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Abstract 

 Ghana and South Korea have experienced regime changes from politically closed 

regimes to liberal democracy since their independences from Britain and Japan.  This 

study elaborates on important factors that affect regime shifts in both countries. After 

reviewing a vast array of literatures, I argue that economic reform and civil society 

directly influenced democratization in Ghana. Neo-liberal economic reform led by 

international forces created decentralization and social movements that gave pressures 

to President Jerry Rawlings to consider running for a democratic presidential election. 

Social movements from below directly caused the democratization in South Korea. The 

dictator Chun gave up his power in the face of massive demonstrations of students, 

labor, and oppositions and so on. Modernization indirectly contributed to democratization 

with social changes such as increasing level of education and urbanization in both 

countries. Political culture has affected democratic consolidation rather than democratic 

transition.  
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DEMOCRATIZATION THEORIES AND ITS APPLICATIONS TO GH ANA AND 

SOUTH KOREA 

 

 

I. Introduction: Democratization in Ghana and South Korea  

 

Ghana and South Korea both have experienced various governing regime types, 

from politically closed regimes to liberal democracy. Ghanaian democratization occurred 

in 1993, while South Korea became a democracy in 1987. Now they are in the 

democratic consolidation period. How did democratic transitions occur in both countries? 

How do political science literatures explain continuity and change in the regime types of 

Ghana and South Korea? This Master’s Report seeks to answer these questions. I select 

democratization literatures which apply to both countries and discuss the possible effects 

of modernization, civil society, culture, and economic reform on regime type.  

In the first section, I will consider the existing literature that discusses the 

definition of democracy, focusing on Schmitter and Karl’s (1991), Zakaria’s (1997), 

Plattner’s (1998), and Diamond’s (2002) arguments. Then, I categorize regime types in 

Ghana and South Korea in the 1960s, 1970s, 1980s, 1990s and 2000s based on these 

theoretical definitions. This first section aims to identify the regime types that both 

countries have gone through, and explain the rationale behind the categorization, rather 

than providing explanations of regime change.  

In the second section, I introduce modernization theory as framed by Przeworski 

and Limongi (1997), and Boix and Stokes (2003). After the discussion of theory, I 
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explain how modernization played a role in the democratization of Ghana and South 

Korea. I note some major historical experiences the two countries had from colonial rule.  

Also, I provide modernization indicators, such as GNI per capita for economic 

development, primary school completion rate as an education indicator, and urban 

population rate as an urbanization indicator. This evidence can show whether the 

Ghanaian and South Korean cases support or disconfirm modernization theory.   

In the third section, I discuss the role of civil society in democratization. I define 

civil society first, and discuss the relationship between civil society and democracy as 

argued by Putnam (1993), Diamond (1999), and Berman (1997). Then, I show how civil 

societies in Ghana and South Korea contributed to democratic transition. I select 

significant periods of time in Ghana and South Korea to show the direct impact of civil 

society on democratization.  I provide historical details of how civil society developed 

and played a role in both countries.  

In the fourth section, I consider political culture and its impact on democratization. 

The definition of political culture is discussed first. Then I show how culturalists think 

about the relationship between political culture and democracy. I discuss Diamond’s 

(1999), Inglehart’s (2000), and Stepan’s (2004) arguments. Then I discuss the mass 

political culture toward democracy in Ghana and South Korea based on the World Value 

Survey available on- line.  

In the fifth section, I discuss the role of economic liberalization in democratic 

development. I review the theoretical discussions of Haggard and Kaufman (1995), 

Geddes (1994), and Kwon (1998). Both Ghana and South Korea have pursued neoliberal 

economic policy since the 1980s. Under what circumstances did Ghana and South Korea 
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undertake economic reform? What are the political consequences of economic reforms? I 

attempt to answer these questions in this section.   

In the conclusion, I evaluate the importance of each democratization theory based 

on the Ghanaian and South Korean cases, and discuss whether they provide useful 

insights to democratization in both countries. Then, I consider some omitted variables 

that might have contributed to democratization in both countries, for the future research. 

This study makes two significant contributions. First, theoretically, this paper can 

provide an introduction to the extensive democratization literature. A significant portion 

of this literature is covered and discussed. Second, empirically, this study offers an 

opportunity to compare an African country, Ghana, and an Asian country, South Korea. 

This comparative understanding helps to highlight the variables that have been important 

in promoting democratization in both countries.  
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II. Theories of Democratization and Its Applications  

a. Democracy and Regime Types in Ghana and South Korea  

  

Introduction 

Students of political science are still far from consensus on what constitutes 

“democracy.” The discussion on the definition of democracy can be divided into two 

categories of approach: dichotomous definitions versus gradualist definitions. The 

dichotomous definitions specify the minimal attributes a regime should have to be called 

a democracy, while the gradualist definitions specify different levels of development, 

from non-democracy to full-fledged democracy. In this section, I will show how scholars 

discuss the definition of democracy and provide typologies for various regime types. I 

will then show how the political development trajectories of Ghana and South Korea can 

be categorized in accordance with the gradualist definition over time.  

 

The definition of democracy as dichotomous and as gradual 

Przeworski et. al. (2000), and Schmitter and Karl (1991) conceptualize democracy 

as a dichotomous concept. They both point out that what distinguishes democracy from 

non-democracy is ‘competition’: the chief executive and the seats in the effective 

legislative body should be filled though free and fair elections. Przeworski et. al. argue 

that free and fair elections should entail three features: (1) ex-ante uncertainty, (2) ex-post 

irreversibility, and (3) repeatability. Ex-ante uncertainty means that it is possible for an 

incumbent party to lose. Ex-post irreversibility means that the winners of the election will 

be allowed to assume office and cannot use office to make it impossible for the 
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competing political forces to win next time. And, elections should be held with regular 

relatively short intervals. While sharing Przeworski et. al.’s focus on competition, 

Schmitter and Karl also emphasize the accountability of the elected representatives, 

because democracy is “a system of governance in which rulers are held accountable for 

their actions in the public realm by citizens” (Schmitter and Karl, 1991: 50).  

The dichotomous understanding of democracy certainly helps classify countries 

into democracy or dictatorships. Yet, obviously there are important differences in terms 

of the levels of political developments within democratic countries such as the U.S., the 

U.K., Turkey and Malaysia.  A dichotomous distinction cannot discern these nuanced 

differences.  

Diamond (2002), Plattner (1998), and Zakaria (1997) share the idea that levels of 

democracy vary between democracies; some democracies are more democratic than 

others. Zakaria points out that some rising new democracies in the third world are 

examples of illiberal democracy because constitutional liberalism has not flourished. 

Constitutional liberalism requires that individual rights such as freedom of speech and 

religion should be protected based on the law by impartial courts. Diamond and Plattner 

both see the full-fledged democracy as liberal democracy. They agree that “liberal 

democracy [is] a political system marked not only by free and fair elections, but  also by 

the rule of law, a separation of powers, and the protection of basic liberties of speech, 

assembly, religion and property” (Plattner, 1998: 22). Therefore, it is necessary to discuss 

the differences between full-fledged and illiberal democracies.  

Toward this end, Diamond provides a useful typology of regime type depending 

on the political development. He classifies regime types into six categories based on 
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Freedom House scores: liberal democracy, electoral democracy, ambiguous regimes, 

competitive authoritarian, hegemonic electoral authoritarian, and politically closed 

authoritarian regimes.  He considers liberal democracies as countries with 2.0 or lower 

scores on the seven-point Freedom House scale. Ambiguous regimes are the countries in 

the blurry area between democracy and competitive authoritarian regimes.  

