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Introduction

S. Philip Hsu and Chang-Ling Huang

In December 2004, the Department of Political Science of National
Taiwan University organized the International Conference on Political
Challenges and Democratic Institutions, with the support of the Taiwan
Foundation for Democracy (TFD) and the NSFG Foundation. At the
conference, we invited scholars and social activists from South Africa,
South Korea, and the United States to exchange ideas and share their
views on challenging issues facing democracies. The intellectual dialogue
was quite inspiring and thus some of the papers presented in that
conference have been compiled in this edited volume.

When we were planning the conference in the spring of 2004, Taiwan
had just experienced one of the most turbulent moments in its recent
political history. The day before the presidential election in 2004, the
ruling party candidate, the incumbent president who was then
campaigning for a second term, was shot. Though the shooting itself did
not bring about fatal injury to the incumbent president physically, the
political trust in Taiwan, already fragile, was further damaged. When the
election results showed that the ruling party had won by a tiny margin,
the opposition candidate not only refused to concede but also decided to
file a suit to annul the election. For weeks following the election,
supporters of the opposition parties demonstrated in front of the
presidential palace and demanded the truth regarding the shooting.
Supporters of the ruling party, on the other hand, were outraged by the
demonstration and by the suggestion that the shooting might have been
self-staged.

Many at that time were wondering whether the institutional strength
of Taiwan’s nascent democracy would be able to withstand such political
confrontation and division. Political scientists in Taiwan also felt it
compelling to ask how and why political trust in Taiwan was eroding
and whether other countries, such as our fellow young democracies, had
faced similar challenges. In this volume Chin-En Wu and Sunhyuk Kim
answer these questions. Wu demonstrates that ethnic division reduces
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the voters’ trust in politicians of other camps and increased the voters’
trust in politicians of their own camps. Voters not only have different
levels of trust toward different political parties, but also toward different
branches of the government. Moreover, Wu suggests that changes in
institutions, particularly electoral rules, would reduce the identity divide
and result in more political trust. Sunhyuk Kim illustrates with the South
Korean experience that when societies are politically polarized, people’s
trust in public institutions tends to erode. While being optimistic about
Korea’s democratic future, Kim nonetheless recognizes that there are still
institutional challenges for Korean democracy. He shares Wu’s view that
institutional reform is needed in order to enhance political trust.

Taiwan’s ethnic division and South Korea’s ideological polarization
are both rooted in historical experience. Easing the division and
polarization is actually related to the issue of transitional justice. How to
handle the past wrongdoings of the authoritarian state, especially the
abuse of human rights, is a thorny issue for any young democracy. It is
politically difficult and intellectually challenging. Due to the fact that the
Taiwanese political science community seems to be relatively unfamiliar
with and unenthusiastic about transitional justice, this volume seeks to
introduce this topic to our colleagues and students by learning from
other countries. Perhaps no country could shed more light on this topic
than South Africa. The Truth and Reconciliation Commission has been a
well-known institution dealing with transitional justice. Carnita Ernest
and Nicky Rousseau examine South African experiences from different
perspectives. Ernest leads us to look at the Commission from the victim’s
standpoint and Rousseau presents the debates regarding the
Commission’s mandate. While their discussion centers on the politics of
finding about the truth, this theme proves consequential in Taiwan’s own
experience as well. Nai-Teh Wu’s work is very likely the first academic
piece to probe the issue of transitional justice in Taiwan. For him, it is
important to ask: given that there were more than 3000 recorded victims
of the state’s authoritarian rule, why was there no admitted perpetrator?
Although the state was willing to give monetary compensation for the
victims, the issue regarding truth still remains. As the South African lady
quoted in Tutu’s book and cited by Wu indicated, without knowing
exactly what happened, the victims and their surviving families have no
idea what to forgive even when they are willing to forgive.

The third part of this book is about the social movement in Korea.
For years Korea’s social movement experience has served as an important
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reference point for Taiwan. Activists in Taiwan often envy their Korean
counterparts and lament about the lack of organizational strength and
mobilizational ability of Taiwan’s social movement organizations.
Kwang-Yeong Shin’s article, however, reminds us that social movement
per se is not always progressive. The recent politicization and
mobilization of the conservative civic organizations has been a very
important phenomenon in democratic Korea. While Shin worries about
the impact of the mobilization of conservative forces on Korea’s
democracy, Nicola Jones presents a somewhat different picture. In a quite
comprehensive manner, Jones demonstrates the institutional change
regarding gender equality in Korea. It seems that despite ideological
polarization and political confrontation between Korea’s progressive and
conservative camps, gender equality has been a commonly accepted
reform issue on which the feminist movement has been able to make
steadfast advances. In the late 1980s, when the former socialist countries
in Eastern Europe began their democratization, many women proclaimed
that “democracy without women is no democracy.” The development of
Korea’s feminist movement suggests that this proclamation has been
widely shared.

Multicultural citizenship poses an important political challenge to
almost all countries in the world today. Taiwan is no exception. The four
chapters in this part deal with this issue from different perspectives and
apply different approaches. Michael Shapiro illustrates how writers
create “counter-memories” and how they write in the major language but
become a minority through writing. Through the discussion of works by
philosophers as well as creative writers, Shapiro shows us how tyrannical
the thinking can be when we intend to stabilize minorities and majorities.
Sandra Joireman’s work on the politics of naming sheds a similar light,
albeit from a different perspective. Multiculturalism, as Joireman argues,
constantly involves the naming of groups and categorization of
individuals. Both could be highly political and contested. The key issue is
the degree of political consultation, or whether the consultation exists at
all. Naming is an identity institution and, like all other political
institutions, if the state seeks to make it function well, then proper
political consultation and negotiation must come before the institution
comes into existence. Neither Shapiro’s nor Joireman’s chapter directly
addresses Taiwan, but anyone familiar with Taiwan’s identity politics
would see the relevance in their analyses. Shapiro’s statement that
writers such as Cliff, Alexie, and Morrison are products of historical
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encounters and acts of coercion brings to our mind the names of many
Taiwanese writers, modern or contemporary. Likewise, Joierman’s
chapter naturally leads us to reflect on the naming and re-naming
experienced by Taiwanese aboriginals.

