oAPAA | Zlo] Fofsh= AEA
Al )

E7Fink T e BY)E A9 Ales ] (NPM) aleot T s o) Qi
RG] i nls e gl w7l thedE sk fiste] o =7k ARl

W S5 olpele] 78 HEY 5 ol AHEQ) BuE sk

[e) 1=}
Bole, ofi= o] o] AANA HAol FHS ST w9 HH AT

o2

o

1

of

ol

i

)

)
for

o
-
W,

A At o] 2 1glellA] 11k FAE AlRlae] EAwE ] flsk at
Q1 Wpajo] weH a1t=0] ARIxAe] gk Fo|ltk ofd olff= Ay ofgd Anlt
Fegd BE ARlo] T s e HE Zelvk 28l o) 9] g “wee]
AL | Aol o m R w A o] 9AIEE fXlelx AR AAES vrklEkaL
el Hdal Aup oz HRIJNE2 A ] Gt} E4S Adi- E7)slok gk )
& Ao] Frhare YA AR RE e AdS BA] Bl AR 7IAEA g5
9o MelS B A% ZIt "ol Ttk (Papadopoulos, 2013: 15-16, 169-170).
215 g5 |7k APl o8k e X9 ARk v 9] ofxle Bl f1%h

gnelzie] Jrisom Sy 715 3719t ARe] gl A7

'E‘ — [e)
Aok, o Z7H) 7)o I3k Al A 1EAH 43

19159 olsikilat AlRIAKS] 9]
ofe] olofito] xRS0 Selols Eoleoir ehbaAde SAlsls oemiE 53

ARe W 4= A shaz, AU 2ol miede]
< 9|m| gt} (Papadopoulos, 2013: 16-19, 220-221).
d 3 7K Wi eR AYds 5 i gl ¥ AE 7T

ko] o] AXTh= Holtk o]=A “tiorlFole] AXgX]olA]
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¥l Aolt} (Vibert, 2007 as cited in Papadopoulos, 2013: 4, plus 220-221). ©] A A7}
Ak 15} 2 71 Uhgo] T Bl AIAR) Bl vjels)re) et Higlo)
Aubg oz Zasar ks Aolu, «HAlH o= sl Fuko] ApalSo] Qe 35
22 9)i= SRS x| 0 7 ALEERE Tl QlojE HEANS ] Eaaglv) Ak o)s)
AP Fe) oEn 3';1 | WMEole} A7 o] oJshA “ulgSeolo] Aol BE AR
27} RAFEL AL e ANIEL. 24 Walal, Edo|n, 373 Aorew Adsia

FOITE” (Crouch, 2004: 5, as quoted in Papadopoulos, 2013: 228). B8 o|¥ FA=

£ SREE A48 9

RuAg L

7 ulgellis ofm] FIE 913 el ole] WA A7A R gl
= ol “BEALE ARg U] ke

= ool
selo} 71 Zh7te] FASS A alEdn) 7, 3 oo s to)s ek
e, T2 WFFolols tisRsit QA=A g Dol thariAl, 1eja 34

= T A o] I FYott o] PAow
ole 231‘%91 WE7I] A FEel ogdA Faks nAH 7|olE sk o] ARt
27N WEE o7 Y 28] sikidd o= flag, ZefRt SEAPE B2 wierele] k]l
54 T ol Hhis A2 ASo] A o] ARSI AT IEEe] sl Zi9fste]
“dAAAe] 7lsvEskE 2RItk Aofuk olefRh dde] Avf o «AehE thaAl=st
+ A7t RlIFYstans z23ke = gl 3ol ATE (Manin, 1997 as cited in Papadopoulos,
2013: 232)¢ WAL dAE YEReAE BE
ole]gh ¥ Wtk o] ofgh el Al OME} =S SRt el ARk
o] ok FFEAg ARl o]t eibage] Tlstashs ARSI e NiedslaL
o= & AAFAE Aok, A= tielgA e iAo 2= vhelH]l ARl T1x] ok
ofsihile Al WL 471 7] whtoltk el o] gAje] AR tefvlsS
ofe] «x71A] 23k ofgmt Rt 7)ol vk ool AghvE =l s Al Fole
o U she AR o] weEtt ofd A9 Viewad deEfide] 4] gt
= 2 HE TR Fhae 1WA BRI ok s, <R T asARy
AL Aol 317] wiite]t)’ (Rokkan, 1966: 105, as quoted in Papadopoulos, 2013:

fof obze] e, 5=,

o\:o _

AN
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233).

S50 lefrIFFololA v ofd A= thE obd «gR19] g9t g=d g
4 rtele] ®e]e] & FFo]tl” (Papadopoulos, 2013: 235). K-t 2] te]7]tel A
Aeehs Al viAPE Be] =Esl] wieel] 7Aoot T k8-S Slofriels Wk

O
o, 7lerhia A o HelA] G5sh] uhiol A ol mol] eR=c), 2gle)
e VI W Gl obiP) 98 Sk 4L, 49, el gl 5 2 B
F54 GUS Paska Mool wehe o) FlolA elojbrt Papadopoulos, 2013: 235)
o)o} e Aol NS A B AL U SN Fus H3, 1 F ofm
o5& A4 njghAllo] Hu, i ThE AL same] 4A4 e vergr
Aol % ‘10& uw R 2} JEAS2. ] E 85] 3o B

e A A D P P
1| H TP (Papadopoulos, 2013: 232, 240). o1& A<l 4|, 1e]ar tjo|uFFo] S
thek Azjt A1) wAlls A P8 Ul gre o vpepdt) 13 Aol et
el ofel HoR FHSPIE ok s AR ABIE SR HTHOR B
BAAE, FE= QA SR Solzolc A /by AAE R Aagh A v
A1Z]TF (Luce, 2017: Kindle Locations 2023-2024).

ope] ez th $218 LS 9J3k YAR HEL: tenFrelst Be) Az
AT ke TR OR BT TS| STE FIAATT, T59) 8TE By, Bt
ol 7] 7 oleld], Flol A SR T Aulsk AL Al ele] FelA] ARl
mEoltt off] FAE AEshs vl gRIghd «rlolsAlE Ti)1AR] Eloke] Z]u7t
RN @ 2 2508 258 5% U} (Gurr, 2017: Kindle Locations 4565-4569).

AR} BE, Mg, s ﬂl* ke o, 2% el o e o
5o Ashe d] AlgoEn F5e QUM ABss tleluFTeE Ak Hoh
= A ol Aelekofel ol ol Al HoYAc) o] 2he- Ahe A7
2 zepsigl, A0 PAS JPRRlon] RS SRR T 1S T
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ST W ilow Alel welolie MRlsks 3 Agolel el Q17
g oke FAR A s,

AFEIZE o] A|7ol) ol “mR1e glah gReal Aol ol ofgh gRre] mAlw
w50} 7R Aol BsIe Selrk T e, ol AR 1 Agels v B B}
S 22 Qvle] Qhdal WHS 918 BALE e Zolei, ol el A Qs
Agold ielniFsee] thale] S} e Sile] o5k ARE A et Fo] B4
= A7ES HuA e 4 9ok

. 4

A HES BARES Aol WFFole] Axel B4 WhsHs Al 7 8
= gl gA] (o] 4%, BelAA @el o) 4%, 123 AYAA (FRE A
Al Hge) A T 5 Gl o BHOR 15 Fet 61 2 dek A

= qEolo] w98 A9 RAS BA ARIES 2] A7) UgoR ks 43S
el WA, A febe AMSISt Ae Qo1 e AR BARRIR 9]
S Bgal ALEA w2 AT ARER Ve date] TR, g
QUI32467= AAZ T AR Tl 7k ARIoN} Al thek BAA Aelake
Ao ARk w7 wkEel S 1) ermrhs ARA Tt AlwE e A
o] FE7F5S FHA713 Jefstor dekar AL ofol Sie] ofele] HelgA 7| TER
o] 7fsel FABES Afsler & Aolh B, 9 AMES BA AfUTTE A
AJA)e] ofelg-S sk WRke A 88 422 Qlrk 1ot sl 1 ARl el
TP ok gl Srlel Btk o)Al AlSA ANSSE Tefe ok Sis] 43

= Ul AdeskH 129 A Aok 27 FEelol & AL FAl AATE Biehs szl‘c—] ]|
A A2 = 1 o] AERleP/ e Eekehs A dAlRkaL & Aok

1 291je] FARe] 9H e AE Fols ARFo|d mFe]} i), 2] p 5
& %ol ek} il @—8— olse 2o Ape] AR AES Ml Sk
) Qe 1930 Ithe] el SJEakE ARTe)H] wiFrele] tjeko 2 .
ABIFele] BAE Holl i) o] A4 o, Se) Halrh 2] AT wEele]

-|—‘r—|-’ﬂ—‘
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=4t o] Ade] L7, TRjal RS A w7pA], ARRlERele] A
2 Zofepd, Arhe] AREee] A, So] aml] 9 5eA =27 A ks AT
AAAARS 7] WIF=elE ARsi JhEAkEe] Rl 7IHEE el A S Kol
BRIk Fohe] ARare] viF=Rel) AAHQl oS weAke] g 8 th7 1
YA 22 Rzl Eob ks S e® EHeshal AolEA| 2 WA FEs)
SHg 59 S4E S5 D s8] ik ks ol EAPE vtk Ale,
AgEre] Aol olde] wilollM Hoke = ash o) ARl =8
208 AEshs A e TAE "ok o714 ARBPEAE 5ol
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. o) xAl e o flobd, Aol el viE
7F ek vl v AR Baie) ARlRe] AR Sob ks ARk opde) vk e
7b 20| Fe AR delE Ve m olaithy, el AhEre] AAAAe ofef A
A AAEH 7 1Al S0l =T AAle) Bl Abrlaele] HvlE 1 Ae
2k She Aolnk 71 AR 719 32 9ol Aol Aokl e #17k ke
S s vt AR7E E e Qlek T o] AJlell = e A= Akl
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A7} A 2 o] 2Fme] AR EZA
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a9 Ao AT a2 %10 (Fung, 1983: 377-8; Kim K.-D., 2017a: 194-195).

FAP} WS, 2 ok WSl W5 B AR Akl (K1) 1 Ak

| ) AIE f5 e Abge] Qloxl Aeiste] ohe WAk A4l
AlE w91 ofsim $EES B stk TR ARFES B2 Ap1e] ool
2 Wek elgkon] E Ale] ofEHIS ASHE e Ue] el Fant ofSel e
oV WPk Hol2 Sleld 1 S W] vH 5 QA sk, 7P Alre: 29
o] Q7 slei ofeloliz olste] 44 2ol QA kL WLt kgL el A
Ao T B e 4 9] | 9P 9% A)E L ol Fobt
A7 7L 9 | 2 o] Rl ol Meld Pulshs RS AelAw

b 2relan Aol 450] ok TR Stk WEA] A7) Aale] Ak
Sttt ke elglek TR 7ol 9, o, hIsaieh e ol A vl
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NEA
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| A% F 8 ARES AP1Ee] AmAE BA5 Agelet B3tk olelsie]
Alge] 719 Tk ol mhee] SFule] ol HlEE Hlolt), TelEs FAA

B2 slste] Qi AlgtEolth

@ el gerolths Folbe AR (P olyE Yot gejok 3ju] 217l
o] AT wFS A £ vk WYSo] E3 Uofu} ﬁw—e— AAE FA7 ek
A7k Feele Mol AR “s7b7E Qlo] Ko} Q1S Ba, 591] o]} Ko} o3&
B3, 527} o] Hof BYL B, Aol AFE Fohelar XﬂTﬂ HAZ FofepE
A Fjol e 71z, TS Qo) A 9 RS B s wyse] 18 é—éow
% HnhrE shivk WAt Aso] 73 sy )25} Sk (1 2009: 346),

o7 T3 g2 NS ek I E el /I ﬁl‘%ﬂ E‘rﬁ]‘ﬂﬂi TcHo}

2017b,:183).

T} WhE o] sh= WIEF 9R1o] el thhke] HAMIeIAE vERdTE (A1-83] 1997
58; ©]A T, 2009: 346-347; Kim K.-D., 2017b: 184). o] A& wxj o] 3|3 o} H
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Source: OECD (2016), Society at a Glance 2016.
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<3£ 2> The V-Dem Liberal Democracy Index (LDI): Sk AL

> Principles of Component indices Rank
Democracy Ideals
Electoral -freedom of association -82
(Polyarchy) -clean election index -17
4291 -freedom of expression -65(F-5)
Liberal -equ'alit}'/ before th.e law and indiVidl.,lal l.iberty -32
319] -legislative constraints on the executive index 21
-judicial constraints on the executive index -44
Egalitarian -equal prote.ctio.n index . -52
359] -equal dlStrlbu’FlOH of resources index -18
-equal access index -49
-civil society participation index -95
Participatory -direct popular vote index -103
581 -local government index 267
-regional government index -3
-reasoned justification -107(5-%))
Deliberative -common good justification -28
819] -respect for counterarguments -5?
-range of consultation -120(5-%))
-engaged society -40

<=*: V-Dem Annual Report 2017
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T 3= 93 7] Al 130 S 89.2%, Al 13t FAL 758%E H TR ES
Hlou Al 170 2 63.0%, 20081 A| 18] FA42 46.1%% FHE0] AstE = &
AR o2 SIS Hiedal] Yt Fard slke A7l TIF=2] a7lollA] Bifs) = @l



o 8 &

2hal = % Qlrk v} 20121 715 OBCD 377382 704% 20165 ¢ =3]2)<l
% <1 50.8% HUF =55 & T UTHOECD 2016).

Al F3EE shEe] Wlo] Aok AAlel gt B4l e Althe] 8|4 Filel
UTh= HolohE=HH 9] 2009). Sk G2 Fole] 7| elr] Bl Ax] B4l
‘gl firPekal E o Qlvk =3ek g 1‘41'61 AF| = 5kl g e 2
AF|Ee] Autol e 3 w)R Aeg vpeks X1 gk 20074 tAE 20164 413 471X
ZAPIA = 684 104 = 958 A #As ;qu] olo] FPEo A thErky 7 Bals
CeWit) AR AEE 9A] OECD H1#(2014'3 43%) Rt} 3 Uke- 259, 4==o|tk(3hA ]
2016).

St A EALY] Ao A7} Q) Skt AYAX= AR AAAD A58 245k
e AstAL AM%@%% o]F=t IS Btk ER3E wRlEe] YA sl

Hol7] A%t 2SR RATHAE 2012, 141). o= ARBlo]d ALS]= Tkt ofsfell whet
A5t o] glo ﬂ% A AR SR10IM AR Asat wds tiistal 4gsks 58gt

b

Aolck Augle] T QT ehe gL ol & welRi). 5 AFAA]

==

rlm

~

AN

Al 7138 Sk o] T ot ofshE wegsh Tk STARAARR: Holtk
o] e Ajsle) Pkt ololsh a8 el Faln /1S ASTS s gk
shae] AYAAY} ol2l B 1e TSI, WA 4 7 AT ol WslE
AT, 9178} o) Folw FPAGAAT A4k ol slelanbge] na A2

Sk WSl EAIe] WS ol 7)E Ao B BuEA 15 YAl He

2 Wolzt 21w 1 g9low Ami), AeFoleh 19 ARAEAR] w2 5] o)L
e A xﬂﬂm AuEe AYA 2009, T2 AAEA) W] 4
o P} Q) wgel WOl At AFESA Tt Rl Arklslle AAuE
Fol ofgdy] whiol o] Age Aol whek Aol Aol 7}

ARl olaRETole) olsle 4 Itk WAl ARE FEse] T A
WEaRs 7Pl sl A0 gl o=t THS A 4+ olok Fik thel Al
Wb o] F4E FPAAE 1 LS Faelof dek, et @gAle] 4 2 ke
AP 1 RS el 24 Talcked) Qlor, Tielsle ABleTE wedsh) el
olefat wvte] 23} A FEAAS) e Alvle] A5} WAl Flels B4
Qi



gate] Mol 91719k AANE

By WielE 9700l A8l Qlvial His AR AEAR|e] dufjel wirelE 913 AR
7IHre] fBlE & o vk A-AER|Y] 7A EAlE REsAIAe] odA ARk Higsto]3e]
B2 A, Je)al Al gQlorte Ay Zhssho)  Aas Iyl 2 mkEsRl
=1 AR Arsle] ke vt $- =l Ui-ERl AdAiEe] <

ook
fllo
Mo
g
o
e
S,
-0
ind

V. &= 9] 91719 FAAAA <l
1. mega-trend: AlA|s}e} B3}

197030] o] A7+ ”]ZZQ/\@MW A ubs o 2 okl 7] ARk 7o Al
A% Qe SHA ] ofglel tiak ol i) Slelrh Fufsla tial Helele] W
e ARaIek 374 S 1) 2k Sl A 21 olfol del 9 A
A40] A1 el W) 3 S e G0 8 romas pay)olhn

Hr} 7185 e GEo|n] Ao Auko 7 thEdd ¥y =y
WAREIL o) B4R B £ 711 HEA B bodeepodee pay)e] 34l

I-H

O.Lu
oﬂ N

AL FTHHES 2008, 74). =7 o] of¢f 22 A FAIE ZEar gl=H, w7k
EAE @42 ol#d Aol & vE A4 s VA ok

AAIske ARSk= Ak v ARV AP s 7EASITE ARl &
A g, ARl ARAA e 7RES SksiA ) Use] ks ick AlAISkE <13
Aol shas), sjAEel whet Al oA, 244 7Nk A gittar Eojzlaexl
2008). “gE3FE Qlaf A4 WEe]e] 84Vt Sifwar Qlo] ARl } gk tietolet
33 5 Rk QA SIS QIETUIe] T Sk HAR| L] kS B RIS
2009). “LE?F FH ok XWWX] dhalgh 212 ARIALE], AEa) A}ﬂﬁA FaElolqirk

A A 7 LEE @oR JHsh= erddidxlel] thaat 28 7 7] R4 dEks
H ek A, JEs} *@011*1 N 578 ARt o] WALE vl Fokck A A
=71} AAEE AAlE] F= =78 w7 ThEAe] deks diskl ey QlEule: Ea)
ME AS A =7k a840= HES 4= A FSTh B3 AlUAREE XA vy

d A, OeAl, Ths A, e]ar <)< ,1010
14 A= wiZelehs Aolt) vlgtiEAlRZe] Mgk Hed vIFolE



o 8 &

7I7rglo] Abtd o Afishal dad = | ® Zlofuk ol o] Q1B S A
ilel] thl ool Bhlom I8 v A ARl Agle i AP PE =ik AL
SHE ATt ool QI S7ge] WheA] Ao ofsls 7 el etk whdol)
S=ollMi= A7gAle] 7ite] FHefel gRell M IEHle] Sdetewn Adrlse Bk ¢
B ZIT) B ARsle] 7] Dot AlRiRle] AP S Al9] 252 Bl APl

ol oS 7Pl 5] Wit A A B4 SR L g i
ARSI RS mEo] ARAAE ARSI Zlo] ST, e ol Svsh AL
515 AARK= AZE wiZAIE Thea= o] vldlel e Qo= =9k 573 vl QI
S, st Ailele] s, 2408 AV} etk WIS} olF Aok st
FOAE TR Qe T el T sestek Aok Jage) WS sl
Che FAE B, G049t S92 thEshs 49ute] Atie fAaHc:
I 2 el S ool B3 A el TR AV 2
o =

thm HﬂJqWOﬂ T3t Y= U] ]71] ¥ 740]‘:}. B o AAHTAJY A
HEIE 2HREE Stthsb] Slel s =20c) rsle] uhs g7igs), of2sAte] S
oo T AA AYE §43 $U 43 LYrlwe] By ofshd Aotk
WA H7RERE AR AAISRE = wiaeele] El]l AR el B v
FAA e 7SI AARER sl AR Ee] oA Zte] I Al vt
of B= 1997'd 2]&917 15 Brelsiglom, T Qs ALs)A
190t o]%- g=r0] Algass 243k Alrdske] WS ket 2007). Aol
A= AN, TS, A Al 3t Al Well A= Wi 24S ofvlgin
o] A3E: ke At AR g Fell Al ole 7R Ak a2
53 AR AdEo] ARl =B A= TIsA I 2 onlRit) =] mE |
2 1980 7] 7o) ARt smgE Al FollM Admt AR s 7desid H
A 3 Ao ® AR TR 1990 o]F FAENTAE Ay ]

of 78t AR} wmapEe] 2495} 5 of] 88lel el wEllEel s, s A

;
jl
By
N
i
o3
e
g
ta)
o

o

ON

6) ZHE 2009, pp. 133-134. 2002 ' 7] Ak
=]

2 ;\]9 % A=A DS A3}

7) 785, 2008, p70. ST wAbESE e 1 —f— Adol Al 4w} e daks Rofsla Fulo) UEr)5S
et A% Do A4 AN B e A A ok g Tl ol
o7k ot Wl @5 AYAlEe] 9718 Bwow seuls Aol ohd 4 gtk

A FEAS, A 25, 2008 I = 4]an] dEE
1 Ao XJ\:Lo] o}gg} O]EiLj\ ]_o]gig}

S
=
7‘\‘ A=

}d

\
DO
o1
&

\



Bste) MFEFe 91719 BAANY

of WR-RSRs |91, ATAMIATA, w2l S0l wEAge] 221
Sfsh ZJshelcky 1997 o] F A 71999] wBAY G5 A Sk AeEAe] A
oPgE Ak M WS SIS H5E Pkt ARkIgle) Sa1ee) FA1H
At vl H9iElo] Slefele wgRele] Adels HlgiHa, wEATe] H3iel AslS
AL Qe I WEASE 1 57} 1A Bk qlk AR FASE RIS,

QPYH A, 1elw Hebgd FAEOR LR 4 Qo) 1997 218917 o) w]

A, HellE A, e At T Adlen, ole g A Tk Sl ol%

2} AR AT90) e A/l S S a4l
WEFle] uek R4 43S r)A 5 ok

4 = g vk AASE < FjosR
S7h U AR sk Qe Sk e Aialele] gle) estalE 2Rdow
E50] A951e] AR olashzr] Uik, FrFel Zkk AFH A1glo] FURE
o7l S-S BREFIH, A1k 7% AT ol AEH wEATS
HelEla o] v @ AR B 48 A Bk 1070dr) Solma A7
Folo] 715 ARATEE ANAF] Qi R ) shelslo] AR 27t
& AR AN TRYOR WA 2008, AT NFFE w5
0 9 ol A 1 200] SR, ofF Aste] sl wek AR
olhgIT B MTRHS] METL] TRl BolEIR B B A
3P L 1 ok ekt WBolaleEy]e] 98 naAHe] XY S, vl
of Algkel Sl olslFsele) 5 RIFShs WA o) WHIF #9S At ohd Aok
A= PANAEHD BRI AT A 5 wsk ﬂ

f
Yy
%
£
I
r
fu)
2
2

o

R
o

]
=

)
o

r
N
oft
o
k)
T
2
12
0
o
o v
)

8) adEelet B2l AR 7Tl FARs 1T sHsAE A, AR, T8k Ao
oA T2 Al x5 9EE Ho|a gtta slok st} FEl 2007,

9) FFFAES 19 e FAEE, IR FARL 71T B SHARPE Ak ofnlsic) el 2007,
p. 275.