Freedom, fairness, inclusiveness and meaningfulness of elections are the standard 

to distinguish between electoral democracy and electoral authoritarian. In electoral 

democracy, the freedom to campaign, in turn requiring some considerable freedom of 

speech, movement, assembly and association in political life, should be protected. Also 

elections are fair when they are administered by a neutral authority to protect against 

fraud in voting and vote counting. 

 The difference between competitive the authoritarian and hegemonic electoral 

authoritarian regime is that the former allows more space for political opposition and 

independent media than the latter. Diamond sees the presence of significant 

parliamentary opposition as one feature of competitive authoritarian regimes (Diamond, 

2002: 26). In regimes where elections are largely an authoritarian façade, the ruling or 

dominant party wins almost all the seats. The end of the continuum is the politically 

closed regime, such as Sudan, Iraq, Syria and North Korea, which has a 7.0 Freedom 

House score.  
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Ghana and South Korea  
Table 1. Regime change in Ghana and South Korea 

Regime type Ghana South Korea 
Liberal democracy Kufuor (2001-2009), Mills 

(2009-present) 
Noh (2003-2008), 

Kim(1998-2003), Lee 
(2008 – present) 

Electoral democracy Jerry Rawlings (1993-2001) Kim (1993-1998) 
Ambiguous regime  Roh (1988-1993) 

Competitive authoritarian Busia (1969-1972)  
Hegemonic authoritarian Acheampong(1972-1978) 

Rawlings (1981-1991) 
Chun (1980-1988) 

Politically closed regime Nkrumah (1960-1966) Park (1963 -1979), 
Rhee(1948-1960) 

 
In the Table 1, I categorized regimes that Ghana and South Korea have undergone 

since their independences, respectively from the U.K. in 1957 and Japan in 1945, 

according to Diamond’s typologies of regimes.  

The Nationalist Nkrumah was elected as the president of the Republic of Ghana in 

1960. Yet a de jure one-party state was declared in 1964. Opposition politicians were 

bought off through patronage or silenced through preventive detention. The Convention 

People’s Party (C.P.P) won all the seats in the parliament in 1965 election in which all its 

candidates were returned unopposed; there was, in other words, no electoral contest. The 

absence of competitive elections or of conditions was conducive to a popular uprising 

(Pinkney, 1997: 37). Under Nkrumah’s regime, Ghana can be classified as a politically 

closed regime. There was only one single party-Convention People’s Party (CPP), control 

over the society.  

In South Korea, Rhee was appointed in 1947. Rhee attempted to build a civil 

service, governmental institutions and party politics under severe conditions of war, 

social dislocations and a dearth of qualified bureaucrats (Kang, 2002: 66). He became 
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despotic by refusing to step down from the presidency. Rhee’s regime from 1947 to 1960 

was a politically closed regime.  

In Ghana, a military coup d’état removed the regime in1966. The new military 

government called itself the National Liberation Council. NLC aimed to be a provisional 

government until a new election. Then the military enforced ‘protective custody’ on the 

C.P.P party so that most of C.P.P. party members were banned from election (Pinkney, 

1997: 39). The military’s favoring of liberal democracy led Dr. Kofi Busia and the 

Progress Party (PP) to emerge. Under the PP’s rule between 1969 and 1972, Ghana 

experienced pluralist democracy with openness, no preventive detention, a free press, an 

opposition in parliament and freely-contested elections won by the opposition. Even 

though Ghana experienced openness under the PP rule, some individual freedoms were 

limited. For instance, displaying Nkrumah’s likeness became a criminal offence (Pinkney, 

1997: 41). 

In 1963, General Park took power in a coup d’état in South Korea. Park 

succeeded in economic development, but his regime was brutal. Protection of human 

rights was abandoned. Political opposition was easily quelled by Park, whose government 

was one of the most brutal in Korean history. Thus, under Park’s rule from 1963 to 1979, 

South Korea was a politically closed regime.  

In 1972, Ignatius Acheampong led a military coup in Ghana. While Achempong’s 

lack of experience in politics and economy resulted in a growth of corruption in all levels 

of government and society, basic human rights, including the right to vote out the regime, 

were generally protected. Therefore, Acheampong’s regime is classified as a hegemonic 

authoritarian regime.  
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After Park’s assassination in 1980, another military leader, Chun, seized power in 

South Korea. The successful military coup ignited the Kwangju uprising. On May 18, 

1980, about 5000 students clashed with the police in Kwangju (Peterson, 1987: 57). They 

demanded the lifting of martial law and the resignation of General Chun. Riot police and 

special airborne troops armed with rifles and bayonets quelled unarmed student 

demonstrators by beating and stabbing them. After the Kwangju uprising, the regime 

gave more space to civil society, which later played an important role in regime change 

(Cho, 2000: 3-4). Thus, Chun’s regime is categorized as a hegemonic authoritarian 

regime.  

 In 1981, Jerry Rawlings took power through a military coup in Ghana. The 

Provisional National Defense Council (PNDC) was established with Rawlings as the 

chairman. The parliament was dissolved and all political parties were forbidden. 

Rawlings punished selfish, incompetent and corrupt officers (Pinkney, 1997: 43). He 

acquired a reputation as a man who was on the side of the poor. Nevertheless, these 

processes took place in the absence of rule of law. The first Rawlings regime was a 

hegemonic authoritarian regime. 

In 1992, Rawlings legitimized his rule by running for the presidency in contested, 

multi-party elections, winning with nearly 60% of the vote. His government attempted to 

protect human rights under the 1992 constitution. Article 12(2) of the Ghanaian 

constitution guarantees fundamental human rights and freedoms both vertically and 

horizontally, and thus is enforceable against both the government and private persons and 

institutions (Pinkney, 1997: 43). Rawlings’ rule from 1993 to 2001 played an important 

role in liberal democracy by laying cornerstones for the subsequent regime.  
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In South Korea, the democratic transition occurred in 1987. General Roh was 

elected. During Noh’s term, violations of human rights occasionally happened. Thus, 

even though he was elected throughout fair elections, his regime is hard to classify by the 

standard regime types. In December 1992, the first civilian president, Kim Young-Sam, 

was elected.  He tried to eliminate corruption and irregularities. This reform aimed at 

“cleaning up the mess” of non-democratic practices and excesses committed by the 

authoritarian regime. In the second reform, Kim focused on fair and open elections to 

eliminate room for improper and corrupt campaigning and voting. His efforts played an 

important role in laying the foundations for liberal democracy.  

   

 

 b. Modernization Theory and Ghana and South Korea 

Introduction  

Modernization theory and its critics dominated comparative politics literature 

from the late 1950s to the 1970s.1 In this section, I will discuss modernization theory as 

framed by Przeworski and Limongi, and Boix and Stokes, summarizing their main 

arguments about the causes of regime change and discussing whether modernization 

explanations can explain the evolution of regime type in Ghanaian and South Korea over 

time. I argue that endogenous modernization theory is partially correct, and that the 

Ghana and South Korean cases do not provide grounds for supporting or rejecting 

exogenous modernization theory.   