Chih-yu Shih’s chapter investigates not only the institution of
identity, but also the relationship between identity and the institution of
property. In his study, the granting of autonomous status enhances
ethnic consciousness for some minority ethnic groups in China.
Moreover, the state’s sensitivity toward ethnic identity is beneficial to the
property rights reform. Hsiao-Chuan Hsia’s work also makes the linkage
between identity and political economy. Hsia has been well known
among Taiwan’s social activists for organizing immigrant women. In her
chapter, she shares with us her experience as an organizer and her
observation as a scholar of the immigrant rights movement in Taiwan.
She emphasizes the importance of locating the immigrant rights
movement within the context of globalization and argues that economic
struggle is intersected with identity politics. Hsia’s conclusion that
multiculturalism should be seen as a strategic rhetoric rather than an
ideal goal is both provocative and insightful. How to refrain from
essentializing the timeless cultural difference remains a challenge not
only for the immigrant rights movement, but also for Taiwanese society
as a whole.

While young democracies across the world are facing all kinds of
institutional challenges, we hope the juxtaposition of the experience of
Taiwan and other countries can enrich our understanding of the exciting
and challenging times that, we believe, will be remembered in years to
come as the age of democracy.



PART I

Political Trust





1
Political Trust, Institutional Reform,
and Democratic Deepening in Korea

Sunhyuk Kim

I.  Introduction: Korean Democracy in Crisis
2004 proved to be an extraordinary year for Korea. In March, for the first
time in Korea’s constitutional history, the National Assembly, led by a
coalition of opposition parties, moved to impeach President Roh Moo
Hyun. The presidency was suspended for more than two months as a
result, although in May the Korean Constitutional Court ruled that the
president had indeed violated the election laws but did not deserve an
impeachment. On October 21, 2004, the Korean Constitutional Court gave
another historic ruling. This time, the Court judged that the Roh
government’s plan to relocate the administrative capital from Seoul to an
area in Ch’ungch’ong Province, which had been passed in the National
Assembly in December 2003 but was now ardently opposed by the
opposition Grand National Party, was unconstitutional. This ruling
forced the government to stop immediately all the plans and committees
associated with the relocation project. The Constitutional Court, which
has never been a serious actor in Korean politics, is emerging rapidly as
an excessively powerful institution.

What has precipitated the rather dramatic empowerment of the
Constitutional Court in Korea is the “gridlock” between the executive
and the legislature. The conflict between the two main branches of the
government, as a matter of fact, has been a persistent, if not chronic,
feature of Korean politics since Korea’s democratic transition in 1987.
Successive democratic governments under Roh Tae Woo (1988-93), Kim
Young Sam (1993-98), Kim Dae Jung (1998-2003), and Roh Moo Hyun
(2003-) have had to confront and cope with formidable resistance by the
opposition party (or parties) in the National Assembly. Governments
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have used different tactics to resolve the gridlock, ranging from a
transformistic party merger to incorporate opposition parties1 (Choi 1995)
to individual “recruitment” of opposition party legislators (S. Kim 2002).

At the heart of the “gridlock” problem consists the issue of “dual
legitimacy.”  The Korean president is elected through direct popular
elections. So are the members of the National Assembly. As a result, both
the president and the National Assembly are entitled to claim a popular
mandate as legitimate representative institutions. With antagonism and
confrontation between the executive and the legislature branches all but
habituated and routinized, the judiciary, specifically the Constitutional
Court (which is by the way an unelected institution) has unexpectedly
assumed the role of a putatively impartial and neutral “umpire,”
enjoying a kind of “casting vote” between the two governmental
branches at deadly feud with each other and dealing out justice to
concerned political stakeholders.

The resultant “judicialization” of politics has prompted some
prominent scholars in Korea to warn of the rise of an “imperial judiciary”
(Choi 2004; Y. Kim 2004).” Controversies are brewing on whether the
Constitutional Court, and the judiciary in general, is justified in
appropriating the role of a nonpartisan arbiter.3 Judicialization of Korean
politics and the comparative empowerment of unelected bodies (e.g., the
Constitutional Court) vis-à-vis elected institutions (e.g., the president or
the National Assembly) summarily enunciates the essential nature of the
current crisis of Korean democracy, highlighting how one of the cardinal
principles of modern democracy—embodiment of popular sovereignty
through elected, representative institutions—is in grave jeopardy.

One of the most crucial tasks in Korean politics today, therefore,
boils down to institutional reform, i.e., how to re-design and reconfigure
various governmental institutions so as to make Korean democracy more
representative, accountable, responsive, and effective. Institutional
reform, in fact, has consistently and continually been on the agenda of the
politics of democratic consolidation and deepening in Korea since 1987.2
The principal purpose of this chapter is to analyze the politics of
institutional reform in Korea, against the backdrop of low political trust
and focusing on the current Roh Moo Hyun administration.

Specifically this chapter proceeds as follows. In the second section, I
review the existing (general) literature on political trust and then contrast,
depending on the level of democratic development (i.e., established
democracies or fledgling democracies), the two different consequences of
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and responses to low political trust. In Section 3, I discuss the level of
political trust in Korea. Three features figure prominently: 1) political
trust in Korea has been in precipitous decline since the democratic
transition; 2) political trust in Korea is considerably lower in comparison
with other old and new democracies; and 3) trust in civil society
organizations is unusually high, as compared with other domestic
institutions and other countries. In Section 4, I turn to the politics of
institutional reform, showcasing how different ideological and
generational camps in Korea perceive and understand the causes and
consequences of low political trust and institutional reform. In the last
section, I summarize my thematic argument and present a few
prescriptions for the further deepening of democracy in Korea.