10) d=A1s]e] e 7154 ks IAdsiiA o 3305 2 Ausy) X194, AlEskd o2 fel=o]
213 F=8lE 7h b Tl 2007.

ol




o 8 &

AATE AEA Zdglolo shetl] 1A ek AAIslel W AlEddt A S
= Aol 7IRke = AR 7FsAde ofHAl Sick AAISP T 71k Al st
2 =gl ek 14o] T7FAL whebA A ofu] o] wIFRe] g el tigk o]
FEollnk vt 1Evkal sto] AR} gkl FEE 7hs A A9 flvkar
EOHAZ 2008).
AAISIe} tE] LR 5838k Bish= oldle=7] #3e] wslot APge] =ale}t A9
HE o] ke AR, A 7129 7EHE sl HA e, BA] sxke] 715H0]
TTEE AR Vo= Wstel| | Zloftk APl s=efet AAe] HE o] $Adshs ARk
T ARPF Hlov, 1 A SlAksle Salt Feld il QP8R 13719 s AP
HArk F ZA 2= gkl Fo] E A wiAQ] TR 2 Slou, dAjEs 1%
eathar vk «gl F2ol5o] ARl Ae vk, AullgoA] EHE ke
Zlo] o} g-gle] ¥aL Alvkar g Alo] YellAl= weltk F AREE 21 ko=
e Qe FolE Aolar, Ml R Sofuhal Qlal BE Aldo] elo] HaL 4
Aotk ZIRIthA o] ¥IS 7t 2R 29k %—iﬁ HQkE HEET} o| BAS &

{

ERAC
Fﬁ

= =7k

S dofrpEial k) ofelet F=ALse] QU2 AR @1gel7] o B AARAPL
D719 = l‘aﬂt 2} Vgt 1997%2 =g 1= 7M, 719, w8l
Al SglEel T828E AAATIANE 7N Al JH 8 7S S7P e A
&= S 71 A} 7I9je] FAPE asla 7PAle] Qb Aeaddde] AR =1l
A7) AR S AATIAL SAll SEE BT & 8110 HAHFHRIE o9

2013).

2. BANE: ATl A eldat ol

1997'd 2124917] 0]5-9] =] AANY ke Aol Sink ot 7 o
Lo EskaL A& o] itk A=E AE7E S0l wivit) S3% BANY ol F

11) 2004 A AGEH oL} vl A1) =)ol F9lo] WiFeF g o3& AFsh NFsde] 3
Ao Aol gl AgF7g=el] o] =E7gXx|e] vl Ay Wellek Teu Al ARt
Azrdo] tpda M*A 35 ZWH@ G WXz otk TS 2011 A FERIETe] FHEMEA ksl
A SRS 2014 12 € AHATS HAd we) SAkE AT

12) A 2A2E 9 HPJ ZA] 2229 A AA 3 O FAlo|A; AHAE 35 AHAR, 4200% TAUE
Asle] FolFoltl. M7 2017. 8. 3, WAWE] KBS 1 A|AFZZ 13 2017 8. 11. 18 Y

l



gate] Mol 91719k AANE

Fe 5 Ak AslTEe] FE8E 2AE SAs] e A
o Zrefut v GE- v o] ekl B~r ] Aoz wgksof
Xl F A= 2012 o ) AligAlo = SR Slo] BAIRITSIR
Al ele] HAat oyt s Sl *Wrrﬂ dAREo]
%47116—%?% oA 19 NS AL AdEsiA] Rele] e ARIAIE
e P
b= Weo]e] 9715 AR %H‘l T2an tiaErde] 71ehs Sl
Ay AR |ee] sfialet AgrdAlAle] ofst @72 viZIERI=R] AAstet ﬂiﬁm FFe
o} P Iet ofe} 2 FARE NS sH MAE = glek e gL ot
R a1 ofefe Rk ozt 7ise] Wigath Wk AR} FSlofue] E‘r LEge s
IS 7PE 7 9 e AfE R Qe delE Sl Hdat olofe = d 11
A& SFAPP] wiEell 2 AEd s OMLHbtﬂ dﬁlﬂ ~81 154 Al
ofojel] wish= 7Hse v el 7Fs7do] = 7153 Al
el NN E AT =S V1L 9 HHIOM.

=2 Zhelolst Am7pre] 54 o] =fo] AL SEE WA S e A
2| 9)9} A}S| A Alio] FAE] = WaPE 7k 9lol Sl Hirschman 1963). T 7ldo] <xr}
B 2 AR, A4, B A o] ko o] wis) Alslel AAjelxe] oje] dps
o gt = gl Huntington 1968). S1Rlo] ¥ ALBjoll A o] HiA|} Al o] /et
IRl FHE 73Rt 2} Fe, YRS Zise] RIS]] A4 wele] Shwel ) Tz

AREA sse] Aok mIFeA oulE Ashar glok iSRS AA) et

o Hlg AlSlRe] Wsks viEgitt A o whekgh wafe] Folojupel tigh ALl

OJEL

o
rob
WY
8
2
iz

lo
=
;
%
L

> r
i)
X
)
ok
o,
o,
)
Y

3

N
oM.
2
=)
-\
e

N
_IR

_1
iy
"o
N
%

_

X
o =

e =

rﬁﬁJ
JMg

D
ot

s

m
£
m°"

AANE S 2719 Xl%%ﬂ we} 1 7@94 Ul Wato] thErk ol Sof 1930t
AR = ARANE A 2 S7le) A jge) Sl AN AP Bk v
AR RIFFe] B4 9wtk A AR A Afslehs 104 ZAVIEe) W
T4 )% S 1970 1980 T e] HAl)7] TS oA AXNAAAA, Tz A

S AN ko Aakaict 1990t FEAEEe] Al Alslelel M Aparel ]
NS Zddshir, =<g71e] w193} 5 AHreld BAPNS e AR ol4H
Aol 5 Fke] eAlA wiat glvle] wleh MR thE ApSEES: WESHKLm



o 8 &

2009).
1997 92k9]7] o] % gh=o] AN x40 dsko = AT BAINS =
I8l = vk Sk 6&%?‘*‘:‘ = IME7} 873 E3) B g, ApgAd A, e Bl xR
sk AR, 71 TR, s *W NS 5= ABsISItE IMF £17] o]5- 4ks],
T8, oA, BEAE T TR @ellM ] TS BT eshEts AR
& AW o= golEol= 27101907 wiiEell a8a Aol o] At ol A
A70]9] AHiat Wig=0]9] Edolel= Ashe] AR vl JrREY e PrkH S

©] 2001, 292; Y% 1999).

HilT Al719] AN IMF 8 o8t AA2]4 7|20 7[ie) 719719, s
NS, w8718, AHNE AAPEES T30 71970 719749 TR, dEA
:Lioﬁﬁ A2 W, SR A, X]HHT% 3 Agxle] AAsIE sk Akw

|| AYATEINA, =gEAte] oA, &
A9 A 2 AP Tistar *Jggz} H” = uAlohH ARelo|apA o] st
2 Ao Ao slE e AdlE i+ 7§XJH71 SIE S8l AH7NEo] Hast
Uhar Btk efu RS AP eI Alo] ohet BAE TS 913 AR
Nele omleteit). webA 7HS o] Weke: ti]del] thek 1HAlE = Aok Izl 199
AVAIFBIA} A% =9, 2000 S-5A1F-2AF T8, 19981 =ApE- A&k 1 A% 5

it

:E
_\.L
&
1o,
)
-

N
= % DA 216, A A 9719] FHoZ Q511 gl Hels e 71
FzzAo] Al gestel AHE Pk WS ol BE R AARIIE ol

AR Tk Uoltehy TRk gk ARARSL el Rels 52 Fow

T gRow 140}7 Yok Al A= Al wskE S8l g 2AdskekEar

dom, I8SUE FlaA ARBREIY g8 B3l A5EE s HAslslal dlon
o= 3} AngL-Ei 7FA QA= EehRR A 2016, 621).
213k9)7] o]He] AFARL A HT JA} T2 BRI Q319)7] o]Foll= 7]9A]

SI9Ick SR ol AdIsiel ol % Alsiet
%

Wkl TSNS T ot ¥
A 95 74 ot ope Aol ] MFFOE SISk AAGTIH

e (e LSS

13) WS ol el Sfl)7) ol ke M1 ol A fTe) 1 Lolkeriel e o
1=he] o7} Bk olsrolck A iEe] ke AlAie] ohdelglont B ukdmTle] ke 21 gale)
F4) 5 AH o A% W) ) wEolnk Avks gRA1e] 719 PR 2 Ar)Y S 9]

/\]-047@zﬂ0] £A8 ZLEHE vtedsitly B 4= 9t} 7493 2012.



Bste) MFEFe 91719 BAANY

BANSS A Lo gl we B35 Bk 7HYTE 2559, 458 50
20001t o] % SHARS|E ZFERSE =AA o]tk sl 2010). BE58] Sk W12
of T T} =38 7HASIEE ARI7E $AsHA] fttar she Q14le] TiEE wRlEe] Ao
digt Fehila nige] Fdiska 191 mﬂw X*Xl‘ﬂzzﬂﬂ AE A= ofg A Fok AR
o]0l ofgitiar Hi= Q1aje] FUETE = U ofg) 2012 thAS B3 A)E
ZAANF8P = ol gt Al 1‘416? 9 Eﬂe gk el Aol ithi4)
ZAANTESE 232 1987 A ANAeIA AS =YEATE AANTS) 2232 A Al
1192 A 28 “ZAATFAR] 315 53 AARITFSP & FatolA 7|dgic) AAFA7]
z3l8 Be AANTSR o9 olallE 5 AETR AANTShs BAIG oM E RIFA
Z-g3lo] A RIFTe delE Hehs Aeolth AAINTSlE AXFA] Gz
HAFA] Ao tpro] ofalfst = rk AXFARE BA] T8 FAlR & # = 1Y
¥} 47197 T 2l gigk Blo& ofalfst = rk wAIFAlE 7] T sAle)
of gk Blofrh(=314 2012). whebA] ZAANISEsh= A
SR Flolojof St g B, Wisrele] E4o]

b AR 713l 4 ok ARl AARITS Bl FoF oS Al

So) Fale @) gr)y F4e) *P?stﬂr il xwura $29e] ool Hlo] Iic
de] T I9iat FAVIRRE S 919k Tk 4Rl ol sl 404 Aol
A2 Ago] . AR S, Alel B 5 9l WA ti)ee] HiEe
Zowle 412 B9 Wk, F47198 1 5] Z7)Elo] gk :LEM BN Hhdohs

AR H =0l A] X 7E AR HH AZF Q)

é_
o 4 Sk, Ti1s1at F471%0e) A }% S 2 g %«U&_E ] :LEM

719} S 19 sl A o=

14) 32 AYA] Fgl=rolgiarl vyt $-2luel 30 Ol 3471 0] 80%E A dAdiRFsx7t
2HA8HL, 71 F 50%E AR, o]Fe] Wk ARA] ulEE A vt A T A Hslie
Rle] Beho g zypEc) <A} 71 AR ES B3 7|9 i e® S Ale AAE
H9-ale= dareln Bk YR 2016,



o 8 &

el B A1l S471IE] Lol SR ol v Rk <47
1 19904t = F8brh F1estEII WIFE) o] F werdEo] BuaAA} Z19E

o

85 EolaL kst Alde SElaL elFelde SR RA 7kt =t ﬂtﬁﬂ

2

AT 3R 2010). 213H917] ] th7]ge] A vlT R AP AuEe A SVt
27 o)%- 7|9 Aiele] B sl ol AV AElEbgelln AlEE 7|y
A9 AATZ7F By A3tE Q7] wjo)t).

S

713} a1zt d=sle] IRl 7he] sl w8 shied Aol mepA A
wodelent A AE F19t R =X Hoﬁ%%} 71 A3vhs Ao, o AR
TA7| FAERE Ao AR 21 vk mrgin(9lslRh 2010). zajl?i A&
2 o719, T4 e PR B JJrE‘r Ik e o] B9 TavIdE
H/d8karA} sk AA tite] Al el <)t Ao AHLim 1998) L2 e

A7 Aels #E53l k7] vhell shegdhd s ZdesiAl AalskA] ettt 714,
FTa7|9 AAAAA A e dAdstE = AT AT

1997 ©]%- ZAPHE o] Wake AxkRrTe oI o, 7|5 APEFAA Al
= =] Q13 BAPRSES 1 ATE WA 3ok 3 d=TE AP =7ieh ApES: T
% A A B8 Bivk dAe] =7RAPATA] A o]2f3t AdesE ] A
AT 4 Qitk AHE QU A Al dlE], e AERNEY] B, 1A A
&8T5 Wolgitt ko] wrte) APH-E 11%0} St 7d A2 3 4)(innovation) = 7<=
A= sAlell 352 4] AlAd

3 ApaTze) sehs ApdstEE A

>
ﬁi Mo X &

¢

g lol A e el T4 of
SEE 2017, Sk AERe] A5 s A

M2 B o sldeh

rg mlﬂ

1987+ W3} o] F ghao] RIFFo)= FarSi(consolidation)®] A& ALt 415}
(deepening)®] Tl Eolxittar W7kE7 = o) 1 He] d#e] Al ek wis

15) A AAR= S2E F8997] 0)5<1 20102012 1 i 10 & o]Ake] Bfigk Addo]e)e HolE L S}
G vl 3 25 ol SR FERFEL] FololEL o] 7|7 SlEHIE Bl tir]de] S3elnt 1x]an
AR} A3 2010.



F=ro] WFFEo] 9179k AN

o7} gaslels Qe wav) @ wFrele) 44 Asbde osld FHMND
2 5 Q| B, oleld @ wiele] S7 oAl a4 71A1) ggR|e] o)
RFFIE 915 ARl Ve shal vheha olek A18) v gEehe
oJ8lE g3kl jetelol SR AT 1 e A S QX ks Aol Tl
Q1 A8 Al2je] ofslisl 7BA7E AA B Fa) Klok] Rrks EieEe) ANAAR
b ek SR ARSI 197 SR o A1 S Rl el i

olo] we} WIFF-ole] WEQ) FAkFo] Balselr] mFTele] 9712 golsta giut, oleid
P 9 AR o) & el EAole

1 7 4 SRR Apfslel s alalel i) ol 2 Al e
SRS 7R 2 e vk TR APIss ARRAE SEon, g
o) Raloh APEE Bl A1A i) Wake eIk Austs HeRk dae] A

8 e} oo ARRITTS S.00) A S el A

7AZEA Y] AGAEE st Do) 9lom, AANTAIA QA Bk 2o wad
G= 9l o9} %a gaalglel M AT 227t gy gaAles fge 5

U A== 11 ofgdo] SrfiElolgitt WiFele] §17] 7FsAdo] okl Hielli= ofefdh wrkE
A= 3k ool k= FAPHSe] Aeks AHsl £ o Ak AN e 71”1 Rk
AARFFRR)A ol dolRl oM, 715 T AIZ] AR FAIE /WE] 1% AAINEe

1 A} g, AR A9 A 9] wkEel t71e], $4719) A

5 ekl S 9IRS s ek Btk ZAdge) Sl }9} A

o gEsalel WAE ASH ek A AL Pelow gk
H&l

s sle] FApEo] slalA) s @ WAl B WETele] 9] FReae Zof
57 932 o)k ABe S 9V|RE 1 Bede) 5] Gt el ol o
A}g)e) RiEe) Si7le AAise] Bade T Roltk Folur) 2 Qi) Al
ek AL AR S BAE 5] ek oleld BAISS SHa] 9
M AANEE F TIH AANFTIE 918 A1814 7o) FBlofof dik ve)
S 918 AEA FIke $SEE lolyk thelshel AlsllEe] W o walslofof gtk
olefk A8 ko] Sl vigo R AR Aol ALEp} 7] Hlojof Aok

IR
B4 R AHem Ao+ A2 Aol



}

°
R

15]1, 7).

3

3 KIF 7K 314

g

3
.
0.

it

5

i

CE
492

=2
H

Qo] GgnFelg] v
==
T
)
=

]

]

o
1l

Phsk 27] Ao Tl TRIFALE 9}

[}

=]

b2

ols} ¢l

o

Xé]x

Z]
S|

LN

I

1

°
o

B AR o) Iy

==

=) 26(3).

Al
]

RSN

1 wgole] AAs wh TR AT, 12).
AT

R8s

o
ot

k=St 2017, C9-gue
=t

}

°
R

°

T

hEs

(13

CAAA G AT

AT 2(2).
. 2005. «

2012.
. 2017. «
2017-03

2002, <A, S50, Adls A5
23(3).

. 20009.

=
A
.

]

f s

A
S

]

d
A1+ o]94d 2013.

o 8 &

-
a_

of yafe] A4,

43}, 2010.

—_

o

2

il

ﬁo
ol
Gl
mo
4l

=
=

3, ks el Al

E

=y 7(4)
|

ST
X

k=7 Al

==

=, 18(2).

=

— 264 —

AF3] 215 7(4).

I

LN

|

3 o} Aol Asieh A A e

= RER

Ry

» o

=
T

0]
ofe] WAl FA18] B e

N2, 8(1).

=,

O|FF=. 2002.

9

"2
Al ©
o

=
o

14, 2016, “71

L.

2322015, “FAWNFE}E, =gkap AA 0 T
An

F7. 2016, “2|3H9]7] o)F A

o

RiN



el WFFe] 91719 AN

o], 2010. TFF=A A FAH ofal; Mt FdEshe.

o]FHl. 2017. “7IFAH = AWl gk A, T AL 10(2).

A3 gk 2010. “SH=r 547 Fo3E Ao ;ﬂx]ﬁxﬂ » 1A7] AX8EE] H, 20(1).
720100 2039 A3 S AN o] &3 oAb v

HAH 2002, TRIF3} o] 98] WIS, FulLERA

A 2006. “F= WIFFIe} A=A Az o mAM | T QTS5 7| WA 3]

SteEEd] AEq

G 9] 2017, ThERo] W, S ER
o). 2001 “IMF £]8k9]7] o] Tx=7} ANi=ofof gh=re] Rl Wik sy

Peb=r3t A5 17(2).
AL 2016, “Fh=r WIFF = Fhofo] 917] obd iAol #1171, 10.19.
A AT 2015, AT AckE]el tigh =114 AEFAL 8. 26.
S A A AT, 2017, FAAFE AHLE 8. 9.
S dHE 2016, “SmAAlE weth =3k 7. 13,
skl 2016, “$ AEA] FE - - AANTSE Al 100 13.

Bunce, V. “Democratization and Economic Reform,” Annual Review of Political Science.
4. 2001.

Dahl, Robert. 1971. Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition. Yale University Press.

Diamond, Larry and Marc F. Plattner. 1995. Economic Reform and Democracy.
Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Held, David. 1996. Models of Democracy. Stanford University Press.

Kalinowski, T (2007) “Democracy, Economic Crisis, and Market Oriented Reform,”
Comparative Sociology, 6, 3, pp. 344-73.

Lim, Haeran. 1998. Korea'’s Growth and Industrial Transformation. London: Macmillan
Press. 1998.

Lim, Haeran. 2009. “Democratization and the Transformation Process in East Asian
Developmental state: With a focus on financial reform in Korea and Taiwan,”

Asian Perspective 33(1) Spring.



o 8 &

Lim, Haeran. 2010. “Transformation of Developmental States and Economic Reform
in Korea,” Journal of Contemporary Asia, May. 40(2).

Mo, Jongryn and Chung-in Moon. “Korea After the Crash,”Journal of Democracy 10(3)
1999.

OECD. 2016 Society at a Glance 2016 Oct 5. OECD Social Indicators.

Przeworski, Adam. Democracy and the Market: Political and Economic Reforms in
Eastern Europe and Latin America. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.1991.

Przeworski, Adam and Fernando Limongi, “Political Regimes and Economic Growth,”
Journal of Economic Perspective 51. 1993.

Sorenson, George. Democracy and Democratization. Boulder:WestViewPress.1993.

The Economist. 2012.10.13. “Inequality and World Economy: True Progressivism”.

V-Dem Institute. 2017. Democracy at Dusk? V-Dem Annual Report 2017.

