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Abstract

Taiwanese politics is often characterized as being dominated by two camps: the “blue” camp, which
supports the Chinese Nationalist Party (KMT), and the “green” camp, which supports the Democratic
Progressive Party (DPP). However, a substantial portion of the electorate identifies as independent, rep-
resenting one of the largest but least studied groups in Taiwan’s political landscape. This study examines
how independent voters differed from partisan voters in their responses to one of the most defining polit-
ical moments in recent years, the legislative reform, and the subsequent Bluebird movement, one of the
largest social protests in Taiwan since 2014. Drawing on two waves of original survey data, we find that
independents were more likely to adopt the KMT’s framing of the protests and related legislative reforms.
However, independent voters had greater support than blue camp supporters for democratic practices,
despite their alignment over the Bluebird movement. These findings advance understanding of Taiwan’s
electoral blocs, the dynamics of movement—party relations and the contours of democratic support among
its citizens.
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Taiwanese politics is typically divided into two camps: the “blue” camp, which supports the Chinese
Nationalist Party (Kuomintang [BI[X#, KMT hereafter) and is more sympathetic to the People’s
Republic of China (PRC), and the “green” camp, which supports the Democratic Progressive Party
(Minchu chinpu tang IR FE1EH B, DPP hereafter) and is more sceptical of the PRC. However, not
everyone in Taiwan falls into one of these two camps. Since 2017, the number of non-partisan inde-
pendent voters who do not identify with either major party has drastically increased in Taiwan to
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between 30 per cent and 40 per cent of Taiwan’s voter base.! This phenomenon is not unique to
Taiwan; around the world voters in democracies have increasingly moved away from specific polit-
ical parties or partisan candidates.” Yet, little is known about Taiwan’s independent voters, their
feelings on contemporary political issues and the extent to which the blue and green camps influence
their political attitudes. Despite the growing polarization in democracies worldwide, this substantial
non-partisan independent voting bloc warrants empirical investigation.

Independent voters in Taiwan are significant for two key reasons. First, owing to Taiwan’s con-
tested status and the dominance of the cross-Strait political cleavage in electoral politics, independent
voters play an important yet understated role in deciding the future direction of Taiwan.’ Second,
third-wave Asian democracies are not immune to the growing challenges and decline of democ-
racy around the world.* As the largest and fastest growing voting bloc in Taiwan, the sentiments
of independent voters regarding democracy and the changing landscape of Taiwanese politics have
important implications for the future of democracy in Taiwan and East Asia.

In this study, we empirically examine independent voters and their support for contemporary
Taiwanese domestic issues through the lens of the Bluebird movement. These mass protests, which
erupted in May 2024, represent the largest form of civil unrest in Taiwan since the 2014 Sunflower
movement. The Bluebird movement began with a series of mobilized protests against a proposed
legislative reform that would grant Taiwan’s Legislative Yuan the power to question and interrogate
senior-level politicians, including the president. Protestors viewed the reform as an attempt to under-
mine democratic principles by infringing on civil liberties. Despite this, the legislative reform and
subsequent social protests were framed in dramatically different ways by Taiwan’s now three main
political parties. While the KMT and the Taiwan People’s Party (Taiwan minchungtang 6 18 R &,
TPP hereafter) supported the reform as a necessity, the DPP deemed it to be unconstitutional. These
clashing positions sent different messages to voters in Taiwan.’

Although the Bluebird movement and legislative reform were not directly about the PRC or
Taiwan’s future, the movement was intensely partisan. The DPP and green-leaning Taiwanese vot-
ers backed the protests and criticized the reform, while the KMT and TPP took an opposing stance.
Both sides claimed to be the defenders of democracy, denouncing the other camp, along with its
supporters, as anti-democratic. This highly partisan event presents a unique opportunity to study
non-partisan, independent voters and interrogate the following questions. How did partisan fram-
ings by each political party in Taiwan influence independent voters? How effective were these
different frames in swaying public opinion among voters, including independents? How do indepen-
dent voters feel about the reform and the subsequent protests, especially in comparison to partisan
voters?

To preview our results, our empirical findings indicate which party won the framing contest: inde-
pendent voters tended to align with the KMT and blue-leaning framings of the protests rather than
with the DPP and green-leaning framings of the movement. Contrary to both parties’ claims of rep-
resenting a silent majority of Taiwanese voters, our data suggest that independent voters are more
likely to be “feeling blue” regarding the Bluebird movement. However, unlike KMT and TPP sup-
porters, independent voters in Taiwan are less supportive than blue voters of undemocratic practices.
Our findings suggest that although the KMT and TPP managed to win over independent voters on

Wang, Austin Horng-En 2019. In this paper, we use “non-partisan” and “independent voter” interchangeably.

Dalton 2018.

Nachman 2025.

Croissant and Diamond 2020.

Partisan politics in Taiwan have long been shaped by the island’s relationship with the PRC. Although all major parties
self-identify as status-quo parties, they each have different interpretations of how the status quo should be enforced in
relation to Taiwan’s relationship with the PRC. The question of what, how and when Taiwan should decide its future has
been the fundamental voting issue in Taiwanese politics since democratization and continues to serve as a key constraint
on how each major party presents itself, its platform and its advocacy for political change.
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this set of issues, independent voters remain more supportive than their blue counterparts of demo-
cratic practices. Given the electoral share and growing number of independent voters in Taiwan,
this has positive implications for the future of Taiwanese democracy. This study contributes to our
understanding not only of the relationship between contemporary social movements and political
parties in Taiwan but also of the role of independent and third-party voters in the future of Taiwanese
democracy.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Next, we review the literature on how and why
independent voters matter for democracy and democratic health. We then briefly explore framing
theory and articulate why this theoretical approach is particularly relevant for studying independent
voters and the Bluebird movement as a whole. We also review the controversial bill, its history and the
subsequent political context that led to the rise of the Bluebird movement. Additionally, we identify
the key frames and counter-frames presented by each party surrounding the protests and analyse
two waves of original representative public opinion data that explicate public support for both the
legislative reform and the protests. We conclude by discussing the implications of these reforms and
what these results mean for Taiwan’s democratic health.

