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bian was re-elected amidst controversy and with a very thin electoral

margin of victory. Chen’s Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) ticket,
with feminist Annette Lu as vice-president, garnered 50.11 percent of the
vote, compared to 49.89 percent for Lien Chan and James Soong in a coalition
of the former ruling Chinese Nationalist Party (KMT) and the People First
Party (PFP). It was the first time the DPP received the support of over 50
percent of the Taiwan electorate, a victory once thought impossible. Although
the opposition KMT-PFP coalition contested the results in court, the election
demonstrated to the world that Taiwan’s multi-party democracy could hold
free and fair direct presidential elections.

The 2004 re-election of Chen Shui-bian to the presidency is likely to have
far-reaching repercussions, especially since it demonstrates increased support
for the DPP and for Taiwanese nationalism. This kind of nationalism is similar
to that of other nationalisms throughout Asia, and deserves serious scholarly
attention. This article looks at the 2004 election from both domestic and
international perspectives, combining the insights of both sociology and
political science.

Inspired by a roundtable at the 2004 Canadian Asian Studies Association
(CASA) meetings in Calgary in 2004, the article maintains the roundtable
format to present a discussion among Taiwan specialists in sociology, political
science and security studies. Scott Simon, Associate Professor in Sociology
at the University of Ottawa, places Taiwan’s ethnic relations and electoral
politics into historical perspective. Wang Fu-chang, Associate Research Fellow
at the Institute of Sociology, Academia Sinica, looks at ethnic relations in
the 2004 presidential election, with a special emphasis on Hakka voters.
Joseph Wong, Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at
the University of Toronto, looks at the difficulties of democratic transition
as the KMT adjusts to its new role as opposition party. André Laliberté,
Professor in the Department of Political Science at Université du Québec a
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Montréal, looks at the DPP electoral promise to institute constitutional
reform. Robert D’A. Henderson, Senior Strategic Analyst at the R+E+A Group
in Ottawa, then concludes by looking at implications of the election for cross-
strait relations.
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Ethnic Relations and Democratization: A Reappraisal
(Scott Simon)

During the Cold War—a time when Canada, along with the US and its other
allies, recognized Chiang Kaishek’s regime on Taiwan as the Republic of
China—most of the world came to think of Taiwan as simply a province of
China, as “Free China,” or even as a China more Chinese in many ways than
the People’s Republic of China. In the global news media and even in much
of the academic literature, Taiwan is still treated more in terms of its
relationship with China than as a society important in its own right. The
December 2004 legislative elections, for example, were largely interpreted
in the Economist and other leading media sources as a quasi-referendum on
cross-strait relations rather than as a reflection of domestic sociological and
political dynamics that are equally or more important to many Taiwanese.
This nationalist imagination of Taiwan as the heir of the Republic of China
is itself challenged by democratization on the island, as some Native Taiwanese
assert a new national community. This section of the roundtable presents a
brief introduction of national imaginings and ethnicity in Taiwan.!

The DPP and other supporters of Taiwanese self-determination, known
as the pan-Green camp in Taiwan, imagine Taiwan as a society distinct from
China. Instead of labeling the people of Taiwan as simply “Chinese,” they
highlight the complexity of the island’s population, including the fact that
most Native Taiwanese have Austronesian as well as Chinese ancestors;? and
that it was Japan that brought modernity to the island under its
administration, which lasted from 1895 to 1945. The pan-Green camp
emphasizes the fact that Taiwan was ceded to Chiang Kai-shek’s Republic of
China without the consent of the Taiwanese people. Many pro-independence
groups, such as the Formosan Association for Public Affairs and World
United Formosans for Independence, even debate the international legal
status of Taiwan, arguing that it may not legally belong to the Republic of
China at all.? -

A ritualized memory of Chiang Kai-shek’s violent takeover of Taiwan
constitutes an important component of pan-Green nationalist imagination.

1 This understanding of nationalism as an “imagined community” is derived from Benedict
Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism (London: Verso
Press, 1991).

2 For an anthropological study of this heritage, see Melissa J. Brown, Is Taiwan Chinese? The
Impact of Culture, Power, and Migration on Changing Identities (Berkeley: University of California Press,
2004).

3 In Taiwan, the pan-Blue forces (KMT, PFP) argue that the ROC gained sovereignty over Taiwan
in the 1952 Treaty of Peace between the Republic of China and Japan. Pro-independence advocates
claim that this treaty is invalid because Japan had already renounced its claims over Taiwan in the San
Francisco Treaty of 1952. See Lung-chu Chen and W.M. Reisman, “Who Owns Taiwan: a Search for
International Title,” Yale Law fournal, vol. 81, no. 4 (1972), pp. 599-671.
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Since martial law was lifted, communities across Taiwan have held annual
ceremonies and erected monuments to remember the violence that occurred
when Taiwan was annexed by the Republic of China. In what is now known
as the February 28 Massacre, Chiang Kaishek’s forces killed thousands—
perhaps tens of thousands—of people after the Taiwanese demanded self-
determination and democratic reforms in 1947.* These memories are so
important to pan-Green nationalism that a commemoration of the massacre
was the main campaign event for President Chen in February 2004, and
memories of the event were repeated in his inauguration speech. He also
referred to the decades of “White Terror” that characterized Taiwan under
martial law until 1987, during which time many dissidents were imprisoned
and executed, or they simply disappeared. Neither this strident Taiwanese
nationalism nor the Chinese nationalism brought to Taiwan by the KMT,
however, can be fully understood without looking closely at ethnic relations
on the isfand. Both ideologies are products of the historical experiences of
different ethnic groups in Taiwan.

Ethnic Relations in Taiwan

For the six million people who were already living on Taiwan when Chiang
Kai-shek arrived in 1945, the February 28 Massacre crystallized a new identity,
as Taiwanese rather than as Chinese people.® The ethnic division between
Native Taiwanese—the Holo and Hakka peoples who had been living in
Taiwan for generations—and the Mainlanders—who came over with Chiang
Kai-shek in the 1940s—was born at this time. Mainlanders now represent
approximately 13 percent of the population. The Holo people, whose
paternal ancestors arrived in Taiwan from Fujian Province between the

4 For more information on the difficult transition to Chinese rule, including the February 28
Massacre and its influence on Taiwanese national identities, see Linda Gail Arrigo, “Fifty Years After
2-2-8: the Lingering Legacy of State Terror in the Consolidation of Bourgeois Democracy in Taiwan,”
Humboldt fournal of Social Relations, vol. 23 (1998), pp. 47-69; Mau-kuei Chang, “Ethnic and National
Identities in Taiwan: on the Origins and Transformation of Taiwanese National Identity,” China
Perspectives, vol. 28 (2000), pp. 51-70; Robert Edmondson, “The February 28 Incident and National
Identity,” in Stéphane Corcuff, ed., Memories of the Future: National Identity Issues and the Search for a New
Taiwan (Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2002); George Kerr, Formosa Betrayed (Boston: Houghton Mifflin
Company, 1965); Tse-han Lai, Ramon Myers and Wei Wou, A Tragic Beginning: the Taiwan Uprising of
February 28, 1947 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1991); Tsung-yi Lin, An Introduction to 2-28
Tragedy in Taiwan: for World Citizens (Taipei: Taiwan Renaissance Foundation Press, 1998); Douglas
Mendel, The Politics of Formosan Nationalism (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1970); Steven
Phillips, Between Assimilation and Independence: the Taiwanese Encounter Nationalist China, 1945-1950
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2003); Murray A. Rubinstein, ed., Taiwan: a New History (Armonk,
NY: M.E. Sharpe, 1999); and Scott Simon, “Contesting Formosa: Tragic Remembrance, Urban Space,
and National Identity in Taipak,” Identities: Global Studies in Culture and Power, vol. 10, no. 1 (2003), pp.
109-131.

5 Mau-kuei Chang, “On the Origins and Transformation of Taiwanese National Identity,” in
PR. Katzand M.A. Rubinstein, eds., Religion and the Formation of Taiwanese Identities (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan 2003), pp. 23-58.
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seventeenth and nineteenth centuries, account for 72 percent of Taiwan’s
population; the Hakka, whose ancestors came from Guangdong Province,
make up approximately 13 percent of the population. An additional 2 percent
of the population, consisting of Austronesian peoples related to the Maori
of New Zealand, are known as yuanzhumin, or Aborigines.®

Ethnic divisions between these historically constituted groups were further
reinforced throughout the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s, when Native Taiwanese
were excluded from choice management jobs in the government, the military,
the educational system and in key industries, usually with the excuse that
they didn’t speak Mandarin properly.” Even into the 1990s, school children
were beaten, humiliated or punished for speaking Holo, Hakka or Aboriginal
languages in school. Until recently, state-issued identity cards even classified
people according to their province of birth, strengthening the divide between
people of Taiwan Province (benshengren) and people from other provinces
(waishengren). These historical experiences led those Native Taiwanese with
a strong ethnic consciousness to support the DPP as an alternative to
Mainlander hegemony.