II.  Political Trust: A Theoretical Overview
In the extant literature, “political trust,” often used interchangeably with
“political support,” is defined as trust citizens put in political institutions
(e.g., three branches of the government) and individual political actors
(e.g., party politicians, public servants, legislators, et al.). Thus defined,
political trust is distinguishable from general interpersonal trust or social
trust, i.e., trust in social institutions (e.g., NGOs) or economic institutions
(e.g., business enterprises). Not only are political and social trust
conceptually differentiable, scholars have also found that they are in
large measure causally unrelated. Political trust is not much affected or
caused by social or economic factors (Newton 1999).

Political trust is a multidimensional concept, comprising at least five
different realms: political community, regime principles, regime
performance, regime institutions, and political actors (Norris 1999b).
According to an authoritative volume on political trust that presents a
comprehensive and comparative study of developed and developing
democracies, the level of political trust in democracies around the globe
is universally in decline. Yet, there are some notable differences within
the five dimensions of political trust. Specifically, trust in political
community and regime principles have increased; trust in regime
performance and political actors are inconstant, varying from country to
country; and trust in regime institutions, i.e., institutional trust, has
consistently and considerably dwindled. This means that the
preponderant portion in the recent downfall of political trust is
imputable to the decline in institutional trust (Norris 1999b).
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Why should we care and worry about low political or institutional
trust?  Political trust is critical to the stability and persistence of
democracy. Adherence to democratic ideals and principles is a crucial
necessary condition for long term democratic stability. Low political trust,
especially low trust in regime institutions, will ultimately erode the
support for regime principles and thereby in the long haul negatively
affect the stability of democracy. In established democracies where there
already exists a rich “reservoir of goodwill towards democratic
institutions (McAllister 1999, 203)” and where citizens tend to cognitively
differentiate between democratic institutions and governments in power,
low institutional trust is unlikely to pose a serious threat to democracy.
By contrast, in fledgling democracies where there exist no dependable
historical and cultural roots of democracy and where citizens frequently
have exorbitantly high expectations about their governments and an
instrumentalist conception of democracy (i.e., democracy is useful
because it promotes economic growth or promises good government
performance), political and institutional distrust can easily develop into
an overwhelming menace to democratic stability and persistence.

More specifically, low political trust (or high political distrust) can
discourage conventional participation (e.g., elections, civic engagement,
political activism) and instead encourage unconventional activism (e.g.,
protest politics, extremism, terrorism).  It can also increase
noncompliance with the law, thereby hampering the ability of
governments to pass and implement legislation and raise revenues
(Norris 1999c). All of these can substantially discredit, delegitimize, and
destabilize democracy. More seriously, if the public explore and support
alternatives to existing institutions, low political trust or high political
distrust can quickly turn into a forceful threat to the survival of
democracy (Listhaug & Wiberg 1998).

Scholars have offered plural explanations for the decline in political
trust in democracies around the world. Most common culprits include
cultural idiosyncrasies (e.g., cynicism, apathy, fatalism, etc.), poor
government performance (particularly in the economic area),
inordinately high public expectations (Miller & Listhaug 1999), and
political controversy and ideological polarization and the resultant
systemic disillusionment (Lipset & Schneider 1983). Yet most scholars
agree that institutional factors are the most important. As Norris (1999b:
219) aptly puts it: “Over time, where constitutional arrangements succeed
in channeling popular demands into government outcomes, then we
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would expect this to be reflected in diffuse support for the political
process.” In other words, whether and how effectively existing
constitutional structures and institutional arrangements articulate and
represent citizens’ opinions and interests in the political and
policymaking processes decisively determines the level of political
trust/distrust.

This is why low political trust or high political distrust nearly
invariably plays a catalytic role in raising the issue of and promoting the
cause of institutional reform.  Depending on the “age” or “maturity” of
democracy, two distinct paths of development exist, one optimistic and
the other pessimistic. In established democracies, low political trust
would generate renewed interest in and pressure for public discussion
and popular campaign for designing more representative, effective, and
inclusive institutions. Meanwhile, in nascent democracies, especially
when there are widely-recognized alternatives—imaginary or real—to
extant democratic institutions, low political trust might swiftly turn into a
sentimental nostalgia and reactionary movement for “good old days”
under previous authoritarian regimes, hence perilously threatening the
legitimacy and stability of the new democracy. The concrete unfoldings
of reform politics, whether they take the optimistic path (i.e., movement
for greater democracy) or the pessimistic one (i.e., movement to reinstate
the authoritarian status quo ante) in large measure hinge on the specific
political dynamics in the country, complicated by numerous variables
such as the balance of power among various political and social forces,
the level of civilian control of the military, the clout of the mass media,
the relative power of civil society vis-à-vis the state, records of previous
reform efforts, and so on.

III. Political Trust: The Case of Korea
As compared with other democracies in the world, Korea is no exception
in the overall drop in political trust over the past decades. According to a
study based on Korea Democracy Barometer surveys conducted during
the 1996-2004 period and the 2003 East Asia Barometer survey (Table 1)4,
for every public institution, trust has dramatically decreased over the
given period: the executive (from 62.1 percent in 1996 to 26.1 percent in
2003), the legislature (from 49.1 percent in 1996 to 21.5 percent in 1997 to
15.4 percent in 2003), legal courts (from 70.4 percent in 1996 to 57.5
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percent in 1997 to 50.9 percent in 2003), civil service (from 56.1 percent in
1996 to 44.9 percent in 1997 to 44.8 percent in 2003), the military (from
74.0 percent in 1996 to 66.7 percent in 1997 to 58.9 percent in 2003), the
police (from 57.0 percent in 1996 to 41.7 percent in 1997 to 49.9 percent in
2003), and political parties (from 39.5 percent in 1996 to 19.5 percent in
1997 to 14.9 percent in 2003). In particular, trust in the three main
branches of the government (i.e., the executive, legislature, judiciary)
declined from 38.0 percent in 1996 to 7.0 percent in 2003, recording a 30.1
percentage point drop. Declines in the trust in representative institutions,
such as the legislature and political parties, are also prominent, recording
33.5 percentage point and 24.6 percentage point drops respectively.

