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: This project aims to build up a new analytical framework to

explain the institutional transformation of candidate
selection methods among Taiwan’ s parties and to test
relevant hypotheses. Specifically, this project answers two
broad research questions: first, what are major factors to
explain the transformation of CSMs among Taiwan’ s parties?
Is there any causal linkage among these factors? Second, to
what extent do the analytical frameworks developed in the
context of western democracies can help explain Taiwan' s
case? Whether the transformation of candidate selection
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methods in Taiwan can be generalized as a new analytical
framework in a comparative perspective? This project
modifies the analytical framework proposed by Barnea and
Rahat (2007), and analyzes the changes of Taiwan major
parties’ CSMs from the three different levels—namely,
political system, inter-party competition, and intra-party
competition. Our findings are three-folded:

First, from the perspective of political system, Taiwan' s
democratization has forced the major parties’ CSMs to
become more and more decentralized. Additionally, the
changes of electoral system also facilitated the
decentralized reforms of CSMs.

Second, the major parties tended to reform its CSMs right
after their defeats in the election. When any one of the
major party reforms its CSMs, its intra-party competition
becomes more severe and new alignment among factions within
the party may emerge.

Third, an advantageous party (such as the long-term ruling
party Kuomintang) may focus on how to resolve its intra-
party conflict when it designs its CSMs; on the other hand,
a disadvantageous party (such as the long-term opposition
party Democratic Progressive Party) may focus on how to
strengthen 1ts competitiveness in the election by choosing
candidates who have the best winning odds. Although the
above two rationales seem to be different, they actually
lead to similar, 1f not the same, CSMs—that is, the two
major parties tend to delegate their power to the general
public and use a more inclusive approach to chose their
candidates.

candidate selection methods ; party politics ; party
nomination ; institutional transformation ; inter-party
competition ; intra-party competition
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Abstract

One of the major functions for political party is to provide a linkage between voters and public sphere.
In order to facilitate such linkage, the first step a party needs to carry out is to select candidates to run for
elections (Hazan and Rahat 2010). Yet, due to the limited access to the inner-party information, scholars
usually have difficulty to conduct empirical analyses on candidate selection methods (CSMs), which can be
regarded as a party’s “secret garden” (Gallagher and Marsh 1988). Even if relevant information becomes
available, most of the scholarly works tend to be descriptive and non theoretical-driven because the available
information rarely integrates in a systematic way (Barnea and Rahat 2007; Gallagher 1988a; Hazan and

Rahat 2010; Rahat and Hazan 2001).

This project aims to build up a new analytical framework to explain the institutional transformation of
candidate selection methods among Taiwan’s parties and to test relevant hypotheses. Specifically, this project
answers two broad research questions: first, what are major factors to explain the transformation of CSMs
among Taiwan’s parties? Is there any causal linkage among these factors? Second, to what extent do the
analytical frameworks developed in the context of western democracies can help explain Taiwan’s case?
Whether the transformation of candidate selection methods in Taiwan can be generalized as a new analytical
framework in a comparative perspective? This project modifies the analytical framework proposed by Barnea
and Rahat (2007), and analyzes the changes of Taiwan major parties’ CSMs from the three different
levels—namely, political system, inter-party competition, and intra-party competition. Our findings are
three-folded:

First, from the perspective of political system, Taiwan’s democratization has forced the major parties’
CSMs to become more and more decentralized. Additionally, the changes of electoral system also facilitated
the decentralized reforms of CSMs.

Second, the major parties tended to reform its CSMs right after their defeats in the election. When any
one of the major party reforms its CSMs, its intra-party competition becomes more severe and new alignment
among factions within the party may emerge.

Third, an advantageous party (such as the long-term ruling party Kuomintang) may focus on how to
resolve its intra-party conflict when it designs its CSMs; on the other hand, a disadvantageous party (such as
the long-term opposition party Democratic Progressive Party) may focus on how to strengthen its
competitiveness in the election by choosing candidates who have the best winning odds. Although the above
two rationales seem to be different, they actually lead to similar, if not the same, CSMs—that is, the two
major parties tend to delegate their power to the general public and use a more inclusive approach to chose

their candidates.

Key Words: candidate selection methods ; party politics ; party nomination ; institutional transformation ;

inter-party competition ; intra-party competition
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Abstract

This paper investigates two innovative ways adopted by the major parties in Taiwan and Japan to select
their district-level candidates for legislative elections. In Taiwan, the polling primary (i.e., telephone poll) has
become the default system that the two major parties, the Kuomintang (KMT) and the Democratic Progressive
Party (DPP), use to nominate their candidates for almost all levels of elections. In Japan, ‘kobo’ (i.e., open
recruitment) has, by now, become a common practice — not just for the two major parties, the Democratic
Party of Japan (DPJ) and the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), but also for some newly emerging third parties
such as the Japan Restoration Party — when searching new blood for both Lower and Upper Houses. Both
innovations opened up the parties’ candidate selection processes without substantial intra-party
democratisation—specifically, the former institution focuses on increasing selectorates while the latter pays
attention to increasing the candidate pool. From viewpoints of inter- and intra- party competitions, we argue
that both innovations can be regarded as the parties’ winning strategies with respect to the electoral and
constitutional systems.
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Abstract

Over the past two decades, scholars of Taiwanese politics have paid considerable attention on Taiwan’s
national identity. Yet, only few studies have focused on the developments/trends of identity measures. This
paper pools the data collected by National Chengchi University’s Election Study Center between 1996 and

2014 (i.e., more than 300, 000 samples) to examine the two trends of national identity measures—namely,

ethnic identity and attitudes toward future cross-strait relations. Additionally, we use such longitudinal data to
explore the relationship between national identity and partisanship in Taiwan. The major findings of this study
are threefold: first, the change of ethnic identity is greater than that of preferences on the
unification-independence issue. Second, ethnicity (senji), the long-term factor that has been used to define

1



political cleavages in Taiwan, still played a significant role in shaping Taiwan's national identity. Third, we
argue that the "sorting effect" of national identity has gradually become the driving force to consolidate
Taiwan’s party configuration as well as to create clear geographic divisions such as North vs. South.
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