— 266 —



Bste) MFEFe 91719 BAANY

“ghare] MFEF i7lek AAAH o g e

Lo AEe] 9717 A f=ro) vigFo= §7] vl

Q) gHe] glEol} o beka mas Zshe Aakal, o1leh el AJate] Ak
ot 54 Aol Adado] B3 Wl Q] owa} S19% Ago] wi= Zlolt. A
Fle] WiEERe) f7eal xidkshs GRSk {itk RiF=ol7 Al AFeahA] St
U}, glEsrelr) A2aiA] eiplsl, msele] [zlo] e A S, MiFrele] ga
a7} ¥7] SR, ‘iﬁw} Atk splele HEaRl Se) s
Qe % 2ot Aol MEFe)s) gvletm BE Asdle Selakr)7) gt

&) dl=to] wis=ro)y) 9)y|elar Bopd, o] Heojl= WFSe) AR o] Uil Aslo]
CPF A2 A71eh @ 5 Sl AdRdol Hlojof skt =kl a2, 1987d st

Al o]% slat nIFe)o] 2L AT TRk AR o]al A& o7 A E o]

S \p, - S o] 3= Q183 siabEe) sl 9}%01 RIFRele] gash
o5 Hrehs e Ik 198730l FApH) Fate] iFFel Hala Byl

& G20] o] AEElo] gt ol 54 A WFF} S7lel Batirkela vkl
e REstep) ogE A E3le] 915 v Qe o] ohly] ARk Rl
SP7ehe 74 58817} olgith W) 1%l sloleel 7 Al4lo] 18T E] FAA|e)
7R 52kl QA 91719] 957} AkIRLaL B o) SI717F AEIRIEAIS Wl S
2 a8,

Arp o @] MFFel) §7leks o)fE A A1E]7)lo] ajAIEIgy]) wR-oleka
nglh@se] 3 174) TR <GS Fole] $1klale] 57k el ehie, Z4ke

* Akl o g



>,
o
"

o 4 Sl ORCD7KE sl btk iat ARG Awoled s}
AAo]7] wiel] o] 91710 455 Ve, laaEle] 457k ShfEieh L Sk
A viERele] g7lele olo) SElElels Bojg B Adom M) o] AL R
oo olel A|HE ARfelA] FHL T ol ol Fikgo] VP A A

o] rpe= 34 sk o] ol AAS vlEko 2 “gwe gakEle] B9} ke
“qito] WiEFols Slvjolrpeln sz gk ofi- Fle] E4hgo] vhu 17E0] v
wRllEEo] i AAkEe] HUAL A 1 ARl SlerlEler: ARE 4k 1ge] o]
o). o] @ lgo] YA e Alsl “sl@AlEle} & w1 Alsle] Folo] SlFalthe
AQhe Brislai), 24k e A4k wo) sl Ul T olfih e
A 274 ol Zo] WAL wom 11 Asl giaiaL Auels A 2ol o
Yol 127] witel] el 7} )7joleh el e 48 A $Alo] oty

AR T} HAol7] W] WFEe] 9)71e] 2157} etk el st A
Aol Aol dig ve] A ws} v v 22 o] § 7K Ameke 7iX
’Ulzzw 97)ehs e Uy 2 ieele] Hjofolt], o] TjF AlE|meel Aw
Foh) v Ae] AEE SAehs e ARS o) sl Buld v fue
AFEE BT A A o)A shintes mEFols) ) A ek Fhehs A A7

e FA7E ek
T 4] Tﬂoﬂm 91gAEle] A7 ehdrbelAL wFe) $i7]e] A5} veht
Eb7k 253 R ] 187} RS 9 51 B9 02 5] ofck ol 1
e o Faje] 9] A% L ABek 2 A8 A A & AR 9Tk
e e =Rl S 97 S BRI B NFEFFep} Auw 91l Aow
odlEA wE 4 Aok
40l AR FAe] 7R OBCDE] <] -0 op AEEsolehs 1 Anlek
Qv ofel A THAaL T ST AL <@ WFETl g Pehs ARG ol
of = v 2 BAP ek AR, T AESE pfRr A, Ale] et g
o] 325214 OECD Hsfolit $18A8leh =] $4 OBCDE: 7, Q1A F7-2, oW,
2AlSAY A LR SARIAE W ofdl 4407} AEAS 7VAS QUKL 19l

A §lo] ol 54} shE 7L Gl ARk AR e A}w} ot EaL
TR 22 T3 o] AW g S Boksel 7k EH: off S5 AlE(daw)

— 268 —



Bste) MFEFe 91719 BAANY

= P=7EE Alele] AolE AtiF o= vlwsk=dles 88 = 9ot vlart ohuet 7
=7t 2de AT o= vetslr] Qg AFET) ofdth 919 A A A | 3258 17
Skt A1gle] ZPSEHIE A8l Ul ZQIAE BlolEol7 % EAT, TR 2RlellA
1A o A7F Aeprt HE AR itk 30 VA S|o]al ST} e

H 170l FAPE = ARBIRIZE T2 o] Atk o] AfE+= OBCD=7F=9] o915 Yol
cHlE 88 7 ot =971 355 FollA E-i‘ A= AARE]o|aL o s &
UE AE7F ofrh

2. Ao AHER AR B Ao A

AL ABARBIRIA] opdA|(A R o] At 1 ] FAE oA, g=o] 7
FEZE P71 obdAE 7] el ol RS wThES o R wdd 7<1ﬁ:§:
A83lo] Fh ABE AR & o] o, 51’3«] e & dal 9l ASHo) AR
o] 7kt d= s AR 3 ApsE ARSshe Alo] nlE stk A=) 2
RIFFOIE A4 AlzbellA] 228 wf s Wi Al Badeat ARl Ffole] Sl
AP Ffefe] AMrsRe AF A ofeldl] 258 e) Fo FEE & s
Shtl], <l Fhe] WIFo7} ZgAH AlZiellM 9171914 opdAlE Hel7] s, UAH
o= Azt EA0) A WElE WA (vaniabley 0] TS drgslal O- wis
S =43 9% A Findicaton S-S 2T T 10l AFobs A e(dan)S AT 717
E AP AR AR BR= e sbae] A oR A AR R Al
A g g Ak wagE Aol
%A edal o] el e} o] the kel el Bad ARk A ew
gapr] Azte] 4 HA Rl AR dFskRe] «dAld s st BdERlE
| st E=Ael sl M= Sldsl S43E HolFar JrkEEet 22 F77h ved)
o} ok A o me BRI0] Folk Ashe WAl A AsE 7aL A A4
J24ellA] 2 el RIFe)7) 23 9171904100 thsl =2l shile & 5= ke A9A
o

the A7, 56%50] =olellA Fare] At AXshA @ RIF7E 9719

o,
5t
S

mlm
W

o
ek
ol

(

>r&+1>4r2

o

el W) vl ek sle 5 53 nlaet Wast gl ol o] Re #ae)

— 269 —



>,
o
"

A8 BAelaA Sl A0l de] e e kst vasl) 913 Ze] oh)

uioltt 6%l o AAe AL G A5 A 2% Al FEET A5 319 20067
o] TS AR 29%ol EEh — ﬂ]%(23ty) =g 10%) 2 AH(6%), TT(2%) B}l
Hlﬂé‘}ﬁtl Al gkt A]7F A9 Hlsssh < 8% §lal S5 BE APt

Farslior she o FaEAlo)7] whzel ofizol 'd%ﬂr H 1‘41 fo] WA =tk BEg OECDA
20154 AFERES 7HA|AL ARRe] s ‘?J *8?34*3}le TA0] o2} 1987 WIFsle] -
HE AASNA 2391 20062t 319 20% IS0 Afolel Wsprt A B ‘ﬂﬁiﬂ‘r

A A=A Al 2 WsE OHA AAAERNA AEH 0= HEbtEA] 5
HofFrojot JAkEL: 3]l = vis=reloll Wshr} QI9laL Jzl0] 91719) 5= EC’]E}-*

Aol o =+ & Aolvh

3. 659l UEge] 371" o) el ol AAe B okt ek VA VDem
Liberal Democracy Index2] SHAMIE AZ AR T4& AS3slE = 32 912 OECD

Aol A4 vle) o] % e BAPE olrk 14715 vlatslr] 913 BHow FUg
AL TS Ve R BE As(dan)eh 3 =i M dhene] R e eR
A 18l ghe] HehE & daL olis i V)] BE Ab AlelellE & o]zt

ek 17470=S vk sl RS Al 1 55 9Js) ARgsliolX o]=3t Xﬁ%l ]
N AwE 7HAL g w7e] AAPIEe el shd B5tdh Alw wfizel] 25 W7kt
& 3 9] AXITE TS o] AlEiE < 20X E UERERe] 147115 Follr] g
T97F ofdlell Tk SelskEdls 83 = AAINE T1le] dke WIsole] vt
471Q17F obd S Ad® deles Oﬁ Am7t 2 4 itk

RH ViDem RS 5.07] 918 AR WLt A|EE0] g W9 S)71E 4
) Bfg/gdo] & ZEolehy, o] WML ARES ARSI d=e] AHIIE ATAoR,
4 717t Beke] A= 2l (annual data)E A A kel B At
e Zlojth

8550l A wle] F3Es *&OM &1 7Pl WigRet 2 HaL SleA] IR E
w=olah= Aol FA7E itk T8-S A3 thid o] 21 892%el4] Al7eh o wie]
F3}l 63%5 S 2ulgar e, ﬂWOM 3] oA s AAR AN FikEo]
SEElE Bl Zh A wi UgtiE S8 ol 7] wholvk B FaES slete] d9ks




A

o] 63%%}
pZs

A

=

Al
o

Ly

=

a

S

Ao WFTe] 917)9h AANE
|

Aeie) 4]

o

A
=
O
i

)

-1

5

-
1o

o
W A1), 1213 A w4

L=
Jo

A
L

=

=]

§l_

J<lof] o

3} 2& Aje] 424
pZs

1ok A

Aelg o=

A

]

el

H

[e]

=

-
man

1 A e
89%°] 7

oo X o B ﬂ%ﬂr%%ﬂ%% P oF v T Hx d W aw
Jﬁﬂmxm & XORE P e & _,Wmmmoww#ﬂmmﬁw%ﬂ
BT gy B R g ooy BB X
- O A S TEL 2RI ™ b oo
_Moogn_rﬂﬁwﬁ =K K TP oy ﬂwﬁiﬂ1obﬂmﬂ‘ﬂmm
Rz RE DT AP % P o W KW
s — ) — B 0 —_ — %
ﬂrmmob.q_ou_pﬁ OMMXLWMELwﬂL m,_ﬁwx_.mwwmwommmwkﬁ
= X X =N ° o Tl o A4 L < ~ ® X
m o X l ,@I\l_lly 47 1 e s
ﬂmoﬁmﬂiw ﬁmmmwumwwmm%%% Wﬁuﬂ%%ﬁ%ﬂ%%%
— 0 oo_ﬁa —_ 0 NE ! = NTOXF,
oy = = iy R
EEHEw b owm¥Bx g NE LD AR Ry B
ET X f EE —_ o o o o m K md N . ﬂ
ﬂjldﬂ”nllﬂmg ﬂ%ﬁmﬁouo@oﬂﬂoﬂ wﬂw_tbrmﬂlu_ﬂﬂ_mmﬂrwbﬂul
Tl BlFEtaobe LETLGREo O
L EZES gREfHzal RRlsTatgdT
e — o © < o4 \_Jl_
TERsly P I TR TaE R E gD
O s g o s T B
! o T PO — Po oF < oy O iy X ST © Mﬂ,ﬂ
TR o RR P oo PR TR KW T g
Do o £ pealfdRd ©42d0%Topg
o B 7 x W T g T oo =T OEE A
cERgTles Tk ey FESGL s RECRE
i~ a caﬂmo 0 = W = _X S5 0 o ™
%z%ﬂ&%wmzfmﬁommw_m_ﬂ%%ﬁwo@Mmaw%
viﬂ_pl 1uw‘ﬂoumﬂ_,ru F = q‘w%btﬂc_u,ﬁﬂobtuw@”,lﬂ/
FERT R T 5 I i R =BT
F i N T I I S G A
S SRS S AR S SN
P s T il bR agagerhe iyl
XSS TFS R4 S g IR E SR LT
— X = =< N ) .N]C ) ﬂ
R F AR S Y E MRS X
g = LS 2 i - N o= D X X
R R R G S e A
T o= o D= T gy s X0 Eogo oL o B R R
= A o 1@%%%_s%ﬂx_s@%%i = W o
T EX W E el T A O I St ST
o T N Mo W Wood = o @ ke w X H &N N

.

| -

}.

An
.

Eigdl

S

A

A

Jo] A7} W7} 971

1} BEAPE A7



AEow Aahs sl @A) 4eEA

i

T
3]
k

BAS AS3 A7ARE 2183}

! )
AEAPE ohd 7k 1240 o] ARl S8 A8 ahua] Ax Fge] AR Ahor] Bk

w Shle] BARS, T Si7le) S RedEe e 9712) o) 39EAe
AL =olaRerlolek AR] Mols) weslel A9 B el Fa 2] )
o] ololAl elalg), el MRl rrgHle) See HAlRE 739} g
| R g Ae S ola, AN MFFIS] gt Aule] G v A
A 7o BEshe FIUET} Tale] Bso] Selek of o] o, o B
FalolHo] 2330 Sie TAPFE WFFOlS) AT} Ao s Fasht 911l
AP oFR GBS B At ik Z 3YRNek @ ), 1 g 59 o8y
Faha i o]0l 5 giek 13le] el FEFAL AAAVE NEShE A2
BAISE ASle 2| 4PR)e] AsiRto wFTole] 91718 Pjsle] dchd Ak Al

$40] )2 28 otk

o

FHOEFE)ONN ASE gy W72 91719] ZAA
2 gglo= Qs WFFole] St & Ae =olslHe
S ARSPF AR Gk vHThs 2nke =ofslal glow AHsPL visFe
o] $J71E 742 Al their= A
2 wiEFole] $17loly] whell AYe] 9717k sl FRL we 2

ol
(i
1o
Ll
_O‘L
D)
&2
kT
30
o
)
N
FE
o
o oft
o
B
lo
do
~
N
==

2 13 .
ofagIs} AAAR= Al Ha i) AP B Qs Flo] 9] o] ol
7] Wl ol Ao Hee shelwl o|sl gt AR Jusht Qele] G
wop BgA oz Wakn JEAE BAsok gk

0|9} sl Axte) ol o] BAe FAlZk Ik 2790] WRTFele] oA tmolol
AR Fgeks e “riFTols et o] W ko] 9l A 7pIE ujsEsiop

S st o) ol ZPR WIFelol ek Fe H(IAY WiFFe)oris WEF



Bste) MFEFe 91719 BAANY

o5 A= AZ%E ofaw o7 wEel] Xt SRFEe] Wirolel] tigk HAvdels] A
A, F71A AAA, AR AAE 9 AR Bk WFF7E AA9 AAe]7]
wo} ALSle] FElE ofnlgithe ARE oalisfiof 3o A} (procedural) RIFF-2] ol A
H Hopr}h 2% (substantial) ©]7|¢] 5222 Uolrtof Fitfar k. ool arabz, A,
ALEIZAA Al B T& s oF gk ARf= ZV#;RD}.

o2l oA Hopa 3lat wiolo] 9712 A AAA Qolow HArKE= A=, A7
sht RSP} d=o] A mFFole] of| FEkS mIHEAE Helsfor gtk A 0w
= AESPF AR a4, A5ET, ol JT, 453k 5T S ol oW A
FEFe MHTIE B Zlo] BAAA AoR vIFFele] 1715 B Zlo] 2 Floltk
ek AR o] AEH WERert sk A5t ohet =3, A 59 HEe]
AARA WFFeloll A Bl o R ol tidolnt o] HollM, off AEA] miFFelell A
Sh= AAAAE AEEel dial] mAl= Agrste] @Rk w=olebA] far ARsht gl
H A= ot =ofet=A ool

olol] Hjal} 47gellA F A wWZfEN =R AAG AAISE w=efollM= AAIste] Fakom
AEe] FAskE 7kl FAkee] B EHAL sAlEe] sk o, iS4 4,
M, mdM e, AP st RS, WA s A I
= T AAA e BAAAY £AE Ads] T vk

ey “AlAskR el AAEe] o'd A 7uko] *J%:lﬂ‘iiv}”(loﬁ)ﬂ% “f‘ﬂ%ﬁﬂ oA
A3 AAIS 5 Hske A&l wet gl oldt A4
skl 28] EEP(11E)E Aol 42 dollM 83
ARGo] EARRS Blo] ohd7h 2he A7ks: ap| vkt Fgolt) ARy AlAIS
Ty Al Gk miFtaL olop] Hi= AIE3] 287 )el Al g ZIRkS st

.
s e g Aol AL, Eak ol ek AARGS AT WFele)
S LR Gk B S8 Aage] EARTIE A2 ul 234 ekp)

o] olejgr A Aheln e Ao AzhRL

5. 48 27de] “TgAPNE: AAkRe] i ol d )} ofsfell ] Ark= “AlxkrFeelA Z3AINE

o] FEAoIg, AN tiFA7ISe] FANHA AL B35 Tal Al 7]



i
‘mO
=)

PR 12)aL . 1A

N2 o

3|

s}

)

?‘

2

=
=
e

Qe o= W12

G

12 Aol Bz

= &

SRl AR

L a8SThE

S

S

3}

24

il 752

#28}

o
T

e

e 3o,

S

e SRR RS

2 Yozttt a1 Bar ek AP o= =71 217] dRelid 1979de] 2)8kei7]el A

7}

N
i

= A7

5]

1
s

o) A%}

s

] &etok

S|

gl

o] A1

27199 W &

A, 714t

K|

A4

=
T

]

=

ALEE7E 919 BHES

A e)3 Aale] B

=i

i

145, di7 19

-
T

s A I

te

51\

AR RARE uk s

#Jo]

file)

-
T

]
A

AR, A= UEE A

=
=

e B7Fs $ho)

Zo 3

vhgo] Et.

S}A]

A o] s}

EBES

v} 7Y

6. A=A A2}

h 8

B wEFole] 917] 7Ps

A

197

1 QAL 457

B
==

sl AP Aok A4 fREPIE )

o~
N



gate] Mol 91719k AANE

Fgo] @ Fe] AN RIS Aot wi Y AA oJalee) @
Aol sorh Akt 8 5 gl ZIstEe] o A o Seh
tet FAAR A7} P o]dl TS Wolsel 7k FEa, B A
B9 o7Ioke AR el Ul t|giEe] Apoleks olgow el ZANITEE
Aieh= Aleloleks Aeke vk A AAREse] Asleole) & 4 QA olgelrh

gk 0] GDPLE EelN A SRS AalaL gl Aot Ak Ao
share] A mFsht A8 ke Balo] olelarg WAL gl ol gL sheA
oJ8sl] ofick: ol APREAR SlAsR ZAA ofvle] mFFele] S7k sl
= FAE SfFoltk wpquIo o wRel M QY ol 4RI} FHISE Tl 844
Asol] P 215 012 B4 S Qe Al oo BaEolt Al

5o R WETle] A STl Uehhs FAlel diRsid 244 Fad

29low BAs: Alo] mgdsihs Azelt,







FEAAL] B EEE BIREMIE e “97]45e] 559" (2017.10.20)

A el 9l 1ol Al =71

vha Ee U

g WFF L o) ofel gl A Qe

A5 WFTFR} 91710 ARSI SRR FAZ] 2K A FF-I7E AR
T sl Al S91E Al ;sl | k], ol ofelgel Astelrks e

A e ezl nlelr A AlAlel] Hx wiF=Re] o] vAdo] R HEshs A2
73Rl o 5= A ool iRk oAt AR o= A oR slenlg] Bl AE

I A RS Sl RS A SARe] Y] dgelch £
ek ARl A pEgae) Bas)h B9len, o] Fa A mEelrh A

 Aplslel A A% AT Feleks A7l A5 Ak A WFF} Ao
RS B89 4 91 ol FEshe H) glod TIREER AR fke] T 7 i

ok shbs AAS 2R 1930 dolar, WA shus WSRelE BEARR1 19701 o).

ol FARR 1989 o) SO ALK ol A7) UTTOIS) B 9YE D S Jourl
of Democracy ] 3% 5 MgAjolth, “1i= a5} wFFe] vIFe) SALY A9 T o B
Folm, 1984 Aol A 1989 d7kA] %7} wIFEFo] 7)ol Zeoasl Aelahe 2Rglon], 2016 W7k 5

F)ghe] 24} B AFEA N R84 elg.



nha EEY

Ap§ MEFAT} o olelgel A YETk

oA 8hje] FAlE «rF=Re] o fl7pelw, o] FAlek ddaiA vt o] wlght)
“oBd Sl A AR RTele AR AsiTele) Fae AL ek

B A AR S A Rl ok oleld ks tedte] ofAl7} Eh, A1)
uj-g- Bl o ® AAR. e, @5 AlA 2ol FARE H7PF teiAar glom,
By ek ok A1 AL 21 3k Aol R she: W)} Al
I S-S A3 & = A THLithrmann, Mechkova, and Wilson 2017), Z1E-2] 5%
S AAshE BYELS AAF Folgal sk

Qi wEFOle R FAR) B FO 1o SRR H7ie) ur)
o3 @ 491 )= QI8 SBlEla Qe Alo] ARolt) Y} Tl Mol R
57l e i gaslon) A B @] M sle] g e HAR Al 3
= oA ﬂ(Huntmgton 1991). “1efu, HE 7 7 e e e o YEAE
21 sl 0, 2ok Q) MY olde] 02 PR R I e
o Lieko] A wsRole] AJEoln, gﬂﬁ, oA DA TR e W wdE
Edzo) = gy GAlolw, 53] WIsRol7t 7 o8l AHE o] F yelellA At

A

il

\I

Y Fo| FEAY WAL Bk 7“01 gel el
Hole o 24T =g Aol Af TR} ofelgel ﬂéﬂ SEAE o,
A7t o) 1) el Aol sl ¥ 88 B 2 Aol WP} 7= AAle)

o3 20417 Fabel] L& gt o] 5ollA] Hojrjol gtk WIFFo)= 197510 7}5}2
ﬁﬂﬂoﬂ Hoj=gitt 1 sjjol] fell A nlETALE A S & u] Ayl 44 o]l

i FFole] M $EAR] LI B e eI A Al 19710
A el A0 o] ol A ) e vl 424 Esm. = AAP}
ISl el A el ol 7] el s 6, el
7 ) FElRlo] wFsle] «albe] Brolzal Lige] Ut AL W ol AlsE
AT 2000 TH ZRbol]l AASHA AAEYS A, A3 =22 EIJ“ZI‘T‘QE APl A
7 AR Arw TEL .#142%1 197538 de AR AAH, <] ST
=7 eIt =@ Zlo] ope], W5 A} Al o B A9 Wﬂﬁl S
oA 1 ks mlEgIc) o1 oA ABE ddHlo] B
g2 A A, mje] dgom ofAHT.

‘1
5% To
£
N >,
$
rg
N
N
L
Ll
2
SL



A T o) 917)0] Hs=ste

RIFTolel TR e 5 Qs S7he) 7 A1) 7kasil gk Mol
A} AFNok & Zolehz 11 o)z} ol AAE] B Zkm ik wEele] $9)
51 Sro] vhet Al Able A5 B UFT] Sk ek oflel Al gk
o] w7k el A A WFTe] S7HEe T TFeishl Lrehdc), rRr i,
EFe|Z0) O AT Ueiks @] ol Az, Qalane S vl
S7KE el WA Lehs

Bole nepEe} Exlie] 2] oo Teks, Wel, Ao} 2e AF wERe] ks
o Al Qe AASR 3] 53] ik o TR dnplizoz VA A,
Ao Eaow e Woja ek o] Al 5L ABe] B4 olgh Fe

;

O

A% AR 9 Wk ojek, Aol AAA WA vhS £85 ol glk e, 2015
109 TS FAAGE ofR20bE A1) WA Wk eIl B RS

&M, ZT=o] TS BEsh= AlRE ARl 1S n|wsh=t] 21455] 23k 2016
W HRollA LEYAE QA SAx) 9 W28 X Re]e] & Alojm AR}
ES e vlgo] Aks AP, 17t &

bH, 22 3 5ol AEE A24] a1 AR1S TS Wl ople}, S5y dEod
2525 npdete] oJ-3HA WHollgA o FE sl §F | EEYAE ] e
FHEEP} Olg o= AEwAnk whbA], wIF=e] olgdel] disf ui-9- 3k viar, w154
S el ks AAH BAAW vk tE Al UG A AINES A WISl
e vl TFEYAE FRAENA v FEE UL

71 BA] EFEET TRNT0)Y] w2 B3] AIAKRID i) R, Ao 2271
8% AT WFFel] thgh A= 1ge] of| WA o ® yrhh=Ael] 2 F3ks v
AN =7 e s ] gk e o] @k FAllell thigk AARkAQl 543
O 2 Qlo] vkeA] Zgsjjof ghthar x|Ajgitt ERlo] B7lel, o] A2 w|=mol|x| &3]
T e FEY] B oA, FgE ol AREAY] A e aR1El 24
.