Some Native Taiwanese still resent Mainlanders, even calling them “pigs”
as a sign of disrespect. In his inauguration speech, President Chen distanced
himself from this resentment and offered an olive branch, saying that all
ethnic groups were abused in the past. “Except for afew individuals in power,”
he said, “members of all ethnic groups have been victimized” in the February
98 Incident and subsequent White Terror. Ethnic reconciliation has thus
become an important issue in Taiwan. The pan-Green and pan-Blue camps
both present themselves as the purveyors of ethnic harmony and justice,
portraying the other as the cause of ethnic tensions.

Setting a New Tone: Chen Shui-bian’s 2004 Inaugural Address

In his inaugural speech of May 20, 2004, as well as in subsequent speeches
and at an October 2004 conference on ethnic relations, President Chen
called for harmony between ethnic groups. He is, after all, speaking at least
partly (see Henderson below) to a diverse domestic constituency of 23 million
people, who belong to different ethnic groups speaking Mandarin, Holo,
Hakka and 13 different Austronesian languages. In his speech, President
Chen recognized that “various ethnic groups, because of their disparate
history and distinctive subcultures, understandably hold divergent views and
values.” In addition to ethnicity, and influenced by it, there is a great diversity
in both national identity and nationalist ideals in Taiwan.

6 Stéphane Corcuff, ed., Memories of the Future: National Identity Issues and the Search for a New
Taiwan (Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2002), p. 163.

7 Hill Gates, “Ethnicity and Social Class,” in Emily H. Ahern and Hill Gates, eds., The Anthropology
of Taiwanese Society (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1981).
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National Identity

Are the Taiwanese Chinese or Taiwanese? Every six months, the Election
Studies Centre at National Cheng-chi University asks a random sample of
people in Taiwan if they self-identify as only Taiwanese, only Chinese or both
Taiwanese and Chinese. This is like asking people in Montréal if they are
Québecois, Canadian or both. As in Québec, responses to this question tend
to correspond with ethnicity and political affiliation. In general, however,
Taiwan has seen a trend towards increasing Taiwanese consciousness and
declining Chinese consciousness. In December 2003, the last survey taken
before the election, 43.2 percent of respondents said they are only Taiwanese,
while 42.9 percent said they are both Taiwanese and Chinese. Only 7.7 percent
said they are only Chinese.® Of all ethnic groups, Mainlanders are most
likely to identify as only Chinese.’

H

Nationalist ideals

Another question asked by the Election Studies Centre concerns opinions
about eventual independence or unification with China. Interestingly, the
survey leaves open the question of whether unification means joining with
the People’s Republic of China on a “one country, two systems” model, or
eventually forming a democratic and prosperous China together. Because
Taiwan is under constant military threat from China, many Taiwanese feel
that appeasement is the safest route. By far, the most popular response in
December 2003, consistent with earlier trends, was thus in support of the
status quo deferred decision making on the topic (34.4 percent), followed
by those who wanted to preserve the status quo indefinitely (18.2 percent)
and those who leaned towards eventual independence (14.8 percent). Only
1.8 percent of respondents wanted to unify as soon as possible, and only 6.5
percent wanted immediate independence.!® The vast majority are what
Taiwanese sociologist Wu Nai-teh calls pragmatists: they want independence
if it were achievable without provoking war, but they would take unification,
too, if China were democratic and prosperous.!

8 “Changes in the Taiwanese/Chinese Identity of Taiwanese as Tracked in Surveys by the Election
Study Center, NCCU (1992-2004),” Election Study Center, N.C.C.U., Important Political Attitude Trend
Distribution,  available  online at  <http://www2.nccu.edu.tw/~s00/eng/data/
Political %20Attitude02.htm>, site last accessed 26 January 2005.

9 Fora full sociological study of how ethnicity correlates with national identity and other variables,
see Wang Fu-chang, ed., Taiwan Zuqun Guanxi de Shehui Jichu Diaocha Jihua Zhixing Baogao [Report on
the Implementation of the Survey Project on Social Bases of Taiwanese Ethnic Relations] (Taipei:
Academia Sinica Institute of Sociology, 2000).

10 “Changes in the Unification-Independence Stances of Taiwanese as Tracked in Surveys by the
Election Study Center, NCCU (1992-2004),” Election Study Center, N.C.C.U., Important Political Attitude
Trend Distribution, available online at <http://www2.nccu.edu.tw/~s00/eng/data/
Political%20Attitude03.htm>, site last accessed 26 January 2005.

11 Robert Marsh, “National Identity and Ethnicity in Taiwan,” in Corcuff, ed., Memories of the
Future, p. 145.
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Sometimes these ethnic groups, national identities and national ideals
do overlap, but they do not correspond exactly. There are statistical
tendencies for the Native Taiwanese to support the DPP and ideas of
Taiwanese independence, although there are also Native Taiwanese in the
KMT and some who support eventual unification with China under the right
conditions. Basically, the Native Taiwanese are split in terms of party affiliation
and ideas about unification. There are even stronger statistical tendencies
for Mainlanders to support the KMT and the ideals of unifying China under
a prosperous and democratic regime. The main consensus among all ethnic
groups, however, is a distrust of the Communist regime in the People’s
Republic of China. In the November 2003 survey by the Mainland Affairs
Council, only 12.7 percent of the population supported the idea of “one
country, two systems.”'?

]

Nationalism and Domestic Policy Promises

In the meantime, all presidential candidates stated during the electoral
campaign that the Republic of China—or Taiwan—is an independent and
sovereign country. In his own country, President Chen Shui-bian is not alone
in emphasizing that point. It is a simple fact that the PRC has never governed
Taiwan, not even for a single day. In Taiwan, that is not debated. The debate
is about whether or not this particular independent and sovereign country
should be called the Republic of China, Taiwan or the ROC on Taiwan. The
former name leaves open the possibility of unification with China, providing
that China also becomes a democratic and prosperous country. A legal change
to the Republic of Taiwan would reject even that possibility.

Lack of domestic consensus on this issue of Chinese vs. Taiwanese identity
is one reason (see also Henderson below) for President Chen’s promise not
to change the name of the country, or its flag—in other words, not to declare
an independent Republic of Taiwan—while revising the Constitution. Having
won with just barely more than 50 percent of the vote, and facing strong
opposition to his platform, President Chen knows that he cannot advocate
independence from the ROC. Instead, he accepts the title of the Republic
of China, of which he is the president, and even leaves open the door to
eventual unification with China if that is the will of the Taiwanese people. As
President Chen stated in his inauguration speech, the emphasis now must
be on “the establishment of a civil society and on the rebuilding of unity
through a sense of shared destiny.”

In that inauguration speech, President Chen promised to “scale the wall
of antagonism” and “rebuild a bridge of trust.” Specifically, he advocated “a

12 “Is the ‘One Country, Two Systemns’ Formula Applicable to Solving the Problems Across the
Straits?” Public Opinion on Cross-Strails Relations in the Republic of China, available online at the Mainland
Affairs Council Web site, at <http:// www.mac.gov.tw/english/ english/pos/9309/ 9309e_8.gif>,
published 2004, site last accessed 26 January 2005.
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just new Taiwan where social justice, economic justice, fairness in our judicial
system, gender justice and international justice are realized.” He pledged
deepened democracy and a revision of the Constitution by means of an
established legal framework. He promised to continue to champion the issue
of human rights, including the rights of the most disadvantaged in society;
and to do so within a larger context of sustainable development. If he succeeds
in these projects, his election as president will have repercussions not only
for ethnic relations in Taiwan, but also as an example for democracy
throughout Asia.

Why Did the DPP Win Taiwan’s 2004 Presidential Election?:
An Ethnic Politics Interpretation '
(Wang Fu-chang)

Taiwan’s 2004 presidential election ended with a big surprise. The incumbent,
President Chen Shui-bian, had trailed his challenger in most election polls,
but ended up winning his second term by a slim margin of 29,518 out of the
12 million total popular votes.!> Chen had won his first term in 2000 by
garnering 39.38 percent of the votes against Lien Chan of the ruling KMT
party (23.13 percent), and the independent candidate James Soong (36.74
percent). Many people, especially Lien and Soong supporters, considered
Chen to be a lucky beneficiary of KMT factionalism, as Soong was governor
of Taiwan and a former KMT member, and ran as an independent only after
he failed to become the KMT’s presidential nominee. When the two former
rivals formed a coalition in February of 2003 to challenge Chen in the
upcoming election, most of their supporters were convinced that their victory
was certain, since the two candidates together received over 60 percent of
the votes cast in the previous election.

Although the Lien/Soong camp voiced its suspicion that the election
results may have been influenced, among other things, by the dramatic
incident of a gunman firing two shots at President Chen and Vice-President
Lu on the eve of the election, it largely chose to ignore the fact that Chen’s
votes increased by more than ten percent in the four years between the 2000
and 2004 elections.!* If Chen’s first victory was partly due to lucky

13 The margin was changed to 25,563 votes when High Court judges in Taiwan re-examined all
the votes and, on November 4, 2004, ruled some of them invalid.