Broadly defined, independent or non-partisan voters are individuals who do not identify with, or
consistently support, a specific political party. Although often overlooked in the scholarship on polit-
ical ideology and partisanship, they constitute a distinct and influential segment of the electorate.®
This is in part because party identification is widely recognized as the most powerful predictor of
voting behaviour, yet independents show electoral unpredictability.” They are more likely to base
their decisions on particular issues, candidate qualities or salient events, and through this, their votes
are more fluid. Because independent voters are free from partisan constraints, they are pivotal in
swinging election outcomes and, in some cases, hold the “balance of power.”®

Despite their crucial role in politics, independent voters remain understudied, in part because they
defy traditional political classifications.” Scholars have suggested that some may be “closet partisans,”
“undercover partisans” or “independent leaners” who consistently favour one party without formally
affiliating with it, distinguishing themselves from openly partisan voters.'” Others contend that their
reluctance to publicly identify with a party may stem from political disengagement, dissatisfaction
with existing party options, or a desire to avoid being labelled in general. Additionally, independent
voters tend to exhibit greater volatility in their electoral behaviour. This volatility may be attributable
to various factors, including political apathy, distrust in political elites, or even an elevated level of
political knowledge that complicates their decision making. Psychologically, they may also differ
from partisans by resisting group-based identification, which poses further challenges for scholars
attempting to study this multifaceted group as a general entity."!

Scholars have increasingly noted a global rise in the number of individuals identifying as indepen-
dent voters, a shift that reflects broader transformations in political engagement and voter behaviour,
particularly as party loyalty weakens across many democracies.'” This growth in independent vot-
ers can have significant consequences for democracy itself.'”” On the one hand, independent voters

Keith et al. 1992.

Campbell 1960.

Eldersveld 1952, 735.

Reilly and Hunting 2023.

10 Magleby, Nelson and Westlye 2011; Petrocik 2009; Klar and Krupnikov 2016.
11 Klar and Krupnikov 2016.

12 Dalton 2018; Inglehart and Norris 2016.

13 Magleby, Nelson and Westlye 2011.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50305741025101756 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741025101756

4 Lev Nachman et al.

can function as a check on party dominance. Because they are not bound by rigid partisan loy-
alties, they are less susceptible to affective polarization.'* On the other hand, some independent
voters exhibit lower levels of political interest, political knowledge and political activity.'> Moreover,
their unpredictable nature can lead to political instability.'® As such, independent voters hold cru-
cial implications for the health of democracy, serving as a critical group that can either promote
democratic stability or contribute to democratic fragility.'”

The rise of independent voters in Taiwan has become particularly notable, mirroring trends observed
in many other democracies. Rather than aligning with the DPP or KMT, many of these voters
describe themselves as issue-oriented, making electoral decisions based on specific policies, candi-
date attributes, or salient social and economic concerns. According to the Pew Research Center,
Taiwan’s independent voters tend to be younger, more educated and urban residents who exhibit
a strong identification with a Taiwanese national identity, rather than a Chinese one.'"® Empirical
research has also shown that the number of non-partisan voters has grown significantly in Taiwan
since 2017." These voters have swung back and forth on the independence-unification scale over
time, and in many ways are electorally unpredictable, especially in comparison to partisan blue and
green voters.

The emergence of independent voters in Taiwan is making its mark in several ways. Since 2014,
growing dissatisfaction and frustration with the major political parties (the DPP and KMT) have led
many independents to distance themselves from these institutions and explore third-party alter-
natives. According to recent survey data from the Taiwan Election and Democratization Study
(TEDS), there is a decline in party identification and an uptick in support for third parties, such
as the TPP, among independents.?’ Additionally, independents have shown a declining interest
in politics and are less attentive to political affairs.?! Notably, there are stark differences in voting
behaviour among individuals with different levels of education, as well as between pure indepen-
dents and partisan “leaners.””” Independent voter behaviour has become increasingly unpredictable,
as partisan attachment is often a key predictor of voting choices. Even within the independent voter
segment, significant differences exist, leading to crucial implications for Taiwan’s political and par-
tisan environment and democratic health.?® This unpredictable behaviour, stemming from a lack of
partisanship, has become even more critical in recent times.

The 2024 general election in Taiwan resulted in the DPP forming a minority government. Although
the party achieved an unprecedented third-term presidency, it was unable to secure a majority in
the Legislative Yuan, winning only 51 seats, while the newly founded TPP won 8. The KMT, with
52 out of 113 seats (or 54 if 2 pro-KMT independents are included), emerged as the largest party in
the Legislative Yuan but fell short of an absolute majority, which requires 57 seats. As a result, the

14 Dalton 2018; Fiorina 2002.

15 Wattenberg 1998; Magleby, Nelson and Westlye 2011.
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17 Yu2017.
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19 Wang, Austin Horng-En 2019.

20 See “Taiwan xuanju diaocha ziliao” (Taiwan Election and Democratization Study) 2020, 2022, 2024 at https://srda.sinica.
edu.tw/plan/?idx=SRDA.AS006.

21 Yu2017.

22 Wang, Jong-Tian 2010; Wang, T.Y., and Yu 2011; Yu 2017.
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necessity of forming political coalitions placed the TPP in a pivotal position, granting it the power
to act as a “kingmaker.” Against this backdrop, the KMT quickly formed a coalition with the TPP,
thereby dominating the legislative agenda in the Legislative Yuan.

Just two months into the legislative session, the KMT-TPP coalition proposed a series of legislative
reform bills. These included amendments to various laws and contained several key elements.* First,
the bills sought to expand legislators’ investigative powers beyond mere document review, which is
the current level of authority.” Second, the legislature would gain the right to conduct investigations,
hold hearings and approve official appointments. Third, the reform would require the president to
submit a “State of the Nation” report and address the Legislative Yuan on national affairs. Legislators
would be allowed to ask questions, and the president would be obligated to respond promptly and
in order.”® Overall, the proposed legislative reform would significantly expand legislative power and
curb the authority of the executive branch.

The means by which the KMT-TPP coalition attempted to pass the legislation were controversial.
For one, the coalition leveraged its majority advantage to procedurally block the DPP’s proposals
multiple times. For instance, the KMT-TPP coalition rejected the DPP’s request for more public
hearings and refused to incorporate the DPP’s proposals into the review process. Additionally, dur-
ing the article-by-article review, the KMT-TPP coalition technically bypassed substantive discussion
by calling for the reserving of articles for cross-party negotiation.”’” However, when cross-party nego-
tiations finally took place, there was no discussion on the proposed legislative reform bills. As a result,
only the draft bills proposed by the coalition were passed for a second reading after the negotiations.
On 17 May 2024, the Legislative Yuan attempted to pass a second reading of the bills; however, “new
versions” were introduced to be voted on. On the day of the second reading, a physical fight broke
out among legislators, leaving some injured. Moreover, recorded voting, an established legislative
practice since Taiwan’s democratization, was changed to anonymous voting, with only the total vote
counts being presented in the second reading.