In summary, after more than 17 years since the democratic transition,
an absolute majority of the Korean public today is highly cynical about
regime institutions, particularly about the core state institutions. Political
distrust is so general and universal among the Korean public that the
disgruntled do not seem to concentrate in one demographic category or
two. Regardless of demographic and socio-economic backgrounds,
Koreans appear to have little trust in political institutions, especially in
the representative organizations (Park 2004, 14).

Table 1   Trust in Public Institutions: Korea (political institutions only)

1996 1997 2003 Change (1996-2003)

Executive 62.1    - 26.1 -36.0
Legislature 49.1 21.5 15.4 -33.5
Courts 70.4 57.5 50.9 -19.9
Three branches 38.0    -  7.0 -30.1
Civil service 56.1 44.9 44.8 -11.3
Military 74.0 66.7 58.9 -15.1
Police 57.0 41.7 49.9 -7.1
Political parties 39.5 19.5 14.9 -24.6

Entries are percentages saying “a great deal” or “quite a lot of” trust.”
Source: Park 2004.

Another study on trust in Korea, which includes more time points
(e.g., authoritarian periods) and nonpolitical institutions (e.g., social and
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economic institutions), shows similar patterns. As Table 2 indicates, trust
in political institutions such as the three branches of the government, the
military, the police, and political parties has steadily declined, with the
legislature (13.3 percent in 2002) and political parties (12.0 percent in 2002)
recording the lowest levels. As is shown in Table 1, representative
institutions enjoy very little public trust in Korea. Meanwhile, what is
extremely noticeable in Table 2 is that some nonstate institutions such as
civil society groups enjoy a very high level of public trust. Trust in civil
society groups increased from 69.7 percent in 1996 to 77.1 percent in 2002.
As of 2002, the difference between the trust in civil society groups and
trust in the conventional representative institutions such as the
legislature and political parties stands at about remarkable 64.4
percentage point. Against the backdrop of dismally low trust levels in
most public institutions, trust in nongovernmental civil society groups
stands out as a conspicuous exception.

Table 2   Trust in Public Institutions: Korea (including nonpolitical
institutions)

1981 1990 1996 2002

Executive - - 43.9 34.6
Legislature 68.2 34.1 31.1 13.3
Courts 80.8 67.6 58.6 52.8
Military 86.7 79.7 70.7 59.1
Police 73.3 53.0 47.5 34.6
Political Parties - - 25.0 12.0
Press 69.2 66.3 64.7 54.0
Business firms 54.3 35.3 34.7 42.4
Labor unions 60.1 66.6 55.7 35.7
Civil society groups - - 69.7 77.1

Source: Chu 2003

Now, placed in international comparative perspective, Korean
citizens show almost the lowest level of trust in governmental
institutions. Table 3 is based on a comparative survey conducted in July-
September of 2002, polling 36,000 people in countries over six continents.



Political Challenges and Democratic Institutions10

In terms of the trust in the executive (25 percent), Korea records the
second from the bottom, between the Middle East (14 percent) and Latin
America (25 percent). Only a quarter of Koreans trust their executive
branch, whereas on average a half of citizens in other countries trust
theirs. Koreans’ trust in the National Assembly, the legislature, is the
lowest (11 percent) among the countries, even lower than that of the
Middle East (16 percent). Trust in the judiciary is also very low,
somewhere between Eastern Europe (23 percent) and the Middle
East/Africa (46 percent).

Overall, therefore, political trust in Korea turns out to be
extraordinarily low compared with other countries. The only exception,
again, is Koreans’ trust in nongovernmental groups, recording the
highest (77 percent) among the surveyed countries, easily eclipsing
established democracies in North America (69 percent) or Europe (66
percent). The very high trust the Korean public place in civil society
organizations is as anomalous as the very low trust they put in state
institutions and political parties.

Table 3   Trust in Public Institutions: A Crossregional Comparison

Executive Legislature Judiciary
Civil society

organizations
Big business

firms
Labor
unions

Press

All (45countries) 50 38 48 59 42 48 50

EU (12) 51 46 53 66 45 49 42

Eastern/Central

Europe (3)

40 27 23 47 26 34 51

Middle East (2) 14 16 46 46 39 30 26

North America (2) 74 47 61 69 44 54 52

South America (9) 27 23 31 53 43 36 51

Asia (7) 45 23 31 53 43 36 51

Africa (3) 43 43 46 60 55 61 60

Korea 25 11 31 77 35 57  -

Source: Chu 2003

To sum up, in Korea, political trust in general and public trust in
representative institutions in particular have declined quite precipitously
over the past decade. Korean citizens have lost their confidence in core
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state institutions such as the executive, the legislature, and the judiciary.
Noticeably dramatic has been the erosion of public trust in the
representative institutions. Put in comparative perspective, two things
stand out in the Korean case: a very low level of trust in the main
representative institutions and a very high level of trust in
nongovernmental civil society organizations.

IV. The Politics of Institutional Reform
Causes of low political trust, as discussed in Section 2 above, are multiple.
What appears pertinent in illuminating the exceptional low political trust
in Korea is the case of the U.S. in the 1960s. From 1964 to 1970, the U.S.
witnessed “a virtual explosion of anti-government feeling,” with mistrust
in government, measured according to the Michigan Index,5 increased by
an average of 17 percent. Mistrust in government increased by 8 percent
between 1964 and 1968 and by 9 percent between 1968 and 1970.  To
explain such persistent decline of public trust in American governmental
institutions, Lipset and Schneider (1983) focus on the political
controversies and the resulting ideological polarization that transpired in
American society during the 1960s.