14 On the day of the shooting, Lien publicly announced that he was convinced the incident
would not affect the election results, even though some of his campaign managers and advisers
‘immediately held a press conference to question the authenticity of the shooting incident. Lien
changed his position the next day when he addressed supporters after the election and refused to
accept his second defeat. Lien and Soong later initiated a lawsuit to challenge the fairness of Chen’s
winning. After seven months of reviewing evidence in the case, on November 4, 2004 the judges
dismissed the claims put forward by the Lien and Soong camp that Chen was unfairly elected. Jewel
Huang, “Pan-blues Urged to Accept Ruling,” Taipei Times, 4 November 2004, p. 2.
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repercussions of the KMT’s division, his second victory in a one-to-one
competition cannot be explained away as merely more luck. I try to make
sense of the unexpected election result by providing an ethnic politics
interpretation. :

Ethnic Politics in Contemporary Taiwan

After 1990 most people in Taiwan began to accept the notion that there
are four ethnic groups in the country'®: the Aborigines (2 percent), the
Holo Taiwanese ( 72 percent), the Hakka Taiwanese (13 percent), and the
Mainlanders (or Waishengren, “people from other provinces,” 13 percent).
Between 1950 and 1990, the Mainlanders were the dominant ethnic group
controlling most governmental powers at the national level, even though
they were a numerical minority. Mainlander elites lost their dominant position
in national politics after 1991, when the KMT regime was forced to hold an
election of all congressional seats. This was the first such election since 1947,
at which time the KMT had still ruled the Chinese Mainland.'®

Given the skewed composition of Taiwan’s ethnic population, the
Mainlanders, as the dominant minority, had to gain support among the Native
Taiwanese majority in order for the KMT to stay in power. They achieved
this support 1) by the use and threat of force; 2) by political incorporation
of local Native Taiwanese elites into KMT ranks in the early postwar years,
and 3) by cultural and political incorporation of other (non-elite) Native
Taiwanese into the new state. The KMT also developed Taiwan’s economy, a
move that won the party popular support among the Taiwanese masses; since
the 1960s, in fact, this development has become popularly known as the
“economic miracle.” By the 1970s, the KMT was able to win the support of
the majority across the nation in every election. However, an ethnic
consciousness of political inequality among the Native Taiwanese posed a
potential threat to the KMT’s dominance. Through education and other
cultural and ideological tools, the KMT regime successfully portrayed Holo
Taiwanese ethnic consciousness as a narrow-minded, premodern, backward
and localized group sentiment, which was harmful to national solidarity.
Many Native Taiwanese of the postwar generation were indoctrinated to
believe that they were Chinese and became apathetic to, or even opposed, a
consciousness of ethnic injustice as it was advocated by the political

15 Before 1990, the two most salient ethnic categories in Taiwan were the Native Taiwanese and
the Mainlanders.

16 After 1950, the 1947 congress cohort that had been elected in Mainland China before the
Communist revolution was allowed to extend their terms without re-election until 1991. People in
Taiwan , regardless of ethnicity, were only allowed to elect “supplementary congress seats” after 1969.
The supplementary seats never exceeded one-fourth of all congressional seats, which virtually
guarantees that the Mainlander elites have uncontested domination over the Taiwanese in the national
congress.
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opposition. The KMT justified the over-representation of Mainlanders in
national politics as necessary for the national goal of retaking the Mainland.
The indoctrination was more successful among the Hakka, a numerical
minority, than among the Holo, a numerical majority. Consequently, while
Mainlanders have always been highly united in supporting the KMT as their
political patron, a differential sense of ethnic consciousness has led the Native
Taiwanese to be more divided in their party support. Those who believed
that the Native Taiwanese were ethnic minorities suffering from Mainlander
domination were more likely to support the opposition. On the other hand,
those more likely to vote for the KMT believed that the Native Taiwanese
were Chinese, and were thus not conscious of their subordinate position in
relationship to Mainlanders. The former were out-numbered by the latter
until after the 2000 election. In other words, Mainlander elites maintained
dominance over the Native Taiwanese majority by making the most of the
discrepancy between their own strong ethnic solidarity and the weak ethnic
consciousness prevalent among the Native Taiwanese. KMT candidates, who
were mostly Native Taiwanese, were able to win at least 60 percent of the
votes in all elections when the KMT was still intact.

Things changed after 1993, when some Mainlander elites left the KMT to
form the Chinese New Party (CNP) because they could no longer control
the KMT under the leadership of the first Native Taiwanese president, Lee
Teng-hui, who had succeeded the late Chiang Ching-kuo after his death in
1988. After they failed to replace President Lee in 1990, Mainlander elites
began to see themselves as an ethnic minority subject to the dominance ofa
Native Taiwanese majority. CNP elites began to appeal to all Mainlanders
through mass gatherings, at which they expressed their ethnic consciousness
as Mainlanders opposed to Taiwanese independence and what they perceived
as the ethnic chauvinism of the Native Taiwanese. In the 1994 Taipei mayoral
election, when the CNP and the KMT both presented candidates, the DPP’s
Chen Shui-bian became the beneficiary of the split between the two parties
and won a high-profile public office position for the first time.'” After the
setback of 1994, most Mainlanders become even more conscious of their
“minority” status and realized that a divided KMT was no match for the DPP
in elections. In the 1998 Taipei mayoral election, they managed to reach
across party lines in support of the KMT’s Ma Ying-Jeou and defeated the
very popular incumbent Chen Shui-bian. The victory convinced KMT
supporters that a unified KMT still enjoyed a majority of at least 60 percent
of support among the entire Taiwanese populace.

Nonethéless, a similar mistake was repeated by KMT elites in the 2000
presidential election, when James Soong left the KMT and ran as an

17 In the 1994 Taipei mayoral election, the DPP’s Chen Shui-Bian received 43.67 percent of the
votes, against the KMT’s Huang Da-chou (a Native Taiwanese, 25.89 percent), and CNP’s Chou Shaw-
kang (a Mainlander, 30.17 percent).

693



Pacific Affairs: Volume 77, No. 4 — Winter 2004/2005

‘independent candidate. That’s why Lien and Soong and their supporters
were very confident about their victories, when they formed a coalition for
the 2004 rematch. How, then, can we account for the dramatic turnaround
in the four years between 2000 and 20042

What Happened Between 2000 and 20042

I think two major factors contributed to the changed political scene. First,
the notion that Lien and Soong would get 60 percent of votes, when they
announced their union for the 2004 campaign, was in fact a self-deceiving
and misleading myth. The fact that President Lee Teng-hui strongly
supported Lien in the 2000 election, against both Soong and Chen, was
intentionally overlooked by the KMT in the 2004 campaign. Many of those
who voted for Lien in 2000 were in fact Lee supporters who strongly rejected
Soong. Thus, when Lien pressured Lee to resign as KMT chairman after the
2000 election, many of his diehard followers also shifted their political
allegiances to the Taiwan Solidarity Union (TSU), which considered Lee its
honorary party leader. Lee became a strong advocate of Taiwanese
consciousness and Taiwanese independence after his presidency. Given that
the TSU—with Lee featuring in its campaign—garnered 7.8 percent of the
votes cast in the 2001 legislator election, it was estimated that Lee took about
5 to 7 percent of the KMT votes with him when he left the party.'® Since Lee
threw his support behind Chen after the 2000 election, actual voting patterns
were in fact much more complicated than would have been deduced by
simply adding up votes for Lien and Soong. As such, rather than the election
results revealing a 60,/40 division between the Lien/Soong and Chen camps,
the results produced something closer to an even split, of 55/45 or even 53/
47, depending on one’s estimation of Lee’s influence as indicated by the TSU’s
share of votes when the Lien/Soong coalition was formed, and assuming
there were no major changes in voting patterns. The claim that Lien and
Soong held a 60/40 advantage over Chen started as a campaign tactic;
however, the figure began to take on a life of its own, and eventually became
a “constructed reality” among Lien and Soong’s desperate supporters.

Second, something else did change in Chen’s administration, specifically
the growing support for the DPP among the Hakka. Unlike the previous
KMT regime, Chen’s administration has paid more attention to the needs
of various ethnic minorities in Taiwan. Under President Chen’s rigorous
promotion, the Council for Hakka Affairs, a national governmental
organization based in the cabinet, was established in 2001 to preserve the
endangered Hakka language and culture and to promote Hakka identity.