This series of events, labelled as “black box” politics owing to the non-transparent and non-
democratic nature of the process, prompted significant criticism from the public and sparked
protests. One concern centred on the unconstitutionality of the proposed bills. Under Taiwan’s cur-
rent system, the authority to audit, investigate and impeach officials rests with the Control Yuan.
The semi-presidential system also does not require the president to answer questions during national
addresses. Critics argued that the proposed reform would alter the balance of executive-legislative
relations and risk unconstitutionally expanding legislative power under the current framework.
Protests began late on 17 May 2024, the day of the fight in the Legislative Yuan. Initially, only a
few hundred people gathered to protest outside the Legislative Yuan, but by 21 May, the day of the
second reading and just one day after President Lai Ching-te’s inauguration, the crowd had swollen
to 30,000. By 24 May, more than 100,000 demonstrators had gathered around the legislature.® On

24 The bills include revisions to several laws, such as the Law Governing the Legislative Yuan’s Power, the Criminal Code
and the Organic Law of the Legislative Yuan. See Hsieh and Chen 2024.

25 This would include adding hearings and investigations as well as establishing committees or task forces. Failure to comply
would constitute a crime of contempt of the legislature. In addition, legislators would gain the right to investigate all public
and private legal entities.

26 Article 15 of the Law Governing the Legislative Yuan’s Power.

27 1If disagreements arise during committee reviews, cross-party negotiations are held before the second reading.

28 Pan 2024.
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28 May, an additional 70,000 people took to the streets. Altogether, along with supportive protest
events around the globe, this became known as the “Bluebird movement.”

The protests themselves were not affiliated with the DPP. The organizers, speakers and key figures
involved in the protests were either unaffiliated with a political party, members of NGOs or from
smaller third parties. Although the DPP had a presence at the protests, it maintained a distance from
the formal organizing efforts.” President Lai himself never directly endorsed the movement and
called for unity across the political spectrum during his inauguration speech, which took place as the
protests were ongoing.

Despite the controversy and subsequent protests, the bills were passed by the Legislative Yuan on
28 May 2024. In response, the executive branch returned the bills to the legislature for reconsidera-
tion at the end of June, a move which ultimately failed due to the opposition’s majority. Subsequently,
in July, the DPP administration filed a petition with the Constitutional Court to determine the consti-
tutionality of the passed bills and temporarily froze their implementation. Taiwan’s Constitutional
Court heard the case and issued its ruling in October 2024. The verdict affirmed that most of the
bills included in the legislative reform package were unconstitutional, while some were deemed
constitutional only if interpreted in a specific manner.

Due to the highly controversial nature of the reform bills, each political party attempted to domi-
nate the narrative surrounding the controversy. Framing allows different parties, whether political
groups or social movement organizations, to present an issue to the broader public with the aim of
increasing or reducing support for their position by promoting their own interpretations. Various
actors, including movements and parties, compete not only in how they present the issue but also
in how they respond to other frames through counter-frames, which seek to “rebut, undermine, or
neutralize a person’s or group’s myths, versions of reality, or interpretive framework.”* In this way,
framing is not simply a matter of one party proposing how an issue is framed but rather a contested
process of framing, counter-framing and re-framing.

In the case of Taiwan, prior to the passage of the controversial bills, the different political par-
ties had already framed the legislative reform issue differently, each emphasizing their ideas and
intentions. The three main political parties presented diverse interpretations of the legislative reform
and the subsequent Bluebird movement, competing with their distinct frames to influence public
opinion, which in turn signalled which frames were more successful at shaping public sentiment.™

Framing theory, combined with public opinion data, helps to ascertain which party’s frames were
more successful in the recent legislative proposals and Bluebird movement in Taiwan. Long-term
scholars of Taiwan politics hypothesize that public support should simply follow the partisan fram-
ings of the protests and the legislative proposals. What is missing, however, is an understanding of
how independent voters — Taiwan’s largest voting bloc - feel about the different party frames. While
we may accurately anticipate how partisans will feel about these issues, independent voters are a
much more enigmatic group. If the DPP’s framing of these events is more successful, we should see
its message resonate beyond its base of support. Conversely, if independent voters are more likely to
oppose the protests and the policy changes, then this may indicate that the KMT was more successful
in shaping the public debate with its framing.

29 Hioe 2024.
30 Benford Jr. 1987, 75; Goffman 1974.
31 Slothuus and de Vreese 2010.
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Table 1. Frames by Party and Issue

Frame DPP KMT-TPP

Democratic health Passing the bills violates Taiwan’s Passing the bills is an act of democratic
established democratic norms consolidation necessary for Taiwan’s

democratic health

Balance of power The reform gives too much power The reform is necessary to limit the
to individual legislatures, upsetting power of the president, who has too
balance of power much power

Protest legitimacy Protests clearly indicate dissatisfaction Protests are fraudulent and orches-
with the KMT-TPP trated by the DPP

We identify three key frames used by political parties during the legislative reform period: democratic
health, balance of power and protest legitimacy. Table 1 summarizes all competing frames proposed
by different political parties.

First, each party contended that its actions regarding the reform bills were in the best interests
of Taiwan’s democratic health and that the actions of other parties were detrimental to the island’s
democratic progress. The KMT-TPP alliance framed the reform as a “necessary measure” to curb
executive power and enhance the system of checks and balances within Taiwan’s political structure
to strengthen Taiwan’s democracy. The alliance argued that the reform was crucial for establishing a
more robust checks and balances system that would protect democracy.* For an example, during an
international press conference on 23 May, the KMT stated that “to consolidate and deepen Taiwan’s
democracy, parliamentary reforms in the Legislative Yuan are imperative.”*

The KMT-TPP alliance further criticized the DPP for violating democratic principles, arguing
that democracy relies on the minority respecting the majority and checks on power. According to
the KMT, the DPP disregarded these principles in the Legislative Yuan while inciting anti-China sen-
timent to block the reform.* The KMT claimed that the proposed bills would promote transparency
and hold the government more accountable.

The KMT also questioned the legitimacy of the protests, arguing that it had followed proper demo-
cratic procedures. It accused the DPP of misleading the youth by framing the reform as “black box
legislation,” a term that has been commonly used in criticism of blue-leaning politics since the 2014
Sunflower movement.”> The KMT stated that the reform bills went through three public hearings,
two committee reviews, one special report and four cross-party negotiations. Additionally, 49 experts
provided their insights during the public hearings. During the review process, the KMT accused DPP
legislators of engaging in slander while avoiding any substantive discussion of the bills.*®

Meanwhile, on the other side of political aisle, the DPP strongly opposed the reform, viewing it as
a threat to democratic norms and effectively a separation of powers among branches of government.
It argued that the bill would grant legislators excessive power, encroaching on the authority of the
executive branch.” Additionally, the DPP criticized the manner in which the draft bills were handled,
asserting that the process was undemocratic and constituted an abuse of power. It supported calls
for more democratic procedures and, by extension, the protests against the bills.