What has been taking place in Korea during recent years is similar
ideological polarization of the population between progressives and
conservatives. During the Roh Tae Woo government (1988-93) and the
Kim Young Sam government (1993-98), progressives, who had
spearheaded the pro-democracy anti-government struggles in the 1970s
and 1980s, largely stayed outside the political establishment. The election
of Kim Dae Jung in 1997 marked the first horizontal transfer of power
since the democratic transition. During the Kim Dae Jung presidency
(1998-2003), ideological polarization deepened on Kim Dae Jung’s North
Korea policy (aka the “Sunshine Policy”).  Progressives, having attained
strategic key positions in various state institutions and political society,
supported active engagement of North Korea. In contrast, conservatives
intensely opposed “appeasement” with North Korea and virtually
reflexively endorsed hardline policies of American neo-conservatives.
Throughout the Kim Dae Jung administration, the president and his
progressive allies in and outside of the government were constantly
attacked by conservatives for their allegedly pro-North Korean—and
hence pro-communist, enemy-benefiting—policies.
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With the 2002 election of Roh Moo Hyun, a young human rights
lawyer and a maverick politician who symbolized the rise of the postwar
generation, to the Korean presidency, progressives have now entered the
political establishment en masse. The successful entry of the Korea
Democratic Labor Party into the National Assembly in the April 2004
general elections marked the culmination of the recent ascendance of
progressives in Korea. Now, progressives are in charge of designing and
implementing various crucial democratic reforms. What has taken place
during the past Kim Dae Jung administration and the current Roh Moo
Hyun government is the gradual but unmistakable shift of power from
older/conservative to younger/progressive political actors. Government
institutions, civil society groups, business firms, and many major social
institutions are increasingly occupied and operated by younger/
progressive actors. In response, conservatives, rapidly marginalized, talk
alarmingly of an imminent, if not already ongoing, “powershift” in Korea
(i.e., from conservatives to progressives) and strategize how to prevent or
arrest it.

Young progressives, typified by the “386” generation (those who are
in their 30s, went to universities in the 80s, and were born in the 60s), try
to reform the state institutions to reflect the ideals of democracy they
entertained in the 1980s during their pro-democracy struggles. In
reaction, old conservatives attempt to deter and prevent dramatic
transformation of state institutions and policies and to preserve the status
quo, pointing to sundry negative consequences of “radical” reforms, such
as economic troubles, diminishing global competitiveness, security threat
from North Korea, social chaos, and so forth.

What underlies the exceptionally low political trust in Korea today is
the continuing polarization and confrontation between progressives and
conservatives. The division between progressives and conservatives is
primarily ideological, but it is also in large measure generational. There
are more progressives among younger people, while there are more
conservatives among older people. Ideological and generational
cleavages in Korea seem to be overlapping and mutually reinforcing,
rather than crosscutting.

The ultimate reason why the Korean public as a whole are seriously
dissatisfied with various political institutions is that progressives and
conservatives hold similarly high but substantively different expectations
about regime institutions and governmental performance. With their
expectations commonly unmet, both progressives and conservatives feel
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alienated and unhappy about governmental institutions and
performance—but for fundamentally different reasons. Progressives
want the existing institutions to embody and actualize greater and deeper
reforms. They want to make the existing institutions more representative,
responsible, accountable, and effective by implementing more reforms.
They think the existing reforms are too timid and mild. Quite the reverse,
conservatives regard the reforms pursued by the ruling bloc to be too
radical, impetuous, and hasty, upsetting the status quo and entrenching
the deplorable, if not utterly unacceptable, powershift that has been
occurring since the 2002 presidential elections. For starkly different
reasons, the two ideological camps in Korea are profoundly troubled by
and disappointed at the existing institutions and their performance.

Most of all, progressives think that the main political institutions do
not still adequately reflect the changes Korean society has undergone in
the past few decades.  Progressives, for example, take the two rulings by
the Constitutional Court in 2004 (i.e., presidential impeachment and the
ruling against the relocation of the administrative capital project) as
frustrating setbacks. Before the dangerous “judicialization” further
distorts and reverses the tide of democratization, progressives think,
Koreans must push ahead with more extensive institutional reforms.
Conservatives, on the other hand, think that the main political
institutions, except some quarters of the judiciary, have already been
taken over by progressives. They feel that their interests are not
sufficiently represented and their voices are not properly heard by the
government institutions. Deep sense of marginalization, isolation,
alienation, and relative depravation makes Korean old conservatives,
who are proud of their past contributions to the “economic miracle” on
the Han River, feel threatened and encircled by multi-front progressive
agenda and reforms.

In sum, what explains the low level of trust in political institutions in
Korea is the great perceptual gap between conflicting segments of Korean
population in assessing the nature and efficacy of their regime
institutions. Both progressives and conservatives feel underrepresented
and judge that something must be done to increase their representation
and to make Korean democracy better. Progressives think that the
existing institutions are still largely the leftovers inherited from the
authoritarian period and thus do not really reflect their interests.
Conservatives think that the state institutions are already “captured” by
progressives, and therefore their interests are entirely ignored by them.
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This double dissatisfaction by both progressives and conservatives
explains the exceptionally low and ever-diminishing level of political
trust in Korea. After all, therefore, what is at the heart of the low political
trust in Korea is the ongoing power struggle between progressives and
conservatives.