LN T
31 QI o= MAFeIA FR T 5 QAT AF WFF] Frjols g4 o

ofs

.

i1/

ROl el ) WFTl] BAAE

A
i
of,
o
N
Ho
<
2
oy
)



vha EeEy

thefst 24 sholl A 1 X4 (Gladdish 1993; Lijphart 1991a; Lijphart 1991b; Lardeyret
1991; Quade 1991) fERF ole}, o]3)17g %] 9} o= Al¢] “§7-S(Horowitz 1990; Linz
1990a; Linz 1990b; Lipset 1990) H]wsh=t] B ¥4l =28 &qdr}. e, 3 &3]9]
FANA Azt HE 4|, S 5] Hu, d9ise] 5 o SRR v v

o] I 7] 54 AxA wiske} st AL gle AoR Bl ofeigh A4
Al oA, EAE iR Al, o34 i v tiEAIS trtiEAlE 250l e
T7Feel AES T A 0R HRITE webA, o] Aled A EAlE =7F ARdell A wiS
TAA UlEH—E— {3 Tt ol YA, AR 927t dWAo|ar 1k Al

T HEHE olafdh= Hl Ewol HAE &

x]l.%v}x] ARG B 99kl oisf HRlo] ¥ oR k= 21 o=k AL
. oJale] AAxIglol, AP E Al FXol tiaix H o] RIFF] w79

1 AlRE =] AP 1 A tAlE e, A= o] T A egholgal o,
7371 BFe] Zxlo] 2 BRIt R o7 #Rlo] WFFRe]o] T & 1@22 Argsh=t|
Tgo] B B 7] AARR] 8IS wHAlekaA} gtk o] 8152 Al WIF=o] WAl
wAg HE e}t nEE & AAeNA od = Aol sl AR 7= oAl o]
%E} 1990t Tk A9 ofulEmr 4/ AA 3 o]f, WIFFoe] 9= A oR
HolAl okek ZAjo} FAle] HA|SRRI
Jo} 1—1:]0},] 1996Lﬂ 7VH g S skt gt <A AlAelA WIFSRele] T
Aot sl . L <TAle] o] HRlvk HAA] stell A, AR B Hi=
AL Aol BEA] A E|R Ao, w|sfehy e vl AR Holan, it Tl
HoA o= HRITK1996: 20). UQEMALE, Fae We 4= 9lom, 25 Y5597}

BIAG AL ek AL AAF Aol of AT

A TI5=ele] Ht EAlE] digh —:L—EE& AN LT o] otk
Rl

)
1o,
£
)
i
ks
T
£
X
)
e
2
flo
M
%
il

N

¢

= o= ps] Sl Alo] ofel, Yol igh 57k 1Ak AElE
1991 ' 78] iﬁ “@FFo)A {rbolels Aol Fle Hele
By, WFETe] T3 visoleks 04 shie] 24tlRS Eake sl

— 280 —



A T o) 917)0] Hs=ste

“QAUIFO] olulEETA Hsfe] Folxk ATt AT WFTelE QIRE 4N FF FElE B
51°(1989: 4) Al7]&= Ao R YehllEA o329t

A)&230l] st 7 2 ofee- Algar dids] wiEARl ojdlgRr]e] EH(5S Bt
SHAhS AQISFHA], 221 HIF=Fo)7} A|&5= A7 7} FOI1A] o] o] gk A&
S Wtk 2oy o5 A TEjel]l thgh 91 A5 A28 ofdls=7]7) of e,
o Z7FA] o] A=Al P ATl o] F&ollA Q= Flo] stk

53], ejrlofe] -Aetolut g, AHnkEe] b, Alglol Ul A}, WeslollA s
A=2191 7g4 125 o AlAlel] olghe] AR THQJ O QIslA o] Ho] x84
o= sroll A F]lth vl ¥t Hrlo] RvIFFe] m7bEe] At 101d 5 9]l
T LS FHSehs Wi, S} HAloks dHIAES 54 38] SFHTKSIPRI 2017). SA)
7, ZAjof, o]gho] Hojm zpalEe] el S fl) Al T2 Ao} ¢
T AAAR oFgS Ztar lrk= 3lo] g Q1A AL k. sAlel Ao 9]al A A 53]
Hl=o] 9l AL TS EAo]al, AXlo] TR oR B itk 22 JeReER L
TP oz FRIGH AL olA] 3| Eo] Wk

)

(Krauthammer 1990-91). tf<-0] Hl=r2] AL 101d ol el WFF-2]2] g5} o]
=z
T

O

g, AEAR) SAPEe) Mg B e viepe] el 0 o Eualc:
55, eAlok ofek ART] ofhulol, v el e ol AHise] 35 olujemr]E
W] 98 4 QAL TS B AAS] FHHe] yFFele] el ol ofak 4 ek
318 FHekL ik web, 5L A MR Pl EgE FAITE okl
el AR A 7178 W] I8, TR 2 A vielolsh A 0]
Sk, SRl AN 24)8] 4RE Faa1y] St T1ela Qe

) ERAH FAL A 93) A W] L okA17]7] AARIekDiamond,

i
do
g
)

o] M AL Qi 71 olaem)deln ARl B5elE sk, St

S B2 22E 99 ARl tisl A= = AU of2iRt @Eel= 7 FEPL

29 2k gl ol sl gher] Ak, £ “AsE

o) sgrolala Bel o 2 Axe] ARl ANSe) Zao] A FAE A,

— 281 —



vha EeEy

& 0, eAloh= SHAR ATIARS] 241S fJ8t & S AlgkslaL 53, 9= 75
TS Wallshs 225 vt Qlo] ARk s digith T Ve oY Yeke
NGOl tjgh 72 87 AR Bk 2 HES FA7HA gAloke] APS
wskck ok g o s QIS HAlgE S0l sl Sk 21 Tl ejAjolet
71ef YetE2 1 arAl AAe] 5 =gk
E}}H EAETRES A B A Yellx] 2RES] ojels SxINZ17] Slal A ¥
AUk TE2 OSCE, frd 23], 0ASS}F -2 22)9] Q1 Y Qo] &59] 84S
ﬂsﬂs}%ﬂ ‘JEF o, tRRE foks Hoja] GE- 7|He] JIHYLS 7kt o] 2 Udks
Aok W o] % %xﬂ ARE7E A wolEld MIFFe)E AEshs o] A7
AaE el Az <
HFF2] 7Fs0] 744 2] A FPE 9HE, S 2jAjof AREES: 53, ERIE0]
A HhEk Ao} AL FAslaL Y AZE 19]o] JoolM F5S Fofis) gtk
& 50, T=RIES 39 A= el vid 70 ~ 100 & DeiE AEslL, 9 e
2 o] A7} YT Ythar H71 Brady 2015). 8 AT AZAFS0] djj2] A= H3h
WHH, S A=) viAlE sfielol] thE SoirALE Al viAle}h 25 ARl gk 2iA]
o}e] &L wlma} Rk o] tigh ejajote] I o R ERwEQIrh A O R AT
AAIE B =AZRD “AHE ko] o B IS 71e0l7] AAEiTh
570 w7bse] AHgh v & ofefe IEHE A8 mlrjo]d] diFolt) o] %7
O ZA] JPBAIZ 1AL SAREEe] oFds osl] oAl FRoEM RIFTe]o] 2rs A
7= Aol 7l HoR HYlt) ojof, ARk 79 Aow = A A= gk =APgH
S A2 B 7] TR0 E AR SHE stk AR W dAlsks Alow
PSHAoH, ofA] WIFF2] Aol 1H4dst7] [ o] 7leEs AH&sh7|2A) gt
A w7FEe] AXE 3R] AellA ghld =85S XE 5 A sl e E=SE gAY
oS FHsP| 25l olEell ol v AR oR ARSE AL HﬂLﬂ*O“ = TRzt
7h]Bal =71=9] OASOA w4 sl 9 2|dS 7] f1s) A hg Tk
PRPRE grlohs S0 ) gk 2199 ouA] GRS FU1E Al—%fzﬁflﬂ%, 3l Aol
A 2R A=l s AR 715k 2eu XA o]elE SN fIEl w5
7R 7AIA ARE viRSE 21 53] TolEelt) 25 T
]

7, 1 A ela A} o

ut

i

<

WE,
=
i3
o,
y
i
N
ok
2
v
inj
Ho
o
oy
H
19,
X,
o,
rlo
)
o
]
o
ol
4



A MFEFE 9 9719 ARk

= = = .
BE S A ol 2] SRl Qi vhe Al S ke gl S
Tlegatan vjs- AAFAR) BAE WANA gk olsle
ES AFYS W ohek WFI} s o

So) 43S ATk ANY w3k

o,
>
o
£

“Far Bl me= cHo] ] gkepe] e oAld ofxIgle] AR dt AL A=A
5] ellA T mde A B = glok 2o, S50 AR Bolgs A
A 3} Aestel] vigk Al F=rF vk Aotk Sre] BAA w2 Az
ool FEaAl & Aehs S A7 o, AR e A Tt

Wegelal AnjAe) rle] g doleki el AS wkkac) Gle] Zale) Fels

d = Zpale] elelq wtfFe) #7hE A Al e
Ao AT A NFFe] NG 7K F73) 7IE) oo} bEe] S5 2
AAYS WA OR I Oén 2014 Fo] A% Megatiu, A5 mzzr gk
e AR viaA 2 A oln, Ang Aol A #0944 Pefes Fge

Fao] gL 1] AT 37k 53] oblolol Al GNP 241

20 1 2 W5 A

o o g A o] Arolth 2008 HE 71 AT A9 7] o]

ORE S7hich B4 Zlom, ofeld FANS 7KS} A R, 1 917k A S el
7] $15F T T WS AAE A DS WSk G Wl el B
ol oflol A HEAQ) T e] TS ATA 1] AT FrbeS T3kl
71 919 A1 i1 AR e, G20 A AR H1 91T

28 B2z 672 dalshl Btk
1 wishs WFTe] Srse] GRS FAIAN, W] 491 ANk oh G20
S F B, eAlol, A9 ofguloplo] W] WIFFe] S7150lle), AR ol
U, meba, QL Slwd|Aol, W), ool B, 9 Bl7leh o] G20d Sl
Upe] AMEEASES Ae] Seigle] WIFTe] SrhsoIRlr GkHe|TL Q1T ol
N giFEe] S7ksel ofs) WEE Al A4 R WA 1as Ao Huls) nelt
T S Aloje] s | Helslly A WFTe] Sle] HEld el

=
& A AdE 71dE 5 vk



vha EeEy

e} A7 olste] Al Lol elgiek S, o] Fke] iR, 53] obilo}
S ASIE P2 1SS 205 4 T2 O e 5K AT 23, 4 2
UPEe] Bl Sug WSS A TS T Be W15 wrh o e 27
Ik SR, Z15e) UR EAE ASElE o] AlRE G20 HANFE TR A4

Fol2 Age) sl o] G AR T eglek il ofEL: olze] AT
AR Aol whelaled ABAA] SR Ao 2oz Pkl Aol At olel e
S Folln] Al QRS et 2w, 25 APl B4 g visle] A7
AP BRSIE A
19lo] o WA A WFF-)) Al Sl AlElshs Aol ditk AR Bae
W3, S A MR BARITE TS AR E@5AL QU i7leka
=

A )
BEt Ro) o A8 BEAw BRI 1 A @ oAl 4K} 1A T
BZE 9 /FE v o] obd A kthn AZSA 9] wEol

A5y ROl T Vet Fole1el tisl FE8he 3 7k e ofde] WFFele)
$17] Alelle] A2 wEe} Wiz Zloltk GAFARl fAMS ]k & lelel T FEL
B8, BE AU AR S5 548 /K glom, B RE A5 A7 95

T glome 1%k AlIRIQl 21e ARdolt et TL f13del| e Etskal, AR Aol
ek 242 s oS of fgekar 7 Rek A ook e, Al oW Zle
MENE= Ao] 71 Agksl fAREA I 7} = A o]

2017:d 7€3 9] g H(Foreign Policy), 2 <& %12~ ﬂbu SAIS®] & H@l=o} nj=r
lrthste] Zh ofjdlo] o] FAIE A7IG vig- SR 2 7IAHE RIEITHBrands and Edel
2017). 15 Ak S} vl oal o] iz S-old] 1AL F2 ATl o,
21 Aztel] A gk Hatwk ol g%k 1**«1 TAE NIFFole] e} & fedo] 9l
AFElAl JA] &8tk APl AlA W15 w70 AdFTAt=A v=e] qEks
o], % A A R v RIERele] 2 Wade] dE Aloleal 4 Ao

Bl=e} ol § ARde veleh=t] enel 2 e T 7 dijEARI A K AR
AEgommn ER1=9 7S AW 7] AR

g

et
I,

g

_4

A9)Fe) Aol Palsha, WFF) AwAlse] B AR F ¢
Ak B0, A R 2850le] el Hoftk 1530uIels} vl Al %ﬂ

— 284 —



A MFEFE 9 9719 ARk

7 gl S o R ole 93 ;e vo skt B71e) A
QAN WA ke o] Sk 815 ARSlaL SR 0 AMEE Ak 5 o
K&

al
Ak 45 AAES wd 1970Lﬂﬂ1 SRk} 2 AIE 27 A ddeTk

1

x0
r

AREE o] 27) Altle] 8t o) e FrlEA wlmabA, 1970 doizk 7k
FARICE ARE YRk 158 Sk @A <At Aol tigk A=) ohd, 589
gt Aom HEo} & spolela 7RI T1e o] Y]l Wrke Aot # Aok
Het] 53, mlso] dale] FARIAA Hotd), AFe] AAAEe] obig o8] e

Qe AAA o] Q= AAMS FPsla, WFEF AAl &4 Fuae Algd &
AL 7= 7Fdo] =9 o;]]zJ/} A3k S 711:.1:} TIF0) AR EEUR] 9= A
5L 1930 dt1e] Aol A o AGEe A uks) 27l Ee 9l sk,

e S HE] AA] T Alelol] 1 Ak v —zl"'zr“/]/] T E skt Thekst BHo)

Ak MIF=22] *'dJoumal of Democracy)) 7€30l| «“F He] AlA didelx & x4t
aFolehRs AlFo® AR TAlelA, vl @ 29 thEke] A SHRES - ¥ Al
i Atole] frabdell thgk BsA#Ql ofalr} Ztw lrkar gt T152] 4ol wh=,
AEF AA] i o) el Ayel 5579 %ﬂr“ 5 HO] AA| o] Al R Lol
ug- 2 AR 15 “AlFaL sk WIS 7ol ARk 19201 Thek 1930 The] A,
AR A, AF3) A Egbo] M1 G215 AP ekl T3 (Cornell, Moller, and
Skaaning 2017: 15).

ThA] =i, 77ke- defol] @ 2iElt SheE wiso] m7lEe] ol ABAA = 71Eo]
7 2 13l AHsH 2 v S-S E]r‘*‘:} e @ ES SlEe] AT Ak
A Ejolla] Qe SHHE W] wbE Ak o5 913 sl AHE
U5l 18] FahA| gk SHRFE]] mHIEE ZHl Fole)l ofo} B ZX13]
Sl W5re] w7kE ke Bl S S I e TFsAdS AEh] Ssl 2wt
= 8oE Hol| £aIr}016; 2017). T159] T BEA o7 wFrolo] tish ANIEe]

2

)

o —l>

2o

A Ske U o2 dlofelell <78, o] tleldel] gk 159 i AR AeiRlE
ol oJaf] de] =ojwdr) 1o ® BEta, 9k WIS avse] wees] BaE 4

Rtk 7S wlshs 5] RAe 2L olas] s,
B FFe) W15 bl vR Alishs FRE F Shhs 1919 ¢k A50] 9



vha EeEy

T oIl w7FES AR BHEA] AT ot 4lEETeh o] sREe] ASARI
A THPrzeworski et al. 1996). “1E5°] 1996\A0l| 73 A¥= v~ Fy ik “1919

1k 50] 631%E o] WIFTe] 7= garshA 49 10T
250] 605558 2= YRllA WIF9] AA7F 23 sk Zo] $ISITH Argentina’s level
in 1976).”

ey 28] AR S HA o] O o 21417190 EREERA] edthal W= o= 1Y et
o7} dtk w7 WIFARIA] opdX|(1] il 7Pt RIFAY w)E ek Al =AY
oAX|7} UL 7FEARE, g AR Stz El717) o] o] 1#|(Brownlee 2016)2 SRS
H, grig)el EHer & a2 FHEg 0

AR AR FBRpE0] o) el ofil o] dofuix] g9k wieel] AL dold = glrkaL
FAsRE 21 gk Agrelt] 1980 o] el FAge)E ATt SRES B A
o] AA7} Ax SHEA] thal aE%E 748 = Ak ey 3R] AAlE
A= =3

uebA, §-2] RIFF w7k 5 o= shte sl SAlsk Rl e A oAl
ojg}ar Hm, ko g Wl o 15| EAP} AAE]= 21 ARelt] ey 1S
7} T1Ee] SEES M FrRIME vkl A UI71E sk, 212 197010
o] Aol AA) 2l 8] 971 Sl AT W7t $71E BHE Aloleiar

Az,

=)

¢

re o

— 286 —



A T o) 917)0] Hs=ste

Fazd

Brady, Anne-Marie. 2015. “Authoritarianism Goes Global (II): China’s Foreign
Propaganda Machine.” Journal of Democracy 26(4): 51-59.

Brady, Anne-Marie. 2015. “Authoritarianism Goes Global (II): China’s Foreign
Propaganda Machine.” Journal of Democracy 26(4): 51-59.

Brands, Hals and Charles Edel. 14 July 2017. “The Gathering Storm vs. the Crisis of
Confidence.” Foreign Policy. http://foreignpolicy.com/2017/07/14/the-gathering-
storm-vs-the-crisis-of-confidence-trump-1930s-1970s.

Brownlee, Jason. 23 March 2016. “Why Turkey’s Authoritarian Descent Shakes Up
Democratic Theory” Washington Post. The Monkey Cage.
www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/03/23/why-turkeys-authori
tarian-descent-shakes-up-democratic-theory/?utm_term=.2f5100f766¢f.

Cornell, Agnes, Jorgen Mpller, and Svend-Erik Skaaning. 2017. “The Real Lessons of
the Interwar Years.” Journal of Democracy 28(3): 14-28.

Diamond, Larry, Marc F. Plattner, and Christopher Walker, eds. 2016. Authoritarianism
Goes Global: The Challenge to Democracy. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University.

Foa, Roberto Stefan and Yascha Mounk. 2016. “The Danger of Deconsolidation: The
Democratic Disconnect.” Journal of Democracy 27(3): 5-17.

Foa, Roberto Stefan and Yascha Mounk. 2017. “The Signs of Deconsolidation.” Journal
of Democracy 28(1): 5-15.

Francis Fukuyama, “The End of History?” The National Interest 16 (1989): 3-18.

Gladdish, Ken. 1993. “Choosing an Electoral System: The Primacy of the Particular.”
Journal of Democracy 4(1): 53-65.

Horowitz, Donald L. 1990. “Debate—Presidents vs. Parliaments: Comparing Democratic
Systems.” Journal of Democracy 1(4): 73-79.

Huntington, Samuel P. 1991. The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth
Century Norman: University of Oklahoma.

Krauthammer, Charles. 1990-91. “The Unipolar Moment.” Foreign Affairs 70(1): 23-33.

Lardeyret, Guy. 1991. “Debate—Proportional Representation: The Problem With PR.”

— 287 —



vha EeEy

Journal of Democracy 2(3): 30-35.

Lijphart, Arend. 1991(a). “Constitutional Choices for New Democracies.” Journal of
Democracy 2(1): 72-84.

Lijphart, Arend. 1991(b). “Debate—Proportional Representation: Double-Checking the
Evidence.” Journal of Democracy 2(3): 42-48.

Linz, Juan J. 1990(a). “The Perils of Presidentialism.” Journal of Democracy 1(1): 51-69.

Linz, Juan J. 1990(b). “Debate—Presidents vs. Parliaments: The Virtues of
Parliamentarism.” Journal of Democracy 1(4): 84-91.

Lipset, Seymour Martin. 1990. “Debate—Presidents vs. Parliaments: The Centrality of
Political Culture.” Journal of Democracy 1(4): 80-83.

Liihrmann, Anna, Valeriya Mechkova, and Matthew Wilson. 26 June 2017. “Is
Democracy on the Decline? Not As Much As Some Pundits Want You to
Believe.” Washington Post. The Monkey Cage. www.washingtonpost.com/
news/monkey-cage/wp/2017/06/26/is-democracy-on-the-decline-not-as-much-as-s
ome-pundits-want-you-to-believe/?utm_term=.4600e786afd?2.

Moynihan, Daniel, P. 1975. “The American Experiment.” The Public Interest 41 (Fall): 4-8.

Nodia, Ghia. 1996. “How Different Are Postcommunist Transitions?”” Journal of
Democracy 7(4): 15-29.

Orban, Viktor. 26 July 2014. Twenty-Fifth Balvanyos Summer Free University and
Student Camp. Tusnadfiird6, Romania. www.kormany.hu/en/the-prime-minister/
the-prime-minister-s-speeches/prime-minister-viktor-orban-s-speech-at-the-25th-b
alvanyos-summer-free-university-and-student-camp.

Plattner, Marc F. 1991. “The Democratic Moment.” Journal of Democracy 2(4): 34-46.

Przeworski, Adam, Michael Alvarez, José Antonio Cheibub, and Fernando Limongi.
1996. “What Makes Democracies Endure?” Journal of Democracy 7(1): 39-55.

Quade, Quentin L. 1991. “Debate—Proportional Representation: PR and Democratic
Statecraft.” Journal of Democracy 2(3): 36-41.

“SIPRI Military Expenditure Database.” 2017. Stockholm International Peace Research

Institute. www.sipri.org/databases/milex.