Like the KMT-TPP coalition, the DPP portrayed itself as the true defender of Taiwan’s democ-
racy. Accordingly, the protests were subsequently framed by the DPP as a grassroots movement in

32 See the KMT 2024 international press conference: “Parliamentary reform strengthens oversight, advancing democracy!”
UDN Video available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dezpK2NHgnE. Accessed 19 November 2025.

33 Lyu2024.

34 Ibid.

35 Nachman 2025.

36 Lyu2024.

37 Chen, Kai-Chu 2024.
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defence of Taiwan’s democracy. The DPP expressed explicit and total support for the protests, repeat-
edly emphasizing that the protests themselves were a sign of the Taiwanese public’s dissatisfaction
with the KMT-TPP alliance and the legislative reforms.

Neither side has altered its framing of the protests or how it portrays the other party since the
launch of the Bluebird movement, and all major parties doubled down on their representations of
each other as the protests continued. To this day, the DPP frames the KMT and TPP as key violators
of democratic safety in Taiwan, while the KMT and TPP portray the DPP as overly powerful and
anti-democratic. These frames remain the dominant narratives both parties use against each other.
During both waves of surveys conducted for this study, neither party meaningfully changed or varied
its framing

Following on from the above discussion on each party’s key frames and platforms on the issue of the
legislative reform bills and protests, we can expect that these frames had different effects on public
support for both the bills and the subsequent protests. We predict a partisan divide in how Taiwanese
people viewed the proposed reform and the protests. Partisanship and polarization along party iden-
tity lines have become enduring features of Taiwan’s elections, as voters with a partisan identity tend
to align with their own party while strongly opposing the opposing party.*®

Subsequently, we expect to see a partisan divide that has become typical in Taiwanese politics.
Specifically, we contend that DPP supporters are likely to oppose the bill, have lower tolerance
for undemocratic procedures and express greater support for the protests. In contrast, KMT and
TPP supporters are expected to have the opposite preferences, i.e. greater support for the reforms
and lower support for the protests. However, since the KMT-TPP coalition framed the legislative
reform as a means to enhance democracy, it is unclear whether the supporters of those parties would
report greater tolerance for undemocratic procedures; they may have supported the reform while
simultaneously rejecting undemocratic practices.

While partisanship plays a critical role in shaping preferences regarding the reform bills, a sig-
nificant proportion of voters remain unsure about their partisan identification or do not identify
with a particular party (i.e. independents). As mentioned above, examining independents is espe-
cially important because approximately 30-40 per cent of the Taiwanese electorate lacks any clear
party identification, despite the presence of three major parties. Such a large bloc of independent vot-
ers can significantly swing public opinion. As a result, a key question of this study concerns which
framing resonated with independents and to what extent they expressed acceptance of undemocratic
procedures.

With the growing dissatisfaction with major parties, independents are increasingly casting their bal-
lot based on their frustration and scepticism towards the incumbents.*® This negative sentiment is
particularly evident regarding incumbents, who are often assessed through a retrospective lens due
to the low partisan attachment of these voters.*® As independents evaluate incumbents based on their
past performance, they may hold more negative views of the incumbent leader than of the opposition
leader. Consequently, independent voters tend to be more susceptible to anti-incumbent messaging.

In the case of Taiwan, the weakening of party identification and the lack of a strong loyalty to
a party among independent voters can make them more sceptical of incumbents. They are more
likely to criticize the past performance of the incumbent party and to be swayed by anti-incumbent

38 Lee and Chang 2022; Chang and Juang 2024.
39 Templeman 2020; Chu and Diamond 1999.
40 Fiorina 1982.
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messaging. Based on previous studies of non-partisan voters and Taiwanese voting behaviour, we
subsequently offer the following hypotheses:

HI: In line with the KMT"’s framing, independent voters are more likely to support the legislative
reform and oppose the Bluebird movement protests

If independent non-partisan voters align with the KMT regarding the Bluebird movement and
legislative reform, does this indicate that their politics overlap with Taiwan’s pan-blue coalition?
This warrants an investigation into how similar or different independent voters are from the pan-blue
coalition. We test similarities in politics between independent voters and the pan-blue and pan-green
camps by asking a series of questions about Taiwan’s democracy, democratic health and features of
Taiwan’s political system.

H2: Independent voters are likely to have the same levels of support as pan-blue voters for
democracy, democratic practices and defending democracy

We conducted two waves of a nationally representative survey: the first on 12-14 July 2024 and the
second on 25-28 November 2024. The first survey was conducted as the ruling and opposition parties
were engaged in a political fight over the legislative reform through institutional channels, including
the reconsideration process and petitions for constitutional interpretation. The second survey took
place after the Constitutional Court ruled that major parts of the legislative reform were unconsti-
tutional. One empirical question we sought to answer was whether independent voters’ attitudes
persisted or were altered by the constitutional hearing results. By conducting two waves, we were
able to investigate whether public opinion changed following the constitutional hearings and ruling.
Both waves were facilitated by National Cheng Chi University and included a total sample size of
1,500 respondents for each wave.

The survey included three key questions regarding the legislative reform bills, the Bluebird move-
ment and attitudes towards undemocratic procedures.*' First, we asked respondents about their
support for legislative reform: “The legislative reform bills concerning the powers of the Legislative
Yuan were passed in their third reading at the end of May 2024. Do you support the proposed con-
gressional reform legislation?” Second, we inquired about their stance on the ongoing street protests:
“There has been alot of public discussion and street protests regarding the parliamentary reform bills.
Do you support these civil political gatherings and protests?” Finally, we assessed respondents’ views
on undemocratic procedures by asking them to what extent they agreed with the following statement:
“As long as the content of a bill is beneficial to the country, whether the review process adheres to
democratic procedures is not that important.” The last survey item was designed to measure and
gauge respondents’ willingness to accept undemocratic procedures if the end goal of a reform is
perceived as desirable. For all three questions, respondents were asked to answer using a five-point
Likert scale, ranging from strong opposition to strong support.

In the second wave, in addition to the original three questions, we included a fourth question
asking whether the respondents believed that the Constitutional Court ruling was fair. We were very
cautious in wording the question to avoid any potential partisan cues and followed the neutral lan-
guage used in the ruling documents. Moreover, because not all citizens were familiar with the event,
we included a summary of the ruling results to ensure that all respondents were equally informed.
The question was worded as follows:

41 Please see the Appendix for the original wording of the survey questionnaire.
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The legislative reforms concerning congressional powers — amendments to the Laws
Governing the Legislative Yuan’s power and the Criminal Code - were passed in their third
reading at the end of May 2024. Following the Executive Yuan’s failed request for bill recon-
sideration and a temporary injunction issued by the Constitutional Court, the Constitutional
Court delivered its ruling on 25 October. The decision found most provisions of the reform
package unconstitutional, while some articles were deemed constitutional upon interpretation.
Provisions related to the President’s state of the nation address, interpellation of executive offi-
cials by legislators, the Legislative Yuan’s confirmation powers, its investigatory powers, and
the holding of public hearings were partially ruled unconstitutional. The offence of contempt
of Congress was declared entirely unconstitutional. Do you believe this ruling was fair?