18 In the 2001 legislator election, the DPP had 33.4 percent of the votes, the KMT had 28.6
percent, the People First Party (PFF, founded by James Soong after the 2000 election) had 18.6 percent,
the TSU had 7.8 percent and the independents had 8.7 percent.
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Between 2001 and 2004, the new government organ actively sponsored a
dozen more conferences on Hakka studies and several Hakka cultural
festivals, and founded three Hakka colleges in national universities. Another
noteworthy effort of the council was the first TV channel using Hakka in all
its programmes, which began to broadcast in July 2003 under the
government’s funding and support. When the Hakka cultural movement
was launched in 1988, most Hakka elites were worried that their cultural
distinctiveness would be demolished within a generation or two under the
assimilative policies of the KMT regime. Hakka activists argued that the Hakka
people were becoming an “invisible minority” in the sense that most of them,
especially those with a higher socio-economic status, were reluctant to reveal
their ethnic identities to others. Despite promising to remedy the situation,
the KMT regime did very little. By contrast, the Hakka—who had previously
been rather skeptical of the DPP—noticed that party’s efforts to address
Hakka issues after it came to power. As a result, more and more people with
Hakka background are today willing to come outand proudly embrace their
Hakka traditions and identity in public. In short, the DPP administration
has delivered on its campaign promise of improving the social status of the
Hakka, a promise which the KMT failed to acton in its five decades of ruling.

These two factors—both based on ethnic voting patterns—contributed
significantly to the critical changes in election results between 2000 and
9004. Table 1 shows that the voting pattern of Mainlanders was about the
same for the two elections, with Chen receiving only about 11 percent of the
vote on both occasions. Lien and Soong combined received nearly 90 percent
of Mainlanders’ votes in both elections.'® More Aborigines voted for Chen
in 2004, although a great majority of them still supported Lien and Soong.
However, given the small size of its population, the random sample of
Aborigines was not sufficient to yield stable and consistent measures, and
more importantly, Aboriginal votes have very little effect on the electoral
result. Survey data shows an increase of at least 3 percent in the number of
Holo Taiwanese who voted for Chen in 2004 as opposed to 2000. However, I
suspect that Chen’s Holo votes in 2000 were overestimated in the post-election
survey, due to the “winner’s effect.” Therefore, the actual percentage of

19 The fact that Mainlanders overwhelmingly voted for KMT or PFP candidates does not imply
that the KMT or the PFP are Mainlander parties, as a comment in this paper states. Both parties had
received support from voters of various ethnic backgrounds. I would argue that it is quite meaningless
to determine whether a party is ethnic or not, because I believe ethnic politics in Taiwan was not, and
still is not, played out among “ethnic parties.” Rather, ethnic politics is demonstrated in the degree to
which actors take ethnic factors into consideration in their political decisions or actions.

20 The winner tends to receive more support in post-election surveys, either because the
recollection of voters tends to favour the winner, or because those who voted for the losing candidates
are more likely to refuse to answer. The data on the 2000 election was obtained through a post-
election interview survey. According to the survey, Chen received 45 percent of votes, when in fact he
only got 39 percent. This effect is less likely to occur in an exit poll because interviewees do not know
whether they are voting for the winner or the loser when they are surveyed. The 2004 election data
analyzed in this paper was collected in an exit poll.
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Holos who made the switch between 2000 and 2004 to supporting Chen
should actually be higher. The most dramatic change in voting patterns
between the two elections, however, occurred among the Hakkas. While Chen
only received 34 percent of Hakka votes in 2000 (again probably an
overestimated figure), his share increased to 44 percent in 2004. Although
the DPP did not win majority support among the Hakka, it did gain enough
support to make a difference.

According to my calculations of the data from the two surveys, if we
translate Chen’s gains among different ethnic groups into overall votes, Chen
at the very least obtained an increase of 2.8 percent of total votes from the
- Hakkas, and 5 percent more from the Holos. Since we know for a fact that
the real increase in voter support was more than 10 percent, the two above
percentages are definitely underestimated. Nevertheless, they indicate the
probable source of the 10 percent increase in voter support between the
two elections.

Given the severe hostility between the pan-blue (the KMT, the PFP and
the CNP) and pan-green (the DPP and the TSU) camps, especially after the
2004 presidential election, the basic pattern of differential ethnic voting
evident in these elections is likely to persist as long as the controversy over
national identity remains unresolved. However, with Chen’s two consecutive
terms as president, and the pan-Blue camp’s leaders’ outrageous refusal to
acknowledge their second defeat, we expected to see more voters support
the pan-Green camp in future elections. The legislative elections in December
2004, however, barely changed the composition of the Legislature at all, as
pan-Green parties only gained one seat.

From Ruling Party to Opposition Party:
The KMT and Democratic Consolidation

(Joseph Wong)

The KMT is no longer the ruling party in Taiwan. With the election of the
DPP’s Chen Shui-bian to the presidency in 2000 and the comparatively poor
showing by the KMT in the subsequent legislative elections in 2001, the once
dominant, and before that authoritarian, KMT now finds itself as one of
Taiwan’s principal opposition parties. The recent re-election of Chen during
the 2004 presidential contest—in which the DPP candidate gained a slight
majority over his pan-Blue opponent—cements the KMT’s new role as
challenger rather than ruler.

That the DPP has maintained its position as Taiwan’s democratically
elected government is a boon to democratic consolidation in Taiwan.
Transition theory has long taught us that a key milestone in democratic
consolidation is the peaceful transfer of power; it is particularly significant
when power is transferred from the incumbent authoritarian-turned-
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democratic party, the KMT in this case, to what was the perennial opposition.
The theoretical reasoning behind this ‘litmus’ test approach to measuring
democratic consolidation is that only under these circumstances can we
appreciate the extent to which democratic practice has been institutionalized.
As Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan point out, this significant moment signals
that democracy is the ‘only game in town.’*

This particular conceptualization of democratization tends to focus our
attention on how democratic challengers and reformers eventually win power.
Indeed, scholars of Taiwan have chronicled the rise of the DPP and its road
to government.?> What has received less attention, however, is an
understanding of how formerly dominant parties react when they suddenly
lose power and find themselves in the position of being, to borrow from the
lexicon of Westminster parliamentarianism, the government’s loyal opposition.
How do these parties, such as the KMT, handle losing?

Learning to Lose

Democratic politics is about winning elections. It is also, at the same time,
about losing. Even in countries where single parties perpetually dominated
electoral contest after electoral contest, the prospects of eventually losing
were always very real. The Grand National Party in South Korea, the Liberal
Democratic Party in Japan and the Congress Party in India, among others,
all experienced a transformative moment when they lost power. They also
adapted, however, and these parties have either regained the seat of
government or continue to vie for administrative power.?® Just as there is an
art of winning in politics, there too is an art to relinquishing power in the
hopes of eventually regaining it. Parties have to learn how to lose, and in so
doing, adapt to the changing contours of the democratic game. Adaptation,
in my mind, is crucial to democratic consolidation. The unwillingness to lose
threatens democratic prospects, to be sure; the inability to learn to lose
undermines the quality of democratic practice.

A strong democratic Taiwan needs an effective opposition party, and in
this regard, it is imperative that the KMT learn this adaptive process quickly.
The evidence seems to suggest, however, that the KMT, on this score, has

21 Juan Linz and Alfred Stepan, Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996). See also Larry Diamond et al., eds., Consolidating the Third
Wave Democracies: Themes and Perspectives (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997); Giuseppe
Di Palma, To Craft Democracies: An Essay on Democratic Transition (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1990); Samuel Huntington, The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth Century (Norman,
OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991).

22 Shelley Rigger, From Opposition to Power: Taiwan’s Democratic Progressive Party (Boulder: Lynne
Rienner, 2001).

23 TJ. Pempel, Uncommon Democracies: The One Party Dominant Regimes (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1990).
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not fared well. The party’s reaction to its defeat in the most recent presidential
elections illuminates just how poorly the KMT has learned lessons from losing.

A significant component to this learning process involves accepting defeat.
Views within the KMT camp vary with respect to this seemingly simple
proposition. Many party members, particularly among the younger
generation of the party’s rank-and-file, understand that the party must
reinvent itself and move forward. The controversies surrounding the 2004
presidential elections notwithstanding, many pan-Blue loyalists have come
to accept the election results, but with an eye towards rebuilding the party’s
popular base, particularly as the KMT regroups for the year-end (2004)
legislative elections. Yet there are others within the KMT, and among the
pan-Blues more generally, who have not quite gotten over the fact that the
DPP is the elected government of the day and that the KMT is now the
opposition. Some of the spin from the KMT camp in the post-election media
scrum betrayed arrogance among a small but vocal minority in the party,
which struck an incongruent note within contemporary and mainstream
democratic politics in Taiwan. '

As alluded to earlier, learning to lose is also about figuring out ways in
which to win again. In this respect, the December 2004 legislative elections
provided the KMT with the perfect window of opportunity to rethink its
mobilization strategy and thus reconnect with its base. I stress reconnect
because the pan-Blue camp, after all, took a net loss in its support during
the 2004 presidential elections, as undecided voters or former Blue voters
turned to the DPP candidate.