— 288 —



A T o) 917)0] Hs=ste

<EZ> o AFRFTE SV
- Aol A u$-7]-

i
fol
g

L Aol F03k ARl Sslole] ERAw A 4 ol 1 AL
;E

Faoltt ZuEHAge] 22 WiF=2lel] tigh AAIAQ] Hare] HerhA

2l A
FEE= 5 ARA F38S dor] A4 @elels 1o 7 1919 600042 E
Jom fFFols FURA| eFeths dRE7]9] A5ho] e S elar Qluh=
“19] gl Felght) B AMyRIo)o] 91719 wAg A A9l gk t1o] AR}
FRETe] FEmEe] A4 aETe TS Flal ol v S 5 Aol EEe]
sAH o R BFFE F et Jrhoe e B AL wigith

2. HARA Rl gt ##fe] A1 927} TeAlet SHS B = QA vEEfE
A& APOA|RE 71 fA o] AHIF=E 7 S]] wihxl A1 191 WA=

BT} AAERQT AAIGAREA (macro-historical approach)l] 2]&=3ljoF gh}al

gt} Loz} wbalrke}l 2] vlel] el vl AlZ¢1930d ) Aluke

3 Ui Folle) oNEREe e oA 2R TR OlE AgRIFe) ) A
Ao AP f3la obdH ARAAREE Ae] Ak 2] Belsi) Ahe)

o
N
N

S} mIFF-ele] Bobgat EFAI] AFTFT S 21 bk 1006 A

— 289 —

ERE



b

fol

m}lJ

Awg Zrhs Zlo) FEsjok gk AP 2HFos @ SEQl MIFETo)o] %719
HE AAAS ‘o7 PdEhe] SA (tyranny of the majonty)% 72t ol =
AAF Sigit) BlEato] 2 BolFEiSto], ArRlaTRele} RIFF2le] e 20417
ool oriE o] T4 o]F -8 ¢ A AHEFele] B vl
o5 53 =F0)e) ofel] Aol Be Al E rgskal Aol =
AepaA HlzA siaglict ey ool e Aol Al = Axrd] iS5
(possessive individualismy' ¥} AFEF=2))v} WG] 7ko] 718 AlebA| AL @al X455
aL ek FHire] ARlTRele] HE= o] 22 11w AR do] qlvks Aol
W A ztoltt.

4. o) EEANET AATIAT 5 WFF-L] wekolale] obgoltd TSITCl<creeping

authoritarianism>< ¥ 3Fsto])7} 2 F53lal 7P $2e v 2-e ARS
JJetalol giek. EFelEol A} BAS WL o olgApole] AHIro] 4TS
APFHe) RIS AU WA ntpoliies ] AH ThENA A7 sk
AR Al 1) AR o= ATt vt 898 SSAATA
1 I 2 Al 5 A ofel A o ) A% WA R
S A} 22 {94 ¥E2]|5 (authoritarian populism, 19801t T
S 19ap] 16 F $o)e] AR 0] TEelo) A1) 1
S A3l =48t IR R T8 RS meoliberal financial globallztlon) 9 2IA
2 0] SIck A1 AT ARSI Aotk el A
B2 1970:dthol] ofn] RIF=5=e] o] wel 3t <FA]o] £17]E olopr|dith X]*rr‘j]
bl sl 216 5% A1 ok Sl Ashe ts} 0e IS A A
RFrel 912 BaL vl ek ol AE A7k e Ea vk gk
090] AY]), A0 AT ApER bS] TrRRISe] 878 SoiE 4 9t S2t
Agle gollar gle), BE AT S1710) AL 2k vl e olfrEs
$1% Reltk Teh AR TS} $1710] el GeloleR= Aol ) Aok

mlo

)=
221

mfl iﬁ =
014

rsL'

5. k@020l Hidol2o] Holg=Ro] ol Aduistol i vlge] tigk <52 =7}

SofhE o] tiAlZE WAL Sl A gk web ARslatele] e o wet Sl glrk
el Eretal ARIIREEA] U @25 APEellA 19301 a9 < ﬁmg 25
Ul uAFe] B4k FIAA 24 S Bt gtk ey gk 927 vliehs d2s

— 290 —



A T o) 917)0] Hs=ste

oftetar AL QI7to] HALE RHET = mfE o] WTR, g2l 9-Ee] AdE
ol 19300 dTie] AHS v 5 Atk o= EeRe] R f27E (Ae] ARl
SASk= Aol of ey RSP AFRE SRS e 57 Slvk TA O 27t (AF
T AASRE S 77 L=kl BN AH vl ofxle] Yab o njdis
REEo] wrkek g,

71

AHIFRle] 21716l tigh S Rls]ert EEY Y om ARt thA] ‘wbipslaL
= Feollr] GRl A2 Bk dofuk AlAA FAle) @ idze] Bashs 2= sloln
Skxo] AAE SPA7EAL = VL oW Hellx] Zoprlal Sli= ZP7E #A REET) @kt
& A2 1930t (RIFF 7 FE g ok g QoW 101d)S oW AXA]
AARRES 94 7R 71 ofdm Al diuls= EAe] =i a0 Al (belle
epoch)ell E}slaL vIF=Re]e] 97]= FalraL ol Aoleks Helld HAA = 27k

;0

- 291 —






FEAAL] B EEE BIREMIE e “97]45e] 559" (2017.10.20)

1. A&

ghe] Wlg=Ee] A Rk= 19484 AR tiEoe] 20174 @50l 0|27 71| B3t 700 d
A o] oF Ac} 17l o]5uk B (1948-1960)2] 1213} ¥ 3] A4 (1963-1979)2)
16 2 A58k A8(1980-1988)2] 8¢ =3} 36id7ke] A= WIFEAR|k= A7t W SaA|
ARk o] Al71e] Tzl XA 542 Al it egw A AXFEE] A,
24*3?—4 o)3je} ApH7 ] EA, ?ﬁ‘jﬁ ZEeE A=EA oIk et HlE SARAI]
SR 0] A=) iAol el vl 55 gl viAs] Ao 4l
Sk B3 AAEe] 49 P om0 WIS skl vl v =] S
S stk & = vk 12yt o] EARR] WIol= 1987 ThsE vkl &
T Ark AT o] AR O R ARIFTE] 7] of ATt SEE A
BAA Sed AR, AEETl g AAe] sk A, AV A71A R 37
SHAl ﬂ?—ﬂ/}i R E“l‘ 3% AL o] FAA FHE AEE) o7
& A912003-2008) = A AFQ017- )7HA] Al Aol
jz—?@, 2| 9] WS 3k A7 IAl H QI 1987 059
Sho] RIFe] Hid e AR BEsk vk o] AL 5 ALk o]y st e s

2
g
o

* @S oy 89, melish Welws
) el BRI A} Sslaio] gloAl, wsle] ARl tiek 2k 7HSle] ekl ApE-
SYAE Suwa EARLE 4N 2 5o Ee dolu

N o T o



e AR} o] opdolol 7P mFFO} AR WAR Rk HrhL
ik @ ez Aol A Wl WFFol} sl whAe] Sobiirk

=] >~
IRl

T2 e R AR W] 0] 23 Aol ialA] o= A welal =l
AT T8 AFIAet WA HA] &S 5 gl

TI] o] 7HA] o2 ZALe] SJahH ANIARIES] I R]el] gk AlE|e} et ARl
A5 wolA] AL Qlths Aot o] A9} Adea<Eo] 19961l 65% A=t 100 £
20061 300= 3% Solslt) WA x]9] ool tdh TEE=ollA] 200310l 61%3H Ho]
2006300 += 48% = WOl AT B B3 AL wFA G| gk Exlolt) =3
ek A= 1996532] 49%004 2006131 7%= o, Aol ek A# = 1996132
39%N14 200619 9%= HEslaL k3 o] g B4l S5l oJoiX|al Q=
o] Aldoltt,

2. 3k Al A A AR A o] I ol A

S SelA] WiFe) A=A o AulEan FashE el sjx] swle] wlFFele]
RS W] ethe 24 970 S0 o7 IA ke Alee] ARls wiesele] Adws)
of P52 Holk TR A Xdve AS A Ak

§IFFole] SWIAE] wrle), Fwlol] o)dh FuS SR A, AN, EA
e LZolt shIZe] SO Jlofaigithe Stk olefet e Al
el WISt A P} 4 ek Slole o4 et

I
AC)
oy
’
]

S
12
jukes
o
e
O

[

el Al SR TS S A 1A s
& 9psro] Washrial Gag vt Ik PN E(Alexs Tocquevilley HIFF-9) =

2) Chong-Min Park, “South Korea’s disaffected democracy,” Edmund S. K. Fung and Steven Drakeley,
eds, Democracy in East Asia : Issues, Problems and Challenge in A Region of Diversity, New York:
Routedge, 2013, p. 40.

3) 919 =%, 38-39 9,

4) Zevedei Barbu, Democracy and Dictatorship: Their Psychology and Pattern of Life, Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1956, pp. 5-15.

— 294 —



B ApEol A A% d MFEFeE TFeap

oJtjelxfut 4 %‘% T = AAAAZE opekal A|AskaL Qeks) EE: vl R
AsPaA] Tl o] A48l Rdolie sty gho] el gEsitkar 9A
UTES) O]OW AHeto] HHY(Zevedei Babu)= W95 Al]7"3of ALl =
B Ak QA AL Qlnk 1 WIEejel] Z]olehs ake] YAl(way of life)o]
o] Abg] & AR Gz, E42] P25 types of behavior) H A S XYL Q)
Zot}, wiEFole] ala) A el /d-e 7HQ1A(individuality), ]2 Z}All(critical maind), 44%
3, AElA 884 soletal A AskaL vk 1 KBS opollA 4ke] ] SH(rationalization)
7} o] Gare RIFF = s 7 ofgdvkal A AskaL vk 217t 7 AAlskE
AL A o)L T4 o)Al WEARQL gholtky) ol ¢fA= EHE WeKRobert N.
Bellah) 5-°] 7HQ1FF01} el Aol Bi5o] WIS E &8} Alu]4] AlzelA] 418t
L Qlek®)

1o

0

o R

}_

nZiO

Jm
o

I

ol ofél 052 A1 ah] VTR A4l 5L S 4 RS ol w7l

(1) #Hre] 23}

ST % AR A Ak € ik T ) S AR i
5E 5 ol ASE 91 T4 Pt el Galela & 5 gtk Zleleh A
%{bﬂﬂl 7 AT IPIRA U S 7hs ARSI S B s
RE

A5 SIS 545 SAEIE, ol 1418 e S0 Satol} Sl el
Aol 1216 A7t el vhEe Qo 1 Ak Fabgel sjde] el AR

N

5) Ibid, p. 70 ol Q&

6) Alexis Tocqueville Democracy in America, vol land 2. Random House, 1990.
7) Zevedei Barbu, op. cit., pp. 3-5, 70.

8) Robert N. Bellah et al. Habits of the Heart, Harper & Row, 1985.,

0) o] BEE Wre] [MFFo BHE, UL, 199412 §F 20K 2

— 295 —



7Tt & 7Fs Aol Ak T1Rlv] AR O TiEe] & ufell A= 7] ARdel 3
A 22 E A7A Rk T Bokh

CHA] HPﬁb‘W Q1] AARE TR0l & ol As g =] Hde HolgkARt
%Al off B3} v d Eol A XHC’L 7HAY & A= Aol

153} E’Jr HollA 2Hrehs olFo® FES AREe] IS Felsith 23

Al sigo] deslow Ade s 1 Fok 2 AHre] FEEE st ad wiolet
b oltk 9-219] 419 SR Ao om ek Xolel A2 Aol oA St
d mheelraL & 4= Stk A= ABFHEP 1= oA AFHR AE A7 T ofE
o AR ] ARdelids BFHE = AN A0 ARlolr= AARA Stk A
T sl E5SH SSIlE 2R A ge] ARl o] Ao R gl
F3I307] whiZolek A7 F AAXE EAe) Apom safElofof gk HAje} HojojaE
SRR = A dljeh ERREE: o] ARIYE A Al el WS ok
7T ARt AYdefats et A ﬁ A Folof gt o) A obut R
T s TAE ofehE e & 5 Slvk ] Sl =YARI Algtte] ARE B
T Atk AL A7 drbd AR oyt Zle G o® olopy] sfFaL )

A= AFONA gt ok M) AokS: Algsled Aok Solla Agks: Sk A

]

2 39 A2 olol fm G Wl Ak x}%u}o
7

ol

Sl
R

me o

2

TR b % ik Sk EEQl el

=

EFEA] AloRRE Aur)R g B1 g Al o] 77 e e 7
293 Ao I7EHET} o]0 93t Aekol), IHHELS AGE A|oksl= AAEkS 3]';(]
ZAo| REshs el St} 53] 2rlueEshd Agel AEEE pdow AzkER N =
AEE AR5 wEs A717] A% whA] Fesi), o] ELe X}r i
s =liEle] Weste] Tlo] W ok, WhlE LR Holm ks Serlh A4e}
3 IEhD S AHE A717) s =rRIge] o AE WekA 11 s gekep

10) A7), [5F9] &3], W, 1994, 35-55.
11) Jacob P. Mayer, Alexis de Tocqueville: A Biographical Study in Political Science, Harper and Brothers,

— 296 —



B ALBOIA 45T QR

N

Fs@7te

e
rr
g0
N
rEl
Y
W

S A S7HIele] HE So 58 5 ok AL & 5 ol
& 71 vg% A& FlEle] A T AL At} 455 A4 Aok ofuly
Pl ek Aol T el Al Aletolt Ag] Aleto] Wk Aol 71
2] i Aotk Zolt) AN RS Aok FlALe] Rl e AL

AR AT 4 Aoke] LA e
ofo]

=

telx] A E 72 Stk ALS]A] Aok o]l 2|3t Aefolekal=
ot o] =] whzell A7t Aok wol] AR Aloke: WSk
Tk olefgh Akel4| Aok A A2 STt A o= 7103t 0131'& ALe]A
Aloke: AH7F B AXIARE] A5 dhdslar Qlvk xde shHA wEy A7H=
12 73] TERTR= ofe] Frfe} et 7] witolnt wi=e 73 7<} 1 7 A

HEEA] Zlotof SRzt o7k of%e] 74| mhzelt) b7 3 A XJ = 4 e
120l FlsliE 5271 wizol] RE=A] Zlotof gtk = o]-2] ZhA] uiol] X E 414 &
AH7F UCE w7 =S WS wol] JE® ) glo] S A7t gick
e R wol] EEARE o]F &9 Bl ERAPE dHY s Azt
ol Afre] wAYLIoIA] AHTE A= 5§v4b ofut}.

ool A Aokl thei] Aurr|= gt ¢ AENE olop] s A= B
AlFH T A4 AlokS kS wjo] 0% & ‘%4 gt} = U15-9] ¥(inner authority)©ll
ofafir Aloks W wlell go] v Wdth= Aotk AR Alefll= Al 7H7F 3
o] (reason)oll &+ Ak =] 2] 2(sense of guilt)oll &J3+ A<k 2 (responsibility)ol] 2] gH
Alefoley. o} Holal 2kl s5a1 alePAM = AlEE AleFgA|glaL & o= Qltk ol2fdt
AR 1AL F2 AFFA|o]7] wiZo] B gANEEAE Zdslr] ot

Uheolli= A}lel] o3k Aloks: Auu ]z divk Jdublidell A 71 Baskd o= Q= Alofd
27 Aotk QRE: -5 wEstkar Al Hlold 7} gltk Aels =71a1 sk
el ofjel] A= wet thdtk A= #9)e] e E(fear of responsibility)S 5 R wol]
I B35S A gl a3d Aol FOIIVEE AE F ot 9l UM (Richard H.
Niebuh)= 2191 8217} 7o) Zlol] 4S8R= ZA(comespond)o]2 2|48k ki)
meb 2gle] BAL 435 Psliting aciony2h= Zlelck A4 Qe ST ke,
=24 2P eA ezl gl theshs QIZtolth QIR Aaw Argskal AdEiekal A7

rlj >,\1
Olr

_

o

Ele]
o]

1960, pp. 70-85
12) Richard H. Niebuhr, B& o, [ Z =lo}], o]t &, 1983, p. 67.

— 297 —



0= Ajo]] tefx] HelS A uwfol] H|EA AGE T3 = Qe Aotk #ele] Hoj=
A b7 ok 191 ol veh A V1ak Sk Aol sk HAe)
Z}ol(the best self)S AHAZA o St}

A A A sl gl iﬂe.q w4

o]

“

WA A9 24 o ol A Adoleh 1 AL ol ek wf W W
Alolt). olef@ fmlolr] AL EHA AQlolekar 3 4 ik MEA Agle Azl
WIS 918 Ao] Sgoly] wiLe] 24 W EalaL ik Tet W 2
A8 A7) 2 GBS shar ok EHANle] 2 A S BRI Sk

S
X
)

470 219) & R Q= RS UFLRE Pigk dolck 23} o] £k 1 ZRRt sl el
Qe AAFE] w7he] SIkeIRIEE olefet w7kse] 47 wWFTe] Svke A Wk
o SI91R) Fa adle) shipk olizs) e EURCIREL BRI} 1 WAl
219Jo] ol AL FHS] Woph F ATk & 5+ 9k WE A7 Esfela
W2she ARl A7 AAD 5 Qo |MFAREZE 1E) of

A2 ; (obhgatlon)*‘ xkgﬂ A Folld 7FE A== W iﬂo&iﬂ XF%—% AP

o] Wtisc). welA %zq 7]f 35 =0 w7 F A S vl 94811*1 Oﬂ%}ﬂ 7H

e
mlo
ﬂii
>
A
2
El
3
E“i_
Lo
N
(o3
rr
QL
=
s
°
o
v
ot
N
(o3
rir
o
of
L
E
L
;L
2
o

2 wole, ol olefat Aol el

Uﬁoﬂ a7tz AE R o Aok 2AARe] A oAl s A 2 AujaE

lTj
%
ofl
s
)
r o
N
=
2
%
FIF
O
8 S
ot
X
PE]
-
n

f
o

— 298 -



W ABAA A% NFEFelE s

AARNA AED = 27kl A wiel] 1 AR B ARIE eS| wloh A7t
=7k = R1e] s} Rl = o] Ay} et ofde] gl wiell WA= AHrE
S =k AR7E %A izt Solld BlofuA st W) =l olAl S A
ARt E7IA Ak

A2 Al A2 (professional ethics)E WAIZITE 21 Aol A-g-dh= BE
S78R= Ao] Adarlv: Adels vl AAoluA e o) kARt Jall #ilel
Al T2 ol A gl o] Asit) of - Al AaR ) e A
AA=GA S S Hal AME SEsiAl "ok

S5 s ol Foks HiEslaL AaRl T FiEe] 9 Sk el <=
ARl Al Ths 2ol AEH o Sl Al Al SEY] o=t
T WAk iR Al oz Rl QISlet ¥l HgS ko 9 AldelE g
] SRR 2otk AR 11 AS fXJehs relRlor 3l o w2 e vk
SA1IA = Aot TiE]ar o] A1) F(h) ) S(1)E S A=A Add
27 e = glQlvks Zlojthid) o HAS ARk LoRE T w2 ARE
HUl= AT ARl AdaeZt 2eEd = fivk AdskE Ao AdaElv)
bl ol L2li)7)= siglont opAe Al AEE A Hskar itk

PSS Ada=7E SFEA 33 olwE djiseelH Adael 2 vk Adde A
(N o2 AL Sl= Ao] opel A o5& F6hz o2 Aal 3l7] wiioleh=
Zolthd) =2 2 S AAEe 47] wiEel
Trefup R 2 AEo) S Siel] miFaL =
7] ok oAl el A8 dE sk Sar
=t

ARz ARV AlARE B 7R 2L AlgellA] B Alkojof gt thA] - s
ol Aol Loh= AFHELTE AE Alokskar AUS of & wel] A= S
RfeaL RIFRols AL sk o] BrlaL s ARl JdHIE L dEo)
Uk six st Egekar FEetid A Ak Sl glnk ol 7R st
HFAREIE WA o5 4= QISIE A2 Al ATE AHrE Aokl Al o sVl
2ol .

13) AaF <A 5AL5] 9] AdFe,” oS EAAI Al e, [AFdALE] 9] A d&-2]]. 1981, pp. 47-55.
14) 43, “dE&A] &g22(1),” oS EX ALY A, [AFdArsl o] A d&2], 1981, . 191.

1=

3

d

ut

— 299 —



He oA 19
= =P she

=
L

bER=S
[elNe)

=

At HA45e A

A4 o] 9ol

-+

AR U2 ARES

R

o
Ak
=

j=e]
[e)

(e}

]

APE 24 €]

k!

=z
2]
27

R

1:11-
Al |
Ha17)

2 %

A
AN T S3E T A2 3L vl 1

==
JL

[e=]
3

o= Hol el

. . —_ = ~ ~
To H m% R Iz = " %O RO G
P 33 EFIZ ETENREEIGC
I o ol N oo P i
= szo ﬂLAodﬂco dﬁﬂﬂ&oggogbw.\ﬁnﬁ
Low B EeEE o Rp RN E S
o ﬂﬁ@]ﬂfqiﬁuﬂﬁdlgomalﬂﬂibooJ.O
iR EP e s EHERT s B Uy E
X.l E.t X 0om: ‘W;OL q JE
2 X EWRHT IS m s ogme ¥ E
X 7bU~l ;O_!‘Mu_[ OCHLO.»])A.%,AMWiW
‘.{h# 28} ..m % B m o 1:2 e HT o ﬁl :.L ﬂ ﬂ_Dv,._ B & 2
100 B 2o o mR oo ol X ooy o~ x = o5
x° H Eoﬂﬂ/x] 2 :oﬂ ﬂaﬂﬁuﬂwl_,oq.m
) e PP | bw_ mlm JUM oo Bx Mo I = =
zo‘.ﬂﬂMﬂ,W!AHXEBEOAﬁﬂi&MMWﬂ
R - o e
= NI mp,#l o)) N %ﬁm %a ol :AWo 5 oF
@ urﬁojuqu'% =iy o A Mo
1.?@)@ q{lﬂ&rmﬂﬁ E._xo,#EﬁﬂuloZﬁ
P r ARl e x ER QTR Y
SRS IR NN
0] (SUBIVCS }mﬂ\l__ K o == )
AN SRR I N I . R S
%mmmwﬂuﬂﬂﬂmﬁﬁliﬂﬂ,wa
DTN T w o @ui B o <
o EO‘W OETJi ‘mvﬂ_”ﬁ ‘R e
PTT oI R T 0T 8 ) "F
%%ﬂ#%ﬁﬁ%%g%@.ﬁ@ﬁwvmﬁi
T E = ztuﬂ%ﬂaﬂﬂmuﬂﬂﬂ Do of
Ay T ~ - a7
LTTsTELERERPEE s i
G NI R . B O e
T e O R e I - O H e,
N FIONR TI  - C  -CT
ST RN A -
AN gt s T I N T D ARy g
Wmmm%ﬁwr.gzﬂo%mﬁE%o;ﬁﬂﬂLE
KM R T o oo 3N m b g X BT O
SIS ~ T O OB oW o F T oo B T B IR bo o

— 300

15) Alexis de Tocqueville, op. cit. vol. 1, p. 53.