 

                                                 
1 For early debates of modernization theory;  see Paul Baran (1952), Daniel Lerner (1958), Seymour Martin 
Lipset (1959),  Samuel Huntington (1971), Gullermo O’Donell (1972).  
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Modernization theory  

Classical endogenous modernization theory presented by Seymour Lipset (1959) 

states that “democracies [are] more likely to emerge as countries develop economically” 

(Przeworski and Limongi, 1997: 156). Lipset explains the emergence of democracy with 

a social evolution argument. First, urbanization leads to the growth of literacy rate and 

media, then education provides the technology for industrial development. These social 

changes lead to democracy. Thus, for Lipset, democracy is endogenous to, and a product 

of, modernization.  

Przeworski and Limongi (1997) claim to refute Lipset’s endogenous 

modernization theory. They argue that democracies can occur independently of economic 

development. This is exogenous modernization theory. From a sample of 244 regimes 

from 1950 to 1990, measuring the relation between economic development (measured by 

per capita income) and the timing of the transition to democracy, they conclude that there 

is no ground for saying that democracies are less likely to emerge in the absence of 

economic development. 

 Instead, they found the exogenous explanation that “Once established, 

democracies are likely to die in poor countries and certain to survive in wealthy ones” 

(Przeworski and Limongi, 1997: 167). Transition to democracy is more likely as 

economy develops in dictatorships. However, this is true until their income level reaches 

about $6000. Above that, both dictatorships and democracies become more stable as 

countries become richer. According to their study, there is 2.9% of chance that 

democratic transition will occur in a country with per capita income over $1000, 6.4% in 
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over $5000, 4.8% over $6000, and 3.3% over $7000. Thus, economic development does 

not undermine authoritarian regimes.  

Carles Boix and Susan Stokes challenge Przeworski and Limongi’s rejection of 

endogenous democratization by arguing that “[economic] development increases both 

probability of the transition to democracy and the probability that an existing democracy 

will sustain itself” (Boix and Stokes, 2003: 519). They criticize Przeworski and 

Limongi’s findings on three grounds. 

The first problem they raise is that Przeworski and Limongi’s miscounting is 

based on their arbitrary cut off points for democratic consolidation (per capita income of 

$4115). Boix and Stokes argue that few dictatorships overcome poverty and then 

experience democratic transition. Since Przeworski and Limongi’s ‘modernization’ 

occurs as a country reaches a per capita income of $4115, this arbitrary threshold 

excludes many countries which achieved modernization in terms of education, 

industrialization, etc. The second problem is Przeworski and Limongi’s sample which 

covers only from 1950 to 1990. Boix and Stokes point out that democracy was especially 

endogenous to development before the World War II. Przeworski and Limongi’s research 

therefore ignores some significant cases, which achieved modernization before the World 

War II. Third, Boix and Stokes assert that Przeworski and Limongi’s empirical test is 

problematic in that they do not include other important variables such as international 

forces, mobility of capital, and factor endowments.  

Boix and Stokes underscore the problems in Przeworski and Limongi’s research. 

Their own empirical tests are more sophisticated and avoid those problems. They expand 



 13 

the observations to cover the period from 1850 to 1990.  Also, they include more control 

variables, such as British colonial rule, religion, and education. 

Their findings are that (1) economic development generates democratization; (2) 

the relationship between economic development, measured by per capita income and 

transition to democracy, is not linear; and (3) even after controlling for other factors, 

economic development matters in democratization.  

Boix and Stokes also investigate income equality as an independent variable. 

They claim that democracy occurs not because of rising income per se, but because of 

growing income equality. They argue that the more countries develop, the more income 

is distributed equally. They use the distribution of agricultural property, the quality of 

human capital, and Gini index of economic inequality to measure income equality. As a 

result, they find that “income equality causes countries to democratize and to sustain 

democracy” (Boix and Stokes, 2003: 544).  

Modernization in Ghana and South Korea 

Both Ghana and South Korea experienced colonial rule, respectively, by Great 

Britain and Japan. During the colonization periods, modernization was pursued via 

institutional transfer. Apter points out that certain political structures and institutions in 

Ghana were modeled after similar structures of Great Britain (Apter, 1972: 9). The 

educational system and economic and bureaucratic structures in South Korea are similar 

to those of Japan.  

In Ghana, modernization brought about changes in traditional socio-economic 

actors and structure organizations such as clan and chief. Even though the Ghanaian 

economy still largely consists of small-holders, the agrarian economy has changed toward 
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the presence of big companies and more commercialized production. The development of 

the cocoa, diamond, and gold industries led to migration from the north and coastal areas, 

to cocoa areas, resulting in rapidly growing urban areas, including Accra and Cape Coast 

(Apter, 1972: 40-44). Industrialization required skilled and educated laborers. The elites 

and laborers desired a more western standard of life, and thus tried to adopt more western 

consumption patterns (Apter, 1972: 7). 

Income distribution was improved by the introduction of a wage economy. 

Commercial firms and the government paid wages, which led to the development of 

stable and independent life styles for some employees and supported growth of the urban 

population. Apter argues that these social and economic changes are a cornerstone for 

political democratization and that “political institutional transfer has become part of the 

apparatus of mobilization” (Apter, 1972:.79). 

Japanese colonialism in Korea destroyed existing structures of economic privilege 

by dissipating the Yangban’s (land-lord) exclusive rights. This process led to a relatively 

egalitarian income distribution in South Korea (Kang, 2002: 23). The modernization 

process occurred mostly in 1960s and 1970s under the Park regime. South Korea could 

promote its exports by depending on labor-intensive and light industry. This 

industrialization policy led to rapid urbanization. The unique characteristic of South 

Korean modernization is state-led change.  

Koreans are greedy for education. The desire for education is high compared to 

that in countries which have similar economic development levels. When the government 

launched heavy industries which require skilled and educated laborers, there was little 

problem in doing so.  High skilled-labor and the educated struggled for democracy. 
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Workers’ protests prevailed. Even during the stormy period between Park’s death in 

August 1979 and the Chun coup in May 1980, strikes wracked heavy industry.  

Exogenous democratization proponents (Przeworski and Limongi) and 

endogenous & exogenous explanations (Boix and Stokes) give us hope that economic 

development is one of the keys/predictors to measure/lead to democracy. In order to test 

modernization theory against statistical data, it is necessary to have some indicators of 

modernization. I gathered GNI per capita as an economic development indicator, primary 

school completion rates as an education indicator, and urban population rate as an 

urbanization indicator. To get a measure of the dependent variable (democratization), I 

present Freedom House scores for Ghana and South Korea over time.  