Now, with respect to the two different paths of response to low
political trust mentioned in Section 2, in Korea, we see indications of both
scenarios, but predominantly of the more optimistic one. To repeat, one
possible consequence of low political trust is the genesis of increased
popular demands for more institutional reform.  The literature points
out that this is usually what happens in established democracies.  The
other possible consequence, which is more frequently observable in
unconsolidated and fledgling democracies, is the rise of authoritarian
nostalgia and movement for authoritarian retrogression. It seems
unsurprising that Korea, a democracy that is neither completely
deepened nor entirely new, is characterized by both paths of
consequences.  In Korea today, there are still some intellectuals,
journalists, and ordinary citizens who eulogize the leadership,
governance style, and policy performance of past authoritarian
presidents such as Park Chung Hee (1961-79) or Syngman Rhee (1948-60).
However, no serious person in Korea today seeks alternatives to the
current democratic form of governance. As a result, no hazardous erosion
of democratic ideals and principles is observed. Instead, as in many
established democracies, popular pressure for institutional reform is
mounting up. The major task in Korean politics, therefore, boils down to
how to reform and improve the existing democratic system.

The reform efforts under the current Roh Moo Hyun government
have taken several different forms. In terms of the governmental and
public sector reform, the government established a number of
committees and commissions composed of reform-minded bureaucrats,
politicians, and civilian experts, to design and carry out reform programs.
In addition to the committees that had been in existence and in operation
during the previous governments (e.g., the Korea Tripartite Commission
(of Labor, Business, and Government), the Commission on Sustainable
Development, the Committee on Educational Innovation, the
Commission on Agriculture, Fishery, and Rural Policies, the Committee
on Social Inclusion, etc.), the Roh government created or re-activated
many other presidential agencies. Under the Presidential Commission on
Policy Planning, these include the Committee on Northeast Asian
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Cooperation Initiative, the Commission on Governmental Innovation and
Decentralization, the Committee on Balanced National Development, and
the Committee on Ageing and Future Society. In particular, the
Presidential Commission on Governmental Innovation and
Decentralization has required installment of “innovation teams” and
“innovation officers” in all governmental ministries and has vigorously
propelled voluntary and internally driven reforms in governmental
ministries. One of the main projects and plans the Roh government has
pursued under the Presidential Committee on Balanced National
Development was the plan to relocate the administrative capital to a
southern area. This plan was obstructed by the opposition party, which
originally passed the proposal in the National Assembly but later
reversed its position, and was ruled unconstitutional by the
Constitutional Court in October 2004. In March 2005, however, a revised
proposal for the relocation of the administrative capital was passed in the
legislature.

In terms of political and social reforms, the Roh government has
emphasized and pursued “four reform bills.” The four reform bills most
prominently include the revision or repeal of the National Security Law,
which had been frequently abused by the preceding authoritarian
regimes to muffle and repress opposition parties and pro-democracy
movements. Progressives, many of whom were the actual victims of the
Law in the past, support the complete abrogation or at least fundamental
revision of the Law. Conservatives, many of whom were the drafters and
enforcers of the Law in the past, support the maintenance or
unsubstantial (thus inconsequential) revision of the Law.

Another bill is intended to delve into the nation’s modern history,
excavating and re-constructing the truth about Koreans’ collaboration
with Japanese colonialism.  Progressives, many of whom are
descendants of independence movement leaders who fought against
Japanese colonialism, support the bill. Conservatives, many of whom are
offspring of political or business elites during the colonial period, oppose
the bill, criticizing that “politically motivated” investigations into the past
history are detrimental to national unity and harmony.

The third bill is aimed at setting ceilings on the mass-circulation of
big and influential newspapers. According to the proposed bill, if the
market share of a newspaper company exceeds 30 percent or the
combined market share of any three newspapers is above 60 percent,
then they would be regarded as monopolies. Progressives, who rely more
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on minority “progressive” newspapers and online newspapers, support
the bill. Conservatives, who are sympathetic to the three major
“conservative” print newspapers that have been pouring out acerbic
criticisms about policy failures of the current Roh government, are
against the bill. The last one of the four reform bills is purported to
reform private schools. Progressives argue that the bill is necessary to
make schools more transparent and accountable. Conservatives argue
that the bill is an unnecessary and unjustifiable violation of private
ownership and other market principles.

In summary, progressives and conservatives are at loggerheads over
all four reform bills. Progressives judge that the Roh government should
exert more power to push ahead with them, taking advantage of the
favorable legislative configuration in the National Assembly after the
April 2004 elections (the ruling party won 152 out of 299 seats).
Conservatives present a long list of problems associated with the
proposed bills, ranging from their ideologically motivated nature,
potential damage to the economy, distortions of market principles, havoc
on social unity and cohesion, etc. As a result, whether and how to pursue
reforms have become a politically charged question, fundamentally
reflecting the ideological and generational polarization in Korean society.

V. Conclusion: Towards Democratic Deepening
There has been a steady decline in political trust in Korea since the
democratic transition in 1987. The low level of political trust is primarily
due to the ideological polarization between progressives and
conservatives during the past three administrations. Progressives,
ascendant and dissatisfied with the perceived underrepresentation of
their interests in the existing political institutions, demand more reforms
in governmental, political, economic, and social institutions.
Conservatives, feeling insecure and alarmed by the gradual “infiltration”
of progressives into diverse sectors of society, question the hidden
motivation, procedural justice, speed, and ideological bias of the
government’s reform efforts. The overall level of political trust, as a result,
remains low.

Low level of political trust can potentially erode democratic
legitimacy of the government, thus ultimately hampering democratic
deepening. Trying to prevent such corrosive potential of low political



 Political Trust, Institutional Reform, and Democratic Deepening in Korea 17

trust from being materialized, progressives push for more reforms in
government, political society, market, and civil society. By contrast,
conservatives, in order to keep a sinister powershift from happening,
constantly try to slow down, stunt, weaken, and deform various reform
efforts. This is the current status of Korean democracy, in deep crisis and
torn between the two uncompromising ideological/generational camps
of social forces.