We are primarily interested in identifying whether a clear partisan divide exists in public opinion,
whether the distribution of opinions aligns with how different political parties have framed the ongo-
ing controversy, and whether such a divide has continued after the Constitutional Court ruling. We
also aim to re-examine whether there is a consistently clear partisan divide regarding the acceptance
of undemocratic norms. In addition to gauging partisan differences, we seek to examine the opin-
ions held by independents. To this end, we created dummy variables for supporters of the KMT,
DPP, TPP, and Independents. Our model also includes a standard set of control variables, such as
views on relations with China (pro-unification/pro-independence), nationalist sentiment, political
interest, gender, age, education and income.

Tables 2 and 3 show the empirical results for the first and second waves, respectively. For each
dependent variable, we estimated three models. The first is a baseline model, followed by a second
model that incorporates key control variables, and a third model that includes the full set of control
variables.

Columns (1) to (3) in both tables show the regression results of support for the legislative reform.
Given that the legislative reform was initiated by the KMT and supported by the TPP, it is unsur-
prising that DPP supporters were significantly less supportive, while KMT and TPP supporters were
more supportive. In addition, individuals who were more pro-independence and exhibited stronger
Taiwanese nationalist sentiment tended to be less supportive of the reform. This is as expected, as
these people tend to be the core supporters of the DPP. These findings are consistent across both
waves of the survey.

Our most important and novel finding, however, is that individuals without party affiliation (inde-
pendents) also reported significantly higher levels of support for the legislative reform even after
accounting for all control variables. This may indicate that independents view the reform as intro-
ducing greater checks and balances within the political system and, on this particular issue, they may
be more likely to support the KMT and TPP. Interestingly, those with a stronger interest in politics
were more likely to support the reform. Additionally, men were also significantly more supportive
of the legislative reform compared to women, and younger (20-29 years old) age groups were more
likely to support the reform while older people (aged 40-49) were notably less supportive. Education
and income appear to have no significant impact on attitudes towards legislative reform.

In contrast to support for the legislative reform, the results regarding support for the protesters in
the Bluebird movement show the opposite pattern (Columns (4) to (6) in both tables). Only DPP
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Table 2. Regression Results of July 2024 Data

Variable Support for Legislative Reform Support for Protest Acceptance of Undemocratic Procedure
(1) () 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Partisanship
KMT 1.57*** 1.41%** 1.43*** -0.40*** -0.29*** -0.29*** 0.18*** 0.13*** 0.13***
-0.04 -0.04 —-0.04 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03
DPP 0.77*** 0.83*** 0.84*** 0.24*** 0.15*** 0.15*** -0.08*** -0.05* -0.05*
-0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
TPP 1.46™** 1.39*** 1.40*** -0.29*** -0.24*** -0.25%** 0.13*** 0.11*** 0.11***
-0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
Independent 1.08*** 1.07** 1.08*** -0.07** -0.03 -0.04* 0.01 0 0
-0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
Relations with China ?
Pro-independence 0.87*** 0.87*** 0.13*** 0.11*** -0.09*** -0.09***
leaning
-0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
Pro-unification leaning 1.08** 1.09%* -0.07** -0.07** 0.04 0.04
—-0.03 —-0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 —-0.03
Nationalism 0.83*** 0.84*** 0.23*** 0.23*** -0.02 -0.03
—-0.02 —-0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 —-0.03
Political interest 1.07* 1.06 0.09** 0.10*** -0.05 -0.05
-0.03 —-0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03
Male 1.04* -0.02 0
—-0.02 -0.02 -0.01
(Continued)
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Table 2. (Continued.)

Variable Support for Legislative Reform Support for Protest Acceptance of Undemocratic Procedure
Age®
30-39 0.98 0 0.07**
-0.03 -0.03 -0.02
40-49 0.94* 0.02 0
-0.02 -0.03 -0.02
50-59 0.98 -0.02 0
-0.03 -0.03 -0.03
60-69 0.96 -0.01 0.01
-0.03 -0.03 -0.03
>70 0.91* -0.03 0.02
-0.04 -0.04 -0.04
Education ©
College 0.98 0.05* -0.05*
-0.02 -0.02 -0.02
Graduate 0.98 0.03 -0.06**
-0.02 -0.02 -0.02
Income level 1 -0.03 -0.02
-0.03 -0.03 -0.03
Constant 0.40™** 0.55*** 0.59*** 0.62*** 0.35*** 0.35"** 0.21*** 0.31*** 0.34***
-0.02 -0.03 -0.05 -0.02 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 -0.03 -0.04
Obs. 1,368 1,353 1,267 1,434 1,420 1,333 1,492 1,476 1,379
Adjusted R-squared 0.53 0.586 0.586 0.449 0.524 0.527 0.134 0.159 0.162
Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. 2Baseline: status quo; Pbaseline: 20-29; “baseline: high school/vocational and below. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p< .001.
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Table 3. Regression Results of November 2024 Data

Support for Level of Acceptance of Constitutional Court
Legislative Reform Support for Protest Undemocratic Procedure Result Being Just
Variable (1) () @3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Partisanship
KMT 0.41%** 0.31%** 0.31**  -028"*  -022***  -022"** 010" 0.05 0.04 034" -027* -0.26"**
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
DPP -0.24*** -0.18*** -0.18*** 0.18*** 0.14*** 0.14*** -0.03 0.00 0.00 0.19*** 0.15*** 0.15***
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
TPP 0.41*** 0.39%** 0.38*** -0.17*** -0.16™** -0.16™** 0.06 0.06* 0.06* -0.30™** -0.29*** -0.28***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Independent 0.12*** 0.10*** 0.10*** -0.07** -0.06* -0.05* 0.05* 0.03 0.03 -0.10*** -0.08*** -0.09***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Relations with
China?®
Pro- -0.19*** -0.19*** 0.11%** 0.11*** -0.07*** -0.07*** 0.13*** 0.14***
independence
leaning
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Pro- 0.09*** 0.07** -0.07** -0.06* 0.07** 0.07** -0.06* -0.03
unification
leaning
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Political 0.01 -0.02 0.05 0.06 -0.11** -0.13*** 0.02 0.04
interest
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Male 0.05** -0.01 0.03 -0.05**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
(Continued)
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Table 3. (Continued.)