Table 2. GNI per capita, Primary completion rate, urbanization and freedom House Score in Ghana and South Korea 

GNI per capita, Atlas method (U.S. dollars)   Freedom House score 
Year Ghana South Korea Year Ghana South Korea 
1960 
1970 
1980 
1990 
2000 
2009 

190 
250 
420 
390 
330 
1190 

110 
270 
1820 
6000 
9910 
19830 

Primary school completion rate (%) 
1971 
1980 
1991 
2000 
2008 

63 
62 
64 
70 
82 

93 
98 
99 
100 
99 

Urban population rate (%) 

1960 
1970 
1980 
1990 
2000 
2009 

23 
29 
31 
36 
44 
51 

28 
41 
57 
74 
80 
82 

1973 
1975 
1977 
1979 
1981 
1983 
1985 
1987 
1989 
1991 
1993 
1995 
1997 
1999 
2001 
2003 
2005 
2007 
2008 
2009 

6,6, NF 
7,5, NF 
7,5, NF 
5,4, PF 
2,3, F 
6,5, NF 
7,6, NF 
7,6 NF 
6,6, NF 
6,6, NF 
5,4, PF 
4,4, PF 
3,3, PF 
3,3, PF 
2,3, F 
2,3, F 
2,2, F 
1,2, F 
1,2, F 
1,2, F 

5,6, NF 
5,6, NF 
5,6, NF 
4,5, PF 
5,6, NF 
5,6, NF 
4,5, PF 
4,5, PF 
2,3, F 
2,3, F 
2,3, F 
2,2, F 
2,2, F 
2,2, F 
2,2, F 
2,2, F 
1,2, F 
1,2, F 
1,2, F 
1,2, F 

Source: World Bank, www.worldbank.org 



 16 

As table 2 indicates, the more the country modernizes, the more the country 

becomes democratic in Ghana and South Korea. There is a clearly positive relationship 

between modernization and democratic development, even though there are times when 

both countries have gone back and forth between democracy and authoritarian rule. In 

both countries, as the levels of education, urbanization and economic development have 

risen, the level of democracy also has improved. Endogenous modernization theory is 

confirmed from this perspective.  

Considering that South Korea modernized earlier and more than Ghana, we 

should expect South Korea to achieve democracy earlier, and to be more democratic than 

Ghana. It is true that South Korea achieved its democratic transition (1987) earlier than 

Ghana (1993) but by now, Ghana has reached the same level of democracy as South 

Korea.  

Przeworski and Limongi provide an arbitrary cutting point for modernization – 

per capita income at $4115. They argue that once a country reaches $4115, the 

democracy will be sustained.  The case of South Korea seems to support this argument.  

Since Ghana’s GDP per capita has not reached $4115, it is too early to judge exogenous 

modernization theory on the basis of the case of Ghana.  

 

c. Civil Society and Democracy in Ghana and South Korea 

 Introduction 

This section reviews Putnam (1993), Diamond (1999) and Howard (2002). I will 

focus on the definition of civil society and civil society’s impact on democracy, showing 

how civil societies in Ghana and South Korea played a role in democratization. I consider 
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four time periods in Ghana: the First republic (1960-1966), the Second republic (1967-

1977), the National Redemption Council (1972-1978) and the Provisional National 

Defense Council (1981-1993). I divide the Korean case into three important periods: 

aborted democratization and shrunken social movements (1979-1983), liberalization and 

mobilization of social movements (1984-1987), and explosive social movements and 

democratization (1987-1988).2  

The Definition of Civil Society  

Putnam sees civic communities as patterns of civic involvement and social 

solidarity. An important aspect of civic communities is the underlying civic culture of 

trust, reciprocity, tolerance, cooperation, equality, respect and public-spiritedness. Since 

civic community necessarily implies active participation in public affairs, it can be 

measured by the density of cultural and recreational associations. Putnam argues that the 

participation in civic associations create ‘social capital’ which is composed of civic 

culture such as trust and reciprocity (Putnam, 1993: 167). Thus, apolitical associations 

like soccer clubs or bird-watching clubs can be included in civil society by producing 

social capital.   

Diamond provides a more clear-cut definition of civil society. He defines it as  

“the realm of organized social life that is open, voluntary, self-generating, at least 

partially self-supporting, and autonomous from the state, and bound by a legal order or 

set of shared rules” (Diamond, 1999: 221). Based on this definition and following 

discussion, civil society is distinct from four other key spheres: (1) the broader society in 

that it involves citizens acting collectively in the public sphere; (2) parochial society in 

that it is concerned with public ends; (3) economic society in that it seeks civic goals, not 
                                                 
2 For a discussion of this term, see Kim, Sunhyuk (2000).  
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profit-making; and (4) political society in that it does not seek to govern the state. 

However, that is not all, as “truly civil society” for Diamond encompasses pluralism and 

diversity, but not rigidity and demands for total obedience (Diamond, 1999: 223). 

 

Civil Society and Its Impact on Democracy 

 According to Putnam, civil associations have internal and external impacts on 

democracy, or more precisely, on the working or performance of democracy. While 

internal mechanisms transform the individual into a civic citizen, an external mechanism 

transforms the institutions. The internal mechanism of a dense network of associations 

instills habits of cooperation, solidarity, and public-spiritedness in individual members. 

The civic-ness serves to overcome collective action dilemma in that voluntary 

cooperation is easier where there is a substantial stock of social capital (Diamond, 

1999 :166). Democratic institutions provide credible commitment by networks within 

society along with cultural connections. Government institutions can provide more 

efficient and more responsive channels to aggregate public interests and cross-cut 

separate groupings.  In sum, civil society and civic-ness reinforce each other mutually 

and they also have a conceptual linkage. 

Diamond is most concerned about the relationship between civil society and 

democracy. For Diamond, civil society positively influences the transition to democracy, 

and more obviously, democratic consolidation.  

For Diamond, civil society leads to democratic transition, contributing to the 

possibility of intense political mobilization in the short term. The same logic also works 

for consolidation, in its endurance and deepening aspects. Civil society helps to guarantee 
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the endurance of democracy by checking, monitoring, and restraining the exercise of 

power. Civil society also contributes to the deepening of democracy by educating citizens, 

stimulating participation, and replacing vertical relations with horizontal ones. It also 

legitimates state authority, if the authority rests on the rule of law.  In turn, civil society 

can increase the accountability and the responsiveness of the state, and pushes it toward a 

more liberal form.  

However, Berman (1997) points out that participation may not only fail to 

contribute to good outcomes, but can subvert them in some circumstances. Berman points 

to the vibrant associational life prior to and during periods of Fascist and Nazi rule in 

inter-war Europe. This risk is still alive, for example in the proto-fascist and 

fundamentalist associations in some post-communist and Middles Eastern states, and 

even in the West.  

 

Civil Society in Ghana  

The First Republic in Ghana (1960 – 1966) 

Kwame Nkrumah and the Convention People’s Party (CPP) tried to set up new 

institutional arrangements after independence. The central committee of the party 

attempted to gain power by controlling voluntary and functional groups, such as the 

United Ghana Farmers Council, the Ghana Trade Union Congress, the Young Pioneers, 

the Workers Brigade, and the National Union of Ghanaian Students (Gyimah-Boadi, 

1996: 118-132). 

Starting in 1961, Nkrumah pursued a socialist ideology. The new leadership in the 

CPP included radicals and opportunists. The previously free press was crippled when the 
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state took over the media. Voluntary and religious groups came under pressure. Although 

the CCP’s activities were successfully challenged in the courts, judicial decisions were 

defied by the state.  

These policies evoked strong opposition. Several political conflicts occurred. First, 

the party weakened the intellectuals, large cocoa farmers, and chiefs, who were at the 

center of the opposition in the 1950s. Vocal dissenters were jailed or exiled. Second, a 

series of workers’ strikes led by Takoradi railwaymen erupted. Religious groups joined to 

oppose Nkrumah’s policies (Chazan, 1988: 93-140). Later on, students, women’s 

organizations, and professional organizations joined the waves of protest. Despite all 

these oppositional voices, Nkrumah officially transformed Ghana into a one-party state. 