The KMT failed to take full advantage of this window of opportunity.
First, the post-election reaction on the part of pan-Blue presidential candidate
Lien Chan and his running-mate, James Soong, turned off the party’s
moderate base. While pan-Blue protests in Taipei and elsewhere were
impressive in their size and enthusiasm, Lien and Soong failed to recognize
that they were essentially mobilizing the pan-Blue’s hardliner base;
consequently, their role in leading the protests alienated precisely those
moderate swing voters whom they needed to appeal to. The optics of the
KMT-led protests served to marginalize the party, rather than creating broad
appeal. Second, the unwillingness of Lien and Soong to step down as their
parties’ respective leaders undermined the next generation of KMT
leadership. Rising KMT stars such as Taipei Mayor Ma Ying-Jeou, and the
speaker of the Legislative Yuan, Wang Jin-Ping, were forced onto the political
sidelines. This is not insignificant when one considers that public opinion
data show both Ma and Wang polling higher in peoples’ perceptions of
leadership credibility than either Lien or Soong.?* Third, the KMT failed to

24 Eric Chang and Yun-Han Chy, “Commitment Toward Democracy and Credibility of Political
Figures: Evidence from Taiwan,” paper presented at the 2004 Conference on Taiwan Issues (University
of South Carolina, 10-12 September 2004).
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see that the year-end legislative elections offered an especially fortuitous
window of opportunity for the party to reassert itself politically, precisely
because the DPP government was extremely vulnerable during the immediate
post-presidential election period. The DPP was at the centre of several
controversies, from the still-unexplained assassination attempt to President
Chen’s handling of relations with the United States and Beijing. Furthermore,
internal factional politics continued to threaten DPP unity. Put simply, despite
having lost the 2004 presidential election, opportunities nonetheless soon
emerged for the KMT to exploit and to rebound. The party, however, was
unable or unwilling to do so.

Adaptive Politics

Many of us who played the simple ‘numbers game’ in March of 2004
reasonably expected that the combined support of Lien and Soong
supporters held over from the 2000 elections would translate into an easy
victory for the pan-Blues in the most recent presidential contest. Voters in
Taiwan proved us wrong. Voters moved; they changed camps by shifting their
electoral support to the DPP slate. The pan-Blue camp needs to appreciate
this fact. It needs to understand that democracy in Taiwan is a dynamic
political game, and as such, the key to democratic contestation is continual
political adaptation on the part of actors.®® As I have intimated in this brief
essay, the KMT has failed to successfully adapt to the democratic game,
specifically with respect to the party’s role as challenger. It is not as though
the KMT, or the pan-Blue camp more generally, has not had the time to
alter its strategies. Moreover, clearly if the KMT wants to adapt, there is room,
and strategic space, available on the political arena.

Despite conventional wisdom, Taiwan is not a divided and split polity.
First of all, partisanship is actually quite weak in Taiwan. This does not mean
that political engagement is low; voter turnout rates in Taiwan are in fact
notoriously high. What it means is that voting is not determined solely, or
even overwhelmingly, by partisan commitment. To be sure, the number of
voters who identified themselves as ‘non-partisan’ increased during the 2004
presidential contest as compared to the 2000 elections; over 40 percent of
voters in Taiwan declared themselves to be non-partisan.?® Second, though
ethnicity is a good indicator of voting preferences, it is not decisive. Among
the Native Taiwanese, Holo voters were split between the pan-Blue and pan-
Green parties, while Hakka voters, traditionally pan-Blue supporters, swung

25 Joseph Wong, “Dynamic Democratization in Taiwan,” Journal of Contemporary China, vol. 10,
no. 27 (2001), pp. 339-362.

26 Chia-Hung Tsai, “Political Sophistication and Behavior of Nonpartisan Voters in Taiwan,” paper
presented at the 2004 Conference on Taiwan Issues (University of South Carolina, 10-12 September
2004).
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towards the Chen candidacy.?” The upshot of this is that there existed (and
continues to exist) a large group of middle-moderate voters who are winnable.

Ownership of the political, economic and social policy agendas is
particularly crucial for opposition parties, as it provides the platform upon
which challengers can effectively offer alternatives.”® However, the DPP has
effectively wrested the agenda-setting process away from the KMT. This is in
part because the DPP is the governing party and thus controls the policy
agenda in legislative matters. This is also due in part to the inability of the
KMT to distinguish itself in any meaningful way from the DPP. Campaign
analyses covering the past several elections show that the two contending
parties have actually converged on core issues, and that this convergence
has been driven by the DPP’s willingness and ability to encroach upon the

'KMT’s earlier dominance in setting the agenda in key policy areas.® For
instance, the DPP has neutralized the KMT on cross-strait relations by
cornering the Blue camp into similarly rejecting the ‘One China’ principle
as a precondition for negotiations with Beijing. Still, this should not preclude
the KMT from responding and energizing its policy agenda to show
alternatives in other political and policy arenas. In recent years, socio-
economic issues, for example, have gained prominence in Taiwan’s legislative
politics. Given that Taiwan’s political party system is non-programmatic along
these sorts of cleavages (unlike in Europe), the KMT could adapt its policy
platforms, and in so doing attempt to regain ownership of these other policy
areas. After all, it was the KMT that promulgated the national health
insurance scheme, an extremely popular programme in Taiwan.*

It is increasingly clear that what the KMT camp should avoid are claims
that Taiwan under the DPP government is ungovernable; and that a vote for
the DPP is a vote for a crisis in governance. This has been a favoured tactic
used by pan-Blue pundits to discredit the DPP administration. Blue
proponents contended that the DPP lacked experience in governing, and
that leadership under the DPP administration was incoherent and inefficient.
Some KMT leaders even harked back to the golden age of the authoritarian

- developmental state in Taiwan to demonstrate effective KMT governance.

However, these claims no longer resonate—as evidenced by Chen’s re-

27 See the essays by Scott Simon and Fu-chang Wang in this roundtable article.

28 Jih-Wen Lin, “Vote Buying versus Noise-Making: Two Models of Electoral Competition under
the Single Non-Transferable Vote Multi-Member District System,” Chinese Political Science Review, vol.
30 (December 1998), pp. 93-122; Tse-Min Lin, Yun-Han Chu and Melvin Hinich, “Conflict Displacement
and Regime Transition in Taiwan: A Spatial Analysis,” World Politics, vol. 48, no. 1 (1996), pp. 453481,
Emerson Niou and Peter Ordeshook, “A Game Theoretic Analysis of the Republic of China’s Emerging
Electoral System,” International Political Science Review, vol. 13, no. 1 (1992), pp. 59-79.

29 Dafydd Fell, “Party Platform Change in Taiwan’s 1990s Elections,” Issues and Studies (June
2002), pp. 31-60.

30 Joseph Wong, Healthy Democracies: Welfare Politics in Taiwan and South Korea (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 2004).
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election and the expected gains for the DPP in the 2004 legislative elections—
for several reasons.

First, until the KMT cleans up its image in terms of corruption (black-
gold politics), its claims for effective governance will ring hollow.*! Divulging
the party’s enormous financial interests would be a start. Second, Taiwan’s
economy has resumed a growth trajectory under the DPP and thus fears of
economic stagnation have begun to subside. Third, the DPP government
has won hard-fought concessions regarding its participation in the World
Health Organization, and it has done so by moderating the party’s hard-line
aspirations for independence. Fourth, with respect to the divisive
independence issue, the DPP is presently flanked by the ardently nationalist
Taiwan Solidarity Union, which has in turn moderated the DPP’s image.
The DPP is no longer the radical party for independence, an image that the
KMT once ably exploited in electoral contests. And finally, legislative
efficiency has actually been higher under the DPP governments than the
former KMT administrations. According to the Legislative Yuan Bulletin,
the passage rate of legislative bills between 1996 and 1999, when the KMT
was in power, was only 16 percent; since the DPP took over the government
beginning in 2000, the legislative passage rate increased to 32 percent (to
2004).* In short, the KMT’s claims about a looming governance crisis under
President Chen carry increasingly little political currency.

Constitutional Reform in Taiwan
(André Laliberté)

Talks about constitutional change in Taiwan are portrayed by Chinese
authorities as a means to independence,?'?' and since the latter is presented
as a casus belli for China,* talks about changes to the ROC Constitution
during the presidential campaign have predictably been perceived abroad
as an irresponsible proposition.* On the eve of President Chen’s second
inauguration, China’s Taiwan Affairs Office reiterated the warning that talks

81 Ko-Lin Chin, Heijin: Organized Crime, Business and Politics in Taiwan (Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe,
2003).

32 Da-Chi Liao, “No Confucianism, Only Machiavellism: A Predictive Analysis of Taiwan ’s Executive
and Legislative Relations after the 2004 Presidential and Legislative Elections,” paper presented at
the 2004 Conference on Taiwan Issues (University of South Carolina, 10 September 2004).

33 “ ‘New constitution’ means timetable for independence,” People’s Daily Online, 25 June 2004,
available online from <http:// english.people.com.cn/ 200404/14/ eng20040414_140423.shtml>, site
last accessed 14 November 2004.