B ApEol A A% d MFEFeE TFeap

24 ) A 2 .
S A B R b PR
i 2o xw

ﬂJ

_9‘

==
el ool Foeddelst SEAe) B Foleb] ik MFFel AL S04
ol WEL S g P4 Aol ofelE HEl  Arsoest= A3l
o

4
Pk S SR A ARSI ob 1 21 APEss 2} e Aolela A4}

B RS0, R BEel HelH AP A2 B8 et B, o
pre: gels ApHelk Pl RS ggsths A J1sktSolnt AP st
= A3 Folok Bz Zlolrk. % Apashy] Slah 718lE Tko] T

1l 0] Lpre] 2 Al <5 o] 2 A Ak < gl B A

frazsl] 4k 7213 Eelaol Wlsl Sl ARslol= A11e] Aol 23]

o] Zpol|A] 7HEe] A7} dojuA] ek=th 3ot s AFA K&k 7P 2 ol
Fo] Sl olelat WEel wEolela @ 4 ok

FALS] O H 52 AA3] DA H53l] A I A= 7FsAd (the possibility of being

]
equal)©|#] Tt HEskaL s sloF ks olop | okt sl A 4 = Thedt

16) John Wilson, Equality, Hutchinson of London, 1966, p. 153.
17) Aristoteles, The Politics, trans, T. A. Sinclair, Penguin, 1962, pp. 73-77.



=

=

[e]

e 27)2)

& A

g

=X

(upgrading)?} “EEl A<

i}
1:]»' |
AE

\
0]
AR

]

1L dek ZdAks IRt oluxlE
o],

Fo

2

(<]

.
7
Ak e HES 23S A

i

R

R

-

[e)

=

AR
o] ojvjet

=
=

o] tbge] o}

1(Sidney Hook) -2 ©]

FTAd (status quo)

SR

3)

A

]

RELY

Ik

Y

4
F

=

A
7Nl FxolA] ARE7} B

s
-

(blind distrust)& o2}

= WEAQ B4
A&l 28 B2 (intelligent distrust)2] T/ F|ojok

7] el -

(<))
AR

PN
T

o

RN

o119 o714 el

15

71 2ol e FHotolr §

A

0]
yal

=8

Alge] Aee 1 4

=
T

glo] YAk

AR ofoF Sth= Zlot) 8| 227]9)Montesqieu)”t P E-HS-

thdol Hojok

A=A

%

b g2

P s

] eds

=] -
o\_‘

gl 1A

-
-

NG 4as:

ZFs)(depersonalization of power)”} 27T},

3

]

BEEREE

Ao] S9lofeka 2T ulel QKPR 5 ¢

ot o7 F7t

O 3L H
;gl.oaﬁal_‘f':

=
=

3)

24 EHo R LER} IAkse] o

A=t A9fe] FAll o

Hir

I A Bt

o
18) Sidney Hook, Reason, Social Myths and Democracy, Humanities Press, 1960, pp. 1112-116.




W ABAA A% NFEFelE s

i)

H

= 1
3, 2ie] AgAelr FTFe] el sl HE Ae SrlonE e 7
o Hele] e el BaEolof Frh= Aoltk ofeld Ae 2zl thae] B 4
Qi THe) A ol BB Y ¢ G, A5E AL FRlolA) Poleet 543
S ik o] WA WMo Pols AL TEwge] Pt BHele ojeld 112

2 WHHoR FAS map Uk Holel TAYYL FobA = B Tl Ay,
_]

il

kst wjel] =71 o R QIAEY] offdt) ofd Ty TSl A S
w7l ofgieh el ek ARl TS FEAS Holubd AV S wofok Fivt, A
olA e T A7) ST 9ol s AlEd i glan SR =
ek ey A A7) ARG 7S diEshd e R Aiy) o€

o] FH3} HollA FLS s Hok

Y, AEle] BAbdelek 12jo] Fme] Jkol Aeks: o B Berow FAfslol
BAe) wgro Ak A3 3] uhiolt), Aje] Fiule) A merow Eaat
ujol] A2 200 vhide] Hck SEABloIA Auije] TIEREL o] glo] T2

el Vel o9l Zlo] Akolek 2ol Qofk uiaa] tiEwe] B Aol

P29} FoskA @

19) 7)ol theliAi= e (1987 o152 g7 RISRe): 340 AAIAIek 21 o]% 2011, arefel E-4345

Az

d

\
w
(@)
w

\



UL Hze] Hepoltk 7S] ks Hws Hasjulolok ithe Zolth Bl
1) ThnIGTYR FA A Ze] ohjet wze] Tl ZAslof Stks Zlelk U
o] efslojo} FLh= olop|i= Uo] s} A 9IA| AHgHofof Frk= olopr]ck
A2} o3 Aokl ol F743) Al W= Al FolHl TS 1006 Th IS}
= AR BEARIOITE 100%0)8S AHESRE Ale A H2e] B Zels] vheolt)
Tej} Foll 7S] 70} 8%HEE AHESRE Al FRNE £74S W 129
S19e ASA Btk o] Moka wo) A Al Wl wa W Sol A)E

oS, A= S doltt g7iVdoletae jirt WEo] "uwo] lar WA A AR

A S tige] k. dHo] FHE o] glow Sartel o] 4] W= B Akl
=457 widolek, HaAQl WS A g2 AAR EaL 7 AEe s vl Ak

A, Aol Aotk =] ok Alstolut gk 71l H o] o HAA=
FAH oz yep sHoisitt B2 15 A= ARISKpersonalization) = 1L ‘H-8-7 1
Ih FAIgo] AxIE A S AR IR, AR, RE A 7L ARl ol
71 ZE 2 71 el Mie 2akEofok it WE M= vl 7R ol FAES 2
Hal F4E5 e EEs AUA dd

@) N4 Aotz EUIR 3 =2 zlole] Fat

ZNQIF]e] HAL: 7HQ19) Ao} Hols 45| o7 = Z10E ofFlo] AP o R woft
7P 2RISR HaL A o2 WAl HE AP el BEdlR g Aot
ok 7RI IRl BE 8 e Astoletar & = Qlrk il ] 2
Aoz Eipolx] g E 4 ik w7E 23 BE Al 24, Feh
oo 2 MR Aopids #13F o] HFo] & 4 gith

2] 7RIS EAE A F Qltk vl A 5 Bl fl SA7E 7HQlelth o71A
70914 zloKindividualistic self)i= A4 AloKrelational self)= WASHA| = aL o]2fst ¥
2 ol B% ke 357 2o co-existential self) 2 AH]S A Pk 2 of7)A]
A AL Aoy s Al 1 Bieje) WnbRkE: ZiQ1A Aok Slojttk ZHSl
A Zols EUIE ajx e 34 Zjolh= W54 2ol democratic self)= 2 7 AR

ASHE] FEASATFIR AT BEY Aoht FEAFE WFF] B FlelaA]



Sk AbglolA] &g WIFEFolE TRl

Fatal Q5| wIFFo] el AJsie] A k= Slolnk @Ale] Sio] JQ1e] At
Aol olli= 1 B xS = RINE EAe] Stto] R SEAlL ST
d wiel] L A= Q7 it Ale Ak o jlo] SEekaL alvk 1w o)A
olep7] ah= JHQ1A Apotoll A EHbgh &E%] Afofoll thsiA] HAHete] HI|E g

AR, 4 Aoz 2| S84 Aelolt A5 S35 R AL AP IE s =
Wol=R1th= Zlojth #Ql(Robert Lane)o |t 17212~(Alex Inkeles) 22 o] RIS d4 0
& Aols gkl Ap|E WolaseH, Aile E4skal A1) 743 ojels WHlsH
FISIAL Frehs ZlofefaL AHstaL JIrR0) 54 Aok AP |E Wokselal A7) A%
= sk 7] whEell FrEje] HE Al —‘?—Hc}“é}ﬂ‘/} FW Wear shA] =tk QY
WO AR HolRERs w5 AFR] et URE Algte] obd | ARilo] Hojre)
3 FA3k)20)

A, EE4 Aoks A s Ao} 7kl ow dE) 34 Aok wiEA]l
AL =EH glo] s SR F51s] Wo] i = itk W7t Agshr] wiheell s At
T3kl TP ARk Aotk JiR1eAe Evle <54 AofelAjo] Ajh ARt E: o=
Alo] B Aslths 218 A7zAlll A= wExint qlek 1982+l AAlE 7 1|91e] ZER] 3
AZAKGallup International Poll for European Value System Study)ol| 4% =12}
1=%19] off=ale] Avht A7l 2 EO%TL’ Itk = RS flel Jes Aar 214l
v Z1e 7t Hojglertrehs Aol Bl 71%, =l 62%7F 1Eval tigstal
ek ol visl Fejetar 7 UL 35%0l XAl Urf22) Folut rlmARS=
NRIFe= 5 Ak 12y o520 oflat =7kl 7Rt AR FeRER.
o o st

A, FE2 AJol= o)A AVGARE-S A Alaslar Blaket 5= 9l oot} Risa)

S5} 240 lal) AE Aok FEA Aok ofek o418 AfAEL Sk

d

Ze- ol Afeiel] Pl wio] AFolu} Gt} Wisolh FOR vhgA ekl Akl
B AUEA Aol BxA 0w thgrks Flolr), YUk o TolA A gL
AAA agdos 54 A9 Bdnt 442 oyl @,

20) Robert Lane, Political Ideology, Free press, 1962, pp. 130-171: Alexis Inkeles, “National Character
and Political System,” in J. K Jsu(ed.), Psychological Anthropology: Approaches to Culture and
Personality, The Dorsey Press, 1961, p. 95.

21) e, (A A, TS FIHE, 1984, p. 24,

22) A7, [(F-xske] Al v=re] AR, K8, HEAL p. 96.

\
w
(-
ol

\



W gt )

Y, B Aok Ap)sele] e elaka glrk Qlzhe BejHel WolAL} AaHe]
] AP SIckR AR, <1289] <A ot powen = BAVY 5171 1)
e 2 3 5 ok AZSHIE eherk I ) e g el Be B30
RISHE eb=th 7 58 4 qlvkar *@7‘6}71 wel] Blto] -81Fnt 2p7] sl
SHAI7}E drtar A3ZFE wiel] 21944 2T (professionalism) - 2F5SF ]Eﬁﬂ A2
25 Aol IOl QLS 1k A} s iy AL Wl Bl 2
o <o) 2per), 931c] Sl E g Relloqie), RS ol RS T
3] EPES il FAsiAEe] Bk 2 o] Bl A2t el @l Aol gl

qoﬂ ,q]}\Lo E];} sLx% Hog o] oHEJ]:} %}z{/ﬂo]x/} %‘salxé (e} slxq/\% er HRAS Es]]lq
ol Foi7t), oleigt A Al IRk WA ALl Hofubl e A Al

A el E'_]_“ZT“'ZF‘/]E‘ A1 g‘f“:@‘rﬂxl %‘t
l

o,

TRl ok & %1-% U] S| 7 4 pas OMﬂw 74014 @xﬂd x}o} 4
Apatoln}. QIZRe- F9JolAlS ErR AlotelEd Y uje] W1FF=0] ubde] &) 9 4

(5) WPHT Aol EFE = A

RIS ek A Sl T il AR 5 alok 5 AefE Foke ARlE
MOk AREE otk ble] Sleiz Aol WALl B /bl 4 ek Al
I el S W k] 3 U S G} A A9

o] IFRekis At ERAE AR ek 1 A olbdnt e alw g
(e AT o5 ek Aol BAVE KT ol U ol 7

g AR Jehs A S ﬂﬁﬁﬁ é—uﬂ,g PRFARE TR olejgt Geo]
Tk 227 EHAAS AT dol RFFoe vMsds xdlth
AibHom Aels Folshs Al ;%‘%‘—ﬂﬂl 7] ek o W HtstaL Al

7)) el sh= ARREolk 7] 4ol o] gl KRt Hu WE o] o ek
AR, wheb] ofe: 719 Lol QlFEstela Sk olelt W
A S S

K1 o] R AU Zlelurt AHIS o Foklek oS8 AP Sl HRe

306 —



W ABAA A% NFEFelE s

Ftoear 3] zlElol] FYatehar] APS ofHste L aHA] et AR A8 (factoriented)
MRS T ARde] o] Aol A Eejsiriekie T S Wobgo]al T2} thdshiA
ARFEIAL ek o314 iR efAlo] AT oS @A Sl lEfe] M-S ofFlomA
azF=efol] Wh|X] ed=th ey 2] A (tuth-oriented) AFEE XEoll b5eske]aL
ap7] whtell A ER el o] Al Zehth Wl tiAe)a] Sella] AAEkaL W
it
AL 7IEo® Ao A Bo= 9 (convenience)d Tl EFF ol AR
gt 21 7o) 1l o] | wiel= ERglolut TS ofsiAl gk Ko} mus
SHl= AR Sfts] A et Wi Ade WiAlS] BRot Fke: ol Fvk Rt
e Wl AlE wol] WFFels Ak R
g 4 sk e Folelr] whtell W29
gEA TAEAE T A4, §58 B Aol dS sl s etk RIS
A3 2Fge] Alde] 2710] Apolie] gt mgolnt. dutdow Al AP AlREL

. Whol] Zle] ek

o r

n to
Oﬁ 1
lo
%
1o
S
5
o
5
x
X
1o
e
4z
i
o
_|\l
_olT

o ) i
&2
R

2] A Alsloll = shaFajolal 7Fa s A7 Baaske] 7] el wiseALs]e] 7]EA

ANEtn & gl AgEelm A4E A F4E] otk

(6) e 3}

Ao WFssle]l Ao Fe T A2 of2] AVdZREel 2l AAE AL sink
ZA) obe Amjis= Fof Sl dHe] Favs AAE Jukar AlHstar givk A 2

= =
si] 37} ZojskaL ek 945 U uhE Sherks Zlold), T2} sk Bl




SEE

o

Z] O

==

i A=

= ZlEe)

Ex

=0

I A 7190 ) Relesrirolm
O~

O]

bk 53]

i

[e)
0]
yal

o)
=]
A

=

vt A

= 211 494

E

Qs 0]

71212t Al

o o R R T AN D W TR T B R H T X
%W%%ﬂ%ﬂmﬂﬁﬁ T HF B AXD® R
O S N N K e
R PRl -Ti i N pE o LE D
T o o W - B A
dl.o%mﬁﬂma%mmwmﬁr Lo %Eﬂn%imﬂ
BEENT g ow oy g ol S I
s BT BT g m o LU I Y
st RE I EE g “Ex2HRITDE
liEﬂkaﬂ%woxanq O /WO Sy e o e R T
RN e oR o T T SN B S = R o
X e Rtz R T L PR T ETRET R
Y L s B T o X R
tEReET o Tom s ® NI N )
Haw_tﬁ_:ﬂw‘l_/ﬂ‘OI B or B LEQUTHV’L \UILWMCI_ ,\lﬂm
e Tagfrorg o d®™ A SN SG
HVﬁ%LJH T D XD E ~ ﬂoLLl_,omma@;H
WWNﬂaxuuﬂ%ﬂmMWﬂﬂ.% HWHZT%]E%OWOOEN%HT
e R NN o S - Gy U S B, W g o
J%%H%ﬂ%%%&?q ﬁ???%%%@mﬂoﬂ
SEwmFS PR e Lo N I
u‘ﬂﬁmﬂuoboﬁeﬁmﬂmﬂn@ﬂ M%aﬁw_s‘ﬂxﬂ%ﬂo
RIrELcoLEREL RIAdzZ . pgte
]_ O_:AEJJI ]L .A .
no?szla.wm@ﬁomeblﬂu @@%ﬂ%ﬂi%ﬂﬂmﬂ
= B WOE Jﬁoﬁbﬁﬁ%‘_ﬂlmﬂ WIAH_AIE.Awﬁ_ﬂ_.Wﬂ X
AW]MMJ@OXﬂANﬂ}WE ‘@lw_t\,%\.o_;ﬂﬁro_wdﬂﬁﬂi%a
T A N SN W R D WY XXM g
e R R T BN
TASEREEE DS 4 © gxa B e
N ) N o Y = o oy
— R W oy M E RTINS S F
Th g g x i ®g 2 EHEETIaeom g
X ﬂﬂ_\ajlo‘MﬂOEJ;ﬁ,LvowlATOt‘a_l el ﬁo]o%nogan.o\_lr‘l,mﬂ
A = n I W == o o T O A o o T
I S B ol RS —~ F R R R 2 N N
o R TR B OBRNNR L THOF W RN

- 308 —

|
S

3

A

24) Albert O. Hirshman, The Passion and the Interests, Princeton University Press, Z|1-&, p. 87, 100.




e

A

7Fs

A

i

94

1

5

A

i

3 ARElol A

T o B O ~— — .
FEEZ TERIRIRTIELTE U
No X C z 5" o R
pefy Tamoavamiwclin .
CA GG M ol P L e R X
T A EET g W gl W ol e g
i i KRGS oy B o T ar L i<
< A L N go W T R
CRERTERY yEgmgegNes 2
Qvﬂumoyy7ea}ctﬂ£aﬁﬂﬁaﬂl.ﬁmvmmé -
M%WHHM@7EMM%_&Lﬁoﬂ%%Wz& 5

: %0 LT E3~ ™ N oy — F o
wﬂaaﬁwwog@ar7ﬂrﬁzu%%v1 e

B o = T oE e L g
R - D o
ﬁoWLQ;HLLthH = o ﬁew@i =
ﬂ%u,_ﬂctﬂlbawwm.gouaoEWMceE%_/omu w
ﬂnﬂﬂﬁé%ﬁ%ﬂ«ﬁwmoo;_ﬂlzmﬂaneema )
2o o T E | @ = LT B oA X
o B ﬂﬂ]uﬂwﬁdl.ﬂem.ﬂ1%ol ®
@%%%5uamj%mﬁioaﬂﬂ%%mmar.w o
— T — ~ N L‘|1_.:._0 b A —
i ETPr, Pz BT ET ¢
ISR S TG i Vo Y W
LR ,%Wu%guﬂmr%ﬁuﬂﬂﬁmﬁ%@
wowﬂw%i@QH@%%MW%%%&% HUY
M%Mﬁﬂ,%w@m@omW%ﬂa%oi%%%wa 5 X
G S - T G S o T
ﬂoﬁLﬂLﬂ,mﬂﬂaPLﬂourcuAlﬂﬂ7A%0WE|W7E évw_t
ﬂHMﬂLﬁoﬂaﬂmﬂquﬂwm@zA%ﬂe?lwmﬁ How
&Lwﬁdhwou%ﬁaﬂﬂLoszm%aﬂr.%@reaﬂ T
;ou;.o,olwbbﬂa.Eeﬂeoimo»,lﬂrﬂﬂwﬂomhmwﬁ B O N
ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁoiﬂmpﬁiﬁoacﬂm@ﬂzﬁﬂ. ~ X ny
ﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂwszﬂoﬂﬂu]mﬂwﬂﬂamgﬂ% AN MW
%u%@%%%7AEQ84MOHLQW%S%%H ooy O
.xomeuf71rx%fm§coﬂ|vbﬁo go o Y El x
R = W W oW R ﬂﬂ.&o}
}Ex*ﬂrw_t )| .1 ~ N UIA jo < N
_O]J;ﬁ,rlxlﬂo,ﬂ.ﬂ/ﬂagLﬂU’JI‘UI q o] < X =
WOAa%@%ﬁ%%ﬂwﬁ%mmkﬁmﬁo%%%E :
T oy of T _ WO TN s o OF Wy R R =
e dmr B BAMNTLRRBERTBE b

T

-
-}_1::
T

©

FElglol} A

L2 A A o] T}

-

-

2

°©

o] A7l e 71 <]

=

— 309 —

A BT 2=7F A H)

A

L

o]

-

T

AR )7

o
S

SRR Al A =

S

Qe ke

]

d Al 2f 2z

A



9] AA] e 9]k A5 (government by the people)2tal SHA|TF A3 HallA
F 9| El(Schumpeter)7} ©]oF7| &t <Hlol] &J3iA] F2]%¥ 5 (government approved by the
people)eh= Zlolth. wRlo] A3 A5 HEghth= olopr|7} of e} wRlo] AX|HdAt=
BEoAY AFshe 7135 AVAoE Zhe A &= o AE oYl Aoty

HH(Max Weber)= €& o] 1 {88k 7= “A Y0242 HX]"(politics as a vocation)©]]
A RIFF= miA] APt 2R hl ok = AES 3 A SollA
B} B AL sk ARkEe] ARE AK[eAl she dAlEks Zlolvk Tl & s AAY
LM de|ErF eE = Slo] RiF=Roleh= Aok W=7t Ao ] SellM ks
+ Zlojepd APES] e T AUtk o7 IM A AefElE
(competitive elitism) F15-72]9] 33 o] FaL QT}26) ofx}u] W1 XS AL o]
a1 geAoR olFeH AYET} T@de FRbel gl

ol AHGGoldt the @3t et =elom HIs )7t offith =elH o FojA=
AAPE oel ofe] 7H] @4-Eo] Jgbd om HYT TR o] ARk & 5= qlvk
ole|gt o] MAIE oL 7l x| %]

AES] i 87kl dtk ss] TFgRe= gk ARlEe] 29 o S X
a1 AZFSIANE o= 2 Aztoln) HR|9] AAlE TiA] WHEESEA|NE arxpd o] ESE AA|o]
7] wiEel HHslaL vt XA RTRs a1eo] dAY FEe XAS 2 EuiS

L Qiek ] ARIAREZE mefstal Assl AW AlRlEe] HAE sk E AoletaL
AZFeb7] Aok ey o5l 2 S Abolrk At AlTARE|LGE A e e
el FFFol= o5 szl

F31-A|(William Komhauser) -2 o= RIFAAE B} gy4 oz 9517 ]¢A= A
YEE T o mTE AA|AF gthk= Zlojrt. de|Exs B4l g5 Wk & 35|
fliA AnthsEe] 23481 AHFow T Hofu} glojof gith= Zlojt) tha] Haljx Iz
Ex 5] 1Mo e et Aol Aol HHs ol githks Zlojr de|Eg}
tiette] AgzF Eu HE AXAARE PgEivhks Aotk o]egk oA geE dEE
A= RFAA S Faate= Aotk

8 AF A =oEle ARl oty tiejAle] mudat HE S Hekehs

)
o

I

o
P
o
i)
=1
B
)

of

N

Mo
%)
2

o,
o
g

re
2

-0,

)
=

ot

25) Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialisms, snd Democracy, pp. 284-5.
26) David Held, Models of Democracy, Stanford University Press, 1987,
27) William Kornhauser, The Politics of Mass Society, Free Press, 1959, pp. 35-40.