The Second Republic (1969 – 1977) 

Political competition was revived during the Second Republic led by Busia and 

the Progress Party with the formation of two major parties, the Progress Party (PP) led by 

K.A. Busia and the National Alliance of Liberals (NAL) headed by Gbedemah. The PP 

offered the voters a free enterprise program and the proven expertise of its leadership, 

while the NAL embraced a guarded social welfare orientation. These platforms were 

discussed by professional associations, religious groups, youth and women’s 

organizations, as well as villagers and traditional authorities (Chazan, 1988: 103). A 

localized pattern of partisanship was restored, and elites publicly vied with each other for 

public support. Thus, the 1969 elections and campaign were genuinely open, smooth and 

fair.  

Nevertheless, the mismanagement of the economy led to sharp reactions from 

opposition groups. In 1971, the students and the workers demonstrated throughout the 
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country. Busia responded these demonstrations by disbanding the umbrella Trade Union 

Congress and by threatening the leadership of the National Union of Ghanaian Students 

(Chazan, 1988: 104).  

The National Redemption Council/ Supreme Military Council I (1972-1978)  

Acheampong’s misdeeds revived opposition and dissidents. He extracted bribes 

from investors, personally controlled the import trade, and set up large bank accounts 

abroad. Urban elites (especially, the Association of Recognized Professional Bodies 

(ARPB)) initiated protests, and students, traders, and chiefs joined with them (Chazan, 

1988: 109-112). 

Acheampong harassed his opponents and repressed the press. In October 1976, 

he announced that he would build a broad-based government (Unigov) consisting of all 

the major segments in the country ranging from military to civilians. The Unigov scheme 

stimulated an even wider wave of protest, which resulted in a massive countywide strike 

in 1977 (Chazan, 1988: 110). The leaders of this strike issued an ultimatum demanding 

Acheampong’s abdication.  

The Provisional National Defense Council (1981-1993) 

Jerry Rawlings came to power and actively co-opted civilians into the 

government. Initial support for the PNDC came primarily from discontented urban 

dwellers such as radical left-wing intellectuals, some lower-level trade union leaders, 

dissatisfied soldiers, students and urban unemployed urban dwellers (Pinkney, 1997: 55). 

The traditional elites of Ghana -the professionals, large entrepreneurs, businessmen, 

wealthy farmers, and ex-politicians- were purposely excluded from the PNDC coalition 

(Pinkney, 1997: 45).  
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Rawlings’ style was not designed to garner support in the establishment circles. 

The urban elite, the clergy, and even the students expressed their concerns about the 

populist government. They were joined by factions of the military, who attempted several 

coups throughout 1982 and 1983. In 1983, exiles established an overseas movement to 

oust Rawlings: the Campaign for Democracy in Ghana. And, the Ghana Democratic 

Movement headed by J.H. Mensah was launched in London in 1984 (Chazan, 1988: 115). 

At this point, Rawlings decided to pursue a course of moderation. The opposition slowly 

had more freedom. In 1992, Rawlings could legitimize himself by winning the 

presidential election. 

The Ghanaian civil society supports Diamond’s arguments of civil society in that 

over time, they contributed to democratization by checking state’s power, and enhancing 

democratic governance such as increasing civic participation of mass.   

 

Civil Society in South Korea 

(1) Aborted democratization and shrunken social movements (Oct.1979 – Dec. 

1983)  

During this period, social movements were wholly inert due to the repression of the 

military regime. Only student movements existed, but students were unable to develop 

united organizations and alliances among themselves or with other social sectors. 

Students could demonstrate only at scattered events and for isolated causes. As the 

government’s political reform dragged on, however, student groups broadened their 

demands by including political issues such as the immediate removal of martial law, 

freedom of the press, better treatment of industrial workers, and rapid progress toward 
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full democracy (Kim, 1997: 124). Campus disturbances, which began at major 

universities in Seoul and Kwangju, quickly spread to other universities. Tens of 

thousands of students in most of the 98 colleges and universities in South Korea held 

anti-government demonstrations almost every day (Kim, 1997: 125).  

However, isolated and violent student demonstrations alienated the moderate public 

and only provided the military with a convenient excuse to intervene in politics. On May 

17, 1980, the government, under the control of Chun and his associates, extended martial 

law widely and demolished the opposition forces.  

 

 (2) Liberalization and mobilization of social movements (Jan. 1984 – Apr. 1987)  

Decompression policies provided more open space for diverse social movement 

actors. The groups reaping the most benefits from these policies were student groups. 

They increased the autonomy of universities through the acquittal of arrested students, 

reinstatement of dismissed students, and the withdrawal of the police from campuses. In 

1984, students built a nation-wide movement organization, Hakwon Jaeulwha Chunjin 

Euiwonhwi (Campus Autonomy Promotion Committee) to better equip the student social 

movement (Kim, 1997: 138).  

Another salient characteristic in this period is the well-connected alliance between 

different universities and between students and laborers. Joint demonstrations among 

different universities, solidarity with labor movements and dual organizations appeared in 

this period. For effective struggles, several neighboring colleges carried out collective 

demonstrations. In joint demonstrations, they usually adopted guerrilla tactics, carrying 

out demonstrations at several different places simultaneously to disperse the police.  
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The promotion of student-labor solidarity was the most vivid development in the 

student movement. Since the 1980 revisions of the Labor Law prohibiting third-party 

intervention in labor disputes, many students and graduates infiltrated working places by 

concealing their educational background, hoping to educate workers and help organize 

labor unions. The number of disguised student workers increased considerably from 1985. 

According to government estimates, there were about 50 students who turned into 

workers in March 1985. The number continuously increased to 120 in May, 190 in June, 

230 in July, and 400 in August (Kim, 1997: 137-145). They were connected with the 

higher organization through only one person, and they were not allowed to openly contact 

other student-turned-workers, even in the same working place. This solidarity between 

students and laborers has succeeded in mobilizing the laborers.  

  

(3) Explosive social movements and democratization (April 1987 – Jan. 1988)  

After the death of a university student, Park Jongcheol, student demonstrations 

became more violent and fierce. According to the National Police Headquarters, more 

than 22,000 students from 62 colleges and universities across the country took part in 

rallies and demonstrations on May 18, 1987 (Kim, 1997: 247). In an effort to launch 

cooperative and effective anti-government struggles, they organized an umbrella 

vanguard force, the Sohakhyup (The Student Council to Obtain a Democratic 

Constitution in the Seoul Area) in Seoul on May 27 and the Buchonghyup (The Student 

Council in Pusan Area) in Pusan on June 1. Students agreed with other social actors that 

the immediate goal for social movements should be constitutional revision for direct 

presidential election.  
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On May 27, 1987, the opposition succeeded in building a united organization, the 

National Coalition for a Democratic Constitution (NCDC) including students, workers, 

journalists, the poor, religious groups and the middle class to fight for democratization in 

Korea. The NCDC guided actions for social movements, such as sounding car horns or 

turning off the TV for ten minutes. These tactics appealed to ordinary people as less risky 

and easier ways of participation. Also, opposition parties cooperated with the NCDC and 

provided information and financial support (National Democratic Movement Institute, 

1989: 5-6).  

From June 10, the students staged explosive non-stop demonstrations across the 

country, with their protests continuing to draw more support from the ordinary people as 

time went on. During the period of the sit-in strike at the Myongdong Cathedral, students 

on campuses occupied the streets to the Myungdong Cathedral. This helped ordinary 

people to go to the Myungdong Cathedral without clashing with police. Student 

demonstrations were not restricted to Seoul. Students in provincial cities such as Pusan, 

Masan, Daejeon, Iri and other places carried out demonstrations every night and day. On 

June 15, a total of 60,000 students took part in campus incidents at 45 universities. The 

next day, approximately 41,000 students from 57 universities staged demonstrations. On 

June 17, according to the National Police Headquarters, a total of 72,750 students from 

70 colleges and universities across the country held anti-government rallies. On June 19, 

about 46,500 students from 79 universities took part in anti-government demonstrations 

(Kim, 1997: 58-59).  