34 The Taiwan Affairs Office of the State Council stipulates that “China will do its best to achieve
peaceful reunification, but will not commit itself to rule out the use of force.” Taiwan Affairs Office of
the State Council, White Paper on Taiwan Issue (Beijing: State Council, 21 February 2000), available
online from <http:// www.gwytb.gov.cn:8088/ >, site last accessed 14 November 2004.

35 Michael D. Swaine, “Trouble in Taiwan,” Foreign Affairs, vol. 83, no. 2 (March/April 2004).
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of changes to the Constitution would be tantamount to bringing China and
Taiwan to the brink of war.? Yet this incendiary discourse betrays serious
misunderstanding about constitutional reform. This process, advocated by
all parties in Taiwan, does not mean the promulgation of a new constitution,
and therefore need not trigger harsh responses from Beijing. The four issues
discussed below, it is hoped, should help clarify this important distinction.
First, history shows that the ROC Constitution is flexible and has been
modified many times since 1949 without generating any concern. Second,
denouncing constitutional reform as a move towards independence is in
any case an irrelevant complaint, since from 1992 onwards the ROC’s
Constitution has already expressed an exercise in sovereignty. Third, most
Taiwanese understand the distinction between constitutional change and
constitutional reform, and support the latter. Finally, constitutional reform
is necessary to ensure democratic consolidation in the ROC.

Constitutional Change in the ROC

The ROC Constitution is not the sacrosanct document that the CCP seems
to value so much: it was put into effect for a relatively short period of time
before the establishment of the PRC, was ignored during four decades in
Taiwan and, once its provisions could be effectively implemented, was
subjected to no less than six rounds of revisions. Although the ROC was
officially instituted in 1912, it would take a lot longer before its Constitfution
came into force. A first provisional Constitution was promulgated in 1912 by
the new Republican regime, but was annulled after only two years. In 1931,
Chiang Kai-shek promulgated a second provisional Constitution, for a period
of “political tutelage,” but it was only on 25 December 1947 that the
government finally adopted it in Nanjing. By then, this historical document
was irrelevant to most Chinese, since the country was plunged into civil war.

This irrelevance was especially true for the Taiwanese, who had lived
through tragedy following the February 28 Massacre. Less than four months
after the Constitution was promulgated, the National Assembly voted by a
two-thirds majority to put in place “temporary provisions for the period of
mobilization for the suppression of the Communist rebellion.” This action
granted emergency powers to the president, imposed martial law and virtually
annulled the democratic provisions of the Constitution for four decades. It
is only after President Chiang Ching-kuo lifted martial law that the provisions
of the Constitution could be fully enforced. But shortly after this historical
watershed, the Constitution went through six rounds of amendments. These
modifications reflected the inherent limitations of the ROC Constitution,
particularly its unrealistic claim to represent all of China. These changes,

36 Chao Chien-min, “Sovereignty issue must be resolvéd,” Taipei Times, 9 October 2004, 8.
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approved and enforced by politicians freely chosen by the Taiwanese
electorate, would gradually ensure that the Constitution expressed the
collective will of the political community living there.

The Sovereignty of the ROC

Two opposing viewpoints challenge the notion that the ROC expresses
the Taiwanese people’s sovereignty: the view, upheld in mainland China,
that the PRC represents the successor state to the ROG; and the view,
promoted by independence activists, that the ROC represents an alien
government. For the Chinese government and those who support its stand,
sovereignty over Taiwan cannot rest only with the people of Taiwan: it must
reside with the whole people of China. This claim could be acceptable if the
Constitution of the PRC was adopted by the Chinese people and if the latter
could regularly express their views on it. This has not been the case since
1949. The position of the PRC, however, is untenable for a more fundamental
reason: it is self-contradictory. On the one hand, the CCP rejects the
legitimacy of the ROC’s claim to sovereignty, while on the other, it supports
that claim when it condemns attempts by Taiwanese independence activists
to reject or change the ROC Constitution.”

The argument that the ROC does not represent the people of Taiwan is
more difficult to ignore. Its main tenet, expressed by former president Lee
Teng-hui, is that the KMT government, and the ROC institutions it brought
along with it, are alien to Taiwan. Giving credence to that view is the fact
that the ROC Constitution was not adopted by the residents of Taiwan, but °
rather resulted from unilateral gestures made by authoritarian outsiders.
From 1912 to 1945, the ROC Constitution did not bear on the Taiwanese
population at all, since the island had been ceded to Japan by the Qing
dynasty rulers after the Sino-Japanese war of 1894-1895. Even after the
Japanese surrender in 1945, the legal status of Taiwan remained ambiguous:
the Qing dynasty was gone and the KMT government’s control of China was
tenuous and contested by the CCP. The alien character of the ROC, for
Taiwanese independence activists, was clear ever since the February 28
massacre and throughout the years of KMT rule. For them, it is necessary to
proclaim the end of the ROC and help redress a historical wrong.

Notwithstanding the issue of national identity and the desire by many
Taiwanese to proclaim the existence of a sovereign “Republic of Taiwan,”
the controversy over constitutional change could remain a non-issue as long
as Taiwan remains known as the ROC. Although international law, as enforced
in the UN and other international organizations, agrees that the People’s
Republic of China represents a successor state to the ROC in Mainland China,

37 “History’s implication for Taiwan’s Constitution,” China Brief, vol. 4, no. 21 (28 October 2004),
pp- 47.
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the claim is more tenuous with respect to Taiwan and offshore islands close
to Fujian that remain under the authority of the government based in Taipei.
The PRC has never exercised control of the territory presently ruled by the
ROC. Furthermore, since the first free legislative elections of 1992,
sovereignty has been vested to the people. For the residents of Taiwan and
the islands under the jurisdiction of the ROC, the issue of independence
need not generate controversy, since the ROC already holds most of the
attributes of a sovereign state: continuous control by a government over a
territory, the existence of recognized boundaries and the capacity to engage
in diplomatic relations with other governments.

Constitutional Reform and Constitutional Change

When Chen Shui-bian was in the opposition, he promoted a radical
proposal for a new constitution, including a name change and a redefinition
of boundaries. Yet, in order to increase his chances for being elected as
president, he was compelled to compromise and meet the expectations of a
majority of the voters, who preferred the status quo to “independence” or
“unification.” During his first mandate, President Chen did not benefit from
a majority of the electorate’s support, and had to face a pan-Blue majority in
the legislature; he therefore proposed a “one if five no” policy that precluded
any move towards independence, including constitutional change, unless
China used force against Taiwan.*® Chen’s razor-thin majority in 2004 has
improved his situation somewhat, but the loss of the “defensive referendum”
and the acrimony that followed his victory prevented him from proposing
constitutional change. Most importantly, Chen had to respond to pressures
from the United States and react to Chinese warnings by announcing in his
inauguration speech that he would not push for a new constitution.*

President Chen has thus proposed to use existing procedures for
constitutional amendments instead of using a referendum to proclaim a
new constitution.*’ This policy does not mean that the referendum will not
be used as an instrument to effect political change: the referendum law
remains in force, and President Chen believes that this mechanism should
still be used until 2007 to ask the Taiwanese to ratify his proposed changes.
In doing so, Chen simply recognizes the preferences expressed by a majority

38 If the CCP has no intention of using force against Taiwan, there will be no

declaration of independence, no change in the “national title,” no “state-to-state”

description in the Constitution, no referendum to change the Constitution, and no

abolition of the National Unification Council or the Guidelines for National

Unification.

39 Ko Shu-ling, “Polls show strong support for constitutional reform,” Taipei Times, 17 September
2004, 3.

40 Chao Chien-min, “Sovereignty issue must be resolved,” Taipei Times, 9 October 2004, 8.
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of the people, who clearly understand the distinction between a change of
constitution, as well as the risks this would entail, and the necessity for
constitutional reform for the consolidation of democracy. Two-thirds of
people surveyed in September 2004 believed that the government should
pursue constitutional reform, and that the electorate should be consulted.
The same poll showed that a majority (56 percent) favoured an overhauled
version of the Constitution instead of a new one, and as many as three out of
four respondents believed that the people should approve any constitutional
change.*

The Necessity of Constitutional Reform

All political parties in Taiwan, including those opposing independence
and favouring closer integration with China, agree that it is necessary to
modify some parts of the Constitution. Four issues stand out in particular:
the redundancy of the National Assembly, the dysfunctional electoral system,
the large number of legislators, and the need to hold referenda on issues of
national importance. Few people in Taiwan disagree about the irrelevance
of the National Assembly, an institution that was meant to represent all of
China—including the residents of Outer Mongolia! The peculiar electoral
system used in Taiwan is also seen by most people as a major problem. Because
some districts have as many as 12 seats, the single non-transferable vote
(SNTV) system has in some cases allowed people to be elected with less than
5 percent of the vote. Because the KMT has long benefited from an
organizational advantage over its opponents, it has been easy for the party
to keep its majority. That system, however, has hindered the development of
party politics and encouraged independent politicians with strong local
support and links with shadowy elements. A higher electoral threshold for
winning seats, many observers have noted, should counter vote buying.? A
third issue relates to the number of seats in the legislature: the opposition
believes that a smaller number of seats would leave less room for incompetent,
corrupt local bosses who could buy their win into a big legislature. Finally,
the last issue addressed by legislators in 2004 relates to the possibility of
holding referenda on the Constitution.