Sk AbglolA] &g WIFEFolE TRl

2129 57 tOAIE thlshs ojae A3 B 4+ gt Aol Fulo] A4 Aol Fofsls
AHRFTOle] G4 E ofTPAL Bkl S8 § AN Holb Rl ¢)
CER FAAE o E 2 U BEEE oJu Bhew EAol Sl

S, A T o A0l9] B B SAIslolok ik el 2w e
SJshA 1 SelA] Ejolulel] ofete] of Aw =Sl AL F & ek AAR
Aol ARHOE FE, AR A9, A9, A 25 S A=) B A7t
% giek WelErh @ S Qe AL QHE A, 5, ofee B, %S virhais Sl
sigioll A a8 A Folh

A, RIS A SR IS o el 5 TREA 59

213, ek Sl wolup el B 5 9l o) el ook Ak 71Ee] A EEe]
A1Ee) SR GEHOR Feleln AR A AU JRI oleld AFES
A2 Ao el AFE ohek 8ol sl vl WelEAls Tl ol
Pl Y 5= Gk )] el WA e AR et Bjste] 24}
%45]7] vhloltk, SHe(Vilfed Partoyt= Sje]eh 49l A =Eiel] B4 8
7} EAET SFAF U A5l S ] Qoldear AHska ek o],
elEo] oIt WASE SRS S Aldle] Yot TS Fskv] Basieh
A AR BRI AT Fel, 31, A9 5] ALH 945G TR sl
HERgst S o] R sk 3 4 QIrk oleldt S AFE g AsbYS wln
ASAAE e ARE Aol @ - gtk

A, BRI AR} oo a4 6%: S S EERE R
Zlo] ek Tt vIS 5 HRAPIA WA 8 9l AEshs RS A
of AT Bl o B Ao Yk vk ) P ALl A=) e
e o, Tt ARSI FIol chek Btk Hlelhe wetsla ofw) s ol
3} 7hee) e BsRrlel TSI B 5 qIrk 4TS A 7t Role] eSS
Nt A9 BAFIALS WA/NA el A )] Tl Bt glw, o]
olelgt Atz F¥5 olstel Fuge] Tkl V1ot SN Beld oo RA ABKERS
1R Frkar AHska gk

28) Vilfred Pareto, The Mind and Sciety: A Treaties on General Sociology, 4 vols, Dover, 1963, p. 1431.
20) FH5%, “THEAle] AW A9w) 9 FA, [FEEAR) 2L, 1994, pp. 5556 B, AT
AR 917 AFAYE A7, BFFAL 1994,

311 —



U, Je|E Tloll= AR Folohs 7|Erie] lofok gtk =5
Zrolgtar & 4= 9t} EFTKDavid Trman)2 SHH% A2 Eo] A2 AP EE
(anti-elites)®] WFIFA] P9E AR AL F U= 71EA ﬂ%ﬂﬁ‘@ A5l Qs o7)
Al oleprlsl= 71Earolet S FEE Fobe ARTISS S
2Hr, e, AHTAlLEe] B, A BA Fol fA|Eojof k= Aol

iN
o,
S
>
N
&
Y
To
(o,
i
jﬂ
),
_?.L
k

(9) rEol2je] s B 1 st

AgmFTole] AAAAE Sgist B 1ﬁ glollt= Fulol) 7iolng SlHshe
HejAElo] glofok aick, Golt vl EEA| WFFE) A WA = Q= 4l
Sk Fvlel) S7IRkE ISR Al2le] GIRltks Zloleh e 94 ofx et
Fozie ohie] 9 wa gk SSlh ARTTTY NS HAsR Hae] T
A 3] 7gslo} & Aol Fel S AXH o dwlolA= ZAlsler &
AESeIck B AMRITTE) AAS] BBl WS I FAFEOlE ARehe vl
O EARN U
o), Ts] @ ALl o)k A7} o] SIS AORIA MRl ekl AL
gt oloj] HgS] A1 AR BN Tl Tl SIRIch eleleh o e
S MR A THF =Y sl gl Ak

to

4. 4 &

o] Sl el P oAl & 4 glek 1 Sl gl Aol o), Al
Ba} 5 ofe] g9l a0] 9 51 ekt g whielch ol ol Ak
A3 A5 B35} Hol o] G345 e B 8t
210l ol WFA A AA2e] mgeld BU] 4k o] YRR el
ol 2ol} AP ollA] A Aol ofle} AT AR A SollA] Al W
1 443 SPgolu agel T Adsitl Al 714 9 4 e Ao

N

)\EE -

ol

30) A, o] Eskel ZatH o ol A, [ARSHIE] 11 5, Y, 1994, p. 227
31) David Truman, “The American System in Crisis”, Political Science Quarterly, December, 1959, pp.
481-497.

\
W
=
DO

\



g Abg| el A AL WFFolE Ths el

o] Y& & glths AL o] F Fu sk wolu,

R A SRR el PJ*XM FEe] ik ) Fiehye) e
= e Fai] Ak Ao] MFSrel), weha Aol 3 Falg uEsla i
253 B DA S FAPE gl Ao] oRnk IS AU 1AL T Al

A a1 Ao EAPAe) 2l A 23l ks 3 o] wiFEe]e] AlA)|ekar
_/[:
5% Aol TFRels] Bt odolh Al Tl 1 sfe] Solsickn o 4

Sl 9] Aol 54 5 el Aol Aelelel AR of) 2102 Sl sl
S A} Bl 44sle] 28 T glo] Aol

— 313 —



oy
ofol
o

Shar Aol A5t W= Thsshbrel ek EET

ulgly] o] 3 < ALl A4 TERel: TRseil - RaRIEIsi Al ne
o) sigede] o9 sl EHE o] A OR HANd: Solela AL, of 2o
g xm Eols 3 %—E—g ax2 g5k A

AL, EA o] =t Zhedl wAlEEe] fie
9] o) A ek EEale] nE
3 1 Aol 2 @%mw ZAR) “RIFF0] 91712l ie) ARG Sle]
o,

A, =] 8AL: B ApEo]aL Al=AQ] HollA RIF=e)7} garste] wAlel] Sol

A, gt Aol M= ofe FH o FHTE A7 W aEAM =
EErele] 8 WS-SRl A, s, iR, A, ARfElS, qbHeld] S0l ofH B
AT W RISV =i 245E=AE dESUE

A, =] Al W w7 it AlE-S “Mature Democracy is Feasible in
Korean Society? - Psycho-Cultural Approach -”©]t}. ©]7]4] “Democracy” 2= A1 7}
Bz 7B Wefsla Gigrich SRz RISl the s RFRAY
ok o % 7K §2S5 2 W mdAle TR RS dudow o
HESAT= Aoz e 7 ol ) o] <G oe Ae Bl wlizo] oz}
A2, B Retahn, u) e colgnoma, 1ela <oldnoEAle] mFF
opol] sz e o gat 5 7PE Fa QAR A0 =AY, el <A

710

F

-

b4

>4
N
i)
T
kil
;2
)y

;

i

:

\1

o} “RIFAel] et 2 AR JJr S ZagitiaL s s, o] S wiE ofell
Belx]9] o2 o]2A o7 wpAH I, 1 SfAAS ARFHEE A= ARk Ao] opdr}

*

AMEistal g, e =sad 3



Sk AbglolA] &g WIFEFolE TRl

TS Utk ey s7EA] g3 sl A1 (1) Democracy S tisk= ©] Qlo] HIFEA]
Zpol7] Hihes ‘WIFFoyaPolel= 212 i) ¥ Hith= o3 ol\dg SHlE 7Fs
o] = Aolal, (2)Democracy= LA Akt 123k ako] AIH A chollM g
w5k vi2A SutEA B 4 QL e g vk AYguth ofvkshE Democracy = 2
ARPelE Ao gl &gt AR El(forms of government)”®] A% 7] WR- AU T
() olek2 A4 35 Democracyell tigk 1214 AZole} 241, ©]F Democracy©ll
HHR 22 = Oliﬁ At A U, @) 8 g et Ay
o] £8 HlE o] T glollal, A W o] WA <A 0 R A0 RIS
7% of=stal, ?JF/\] T Jth= APUk (§) AL A FAdUTh A
o]olut ool oM (F o A EABA) ofv U= Aol B ARIFEP Y
YUtk 2EaL BE <wold, RFAPUIEES 01%7 L2 el 2t Ao =RE v
224 AFeE EolX]. 1 W) oyl APyt
A, W71 o] A o] =] MAA] Hat HIFFlo] «AX WEE 5, 1
Aol sl Aol AMSFPP36)E the FRtoletal A2 o] 2 <Rt A
W 7¥F 1A% 7= ARGEkL & 4 Qo I AR ) oloa] Wl gl «
EEe VR UL shis s e @ Arrelal, v shvs <A S
AU 22]ar <A WEt srdeflollA Blofubd Aol Rk AR *ﬁ‘rﬂ
L AR Fhe wel] WISRolE GAISIATI AL s Itk AES AU A9 B
o] ol thgh ‘BFU o] HAFYTH
D) A W agde] <ol Aol <Al Aol qHEel] A oR Fofght) ot
o|= 7]&e] Ak} AXAPEe] ol BESERA T oulE B} HE)Elal
I HAXE O 223 7198, o]5S “liberty”$} “freedom” O 247} FHE-3}aLA}
Pk A A BREQITPE, A= ofe3h 7 2017 68194} <tighil=sle
YAl Ad “ﬂlﬂ’\‘ﬂl Ae] A Ppp2-3)els] AR vl e Weliautk
2) Al 29 W8-& (HfelAl Lokeld, o] AlEz L AdellA Rl Ay, thAEsiA
“rle], el ofgh HRIE fgh AgRol| ofal] AfFAl ol “AHE “liberty”7F
ol “fieedom”0]H, ©] “freedom™ “57d ¢ Faol F8lE (e W W =9
s 1) Ak A dUTh o] “freedom™ L “3 X wiktol] «AloFd
(limitedness)™S 201, o]&l o]fol| A “F-A]| 24 (un-limited)”] liberty2} -4

e

5 %

° m

w

—

(@)]
\



)
ofol
o

4 &

w
iz 9 4 o] Fr Agel o] AfTe) 25 S dekst
keyah R LI e A RACE A R SRR EE O e
2 GARs <7 glo] HolgraL qlvpar Aarsiuth o714 W maE libety = Sl
A A o] ] S 2nsick M, 5 A
3t 3l 7hs = Xﬂ*&ﬁ A SAlel] FH sdS AUaL ok AUtk
AA|R AAPES] B AMTT2] S5 regime changeoll = "é%‘?ﬂﬂ“h AH3-2]
dFehs A M B gl AR Extet], EEARE ol g <A
23l (failure of freedom)’7} YA S 2= freedom} liberty 7] 2fo]& &3 tlA
71913 o= W= Y ol Hollx] F7do] mdlae] AAA ARl
“liberty” 2} “freedom™S 7oL, ol o] 23S “liberty” =5 “freedom” .=
OJEAT AL 1 elelE olire] sl AuAA erhn AzkRhT
0 A o] 4E7E 98] “feedome] BEE olslat Wt gk Bk
“ficedom®] ZZFeP R, A 2] 7|a1Ee] upEm, «oj7|ol| Q= B 4= 9y, v 4= 9l
B8 4 oA o S 9l A 5 e 9 AU 1 9w|E F Y olslEl]
?38 A= Elinor Ostrom<] #]2}, Governing the Commons(1990)ll FA] F-E-51HA,
of7loll 274 Abell 7heul] <2k o] Fhabol ik e Soluia gtk
Ostumel] SJ3, tie] Vel wilele] wfsh, X|elFRIS 0] Aele] AR
2 e BN FAPI MO S TR A P ol ARSI
ek E. ol Gk 50 G ofoh ST T £ vk
SN OJSRHE “h S BRE ook o e e, sk
AR Ao 1; = 218 fredome] Wekolehs Aolt. o] Aoje] Fris
& o) Aol FMIA olel Akel AR AT AT EE Eol 35
ARE ARH oz BellgIT FhEE ofeld FHEe] R4 121°) foodonr
& vhek W@ AUk 22 woldl Ao NehiEe AR AR A9g vk,
oAl ARgEL Z 1l ﬂ%ﬂ AAAR T2kE whEo] AFEs] 9] 2 ARl 283l
Ut (@3t o) 2 w7l =7 1] Eel, <]
o] ol-gol| R+ ARt Fflﬂo}o SESISIAINE, Zg2)E ofef Rt piAlIcke: St v %‘%’J

=< v
A 89S F e AREUTE 8 AR RIS Bae] ol Sl wieell He=

316 —



Sk AbglolA] &g WIFEFolE TRl

uk= o] 25 4re] Heklo] Ha gy 1 ﬁﬂ} A el Sl
o, “Bl=, UAIZ, v, 2e)a ol SollA] Fiate] st ek sl H)
7337,}”.‘: o]u] =+ olgqx 34\0] a}_ﬂ Ostrum< 43t ‘4‘:} Egé], Pp.56-57)

5) Ostum®] AAfel 53] 25 F-22 Are] A WAH S4& Hojg= 2yt

6)

= 54 A el AFsl= AFECARE ofHA] SA 2 HoA|uk ool A= FA+
HolA| = AHp7F EAl g A 0“4‘:} A= ©] A& “in-visible localized
ﬁeedom”o]‘j/]r F2a) ek dHo] W wgAN = <1550 EslEssollA, <
2] QIFFE0] M7t A5 almighty) S 58 well AiEFrelut £l oA
- s EUE sk glo] & bl RS well & 1o o] Fo
FA - o] A o SRS S Bl o FoXIvk(pp.123-124)
L AASRA bE QIFUTE PR A AA] <ARRe] 9P87E BER “B7IA A A
WA A7 = “in-visible localized freedom™s &/d$}si= t|A] Ztolof Shofal
22t Ostromol] &8P, Aot «xm7pet 3ho) zjrle] “ds/de et W
LJERIELS 7} X H 9] “H|7}AI A RS Y24 AHi(in-visible localized freedom) &
HAAke] ke, 1wl A A= 3 E AL, A AT TR 2GR
&1 HellA Zﬂb Xﬂ +(Xenophon)®] <3|l Z>E thA] A 7|l Ut 1A
AR el AP SoPE oh= Alo] 5HHe| wAIEA] Bk
Ut} 1 1‘/} :VLT7 } H H o] 1= AR APEd(willingness) & APHBhH=
HU PRI T A AlRPS Qe TL AP

A AR % w3 0171] E]ME}E /\h‘%ﬂ]é(Sirnorﬂd%)oﬂﬂ AT

2

o]
1.4

JN' &l

=

ol FA== arel Feel Fo] HP’*"ﬂ fﬂ}ﬂ‘r XFWW '%‘ e sgwlel] visid

WA 2jlo] B3, AR o RAD Al B Sl w5 9l
59 QU U S U, 2 S A WRIES) AR E Aol Holy
4oz A7EA geths, AF9) A7 BRFe) wmoz nelP

=
e} ¥ el Slahe, ARPH BARS BAT A7k ke A 1AL
AN AR iz AR Aol 452 Al (RIES) A b
Atk ke o & wpeks AUk ook Ao A WREE Ostome)
w vl s, APgolnt 7k s AR ANS] g A8 woksel,

317 —



N

O, 7k A|Ae] “H|7PAA A1 A AH(in-visible localized

|

e

il

sJ<lo] of

Al

?}u

= 17

Smith7} 3+ “invisible hand”

Sl=

AV

— 318 —



SPEAKER'S PROFILE







Speaker’s Profile

Profile: KIM Kyong—Dong

> Academic Career

1961 - 1967
1965 - 1966
1968 - 1969
1971 - 1977
1977 - 2002
1983 - 1986
1986 - 1987
1987 - 1989
1989

1991 - 1993
1991

1996, 1998
1996 - present
1999 - 2007
2001 - 2012
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Dialectics.: Pp.13-33 in Kyong-Dong Kim and Hyun-Chin Lim, eds., East
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Leiden: Brill.
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Reconsidered: East Asian Paths and Patterns” at the 20th International
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IX. Articles and Chapters in English Published or Presented inside Korea

2017

2015

2014

2014

2012

“Is Perfect Democracy Possible?” Keynote Speech, International Conference
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Speech, Korea Forum of Volunteerism. 2014 East Asia Civil Society &
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“Globalization of Andong Studies.” Keynote Address. The 2012 International
Conference of Andong Studies o ‘Andong Culture in the Age of Global Village,’
organized by the Institute for Promotion of Korean Studies. June 25. Andong.
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“The Myths of ‘Cultural Lag’ in Korean Politics.” Plenary Speech, The World
Congress for Korean Politics and Society 2009 on “Korea at the Crossroads,”
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“Selective Modernization and Alternative Modernities: In Search of an
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of Korea: Humanities and Social Sciences 47(2): 105-161.
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Research Institute. 2000)

* Education in Korea: Sociological Diagnosis and Prescriptions. (Jimoondang, 1998)

» Sociology Today. 2nd Rev. (Bagyongsa, 1997)

* Korea Still Has Visions: The Sociology of Vision. (Jimoondang, 1996)

* Try Once Again with Concentrated Ki. (Seoul: Jimoondang, 1996)

* Social Change in Korea. (Seoul: Nanam, 1993)

* Korean Values and Social Attitudes: Empirical Assessment of Social Change. (Seoul:
Bagyongsa. 1992)

» Toward a Flexible Society. (Nanam, 1991)

* Sociological Theory and Methodology. (Bagyongsa, 1989)
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The Dialectics of Man and Society. (Choson Ilbo Press, 1988)
Sociology of Industrial Relations. (Kyongmunsa, 1988)

Sociology Today. Rev. Ed. (Bagyongsa, 1985)

Modern Sociological Issues. (Bommunsa, 1983)

Economic Growth and Social Change. (Hanul, 1983)

Korean Society: The 1960s and 1970s. (Panmun Book Co. 1982)
Modern Society and the Future of Mankind. (Pyongminsa. 1980)
Sociology of Development. (Munhak-gwa-Jisongsa. 1979)
Humanistic Sociology. (Minumsa. 1978)

Sociology Today: The Sociological Concern. (Bagyongsa. 1978)

XI. Co-Authored or Edited Books in Korean

Social Ethics in Korea: Business, Vocational, and Cyber Ethics. (Cholhak Gua
Hyonshil (with Yojin Kim), 2010.

Social Change in the Cyber Age. (Jimoondang (with Park Kil-Sung et al), 2002)
Socio-Economic Visions of Korean Managerial Elite for the 2Ist Century.
(Munhak-gwa-jisongsa (with Lim Hyun-Chin et al), 1999)

Understanding Information Society. (Nanam(with Kim Won-Dong et al), 1998)
Disaster Management in Japan: The Case of Kobe Earthquake. (Seoul National
University Press(with Lee Won-Dok et al), 1997).

New Technology and New Industrial Relations. (Hanul (with Shim Yunjong), 1995)
Nuclear Energy and Local Interest. (Seoul National University Press (with Hong
Doo-Seung), 1992)

In Search of Korean Social Science Methodology. (Seoul National University Press
(with Ahn Chung-Si), 1986)

Social Research Methods. (Bagyongsa (with Lee On-Jook), 1986)

One Generation of Change in Korean Society. (Seoul National University Press (with
Chung Won-sik et al.), 1985).

Local Government and Community Development in Korea. (Seoul National University
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Press (with Ahn Chung-Si et al.), 1985)

» The Logic of Korean Development. (Hungsadan Press (with Chin Tok-Kyu et al.),
1984)

* Toward a Better Self. (Doksong Women’s University Press (with Chung Won-Sik
et al.), 1984)

* Methods of Social Science Research. (Bagyongsa (with Kim Kwang-Woong et al.),
1983)

* Social Science Methodology. (Korea Open University Press (with Cha Chae-Ho et
al.), 1982)

* Modernization: Current State and the Future. (Seoul National University Press (with
Lee Hong-Koo et al.), 1979)

* Social Research Methods. (Hanguk Learning Materials (with Lee Man-Gap and Han
Wan Sang), 1979)

sk sk sk sk sk sk s sk sk sk sk sk sk sk skosk sk skosk sk skok skeskok skeskok

In addition to the above works, since 1964 up to 2017, spanning a half century, 43
articles and chapters in English and over one hundred sixty (160) journal articles and/or
book chapters and 38 research reports in Korean have been published, in areas covering
development and modernization, social change and industrialization, industrial and
occupational  sociology, stratification, sociological theory and methodology,
Confucianism and religion, education, literature, quality of life and social indicators,

city and rural community, futures studies, youth, and American society.
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Profile: David Held

>Summary

* Author of over 60 written and edited books and an extensive number of academic
articles on democracy, democratization, globalization, global governance and global
policy — over a 30- year period. One of the most cited international social scientists:
according to one standard measure regularly in the top 15 social scientists in the
world; the highest H-Index (69) in the UK in Political Science and International
Relations, with over 39,000 citations.

* Regularly invited to make presentations to high ranking public officials including
Heads of State, diplomats, military leaders and other government officials, and
intergovernmental organisations.

* Far reaching administrative and management experience in both universities and the
private sector. Founder and Director of Polity Press (www.polity.co.uk), the Durham
Global Policy Institute (www.dur.ac.uk/gpi) and the Wiley-Blackwell flagship journal,
Global Policy (www.globalpolicyjournal.com).

* Wide ranging teaching experience at a diversity of university levels, including
developing and implementing new degree programmes at both undergraduate and
postgraduate levels in both leading research-driven universities and at the Open
University, UK.

* Organised over 250 outreach and public engagement events, such as lectures, seminars
and cultural events, making full use of social media to project content.

* Extensive fundraising experience for the benefit of both research and the wider

university community.

>Education

February 1976 PhD, Political Science (Kennedy Scholar),
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA
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June 1975 MSc (Grade A), Political Science (Kennedy Scholar),

Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA

June 1973 BSc (First Class Honours) Management Science Institute of Science and

Technology, Manchester University, UK

>Employment

1/2012 — present
1/2012 — present

5/2013 — present
2011 - present
2009 - present
1984 - present

Master, University College, Durham University

Professor of Politics and International Relations

School of Government and International Affairs, Durham
University, UK

Director, Institute of Global Policy, Durham University
Visiting Professor of Philosophy, LUISS University, Rome
General Editor, Global Policy Journal

Director, Polity Press

Additional Professorial Academic Appointments

10/2000 -12/2011

2004 - 2011

2/1991 - 9/2000

Graham Wallas Professor of Political Science
London School of Economics and Political Science
Co-Director, LSE Global Governance,

London School of Economics and Political Science

Professor of Politics and Sociology, Open University, UK

>Select Publications

¢ Gridlock: Why Global Cooperation is Failing When We Need it Most, co-authored

with Thomas Hale and Kevin Young, Polity Press, 2013, approx. 240 pp.

* Global Governance at Risk, with Charles Roger, Polity Press, 2013, approx. 300

pp-

* Climate Governance in the Developing World, with Eva-Maria Nag and Charles

w
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Roger, Polity Press, 2013, approx. 240 pp.

* Handbook of Transnational Governance Innovations, edited with Thomas Hale, Polity
Press, June 2011, xxv+411 pp.

* Global Inequality: Patterns and Explanations, with Ayse Kaya, Polity Press, 2006,
296 pp.