Support for

Level of Acceptance of

Constitutional Court

Legislative Reform Support for Protest Undemocratic Procedure Result Being Just
Variable (1) @) @) (4) (5) (6) () (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Age®
30-39 -0.00 0.01 0.02 -0.06*
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
40-49 -0.04 0.03 0.01 -0.03
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
50-59 -0.00 0.02 -0.02 -0.08*
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
60-69 -0.01 0.06 0.04 -0.09*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
>70 -0.02 0.02 0.07 -0.04
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Education €
College 0.01 0.01 -0.03 -0.04
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Graduate 0.01 0.01 -0.05* -0.04
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Income 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.04
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Constant 0.41*** 0.49*** 0.47*** 0.66*** 0.58*** 0.54*** 0.32*** 0.42*** 0.43*** 0.60*** 0.52*** 0.60***
(0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.05) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04)
Obs. 1,379 1,379 1,325 1,421 1,421 1,367 1,495 1,495 1,435 1,500 1,500 1,440
Adjusted R- 0.467 0.518 0.520 0.258 0.283 0.276 0.026 0.051 0.060 0.333 0.362 0.371
squared

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. 2Baseline: status quo; Pbaseline:

20-29; “baseline: high school/vocational and below. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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supporters were significantly more likely to support the street protests, while KMT supporters, TPP
supporters and independents were generally less supportive of the movement. This division between
the DPP and the other groups is similar to that observed for the first question regarding support for
legislative reform.

One intriguing, yet puzzling, finding is that individuals with a strong interest in politics were
simultaneously supportive of both the reform and the protests, suggesting a complex relation-
ship between political engagement and these contentious issues. Unlike support for the legislative
reform, gender and age do not show any significant association with attitudes towards the protests.
However, education does play a role, with higher-educated individuals, particularly those with a
college education, being more supportive than those with lower levels of education of the protests.

When asked about the extent to which citizens would accept undemocratic procedures, the distribu-
tion of opinions is skewed to the left, with both the median and mean scores at 0.25 (on a 0-1 scale),
indicating that most people in Taiwan are generally less tolerant of undemocratic practices. However,
we also examined whether partisanship significantly influences levels of tolerance for undemocratic
procedures. Columns (7) through (9) in both tables display the regression results, where we observe
a clear distinction between independents and KMT or TPP supporters. While KMT and TPP sup-
porters were significantly more likely to support the statement that undemocratic procedures are
acceptable if the end goal is desirable, independents did not show a similar level of support. However,
independents were also not as strongly opposed to undemocratic behaviour as DPP supporters.

It is possible that individuals with weaker democratic values are more likely to support the KMT
and TPP, or that these parties have persuaded their supporters to be more accepting of undemo-
cratic procedures. In either case, the results of our third analysis suggest a partisan association with
adherence to democratic principles. Additionally, pro-independence individuals were significantly
less tolerant of undemocratic behaviour. Education is also a significant predictor, with more edu-
cated individuals displaying significantly lower support for undemocratic procedures. Interestingly,
younger individuals were not necessarily more opposed to undemocratic practices, and neither were
those with a higher interest in politics.

Finally, one important variation between the two waves is the KMT’s and TPP’s relative sup-
port for undemocratic behaviour. In our first wave, which was conducted in July during the height
of the protest’s saliency, both KMT and TPP supporters were significantly more likely to tolerate
undemocratic behaviour. In November, however, KMT supporters were no longer significantly more
likely to tolerate undemocratic behaviour. TPP voters, meanwhile, were still significantly more likely
to support undemocratic practices. These findings demonstrate a particularly strong acceptance of
undemocratic behaviour by the TPP, which is unique — even among KMT respondents.

Considering the development of the constitutional ruling, we followed up with a second wave to
assess whether people’s opinions had changed. This survey wave included a question asking respon-
dents if they found the Constitutional Court ruling just or not. Ultimately, Columns (10) through
(12) of Table 3 indicate that people’s perception of the constitutional ruling was also partisan: DPP
supporters found the ruling just, while KMT and TPP supporters did not. Independent voters, how-
ever, again aligned with the KMT-TPP coalition and were significantly more likely to perceive the
ruling as unjust, further highlighting that independent voters were more likely to align with the
KMT-TPP coalition on this issue and not the DPP.

There are two key takeaways to our study. First, independent voters in Taiwan are more closely
aligned with the KMT regarding the Bluebird movement and legislative reform. Data suggest that
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the KMT’s framing is more effective than the DPP’s framing in appealing to independent voters.
While partisan frames can effectively mobilize party support, they may have long-term implications
for Taiwanese democracy. Those who identify with the frames of the KMT-TPP coalition are more
likely to accept undemocratic practices compared to those who identify with the DPP’s frames.

Second, independent voters are different from KMT-TPP supporters, particularly regarding non-
democratic practices. Although they aligned on the issues investigated in this paper, there are still
meaningful differences between independent voters and partisan voters, whether they are aligned
with the KMT, TPP or DPP. At the height of the legislative reform protests, our data indicate that
KMT and TPP supporters were more likely to accept undemocratic practices. Although this signif-
icance diminished for KMT supporters in the second wave of the survey, it remained consistent for
TPP supporters. Our findings suggest that, under certain conditions, KMT voters are more likely
to accept undemocratic practices - for example, during moments of legislative uncertainty or with
regard to large-scale protests supported by the DPP. This effect is seemingly temporary; at other
times, KMT voters are not supportive of undemocratic practices. In contrast, independent voters do
not exhibit the same levels of acceptance as either TPP or KMT voters in either wave of our study.

Our findings raise a concern for the future of Taiwanese democracy. TPP supporters were sig-
nificantly more likely to accept undemocratic practices across both waves. This suggests that those
who support the TPP may pose challenges for the future health of Taiwan’s democracy. Although
the TPP framed itself and the KMT as the defenders of democracy, our survey data indicate that it
may be supporting democracy in name but not necessarily in practice. While scholars have already
highlighted that the TPP may represent a populist turn within Taiwan politics, its policies, politics
and how much the party may change remain unclear.* This suggests that TPP voters may embody a
more anti-establishment voice within Taiwan’s electorate, setting them apart from supporters of the
traditional political parties. Beyond the Bluebird movement, Taiwan may not be immune to the rise
of the populist forces that have begun to emerge in mature or maturing democracies. In fact, Taiwan
may be more similar to democracies worldwide in that it, too, faces an internal anti-establishment
backlash.

Finally, these domestic challenges to democratic consolidation are further exacerbated by
Taiwan’s contested status and the PRC’s claims over the island. While China and the PRC were
not the focus of any party’s framing during the protests, the growing division in Taiwan over which
democratic values are worth upholding will make it easier for the PRC to create ways to under-
mine Taiwan’s democratic system. Although all parties believe they are promoting democracy, the
subsequent gridlock they have imposed upon Taiwan’s political landscape has placed the island in a
precarious position similar to other democracies that are being undermined by authoritarian powers.