People’s demonstrations peaked in the “grand peace march” on June 26, 1987, in 

which over a million people from 34 cities and 4 counties participated (National 
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Democratic Movement Institute, 1989:7). These large scale struggles are called the June 

Struggles in Korea (Kim, 1997: 60). This struggle of the united people finally overthrew 

the Chun regime on June 29, 1987.    

On June 29, 1987, Chun announced the “June 29 Declarations” for constitutional 

revision, including provisions for direct presidential elections and human rights 

protections (National Democratic Movement Institute, 1989:11). In short, strong alliances 

among diverse actors under the strong leadership from NCDC attracted ordinary people. 

All together, they overthrew Chun’s regime.  

The role of South Korean civil society shows how civil society can provide a 

struggle basis for limitation of state power by aggregating citizens’ power. Hence, the 

Korean civil society helped to generate the transition from authoritarian rule to electoral 

democracy.  

 

d. Political Culture and Democracy in Ghana and South Korea  

Introduction  

 Does culture matter for democratization? If it does, how and why does it matter 

for it? This section defines political culture based on Diamond’s idea of culture. Then, I 

consider the existing literature that discusses political culture (including religion) and 

democratization. Last, I discuss how political culture has been changed in Ghana and 

South Korea, based on indicators available in the World Value Survey and East Asia 

Barometer Survey. 
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The definition of political culture  

Diamond (1999) defines political culture as “a people’s predominant beliefs, 

attitudes, values, ideals, sentiments, and evaluations about the political system of their 

country and the role of the self in that system” (Diamond, 1999: 163).  According to him, 

a democratic culture, that is, popular beliefs about the legitimacy of a democratic regime, 

is a necessary condition for democratic consolidation. According to Inglehart (2000), 

political culture is by nature path-dependent. Societies differ from each other due to 

different historical trajectories, religions, etc.  Thus, political cultures are resistant to 

change. Diamond, by contrast, argues that political cultures can have some flexibility, 

and are not constant. Sometimes, political culture responds to other important economic, 

political and international factors, and culture can change, even dramatically.  

Political culture and democracy 

Diamond argues that stable democracy requires a belief in the legitimacy of 

democracy. For Diamond, legitimacy should be internalized and deeply rooted in 

citizens’ beliefs, so Citizens should prefer democratic regimes over other forms of 

government. Even if citizens might be dissatisfied with the way democracy works in their 

countries, they should favor democracy. When citizens are committed to democratic 

principles unconditionally, democracy will be consolidated and secure.  

Diamond also points out the importance of political culture of elites and masses. 

According to Diamond, there may be no unique national political culture because it is 

divided between elites and mass. The democratic transition literature focuses on decision 

making and strategic integration among contending elites, and elite-led democracies can 

be instrumental and flexible in accordance with elites’ choices.  
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Mass culture is more important than elite culture for democratic consolidation. 

Citizens’ participation in politics can improve the state, and make it more accountable 

and efficient. For Diamond, “ultimately if democracy is to become stable and effective, 

the bulk of the democratic citizenry must develop a deep and resilient commitment to it” 

(Diamond, 1999: 174).  

Inglehart (2000) argues that there is a strong positive correlation between 

economic development and democratic political culture. Economic development is 

conducive to cultural change that helps stabilize democracy. Culture can help to build 

interpersonal trust, enhance democratic legitimacy and increase self-expression and 

participation. Inglehart stresses that citizens’ democratic support depends on a regime’s 

outputs over a long time. As the World Value Survey data shows, countries with high 

levels of economic development are more likely to support democratic values than 

countries like Russia, Belarus, and Ukraine in which conditions for democracy are 

unfavorable, due to poor economic performance. For Inglehart, cultural change is a by-

product of economic development.  

Alfred Stepan (2000) and Inglehart (2000) discuss the relationship between 

religion (secular vs. traditional) and democracy. Traditional societies emphasize family 

values and religion, and prefer concensus over political conflict, while secular societies 

have the opposite preference on these issues.  

For example, the traditional vs. secular discussions take issue with the 

relationship between Islam and democracy. Some writers argue that Islamic tradition 

cannot tolerate democratic institutions.3  They argue that Islam appears to be 

                                                 
3 See more: Adrian Karatnycky, “Muslim Countries and the Democracy Gap,” Journal of Democracy 
No.13 January 2002; John Waterbury, “Democracy without Democrats?” in Ghass and Salame, ed., 
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nondemocratic for two main reasons: exclusive citizenship and violations of women’s 

rights. Exclusive citizenship here refers to non-Muslim’s unequal citizenship status due to 

a religious justification. Women’s human rights are often violated. In the name of Islam, 

women should obey men, be sacrificed by honor killings under some conditions, endure 

polygamy, and so on.   

However, Stepan notes that more than half of all Muslims live in democracies. 

The reason why many scholars view Islam as incompatible with democracy is that we do 

not see “Islam as an evolving, constantly changing global culture” (Stepan, 2000: 49). 

Rather we see the fundamentalists’ view of Islam. But Stepan argues that the West should 

acknowledge that moderate attempts of scholarly interpretation of the Koran and Islamic 

political leaders exist as well. There is support in the Koran for religious tolerance and 

democratization.  

Political culture in Ghana  

 Over time, Ghanaians have changed their views on democracy and now Ghana 

stands in a period of successful democratic consolidation. According to World Value 

Survey, Ghanaians (90% of respondents) see their own country as being democratically 

governed.4  They show great trust on the parliament (64%) and less confidence on 

political parties (39%). By comparison, the Ghanaian people expressed less trust on the 

police (54%) and more trust on army (76%).  

Today, the Ghanaians see military rule as illegitimate. Only 16% of the 

respondents say that military rule is very good or fairly good. And, 80% of respondents 

                                                                                                                                                 
Democracy without Democrats? The Renewal of Politics in the Muslim World. (London: I.B. Tauris, 1994); 
V.S. Naipaul, Among the Believers: An Islamic Journey (New York: Random House, 1982). 
 
4 All survey data is available at www.wvsevsdb.com 
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think that even though democratic government is incompetent, a take-over by the army is 

not legitimate. A total of 95% of respondents answer that having democratic rule is very 

good and fairly good. 91% of respondents think that democracy is absolutely important. 

32.1% of respondents perceive that the economic development is an essential 

characteristic of democracy.  

These findings show that Ghanaians support democracy, even though they might 

be dissatisfied with the performance of the existing democratic regime. This suggests that 

democracy is deeply rooted at the mass-level. Since attachment to democracy and 

detachment from authoritarian rule is significantly high in Ghana, democracy is no longer 

blamed for economic failures. Ghanaian democratic political culture is strong, and its 

democratic regime seems secure.  

Political culture in South Korea 

Korean citizens’ view of democracy is strongly correlated with the performance 

of the economy. According to the EAB survey, only about 15% of Koreans express trust 

in political parties and the parliament in 2008. These are the two key institutions of 

democratic politics. By comparison, the Koreans perceived the military (59%) and police 

(50%) as highly trustworthy.5 These findings show that there is a very low level of public 

trust for democracy, while the symbols of the authoritarian rule (military and police) are 

still trusted. 