In September 2004, all major parties in the Legislative Yuan passed four
major constitutional amendment bills addressing the above-mentioned
problems.*® Pending ratification of the amendments, the following changes

41 Ko Shu-ling, “Polls show strong support for constitutional reform,” Taipei Times, 17 September
2004, 3.

42 Chao Chien-min, “Sovereignty issue must be resolved.”
43 Chao Chien-min, “Sovereignty issue must be resolved.”
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will take place: the National Assembly will be abolished, the multi-member
district electoral system will be scrapped and replaced with a single-member
district two-vote system, the number of seats in the Legislative Yuan will be
halved, and the possibility of holding referenda will be formally included in
the Constitution. This last constitutional amendment alarms many Chinese,
 yet their fears are not justified. The majority required to pass motions related
to territorial issues (for instance, redefining the boundaries of the Republic
of China) or constitutional reform cannot be achieved in the foreseeable
future: a quarter of the total number of legislators would be needed to raise
the motion (a plausible figure in the current Legislative Yuan), but three-
quarters of the legislators who vote would need to support the resolution.
Finally, in order to pass, the referendum would still need support from more
than half the electorate. Such restrictive conditions ensure that politicians
supporting Taiwanese independence stand almost no chance of convincing
the government to redraw boundaries or change the country’s name. It is
also significant that it is the KMT that has put forward these amendments.
If, under its leader Lee Teng-hui, the KMT was seen as leaning towards
Taiwan’s right of self-determination, its present leader Lien Chan and his
likely successors, Wang Jin-pyng or Ma Yingjeou, while asserting the self-
determination of the ROC, unambiguously oppose Taiwanese independence.
The KMT thus cannot be accused of pushing for that option.*

Other issues pertaining to the nature of the political system on the island
remain unsolved and justify another round of constitutional changes. The
provisions of the current Constitution, for example, remain ambiguous on
whether the ROC should be a presidential or a parliamentary system. This
ambiguity has been problematic ever since Chen was elected president and
had to face a majority of legislators who belonged to opposition parties.
This system of cohabitation, similar to the institutional make-up enforced in
the French Republic, means gridlock if political parties or a coalition of
parties are deeply divided over some issues. Lack of cooperation between
the pan-Green and pan-Blue camps has plagued Chen’s first administration.
In relation to this, Chen himself has mentioned the need to improve the
government’s performance by reducing the number of government
branches: the Control Yuan and the Examination Yuan should be scrapped,
he believes, leaving the ROC with the three executive, legislative and judicial
branches of government.* The Taiwanese and their leaders can hardly be
faulted for attempting to make their institutions more responsive to their
constituencies.

44 Hsu Szu-chien, “Nation must clarify goals to the world,” Taipei Times, 11 September 2004, 8.
45 Nat Bellochi, “Navigating the minefield of reform,” Taipei Times, 16 September 2004, 8.
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Implications for Cross-Strait Relations
(Robert D’Arcy Henderson)

In the weeks leading up to his second inauguration, President Chen promised
that his inaugural speech would please the United States and avoid
antagonizing China. He stated that “the content of my [second] inauguration
speech will satisfy our [Taiwanese] countrymen, win affirmation from the
United States, and praise from the international community, and what is
most important, [it] won’t give Beijing the excuse to take a more bellicose
stance toward Taiwan.”*® This means he had to draft the cross-strait portion
of his address with an eye to at least four political constituencies, only one of
which is Taiwanese.

Four National Goals and Five No’s

In the speech, President Chien set out four national goals: (1) unite Taiwan,
(2) stabilize cross-strait relations, (3) seek social harmony and (4) reinvigorate
the economy. In terms of cross-strait relations, he re-affirmed the ‘Five No’s’
policy. The ‘Five No’s and One If’ approach maintains that ifChina has no
intention of using military force against Taiwan, then Taiwan will in turn
guarantee: '

1. no declaration of independence;

2. no change in the “national title” (Republic of China-ROC);

. no “state-to-state description in the Constitution”;

no referendum to change the status quo; and

no abolition of the National Unification Council or of the Guidelines
for National Unification.*

3
4.
5.
President Chen specifically pledged that constitutional reform would

exclude “issues related to national sovereignty, territory, and the subject of
unification/independence.” China has repeatedly denounced issues of name

46 “Chen promises to avoid antagonizing China with inaugural speech,” Taipei Times, 3 May 2004,
A2, available online at <http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/taiwan/archives/2004/05/03/
2003153934>, site last accessed 1 February 2004.

47 This ‘Five No’s’ approach comprised a compromise offer—being a step back from former
Taiwan president Lee Teng-hui’s July 1999 ‘Two-States’ approach—and a promise to retain the status
quo, as the Unification Guidelines still stated that the Republic of China objective was unification,
namely ‘One China.’ Yet the ‘One China’ policy had become baseless since the Taiwan government
in April 1991 renounced any claims to govern Mainland China. Instead, President Chen invoked
traditional Chinese wisdom when he advised the Chinese Communist leaders in Beijing that “when
those afar will not submit, then one must practice kindness and virtues to attract them.” Nevertheless,
the Chinese government refused to hold state-to-state representative talks with the Taiwanese
government during Chen’s first presidential term (2000-2004)—based upon their insistence that
Taiwan accept the ‘One China’ policy as a precondition for any direct talks. Excerpted from Republic
of China-Taiwan, Backgrounder (Taipei: Office of the President, released 20 May 2000).
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change and sovereignty as “steps towards independence” that adversely affect
the “current status quo.” While President Chen’s pledge received praise from
the US, Chinese spokespersons urged the Americans “not to be deceived by
the Taiwan authorities.”®

In his inaugural speech,® President Chen declared that “maintaining
the peaceful status quo in the Taiwan Strait is of vital importance to sustained
development for our respective sides and for the stability of the Asia-Pacific
region as a whole.” He promised to establish a task force to draw up a “peace
and stability framework” for cross-strait interaction. He also invited opposition
parties to help draft guidelines for handling cross-strait relations. Plans are
also reportedly being pursued to develop direct trade, transport and postal
links through non-official channels. Nonetheless, China has refused to hold
direct negotiations, as this would acknowledge parity between China and
Taiwan.

President Chen, moreover, evoked other possibilities for relations with
China. In his inaugural speech, he praised the European Union for “following
several decades of effort ... [that] successfully integrated the common
interests of the people of Europe.” He further pointed out that “If both
sides are willing, on the basis of goodwill, to create an environment
engendered upon ‘peaceful development and freedom of choice,’ then in
the future, the Republic of China and the People’s Republic of China—or
Taiwan and China—can seek to establish relations in any form whatsoever.
We would not exclude any possibility, so long as there is the consent of the
23 million people of Taiwan.”

Cross-Strait Trends

A number of cross-strait trends will continue. First, there will continue to
be economic integration between China and Taiwan. Since the 1980s,
Taiwanese companies have invested over US$50 billion in China. And, in
2003, China became Taiwan’s largest trading partner, bypassing Japan and
the United States.* :

Second, leaders in Beijing will continue to view Taiwan as a ‘renegade
province’ and insist on reunification under the ‘One China’ policy. Thisis a
national priority for the Communist leadership, as the ‘One China’ policy
and continued economic growth provide its primary sources of political
legitimacy. Furthermore, the Chinese government will continue to refuse to

48 Xinhua News Agency, Beijing, 21 May 2004.

49 President Chen’s Inaugural Address “Paving the Way for a Sustainable Taiwan” (Taipei: Office of the
President, Republic of China-Taiwan, 20 May 2004}, available online at <http://www.president.gov.tw/
php-bin/docset/showenews.php4?_section=5&_rid=1684>, site last accessed 1 February 2005.

50 Dow Jones News Service, New York, 11 March 2004.

51 See Robert D’A. Henderson, Will China Use Force Against Taiwan? (Toronto: Canadian Institute
of Strategic Studies, Strategic Datalink no. 86, February 2000).
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renounce the use of military force as a means of forcing Taiwan to the
negotiating table—or even of seizing control of the island itself.”!

Third, the regional arms build-up on both sides of the strait that began
in the 1990s will continue throughout the current decade. China will continue
its massive missile deployment targeted against Taiwan—currently totaling
an estimated 600 short- and immediate-range ballistic missiles. Any resultant
conflict in the Taiwan Strait will almost certainly involve the United States,
and probably Japan and South Korea.

Finally, the state of tensions in cross-strait relations will continue to be.
largely determined by the willingness of the third- and fourth-generation
Chinese leaders to pursue mutually beneficial relations with Taiwan. Both
countries have much to lose by military confrontation.