Supplementary material is available online at https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741025101756.

This project was generously funded by the Republic of China (Taiwan) National Science and Research Council
Grant No: 111-2410-H-004 -227 -MY3.

None.

Benford Jr., Robert Dee. 1987. “Framing Activity, Meaning, and Social Movement Participation: The Nuclear Disarmament
Movement.” PhD diss., The University of Texas at Austin.

Campbell, Angus. 1960. “Surge and decline: a study of electoral change.” Public Opinion Quarterly 24(3), 397-418.

Chang, Shun-chuan, and Wen-jong Juang. 2024. “Fumian dangxing ruhe yingxiang Taiwan minzhong xuanze difang minyi
daibiao? Yingyong wanglu diaocha jiehe lianhe shiyan sheji tansuo toupiao xingwei” (How does negative partisanship affect
Taiwanese people’s choice of local representatives? Exploring voting behaviour through the application of online surveys
and conjoint experimental design). Journal of Electoral Studies 31, 1-47.

42 Yen 2021; Nachman 2024.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50305741025101756 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741025101756
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741025101756

The China Quarterly 17

we

Chen, Kai-Chu. 2024. “Fan lanquan, huminzhu’ Tainan chang minjindang yu lan ying hu ga” (“Oppose abuse of power,
protect democracy” Tainan event — DPP and KMT face off). Up Media, 15 June, https://www.upmedia.mg/news_info.
php?Type=24&SerialNo=204042.

Chen, Yih-yan. 1994. “Predicting voter’s choice in the 1992 legislator election: a cluster analysis.” Journal of Electoral Studies
1(1), 1-37.

Chu, Yun-han. 1996. “The partisan factor in electoral choice: a case analysis of the 1991 National Assembly Election.” Journal
of Electoral Studies 3(1), 17-48.

Chu, Yun-han, and Larry Diamond. 1999. “Taiwan’s 1998 elections: implications for democratic consolidation.” Asian
Survey 39(5), 808-822.

Croissant, Aurel, and Larry Diamond. 2020. “Introduction: reflections on democratic backsliding in Asia.” Global Asia 15(1),
8-13.

Dalton, Russell J. 2018. Citizen Politics: Public Opinion and Political Parties in Advanced Industrial Democracies. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Eldersveld, Samuel J. 1952. “The independent vote: measurement, characteristics, and implications for party strategy.”
American Political Science Review 46(3), 732-753.

Fiorina, Morris P. 1982. Retrospective Voting in American National Elections. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Fiorina, Morris P. 2002. “Parties and partisanship: a 40-year retrospective.” Political Behavior 24, 93-115.

Goffman, Erving. 1974. Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience. Boston, MA: Northeastern University
Press.

Hioe, Brian. 2024. “Bluebird movement’ draws 30,000 outside legislature, though third reading of controversial bill takes
place.” New Bloom, 28 May, https://newbloommag.net/2024/05/28/bluebird-movement-third-reading/.

Hsieh, Chun-Ling, and Cheng-Yu Chen. 2024. “Proposed reforms would be unconstitutional: DPP.” Taipei Times, 1 April,
https://www.taipeitimes.com/News/taiwan/archives/2024/04/01/2003815775.

Huang, Christine, and Kelsey Jo Starr. 2024. “Most people in Taiwan see themselves as primarily Taiwanese; few say they’re
primarily Chinese.” Pew Research Center, 16 January, https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/01/16/most-people-
in-taiwan-see-themselves-as-primarily-taiwanese-few-say-theyre-primarily-chinese/.

Inglehart, Ronald F., and Pippa Norris. 2016. “Trump, Brexit, and the rise of populism: economic have-nots and cultural
backlash.” HKS Working Paper No. RWP16-026, https://ssrn.com/abstract=2818659 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.
2818659.

Keith, Bruce E., David B. Magleby, Candice J. Nelson, Elizabeth A. Orr, Mark C. Westlye and Raymond E. Wolfinger.
1992. The Myth of the Independent Voter. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Klar, Samara, and Yanna Krupnikov. 2016. Independent Politics: How American Disdain for Parties Leads to Political
Inaction. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lee, Hung-1., and Yu-tzung Chang. 2022. “Negative partisanship and voting choice: the case of presidential elections in
Taiwan, 2004-2020.” Journal of Electoral Studies 29(2), 35-71.

Liu, I-Chou. 1996. “The behavior of Taiwanese voters in 1992: consolidation of partisan ties.” In Hung-Mao Tien (ed.),
Taiwan’s Electoral Politics and Democratic Transition: Riding the Third Wave. New York: Routledge, 226-242.

Lyu, Hsiang-ho. 2024. “Lan wei kai guoji jizhehui: fanbo litying xuanchuan” (KMT legislators hold international press con-
ference to refute DPP propaganda). Awakening News Taiwan, 23 May, https://www.anntw.com/articles/20240523-XFi2.
Accessed 27 November 2025.

Magleby, David B., Candice J. Nelson and Mark C. Westlye. 2011. “The myth of the independent voter revisited.” In Paul
M. Sniderman and Benjamin Highton (eds.), Facing the Challenge of Democracy: Explorations in the Analysis of Public
Opinion and Political Participation. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 238-264.

Mounk, Yascha. 2018. The People Vs. Democracy: Why Our Freedom Is in Danger and How to Save It.” Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Nachman, Lev. 2024. “Small but mighty: third parties in Taiwan’s 2024 election.” Asia Policy 19(2), 101-08.

Nachman, Lev. 2025. Contested Taiwan: Sovereignty, Social Movements and Party Formation. Seattle, WA: University of
Washington Press.

Pan, Jason. 2024. “More than 100,000 attend Taipei protests.” Taipei Times, 25 May, https://www.taipeitimes.com/News/
taiwan/archives/2024/05/25/2003818375.

Petrocik, John Richard. 2009. “Measuring party support: leaners are not independents.” Electoral Studies 28(4), 562-572.

Reilly, Thom, and Dan Hunting. 2023. “The fluid voter: exploring independent voting patterns over time.” Politics and Policy
51(1), 59-80.

Slothuus, Rune, and Claes H. de Vreese. 2010. “Political parties, motivated reasoning, and issue framing effects.” The Journal
of Politics 72(3), 630-645.

Templeman, Kharis. 2020. “Politics in the Tsai Ing-wen era.” In Hans Stockton and Yao-Yuan Yeh (eds.), Taiwan: The
Development of an Asian Tiger. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 67-96.