Of the two possible paths caused by low political trust, Korea is
likely to take the optimistic path, with popular pressure for institutional
reform renewed and ever-increasing. The reason why the optimistic path
is more likely to prevail is that both progressives and conservatives in the
Korean society seem to approximate what the literature calls “critical
citizens” or “dissatisfied democrats” (Norris 1999a). “Critical citizens” or
“dissatisfied democrats” are cognitively sophisticated enough to
distinguish between regime principles (e.g., democracy as a desirable
goal and ideal) and regime institutions (which are frequently colored and
affected by fluctuating regime performance). Korean democracy is a
consolidated democracy, in the sense that democracy is the “only game
in town” and there exist no viable alternatives to democracy. Neither of
the two ideological camps in Korea passively anticipates or actively seeks
undemocratic or nondemocratic options. As in any post-authoritarian
polities, there are certain people who anachronistically reminisce about
the “good old days” under the previous authoritarian despots, but they
more or less remain a dwindling minority. Both the progressive and the
conservative camps in Korea steadfastly and unambiguously adhere to
democratic regime principles.

One of the most prominent and crucial future challenges for Korean
democracy, therefore, is to design and develop institutions that are
acceptable to the two ideologically and generationally divided camps—
institutions both camps regard legitimately and adequately
representative. This is the pivotal and paramount task of democratic
deepening in Korea. To achieve this, progressives need to be more
compromising and inclusive in formulating reform agendas and
implementing reform policies, adjusting the pace of the reform as
necessary. In exchange, conservatives need to stop sabotaging the reform
and instead present constructive alternatives to the existing reform plans
as appropriate.
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VI. Conclusion: Towards Democratic Deepening
It is exceptionally intriguing that trust in civil society groups in Korea, as
Table 3 evidently shows, is exceptionally high domestically (i.e., as
compared with political trust) and internationally (i.e., as compared with
that of other countries). Multiple explanations are available for the
relatively untarnished reputation and legitimacy and thus high level of
political trust in and support for civil society groups in Korea. Yet, the
most important reason must be found in the legitimacy and reputation
various social movement groups secured and accumulated during the
tumultuous years of democratization in the 1970s and the 1980s and the
impartial and unpartisan public campaigns the new social movement
groups waged in the post-transitional (or consolidational) politics since
1987 (S. Kim 2000).

Considering that Koreans in general put a much higher level of trust
in civil society groups and their activists, it is crucial for them to lead a
movement to combine and integrate rational and pragmatic progressives
and conservatives to form and nurture a viable coalition for reform. Civil
society groups, with its moral authority and historical record of probity
and integrity, must serve as a centripetal force pulling reasonable
elements in the two ideological/generational camps. Through the
leadership role of civil society groups, the young progressives of Korean
society, in cooperation with reform-minded conservatives, must devise
institutional arrangements that could reflect the changed power balance
and the ascendant new mainstream of Korean society. This is in the end a
question of re-designing and re-configuring Korean democracy—not
only the state sector but also the political society (i.e., political party
system) and economic society (i.e., market).

In the final analysis, institutional reform in Korean democracy must
continue.  Institutional reform must be pursued with greater and
renewed vigor and energy, further expanded to include fundamental
issues such as how to re-design the constitutional framework so as to
avoid the repeated clashes between the executive and the legislative
branches and thus to prevent further judicialization of Korean politics.
Judicialization of politics only increases the “democratic deficit” of
Korea’s political system, which must be avoided by all political actors
concerned. In this regard, the democratic crisis in Korea, caused by low
political trust and ideological/generational polarization, should be
understood as a great opportunity to upgrade and deepen Korean
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democracy. The future of Korean democracy hinges on how diverse
political actors, under the skillful authority and leadership of civil society
groups, could initiate and wage a movement to re-invent and re-design
the constitutional framework and regime institutions in the country to
make its governance more representative and effective.

Notes
1. In January 1990, Roh Tae Woo, the president at the time,

manufactured the Democratic Liberal Party by incorporating two of
the opposition parties. This was a type of transformism, in which the
opposition, finding itself marginalized from power and state spoils,
agreed and “transformed” itself from the opposition into an integral
part of the governing majority.

2. During the past decade, there have been a lot of talks in Korea on
“imperial presidency,” which was gravely misleading in the light of
the relatively weak power of the president vis-à-vis the majority
party (or parties) in the legislature.

3. I conceptually distinguish between democratic consolidation and
democratic deepening. Democratic consolidation is a process in which
democracy becomes so broadly and profoundly legitimate among its
citizens that it is very unlikely to break down. Practical
“irreversibility” is the operative word: democracy is consolidated if
and only if there exists very little—practically no—likelihood of
authoritarian reversion. Democratic deepening, on the other hand, is a
post-consolidational process of continuous improvement in which a
democratic system is made even more representative, accountable,
effective, inclusive, and extensive.

4. The numbers of respondents in these surveys are as follows: 1996
(KDB): 1,000; 1997 (KDB): 1,117; 1998 (KDB): 1,010; 1999 (KDB): 1,007;
2001 (KDB): 1,007; 2003 (EAB): 1,500; 2004 (KDB): 1,037.

5. The Michigan Index includes, inter alia, the following four questions:
1) “Do you think that people in the government waste a lot of money
we pay in taxes, waste some of it, or don’t waste very much of it?”; 2)
“Do you think that quite a few of the people running the
government are a little crooked, not very many are, or do you think
hardly any of them are crooked at all?”; 3) “How much of the time
do you think you can trust government in Washington to do what is
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right—just about always, most of the time, or only some of the
time?”; and 4) “Would you say the government is pretty much run
by a few big interests  looking out for themselves or that it is run for
the benefit of all the people?”
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people might actually be pseudo, since such trust may disappear quickly
once their preferred parties lost power. Besides, the latter groups might
have lukewarm commitment to check and balance and to democratic
values because such things awfully constrain their beloved government.
In sum, three different levels of political trust differences exist in
ethnically divided societies, especially in new democracies. Such trust
differences embody leading political figures and parties, different
branches of government, and democratic values and democracy
respectively. In ethnically homogeneous societies, on the other hand,
political trust differences in all three levels may still exist, but would be
less salient than in heterogeneous societies. Trough such linkages, we see
that specific and diffuse political support cannot be separated in an
ethnically divided new democracy.