This is because the Korean people have witnessed improving economic 

development and strengthening national security under developmental dictatorships from 

1960 to 1988. After the democratic transition, South Korea suffered from economic crisis 

                                                 
5 All data available, Doh Chull Shin and Chong-Min Park, 2008. “The Mass Public and Democratic Politics 
in South Korea,” How East Asians View Democracy. Columbia University Press.  
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(1997) under its first civilian president, Kim, Youngsam. During the period of the second 

president, Kim Daejung, Korea’s annual GDP growth rate dropped from 8.7% to 4.6%. 

The imprisonment of Kim’s two sons imprinted the corruption of the democratic regime 

in the minds of Korean citizens (Shin and Park, 2008: 53-55).  

 The EAB survey asks if Koreans agree with this statement: “Democracy is always 

preferable to any other kind of government” (Shin and Park, 2008: 49). About 49% of 

respondents agree with the statement. 33% of respondents were willing to accept an 

authoritarian regime as alternative to democracy. 62% of respondents perceived that 

democracy is less important than economic development. These findings show that, as 

the preferred model of governance, Koreans do not fully support democracy. Long-

standing problems of corruption and economic inequality hold Korea back from full 

democratic consolidation. Support for democracy is conditional in South Korea.  

 

e. Economic Reform and Democracy in Ghana and South Korea  

Introduction 

Joseph Schumpeter mentions that “modern democracy rose along with capitalism 

and modern democracy is a product of the capitalist process” (Almond, 1991: 468). Since 

then, many have argued that there is a positive relationship between capitalism and 

democracy.6 Others find evidence of a negative relationship between the two.7 This 

                                                 
6 See more: Albert Hirschman, Rival View of Market Society (New York: Viking, 1996), Robert Dahl, After 
the Revolution? Authority in a Good Society (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990), Peter Berger, The 
Capitalist Revolution (New York: Basic Books, 1986), Gregory Ekiert, “Democratization Processes in East 
Central Europe: A Theoretical Reconsideration,” British Journal of Political Science, 21 (1991), 285-313, 
Claus Offe, “Capitalism by Design? Democratic Theory Facing the Triple Transition in East Central 
Europe,” Social Research, 58 (1991), 865-92.  
7 See more: Adam Przeworski, Democracy and the Market; Political and Economic Reform in Latin 
America and Eastern Europe (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991); Charles Lindblom, Politics 
and Markets (New York: Basic Books, 1977), Philippe Schmitter wih Terry Lynn Karl, “The Conceptual 
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debate has gained salience in the context of neoliberal economic reforms. In this section, 

I will introduce the theoretical debate on the relationship between economic reform and 

democratization. I will seek to answer following questions: When and under what 

circumstances did Ghana and South Korea undertake economic reform? What, if any, are 

the political consequences of economic reform? How does economic reform affect 

democratization?  

 

Economic reform and democracy 

Haggard and Kaufman (1995) argue that it is difficult for incoming democratic 

government to undertake economic reforms. The level of difficulty depends on economic 

preconditions, and on the structure of political institutions, which affect the capacity of 

newly democratic governments to carry out neoliberal economic reforms. Their notion of 

“economic pre-conditions” focuses on whether a new democratic government came to 

power in an economic crisis or a non-crisis situation. 

When a newly democratic government arises in the wake of crisis, its leader has 

strong incentives to undertake new economic policies. However, the implementation of 

economic reform is much harder in the face of economic crisis because economic 

problems are more acute, and the demand for immediate economic relief is stronger than 

usual. A leader in a new democracy under non-crisis economic condition faces policy 

settings shaped by the previous authoritarian regimes. In this case, there may be no strong 

motivation for a new leader to undertake economic reform.  

                                                                                                                                                 
Travels of Transitologists and Consolidologists: How Far the East Should They Attempt to Go?,” Slavic 
Review, 53 (1994), 173-85.  
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Institutional characteristics also affect the likelihood of carrying out economic 

reform. They shape the powers of the executive in a presidential system or a 

parliamentary system, and the structure of party system. Presidential systems are 

vulnerable to isolation of the leader, divided government, and the problem of the lame 

duck. In parliamentary systems, executive and legislative functions are fused, and weak 

governments can be removed through votes of no confidence. Thus, the executive is 

thought to have more power in the parliamentary system than in the presidential system, 

and thus to be in a better position to carry out economic reform. 

The structure of the party system is also important. Fragmented party systems 

have a high number of competing parties. This creates impediments to coordination. 

Cohesive party systems, which have small number of larger and more encompassing 

parties, have the opposite effect. Haggard and Kaufman point out that the powers of the 

executive tend to be stronger in new democracies with cohesive party systems, and that 

these governments are most likely to undertake neoliberal economic reform. 

Geddes (1995) argues against Haggard and Kaufman and the conventional 

wisdom that suggests authoritarian regimes are most likely to enact economic reform. 

Geddes points out that the conventional wisdom is based on faulty evidence. Prior to the 

debt crisis (1982), developing countries had pursued import substitution industrialization 

(ISI) policies. ISI policies had two adverse characteristics- -heavy state spending and 

over-valued exchange rates- -which led to budget and trade deficits. The debt crisis made 

the continuation of these policies impossible, and to liberalization. The transitional costs 

of liberalization led to bad political consequences because of strong domestic resistance 

to reform. Previous researchers argued that authoritarian leaders have an advantage when 
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it comes to adopting liberalization because they find it easier to ignore domestic 

resistance (Geddes, 1994: 105). 

Geddes argues that domestic resistance – especially from organized labor – is not 

powerful enough to hinder adjustment. When an economic crisis becomes severe, 

organized labor is less powerful because underemployment brought by economic crisis 

decreases its bargaining power.  Geddes’ empirical evidence also shows that only Asian 

countries and Ghana in Africa carried out their massive economic reforms under 

authoritarian regimes (Geddes, 1994: 107).  In short, there is no solid evidence and 

explanation that less democratic countries are more successful at economic reform. 

While Geddes and Haggard and Kaufman see economic reform as a dependent 

variable, Kwon sees it as an independent variable and asks about the political 

consequences of economic reform in across regions. According to Kwon’s statistical 

analysis, while economic reform has had a negative impact on democratization in Latin 

America, its effects are positive in Eastern Europe. These differences can be attributed to 

different historical legacies and structural constraints across the two regions.  

Also, in Latin America, economic reforms produced diffuse benefits to the public 

while generating concentrated costs to specific groups, sectors and classes. By contrast, 

economic reforms began in highly centralized polities in the post-socialist countries. 

There was consensus among mass public on the path toward liberal market economy. In 

short, the political consequences of economic reform differ depending on country and 

region.  
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Conventional wisdom cases: Ghana and South Korea 

Ghana  

Prior to 1983, Ghana had resisted undertaking economic reforms such as 

reductions in state intervention in the economy, reduced protectionsim, and currency 

reform) except for during the tenure of the Busia regime (1962-72). The Nkrumah regime 

had pursued ISI strategy via the establishment of state-owned enterprises. Economic 

policy was influenced by a highly statist brand of economic nationalism. Liberalization 

was extremely limited. The Acheampong government refused to devalue the national 

currency. Acheampong’s decision not to devalue the currency led to severe deterioration 

in Ghana’s balance of payments from 1974 to 1982 (Gyimah-Boadi and Jeffries, 2000: 

32-50).  