* Global Governance and Public Accountability, with Mathias Koenig-Archibugi,
Blackwell Publishing, 2005, viii + 290 pp.

e Global Covenant, Polity Press, 2004, xxi +201pp

* Global Transformations: Politics, Economics and Culture, co-authored with Anthony
McGrew, David Goldblatt, and Jonathan Perriton, Polity Press and Stanford
University Press, 1999, xxii + 532 pp.

w
o
w
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Profile: Watanabe, Hiroshi (J&i% %)

>CURRENT TITLE

Professor Emeritus, the University of Tokyo

Professor Emeritus, Hosei University

>PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

4/2010 - 3/2017

12/1983 - 3/2010

8/2003
4/2000

3/1973

7/1969

3/2005
3/2002

12/1983

3/1973

Professor of the History of Japanese Political Thought

Faculty of Law, Hosei University

Professor of the History of Japanese (East Asian) Political Thought
Graduate School of Law and Politics / Faculty of Law, the
University of Tokyo

Executive Vice-President of the University of Tokyo

Dean, Graduate School of Law and Politics/ Faculty of Law, the
University of Tokyo

Associate Professor of the History of Japanese Political Thought,
Faculty of Law, the University of Tokyo

Research Associate, Faculty of Law, the University of Tokyo

>EDUCATION

June 1969

>SERVICE

2004-2006
2011-2014

Bachelor of Arts, Faculty of Law, the University of Tokyo

President, Japanese Political Science Association

Chairman of the Board, University of Tokyo Press
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>MAJOR PUBLICATIONS (BOOKS)

e Kinsei Nihon Shakai to Sogaku. (Early Modern Japanese Society and the
Neo-Confucianism) The University of Tokyo Press, 1985. (translated into Korean
and published in 2007.)

¢ Kinsei Nihon Seiji Shiso. (Political Thoughts of Early Modern Japan) Hosodaigaku
Kyoiku Shinkokai (Tokyo), 1985.

e Higashi-Ajia no Oken to Shiso. (Political Thoughts of Early Modern East Asia)
The University of Tokyo Press, 1997. (translated into Chinese and published in
2016.)

* Kinsei Nihon Shakai to Sogaku (enlarged edition), The University of Tokyo Press,
2010.

e Nihon Seiji Shisoshi, 17-19 Seiki. (A History of Japanese Political Thought,
1600-1901) The University of Tokyo Press, 2010. (translated into English and
published by I-House Press (Tokyo) in 2012.Also, translated into Korean and
published by Korea University Press in 2017.)

e Higashi-Ajia no Oken to Shiso. (Enlarged edition),The University of Tokyo Press,
2017.

¢ Park Chung Sock and Watanabe Hiroshi(eds.), Kokka Rinen to Taigaininshiki,17-19
Centuries(Keio University Press, 2001), which includes my monograph,
Shisomondai-toshiteno “Kaikoku”(“Opening to the World: Is that Right or Wrong?)

¢ Watanabe Hiroshi and Park Chung Soek(eds.), Kankoku, Nihon “Seiyo”: Sono Kosaku

to Shiso Henyo (Keio University Press, 2005), which includes my monograph, Kyo
to Inbo: Kokutai no Ichikigen(An Origin of the Emperor Worship in Modern Japan).
¢ Park Ching Soek and Watanabe Hiroshi(eds.), “Bunmei”, “Kaika”, “Heiwa " :Japan

and Korea,(Keio University Press, 2006), which includes my monograph, Kyoso

to “Bunmei”: Nihon no Baai (Competition and “Civilization”: the Case of Japan)

w

w
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>MAJOR ARTICLES (that are not included in the books)

“Michi” to “Miyabi”: Norinaga-gaku to “Kagaku”-ha Kokugaku no Seijishisoshi-teki
Kenkyu (Politics and Poetry: A Study of the Thoughts of the Motoori Norinaga
School in Tokugawa Japan). Kokka Gakkai Zasshi, (1) September 1974, (2)
November 1974, (3) March 1975,(4) May 1975.

“Fufu Yubetsu” to “Fufu Aiwashi” (“Distinction between Man and Wife” and
“Intimacy of Man and Wife”). Chugoku: Shakai to Bunka, 15, 2000.
Tokugawa Nihon niokeru “Sei” to Kenryoku (Gender, Sexuality and Power in
Tokugawa Japan). Seiji Shiso Kenkyu, 1, 2001.

“Oyake” “Watakushi” no Gogi: “Ko” “Shi” “Public” “Private”tono Hikaku nioite
(The Meanings of Oyake and Watakushi in Comparison with Gong-Si and
Public-Private). Sasaki Takeshi et al. (eds.), Ko to Shi no Shisoshi (Intellectual History
of Public and Private), The University of Tokyo Press, 2001.

“Meiji Ishin”-ron to Fukuzawa Yukichi (What was the “Meiji Restoration”? :
Fukuzawa Yukichi’s Interpretation). Kindai Nihon Kenkyu 24, 2007.

Anshan Rejimu to Meiji Kakumei (L’Ancien Régime et la Meiji Révolution).
Matsumoto Reiji et al. (eds.), Tocqueville to Democracy no Genzai (Tocqueville
and Democracy Today), The University of Tokyo Press, 2009.

Jukyo to Fukuzawa Yukchi (Confucianism and Fukuzawa Yukichi). Fukuzawa Yukichi
Kyokai (ed.), Fukuzawa Yukichi Nenkan (The Annals on Fukuzawa Yukichi) 39, 2012.

336 —



Speaker’s Profile

Profile: Haeran Lim

> Principal Experience

2015. 9 - 2017. 8 Director, Institute of Gender Research, SNU

2010. 9 - 2012. 8 Director, Institute of the Korean Political Studies, SNU

2009. 9 - 2010. 2. Chair, Department of Political Science, SNU

2007. 9 - 2008. 6 Visiting Fellow, CNAPS, Brookings Institution

2006. 3 - 2007. 6 Chair, Department of Political Science, SNU

2006 - present Associate Professor, Department of Political Science, Seoul
National University,

2004 - 2005 Assistant Professor, Seoul National University

2003 - 2004 Assistant Professor, School of International Relations,
Catholic Univ. of Korea

2001 - 2003 Full Time Lecturer, School of International Relations,
Catholic Univ. of Korea

1999 - 2000 Post-Doc, Ewha Womans University

>Education

1996 Ph.D., Political Science, University of California, Davis,

1987 M.A., Political Science, Ewha Womans University

1984 B.A., Political Science, Ewha Womans University

>Honors, Fellowships, Grants

Grants, Seoul National University Asia Center, 2015 — 2016
CNAPS Fellowship, Brookings Institution, 2007 — 2008
Research Grants, Seoul National University, 2004 — 2005
Grants, Sungkok Research Foundation, 2003
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Grants, Korea Research Foundation, 2002 — present
Nonresident Tuition Fellowship at U.C. Davis, 1992 - 1993
Teaching Assistantship, U.C, Davis, 1990 — 1992

Graduation with First Honor, Ewha Womans University, 1984

Fellowship of Honor, Ewha Womans University, 1981 — 1984

> Other Activities

2016. 1 — 2016. 12. Vice-President, Korean Association of International Studies

2015 - present Audit Committee Member, Supreme Court

2014. 1 - 2015. 12. Vice-President, Korean Political Science Association

2013. 1 — Present Board of Director, Korean Association of International Studies

2012. 1 — Present Board of Director, Korean Political Science Association

2011. 9 - 2016. 8 Ethics Management Committee and Ombudsman, Korea
Foundation

2008. 9. — 2010. 8. Editor, Journal of Korean Political Studies

2005 - 2007. Planning and Evaluation Committee,

National Research Council for Economics, Humanities and

Social Sciences

2005 - present Executive Committee, Korean Political Science Association
2005 - 2008. Editorial Board, Korean Association of International Studies
2003 Advisory Committee, Presidency Takeover Committee
2002 - 2007. Advisory Committee, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
2002 Advisory Committee, National Security Council

2001 - 2004 Research Fellow, Korea Institute for Future Strategies
1997 - 2000 Lecturer, Ewha Womans Univ, Catholic University of Korea,

etc.
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>Publications

Books

* Revisiting East Asian Developmental Model in Changes of 21st International Political
Economy. SNU Press. forthcoming. (in Korean)

e Korea Agenda 2017. Nanok Publishing Co. 2017. (in Korean: co-authored)

* Regional Cooperation and Community Building in East Asia. Nanam Publishing Co.
2013. (in Korean: co-authored)

e Integration of the Korean Society in a Free Economy. SNU Press. 2010. (in Korean:
co-authored)

¢ Diffusion and Internalization of Governance. Seoul: Daegyung. 2009. (in Korean:
co-authored)

e E-voting and Democracy. Seoul: In-gan Sarang. 2009. (in Korean: co-authored)

¢ Informatization and National Strategy. Pureun-gil. 2006. (in Korean: co-authored)

* Politics and Governance. Bobmunsa. 2002. (in Korean: co-authored)

e Korea’s Growth and Industrial Transformation. London: Macmillan Press. 1998

Published Papers

¢ “The Institutional Dynamics of U.S. Participation and Negotiation of TPP,” Korean
Journal of EU Studies 20(2), 2015. (in Korean: co-authored with Soohyun Cho)

¢ “Industrial Transition of Mozambique and Developmental State Model Applicability,”
Journal of Korean Political Studies 24(2), 2015. (in Korean: co-authored with Hye-lim
Yoo0)

* “Production Globalization and Changes in Production Network: Comparative Study
between a EU firm and a Korean firm,” Korean Journal of EU Studies 19(2), 2014.
(in Korean: co-authored with Hanna Cho)

 “Political Economy of Financial Reform in Korea,” in In June Kim and Yeongseop
Rhee (eds.), Overcoming Financial Crises: The Korean Experience, SNU Press, 2013.
(co-authored with Yeongseop Rhee)
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 “Political Economy of the Policy Changes in the Korean Conglomerate Corporate
Governance: With an Emphasis on the Political Salience,” Peace Research 22(2), 2014.
(in Korean: co-authored with Min-Jong King)

¢ “Political Economy of the Polarization of LEs-SMEs Industrial Structure in Korea,”
Korean Social Science Review 3(1), 2013.

* “Globalization of Production and Transformation of Regional Production Network in
East Asia,” Peach Research 21(1), 2013. (in Korean)

* “The Order of International Political Economy in an Era of Great Transformation:
Hegemony and the Transformation of Neoliberalism,” Korea & World Politics 28(1),
2012. (in Korean)

* “Politics of Gender Equality: With an Emphasis on the Sameness and Difference
Approach,” Journal of Women’s Studies 21(3), 2011. (in Korean)

* “Good Governance of the New Industrial Policy in Korea: Promotion Strategy of
Regional Economic Growth and the Daedeok Innopolis,” East and West Studies 22(1),
2010. (in Korean).

¢ “Transformation of Developmental States: Political Economy of Economic Reform
in Korea,” Journal of Contemporary Asia 40(2), 2010.

¢ “Democratization and the Transformation Process in East Asian Developmental States:
Financial Reform in Korea and Taiwan,” Asian perspective 33(1), 20009.

¢ “Political Economy of Financial Supervisory Reform in Korean,” Journal of Korean
Political Studies 18(1), 2009. (in Korean: co-authored with Ha Na Lee)

¢ “Political Economy of East Asian Developmental States,” in KPSA (ed.), Introduction
to Political Science, Bobmunsa, 2008. (in Korean)

* “Comparative Studies of the Social Capital among Korea, Taiwan, and Japan: With
a Focus on Trust in Cluster, Journal of Korean Political Studies 16(2), 2007. (in
Korean)

¢ “East Asian Developmental State and Governance: With a Focus on the Industrial
Policy of Korea and Taiwan in Informatization Period,” New Asia 13(1), 2006 (Spring).

(in Korean)
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* “The U.S. Trade Policy in the Bush Administration: The Role of Ideas and Interests,”
Korea & World Politics 21(2), 2005 (Summer). (in Korean)

* “Informatization and the State in Taiwan,” The 21Ist Century Political Science Review
15(2), 2005 (September). (in Korean)

¢ “Korea-U.S. Trade Conflict and Korea-U.S. Alliance,” in Yongseop Han (ed.),
Self-Reliance or Alliance: Korea’s Security and Foreign Policy in the 21st Century,
Oreum, 2004. (in Korean)

¢ “Financial Globalization and Taiwan’s Response: Focusing on the Financial
Liberalization and Financial Reform,” Korean Political Science Review 37(5), 2003
(December). (in Korean)

¢ “Political Economy of Korea-U.S. Trade Disputes in Automobile Industry,” The Korean
Journal of International Relations 43(3), 2003 (October). (in Korean)

¢ “Globalization and Trade-Industrial Policy in Korea,” in Young-Kwan Yoon and Keun
Lee (eds.), Globalization and Political Reform in Korea, Hanoul-Academy, 2003
(July). (in Korean)

* “The U.S. New Trade Policy and the Role of Idea,” Korean Journal of EU Studies,
2002 (December). (in Korean)

* “Changes in International Political Economy and Economic Security,” in IPE Research
Forum (eds.), Legacy from the 20th century: Global Economy and International
Politics, Sahoe-Pyeongron, 2000. (in Korean)

* “Reevaluation of Comparative Analysis between Korea and Taiwan: Focusing on the
Process of Industrialization,” Journal of International Political Economy 3, 2001. (in
Korean: co-authored with Seokjun-Lim)

e “Crisis in Industrial Transformation: Comparative Analysis among Korea, Taiwan,
and Japan,” Korea and World Politics 17(2), 2001. (In Korean)

e “Critical Review on the Woman’s Studies in Korea,” Korean Political Science Review
35(2), 2001. (in Korean: co-authored with Mikyung Lee)

* “Trust in Subcontracting Relations Between the Large Enterprises and Small-Medium

Enterprises in Korea: With Implications for Economic Development,” International
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Studies Review 3(2), 2000 (December).

* “Trust and Economic Development: Comparison of Subcontracting Relationship among
Korea, Japan, and Taiwan,” The Korean Journal of Policy Studies 15(1), 2000.

¢ “Crisis in East Asia: East Asian Model and Regional Economic Cooperation,” The
Korean Journal of International Relations 40(2), 2000. (in Korean)

* “New Concept of Economic Security,” Journal of Security Studies 10(1), 1999. (in
Korean)

* “Global Capitalism and Capital Accumulation of Korea: Hegemonic Structure, the
State, Production,” International and Area Studies 8(3), 1999. (in Korean: co-authored
with Seungook Ahn)

* “Economic Crisis and the Patterns of Industrial Transformation in Korea and Taiwan:
Industrial Policy and Political Coalition,” Korean Political Science Review 33(1), 1999.
(in Korean)

¢ “Politics of Industrial Transformation in Korea: Coalition and Industrial Policy,” Pacific
Focus 13(2), 1998.

* “The Politics of Industrial Transformation in Korea: A Coalition Approach,” Ph.D.
Dissertation, Department of Political Science, University of California, Davis, 1996.

* “The Political Theory of J. J. Rousseau: Critical Analysis of the Social Contract
Theory,” M.A. Thesis, Department of Political Science, Ewha Womans University,
1987.
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Profile: Marc F. Plattner

>Summary

* Founding coeditor of the Journal of Democracy, a quarterly publication launched in
1989 that addresses the problems and prospects of democracy around the world. He
is also co-chair of the Research Council of the International Forum for Democratic
Studies at the National Endowment for Democracy (NED).

* He is the author of Democracy Without Borders? Global Challenges to Liberal
Democracy (2008) and Rousseau’s State of Nature (1979), a study of the political
thought of Jean-Jacques Rousseau. He has also coedited thirty books on contemporary
issues relating to democracy. The most recent of these are Authoritarianism Goes
Global: The Challenge to Democracy (2016); Democracy in Decline? (2015);
Democratization and Authoritarianism in the Arab World (2014); Will China
Democratize? (2013); Democracy in East Asia: A New Century (2013); Liberation
Technology: Social Media and the Struggle for Democracy (2012); Poverty, Inequality,
and Democracy (2012); Debates on Democratization (2010); and Democratization
in Africa: Progress and Retreat (2010). His articles on a wide range of international

and public policy issues have appeared in numerous books and journals.

>Employment

1989—present Editor, Journal of Democracy

2012-present Co-Chair, Research Council, International Forum for Democratic
Studies

2012-present Chair, International Advisory Board, M.A. in Governance, Leadership
and Democracy Studies, Portuguese Catholic University

20022016 Vice-President, Research & Studies, National Endowment for Democracy

2015 (spring)  Visiting Fellow, Institute for Human Sciences (IWM), Vienna

2011 (winter)  Visiting Fellow, St. Antony’s College, Oxford University, U.K.
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2002-2003 Visiting Professor, Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies,
European University Institute, San Domenico di Fiesole, Italy

1994-2012 Director, International Forum for Democratic Studies

1989-2002 Counselor, National Endowment for Democracy

1984-1989 Director of Program, National Endowment for Democracy

1983-1984 Fellow, National Humanities Center, Research Triangle Park, NC

1981-1983 Advisor on Economic and Social Affairs, United States Mission to

the United Nations

1975-1980 Program Officer, The Century Foundation, NY

1971-1975 Managing Editor, 7he Public Interest, NY

1973-1975 Adjunct Assistant Professor of Political Science, Touro College, NY
>Education

1974 Ph.D., Government—Cornell University

1966 A.B., Classics and Political Science—Yale University
Academic Awards: Phi Beta Kappa (Yale, 1964)

Summa cum laude (Yale, 1966)
New York State Herbert H. Lehman Fellowship (1966-70)
Earhart Foundation Fellowship (1970-71)

>Publications
Authored Books and Monographs

* Democracy Without Borders? Global Challenges to Liberal Democracy (Rowman and
Littlefield, 2008).

* Rousseau’s State of Nature: An Interpretation of the Discourse on Inequality (Northern
[linois University Press, 1979).

» with James R. Ferguson, Report on Network News Treatment of the 1972 Democratic
Presidential Candidates (Alternative Educational Foundation, 1972).
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Edited Books

* Editor, with Larry Diamond and Christopher Walker, Authoritarianism Goes Global:
The Challenge to Democracy (Johns Hopkins University Press, 2016)

* Editor, with Larry Diamond, Democracy in Decline? (Johns Hopkins University Press,
2015)

Articles and Book Chapters

* “Is Democracy in Decline?” in Democracy & Society 13 (Fall-Winter 2016).

* “Is Democracy in Decline?” in Journal of Democracy (January 2015). Translation
in Nova Cidadania 56 (Summer 2015) in Portuguese.

* “Flirting with Disaster,” in Journal of Democracy (October 2014).

* “The End of the Transitions Era?” in Journal of Democracy (July 2014).

* “The end of the Cold War ushered in an era of expanding freedom. Is the golden
age of democratic transitions drawing to a close?” in Foreign Policy (July 2014).

* with Larry Diamond, Francis Fukuyama and Donald L. Horowitz, “Reconsidering
the Transition Paradigm” in Journal of Democracy (January 2014).

* “Reflections on ‘Governance’” in Journal of Democracy (October 2013).

* “Media and Democracy: The Long View” in Journal of Democracy (October 2012).

* “Comparing the Arab Revolts: The Global Context” in Journal of Democracy (October
2011).

* “The Impact of the Economic Crisis: From the G-8 to the G-20” in Journal of
Democracy (January 2011).

* “The Authoritarian Challenge” in Journal of Democracy (October 2010).

* “Populism, Pluralism, and Liberal Democracy” in Journal of Democracy (January
2010).

* “Introduction” in Is Democracy Exportable? Zoltan Barany and Robert G. Moser,
eds. (Cambridge University Press, 2009).

* “Mistaken Identity” in Journal of Democracy (October 2008).
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“The History of a Word” in Journal of Democracy (April 2006).

“Two Kinds of Internationalism” in The National Interest 79 (Spring 2005). A longer
version was published as “Internationalism and Democracy,” in Philosophy 80
(October 2005). Translation in Commentaire 113 (Spring 2006) in French.
“L’Europe n’est pas politique: Réponse a Thierry Chopin” in Commentaire 109 (Spring
2005).

“Building Democracy After Conflict: Introduction” in Journal of Democracy (January
2005).

“The Quality of Democracy: A Skeptical Afterword” in Journal of Democracy (October
2004).

“Sovereignty and Democracy” in Policy Review 122 (December 2003 — January 2004).
Translations in Arcana 53 (5/2003) in Polish, Nova Cidadania 19 (January-March
2004) in Portuguese, Merkur 660 (April 2004) in German, and Commentaire 106
(Summer 2004) in French.

“Making Sense of the European Union: Competing Goals, Conflicting Perspectives”
in Journal of Democracy 14 (October 2003).

“Globalization and Self-Government” in Journal of Democracy 13 (July 2002).
“In Rawls’s Wake” in The Public Interest 146 (Winter 2002).

“The Trouble with Parties” in The Public Interest 143 (Spring 2001).

“Exploring Globalization” in Journal of Democracy 10 (October 1999).

“From Liberalism to Liberal Democracy” in Journal of Democracy 10 (July 1999).
“Traditions of Accountability” in The Self-Restraining State, Andreas Schedler, Larry
Diamond, and Marc F. Plattner, eds. (Lynne Rienner, 1999).

“Liberalism and Democracy” in Foreign Affairs 77 (March-April 1998).

“Liberal Democracy, Universalism, and Multiculturalism” in Multiculturalism and
American Democracy, Arthur M. Melzer, Jerry Weinberger, and M. Richard Zinman,
eds. (University Press of Kansas, 1998).

“Rousseau and the Origins of Nationalism,” in The Legacy of Rousseau, Clifford Orwin
and Nathan Tarcov, eds. (University of Chicago Press, 1997).
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“Two Views of Liberalism,” in Journal of Democracy 7 (October 1996).

“The Uses of Civil Society,” in Journal of Democracy 6 (October 1995).
“Human Rights,” in The Encyclopedia of Democracy, 4 vols., Seymour Martin Lipset,
ed. (Congressional Quarterly, 1995)

“Exploring the End of History,” in Journal of Democracy 3 (April 1992).

“The Democratic Moment,” in Journal of Democracy 2 (Fall 1991). Reprinted in
Current, 339 (January 1992) and in The Global Resurgence of Democracy, Larry
Diamond and Marc F. Plattner, eds. (Johns Hopkins University Press, 1993).
“Rousseau’s Legacy,” in The Public Interest 104 (Summer 1991).

“The First Democracy,” in Journal of Democracy 2 (Winter 1991).

“Natural Rights and the Moral Presuppositions of Political Economy,” in From Political
Economy to Economics—uand Back? James H. Nichols, Jr., and Colin Wright, eds.
(ICS Press, 1990).

“Capitalism,” in Confronting the Constitution, Allan Bloom, ed. (AEI Press, 1990).
“The New Egalitarianism,” in Capitalism and Equality in America, Peter L. Berger,
ed. (Hamilton Press, 1987).

“Can Unequal Representation Be Fair?—Justice, Voting Rights and International
Organizations,” in This World 12 (Fall 1985).

“The New International Regulatory Order” in The Public Interest 77 (Fall 1984).
“Thinking About the ‘North-South Gap’” in This World 7 (Winter 1984). Reprinted
in The Best of This World, Michael A. Scully, ed. (University Press of America, 1986).
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