Wang, Austin Horng-En. 2019. “The myth of polarization among Taiwanese voters: the missing middle.” Journal of East
Asian Studies 19(3), 275-287.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50305741025101756 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://www.upmedia.mg/news_info.php?Type=24%26SerialNo=204042
https://www.upmedia.mg/news_info.php?Type=24%26SerialNo=204042
https://newbloommag.net/2024/05/28/bluebird-movement-third-reading/
https://www.taipeitimes.com/News/taiwan/archives/2024/04/01/2003815775
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/01/16/most-people-in-taiwan-see-themselves-as-primarily-taiwanese-few-say-theyre-primarily-chinese/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/01/16/most-people-in-taiwan-see-themselves-as-primarily-taiwanese-few-say-theyre-primarily-chinese/
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2818659
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2818659
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2818659
https://www.anntw.com/articles/20240523-XFi2
https://www.taipeitimes.com/News/taiwan/archives/2024/05/25/2003818375
https://www.taipeitimes.com/News/taiwan/archives/2024/05/25/2003818375
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741025101756

18 Lev Nachman et al.

Wang, Jong-Tian. 2010. “Duli xuanmin de leixing jigi toupiao xingwei: Taiwan 2008 nian zongtong xuanju de guancha”
(The types of independent voters and their voting behaviour: some observations from Taiwan’s 2008 presidential election).
Journal of Electoral Studies 17(2), 35-69.

Wang, T.Y., and Ching-hsin Yu. 2011. “Independents and voting decisions: a test of James Bryce’s hypothesis.” Paper pre-
sented at conference on “Taiwan’s election and democratization study: cities mayoral elections,” 3-4 December, Soochow
University, Taipei.

Wattenberg, Martin. 1998. “Turnout decline in the US and other advanced industrial democracies.” UC Irvine Center for
the Study of Democracy Working Paper, https://escholarship.org/uc/item/1kh6r88m.

Yen, Wei-Ting. 2021. “Labor market, economic insecurity, and populism in Taiwan.” Taiwan Journal of Democracy 17,63-91.

Yu, Ching-hsin. 2017. “Parties, partisans, and independents in Taiwan.” In Christopher H. Achen and T.Y. Wang (eds.), The
Taiwan Voter. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 71-97.

https://doi.org/10.1017/50305741025101756 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://escholarship.org/uc/item/1kh6r88m
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305741025101756

ssaud Aisianun abpliquied Aq auluo paysiiand 95/ L01S20Ly/S0€05/£101°01/B10"10p//:sdny

Wave 1 Wave 2

Variable Obs. M SD Min. Max. Obs. M SD Min. Max.
Reform 1,368 0.50 0.40 0 1 1,379 0.52 0.39 0 1
Protest 1,434 0.54 0.37 0 1 1,421 0.61 0.34 0 1
Undemocratic 1,492 0.25 0.28 0 1 1,495 0.36 0.29 0 1
Just ruling 1,500 0.51 0.36 0 1
KMT 1,500 0.20 0.40 0 1 1,500 0.20 0.40 0 1
DPP 1,500 0.31 0.46 0 1 1,500 0.29 0.46 0 1
TPP 1,500 0.17 0.38 0 1 1,500 0.13 0.33 0 1
Independent 1,500 0.36 0.48 0 1 1,500 0.40 0.49 0 1
Interest 1,500 0.56 0.25 0 1 1,500 0.58 0.24 0 1
Relations with China

Status quo 1,484 0.42 0.49 0 1 1,500 0.45 0.50 0 1

Pro-independence-leaning 1,484 0.48 0.50 0 1 1,500 0.46 0.50 0 1

Pro-unification-leaning 1,484 0.10 0.30 0 1 1,500 0.10 0.30 0 1
Male 1,500 0.58 0.49 0 1 1,500 0.58 0.49 0 1
Age group

20-29 1,492 0.17 0.38 0 1

30-39 1,492 0.24 0.43 0 1 1,491 0.25 0.43 0 1

40-49 1,492 0.25 0.43 0 1 1,491 0.29 0.45 0 1

50-59 1,492 0.20 0.40 0 1 1,491 0.22 0.41 0 1

60-69 1,492 0.10 0.30 0 1 1,491 0.10 0.29 0 1

>70 1,492 0.04 0.19 0 1 1,491 0.03 0.18 0 1
Education

High school and below 1,500 0.20 0.40 0 1

College 1,500 0.52 0.50 0 1 1,500 0.48 0.50 0 1

Graduate 1,500 0.28 0.45 0 1 1,500 0.32 0.47 0 1
Income 1,409 0.47 0.26 0 1 1,449 0.50 0.25 0 1
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Date

Key event

20 February
2024

Opening day of the first legislative session of the 11th Legislative Yuan; the TPP sent the
legislative reform bills to the legislative floor for first reading and the bills were sent to the
Judicial and Legal Affairs Committee

8 March 2024

The KMT sent their legislative reform bills to the legislative floor for first reading and the bills
were sent to the Judicial and Legal Affairs Committee

1 April 2024 Judicial and Legal Affairs Committee hold the 11th official Full Committee Meeting

3 April 2024 First public hearing of the legislative reform bills

10 April 2024 Second public hearing of the legislative reform bills

11 April 2024 Third public hearing of the legislative reform bills

15 April 2024 Judicial and Legal Affairs Committee hold the 12th official Full Committee Meeting in which
the KMT rejected a review of the DPP’s proposals and bypassed substantive discussion of the
bills before sending them for cross-party negotiation

18 April 2024 Judicial and Legal Affairs Committee attempted to review additional versions of draft bills,
but the KMT’s motion to adjourn was passed by a 5-4 vote, forcing the chair to end the
meeting

25 April 2024 Judicial and Legal Affairs Committee again attempted to review additional versions of draft
bills, but the KMT’s motion to adjourn was passed by a 5-4 vote, forcing the chair to end the
meeting

3 May 2024 DPP caucus proposed in the Legislative Yuan to send its version of the bill directly to the
second reading for discussion with other versions, but the proposal was rejected due to the
KMT-TPP majority

16 May 2024 Cross-party negotiations held; however, there was no discussion or negotiation of the pro-
posed legislative reform bills; legislator Huang Kuo-chang stated that the TPP and KMT were
finalizing a joint proposal, but its details remained confidential

17 May 2024 The first attempt of the second reading of the bill; some legislators were injured during a
physical fight

21 May 2024 The second reading of the bill; around 30,000 protestors surrounded the Legislative Yuan

24 May 2024 More than 100,000 people protested the bill on the street; the civil society-led movement
was termed the “Bluebird movement”

28 May 2024 The bill was passed after the third reading; around 70,000 protestors assembled outside the

Legislative Yuan

Source: “2024 nian ‘lifaweiyuan xiufa wei ziji kuoda quanli’ shijian bu” (2024 Legislative Yuan: “legislators amending laws to expand their own
power”). TBO Taiwan, https://tbotaiwan.com/timeline-no-discussion-not-democracy-2024/.
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