The economic crisis along with severe drought and famine in 1982/83 pushed the 

government to adopt the necessary liberalizing policies in order to survive. Economic 

policy reforms began in 1983 under Jerry Rawlings rule. It involved the liberalization of 

foreign exchange, the import trade, and exports. Some tariff rates were reduced; only 

eight goods (imported rice, sugar, baby food, cement, textiles, drugs, matches and soap) 

were under price regulations in 1991; government enacted liberal investment and trading 

codes to attract private investment (Gyimah-Boadi and Jeffries, 2000: 43). The state 

retreated from some of the advanced positions through a privatization program. These 

liberalizations were supervised by the IMF and World Bank. 

The political consequence of the implementation of neo-liberal economic reforms 

was the massive challenges for the PNDC government at least in the short-run. 

Populist/leftist groups saw the state’s retreat from the economy as a betrayal of the 
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‘revolution.’ They were particularly disappointed by the state’s decision to introduce user 

fees for state-provided services such as education, health, water and electricity (Ahiakpor, 

1999). Also, labor in public sectors complained about the job retrenchment due to 

privatization. Business people resented increased imported production inputs and 

exposure to international competition.  

However, these resentments were not able to prevent the regime from undertaking 

economic reform. Rawlings stayed in power in both the 1992 and 1996 elections relying 

on the support of rural areas (Gyimah-Boadi and Jeffries, 2000: 47). The election results 

show that political opposition to Rawlings was not strong enough. The case of Ghana 

supports the conventional wisdom argument in that the economic reform preceded the 

democratization.  

South Korea  

Whereas many developing countries pursued ISI strategies, the South Korean 

government pursued export oriented strategy under Park Junghee’s government from 

1963 to 1979. The South Korean government, like Ghana, intervened heavily in its 

national economy and private business became the principle agent of the state. Park’s 

regime tried to foster heavy and chemical industries from 1970s to export items from 

these industries. Park’s state-led economic policies faced difficulties in the process of 

industrial upgrading from light industries to heavy and chemical industries beginning 

with 1980.  

Yet, this attempt to launch these industries under the inadequate Korean 

infrastructure resulted in deficiencies in finance and trade. At that time, the Korean 

economy was not ready to construct these industries (Karl, 1997:122-151). These 
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excessive efforts resulted in negative growth in 1980. After Park’s assassination in 1979, 

Chun came to power and faced these economic difficulties.  The government adopted 

trade liberalization policies to overcome the negative growth in 1980. The trade 

liberalization policy aimed at stressing the market mechanism. The government 

minimized its role in import and export finance, relaxed import restriction, devaluated the 

Korean currency, privatized banks, and abandoned special export incentives. Tariff rates 

fell dramatically and the import liberalization rate also increased. As a result, the Korean 

economy recorded rapid growth and trade surpluses by mid 1980s (Khil, 2004: 82). 

The political consequence of the economic reform was the decline of state power. 

Korean firms became strong enough to compete with world firms. Korean companies 

attempted to invest and expand their markets in overseas without government aid by 

taking risks. Also, firms that had been dependent on the state to channel foreign loans in 

their direction in the 1970s could go after such loans directly at the end of the 1980s. By 

solving financing problem and exploiting new markets, these firms did not need to be 

protected or subsidized by the government anymore. Big business became more assertive 

in lobbying against unwanted controls by the government. Business independence from 

the state brought about a weaker state and stronger business (Khil, 2004: 75). 

The changed relationship between business and state also influenced the state and 

labor relationship. South Korea could promote its exports by depending on labor-

intensive and light industry. The government had advantages over labor. Laborers had to 

endure miserable working conditions, and low wages in 1960s and 1970s.  

However, after the government launched the promotion of heavy and chemical 

industries for upgrading industrial structure, and investment strategy shifted from capital-
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intensive industries toward high skilled labor-intensive industries (e.g., semiconductors, 

electronics and telecommunications equipment), workers were placed in a better position 

for bargaining (Nam, 1997: 50). 

These changes in the relationship between state, business and labor acted as a 

cornerstone toward democratic transition. Business and labor recognized that democratic 

regime could get benefits more than an authoritarian regime. Economic reform did not 

play a direct role in democratization; rather it did indirectly by bring about changes in the 

relationship among state, business and labors.  
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III. Conclusion 

Some factors directly affect democratization in Ghana and South Korea, while 

other factors influence it indirectly. In the case of Ghana, democratization is directly 

influenced by neo-liberal economic reform and civil society. Neo-liberal economic 

reform created two levels of pressure from domestic and international sources. When 

Jerry Rawlings decided to hold the election in 1992, international pressure and 

decentralization that had resulted from economic reform contributed to this decision. The 

social movements such as the Campaign for Democracy in Ghana and the Ghana 

Democratic Movement pushed Jerry Rawlings to consider a democratic presidential 

election. The most direct cause of democratization in South Korea is civil society. The 

massive demonstrations from below forced the Chun regime to give up power in favor of 

democracy, and led to democratization in South Korea.  

Modernization has influenced democratization indirectly in both countries by 

bringing about social changes. Urbanization and industrialization changed the economic 

structure, especially labor market. Industrialization required skilled and educated 

personnel. These employees could struggle better for democracy. Therefore, 

modernization certainly brings about changes in economy, education, and society and 

these changes, in turn, can contribute to democratization. However, modernization itself 

does not influence democratization directly.  

An evaluation of political culture shows that Ghanaians fully support democracy 

after 1997, regardless of the bad performance of the existing democratic government. A 

supportive political culture toward democracy was nurtured in democratic consolidation 
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periods (1993 to the present) in Ghana. Before Ghanaian democratization, economic 

failure was blamed on democracy. South Koreans consider economic development to be 

more important than democratic development. A democratic political culture is not 

deeply rooted in the mass in South Korea, yet South Korea democratized. These cases 

suggest that political culture might be more important in democratic consolidation than in 

democratic transition.  

Economic reforms played a role in democratization indirectly by changing the 

relationship among state, business, and labor in South Korea. Economic reforms 

increased the power of business, and state intervention decreased substantially in 

economy starting from 1980s. Laborers were also placed in a better position to bargain 

with government as they became more educated and skilled. Business and labor realized 

that democratic regimes could provide more benefits than non-democratic regimes. 

Economic reform itself, however, was not a direct cause of democratization.  

I believe that there are some important variables that have contributed to 

democratization, that are missing in this paper. For instance, the role of elites might be a 

significant factor in democratization. Elite-focused theorists argue that splits between 

hard-liners and soft-liners weaken authoritarian regimes’ grip on the opposition forces 

and thus facilitate a democratic transition. This approach would suggest studying the 

relationship between Jerry Rawlings, other elite segments and its main opposition 

movements in Ghana, and between Chun Doowhan, other elite segments and opposition 

movements in South Korea.  

 Also, international pressure should be considered more systemically in future 

work on this subject. Both countries joined various international organizations such as 
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Economic Community of West African States (Ghana in 1975), Asia-Pacific Economic 

Cooperation (South Korea in 1989), and General System of Trade Preferences among 

Developing Countries (Ghana and South Korea in 1989). These organizations might have 

influenced democratic norms and ideas in two countries.  In the future, these factors are 

worthy of investigation for those interested in understanding democratization in these two 

countries. 
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