The View from Beijing

In terms of cross-strait relations, Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao, at the
National People’s Congress in Beijing in March 2004, reiterated his offer to
hold talks with Taipei authorities if they accepted the ‘One China’ principle
as a precondition. But he emphasized that “we stand firmly opposed to any
form of separatist activities aimed at Taiwan independence and will never
allow anyone to split Taiwan from China by any means.” On the holding of a
national referendum in Taiwan, he declared that “the Taiwan authorities
[Taiwan’s government under President Chen] are trying to push for a
referendum aimed at Taiwan independence under the pretext of democracy
... What they have been doing has undermined the ‘One China’ principle
universally recognized by the world and posed a threat to stability in the
Taiwan Straits area.”®

In a press statement following Chen’s re-election, the Taiwan Affairs Office
of the Chinese State Council declared that China could not rule out war if
Taiwan asserts independence through a new constitution in 2008.% Then,
to pre-empt Chen’s policy proposals in his inaugural speech, on May 17 the
Taiwan Affairs Office of the State Council and the Chinese Communist Party
issued a joint statement:*

Taiwan leaders [government] have before them two roads. One is to pull
back immediately from their dangerous lurch toward independence. The
other is to keep following their separatist agenda to cut Taiwan from the rest
of China and, in the end, meet their own destruction by playing with fire ...
the Chinese people will crush their [Taiwanese] schemes firmly and

.thoroughly at any cost.

52 Reuters News Service, Beijing, 14 March 2004.

53 Xinhua News Agency, Beijing, 14 April 2004.

54 “Curbing ‘Taiwan independence’ most urgent task,” People’s Daily (Beijing), 17 May 2004, full
translation available online at <http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/200405/17/eng20040517_
143467.html>, site last accessed 1 February 2005.

709



Pacific Affairs: Volume 77, No. 4 — Winter 2004/2005

This high-level statement from Beijing, issued before the inauguration,
can only be seen as a threat to Taiwanese policy making.

In the area of military affairs, the Chinese armed-forces modernization
programme will continue efforts to reduce the 2.25-million-strong People’s
Liberation Army (PLA). At the same time, greater emphasis is being placed
on creating highly trained PLA military-units equipped with state-of-the-art
high-tech weapons systems and enhanced mobility. In March 2004, the
National People’s Congress approved an 11.6 percent increase (21.83 billion
yuan) in the annual defence budget, increasing the 2004 defence budget
total to 206.3 billion yuan (US$24.9 billion).%

In the area of legislative affairs, a new ‘state of emergency’ constitutional
clause was passed at the March 2004 National People’s Congress. Under this
new clause, Chinese President Hu Jintao could theoretically declare a state
of emergency over the ‘renegade province’ of Taiwan as justification for a
military attack. In addition, the Chinese government is considering legislation
mandating eventual reunification.’® Such legislation would require the
Chinese government to take ‘necessary steps’ to prevent Taiwan from
declaring independence or from not entering into ‘reunification talks’ within
a specific period—in effect to punish the island. In the area of international
affairs, the Chinese government will continue to prepare for the 2008 Beijing
Summer Olympics, yet senior spokespersons have already repeated that
Taiwan should not use the Olympics as an opportunity to seek
independence.*

The View from Washington

The US State Department “welcomed the constructive message” that was
offered in Chen’s inaugural speech, and “appreciated his pledge that
constitutional reforms will not touch on issues of sovereignty, territory, or
the national title.”® Interestingly, the USS Kitty Hawk aircraft carrier and its
naval strike group (permanently deployed at Yokosuka, Japan) had been
ordered south to the Philippines. This deployment placed the strike group

55 “China’s defense spending still fairly low: official,” People’s Daily (Beijing), 7 March 2004, available
online at <http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/200403/07/eng20040307_136742.shtml>,site last
accessed 1 February 2005. According to the US Department of Defense, this figure does not include
funds for the purchase of foreign weapons systems. Also see John Hill, “China set to increase defence
budget,” Jane’s Intelligence Review (London), April 2004, p-10.

56 Xing Zhigang, “Premier Wen Jiabao: Taiwan legislation to be studied,” China Daily (Beijing),
12 May 2004, available online at <http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/english/doc/2004-05/12/
content_329871.htm>, site last accessed 1 February 2005,

57 “Taiwan warned: Don’t miscalculate the situation,” People’s Daily (Beijing), 28 July 2004, available
online at <http://english.people.com.cn/200407/28 /eng20040728_151142.htmb>, site last accessed
6 February 2005.

58 Richard Boucher, spokesman, US Department of State Daily Press Briefing, 20 May 2004,
Washington, DC, available online at http:/ /www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/dpb/2004/32668.htm>, site last
accessed 6 February 2005.
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in the vicinity of the Taiwan Strait at the time of the presidential inauguration.
Media reports interpreted the naval deployment as a cautionary step to deter
against military action by China.”®

The Bush White House, while supporting a ‘One China’ policy and the
current status quo, recognized and congratulated Chen on his re-election,
and pledged to continue to support Taiwan’s democratic development.
Under its 1979 Taiwan Relations Act, the United States is committed to
assisting in the defence of Taiwan, including the sale of advanced defensive
weaponry. But Bush has maintained a ‘strategic ambiguity’ policy on an
American response to deter a cross-strait attack by Chinese military forces.
He has stated that the US would not support unilateral action in cross-strait
relations that would upset the current status quo and regional stability,
including a Chinese attempt to seize Taiwan or a Taiwanese declaration of
independence.

Some US administration officials, as well as American media, have come
to blame President Chen for cross-strait-tensions. There has been increased
American commentary that the United States should not be held hostage—
in terms of military intervention, with the US military forces so spread across
the world—to any actions or statements by the Taiwanese government that
could provoke the Communist leadership in Beijing to use force against
Taiwan. I believe that Chen’s inaugural speech has gone a considerable way
to addressing these American national concerns.

At the same time, Bush has made serious efforts to maintain stable relations
with China and to retain Chinese support for his ‘international war on
terrorism.” Furthermore, China is a major trading partner of the United
States, and US companies have invested over US$44 billion in commercial
enterprises in China.®

Two Concluding Observations

First, I think that any cross-strait peace discussions that need to rely on
the precondition of a ‘One China’ policy, however defined, have little chance
of success. In view of Taiwan’s current national economic and security
standing in the world, such a foundation principle is basically dead—even if
China, Taiwan and the United States have all agreed to have different
definitions since the 1992 consensus. ‘

The key issue now is how to define the concept of the current status quo,
as this is the basis of all declared policy approaches. China basically defines
the current status quo as “two sides, one country,” with the use of military

59 Brian Hsu, “Cross-strait steps set by government policy, MND says,” Taipei Times, 19 May 2004,
A2, available online at <http:/ /www‘taipeitimes.com/News/taiwan/archives/2004/05/ 19/
2003156089>, site last accessed 1 February 2005.

60 People’s Daily (Beijing), 28 February 2004.
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force if necessary. The United States defines it as “no unification, no
independence,” with its military force as a counter-balance. President Chen
has defined status quo as meaning that the Republic of China is already “an
independent, sovereign country,” and military force is necessary for national
defence. :

Clearly these three definitions are not the same—any more than China’s
and Taiwan’s definitions of the ‘One China’ policy over the past decade
were the same. What is certain is that the current status quo across the strait
should focus on continued economic growth and low political and military
tensions. All efforts should be made to pursue peace discussions, whether
such talks are government-to-government or non-governmental, secret
representative or more public, and direct or through a third party. But the
communist leadership in Beijing continues to declare that it will not enter
into cross-strait talks without Taiwan'’s prior acceptance of the ‘One China’
principle. And the Taiwanese government will only enter into such talks on
the basis of parity—in essence, state-to-state discussions. In this stalled
situation, a new concept must be found to replace the old concept of ‘One
China.” Without a new conceptualization or model for cross-strait relations,
it seems very unlikely that peace discussions of any significance can begin
between the two sides of the Taiwan Strait. President Chen’s references to a
worldwide trend toward economic integration and to the sovereign evolution
of the European Union may be useful guideposts for this new thinking.

My second observation is that the Taiwanese experience of
democratization continues to grow and develop. It has long been
acknowledged that the national Constitution needs to be revised to make
governance more efficient and the national economy more competitive.
Taiwan’s democracy cannot be merged into one-party rule in China, any
more than the country can return to its former authoritarian governmental
system of earlier decades. While both sides of the Taiwan Strait continue to
merge economically, any political arrangements will likely have to wait for
steps toward progressive democratic reform in China. According to University
of California professor Orville Schell, “Only democracy in China can bring
lasting peace to the Taiwan Straits.”® It seems likely that it will take more
than four years for such democratic reform to take place, but efforts need to
be made to enhance peaceful cross-strait relations.

January, 2005

61 Orville Schell, “Unification can only follow democratization,” Taipei Times, 19 March 2004,
A9, available online at <http:/ /www.taipeitimes.com/News/ edit/archives/2004,/03/19/2003106939>,
site last accessed 1 February 2005.
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