The Hypotheses that will be tested are as follows, all focus on the
situations under ethnically divided societies.

Compared to moderate supporters in Taiwan, hard-line supporters
of either unification or independence tend to have greater political
trust differences between politicians of their own camps and of the
other camp.
When a divided government is present, citizens tend to have
political trust differences between executive and legislative branches.
High ethnic division also contributes to mixed trust levels in
democracy and democratic values as well.

III. Empirical Tests of Political Trust

Political Trust in Leading Political Figures
To test the preceding hypotheses, I use data from both 1999 post-
legislature election surveys sponsored by Taiwan’s National Science
Council (NSC) and conducted by principal investigators at the National
Taiwan University, and 2003 Taiwan Election and Democratization Study
(TEDS henceforth). The first dependent variable is a derived variable that
approximate people’s political trust differences between their favored
and disfavored leading political figures. TEDS employed a set of
questions asking respondents to evaluate leading political figures from
the perspective of socioeconomic development on a scale from zero to ten.
The leading political figures included in this variable include the 2004
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Taiwan presidential candidates of Pan-blue (Lien Chan and Soong Chu-
yu) and Pan-green (Chen Shui-bian and Lu Hsiu-lien). The variable is
calculated by subtracting people’s trust scores in Lien Chan and Soong
Chu-yu from their trust scores in Chen Shui-bian and Lu Hsiu-lien. Then
we use the absolute value of this derived value. In related literature there
are a set of questions measuring different aspects of political trust, such
as ability to enact and enforce effective policies, do politicians do what is
right, and the integrity of politicians etc. However, not all of such items
have been asked in the Taiwanese survey studies in 1999 and 2003, so
here I focus directly on the questions asking people’s political trust.

EXTREME, one of the theoretically central variables, derives from
people’s independence-unification choices. Lower score of EXTREME
represent moderate positions. Those respondents insistent on Taiwan
independence or insistent on unification with Mainland China are coded
as the hard-line respondents. Those people choosing to maintain status
quo are coded as the modest respondents, while those respondents
support unification or Taiwan independence but do not insist on are
categorized as moderate respondents. Control variables include a set of
demographic variables which include education levels, age, gender, party
ID, and sub-ethnic groups (HOLO and Mainlander). Please refer to Data
Appendix for the summary of descriptive statistics of variables used in
the regressions.

Table 1 shows the regression result of respondents’ attitude intensity
about unification/independence on their trust differences in leading
political figures. As can be seen from Regression (1), independent voters
and respondents with higher educational levels tend to have narrower
political trust differences, while elder respondents and Mainlanders, as
compared to Haka, tend to have greater political trust differences. For the
theoretically central variable, as expected, the hard-line respondents
proved to have greater political trust differences than the modest
respondents. In other words, respondents with strong ethnic identity are
inclined to seriously distrust political figures of opposite political ideas,
while overly trust political figures with similar political ideas. The same
pattern of symmetric divergence applies when we replace the political
trust differences in leading political figures with parties, as shown in
Regression (2) in Table 1.
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Table 1   Intensity of Unification/Independence and Political Trust
differences (Politicians, Parties, and the executive and
legislature)

Variable (1) (2) (3)
Presidential
candidates Parties

Executive and
ParliamentDependent Variable

(Trust differences in) (2003) (2003) (2003)
EXTREME  1.135***

(.209)
 .606***
(.092)

 .11***
(.033)

BLUE -.310
(.321)

.287*
(.148)

-.38***
(.052)

INDEPENDENT -2.559***
(.299)

-1.593***
(.127)

-.323***
(.052)

EDUCATION .194***
(.062)

-.011
(.025)

.011
(.01)

GENDER -.058
(.233)

-.129
(.101)

.108***

(.04)
AGE .023**

(.010)
.013***

(.004)
.005***

(.002)
HOLO .210

(.341)
-.285**

(.142)
.081

(.052)
MAINLANDER 1.266***

(.463)
1.02***
(.198)

.046
(.068)

R2

Number of
Observations

0.139
1329

0.245
1298

0.101
1281

OLS with Robust standard errors in parentheses.
* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

Citizens’ Trust in Governments
The discussion of people’s trust in political systems can be divided into
two parts: government levels and democracy.3 The empirical works have
already shown that Taiwanese voters of opposition parties tend to have
low trust in the incumbent government (Chen 2002). What will happen
when executive and Legislature are controlled by different parties? Will
political trust difference also apply to people’s attitudes toward different
branches of government? Starting from 2000 to present, DPP holds
presidency and controls the Executive Yuan while Pan-blue dominate the
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Legislative Yuan (Parliament). Voters of Pan-green tend to express high
trust in government but have low trust in the Legislative Yuan. They
think the check exerted by the legislature on the executive as a ruinous
impediment to effective governance. On the other hand, voters of
opposition parties tend to regard the Legislative Yuan as a legitimate
component in democracy to check the government. To test the relation
between intensity of attitudes toward unification/independence and
government political trust differences, I construct a variable to capture
the trust differences in government and legislative branch. The variable is
calculated by subtracting people’s trust scores in legislative Yuan from
their trust scores in government. Then I also use the absolute value of this
derived value as the dependent variable.

The empirical result, as shown in Regression (3) Table 1, supports
our hypothesis that, when a divided government is present, hard-line
respondents tend to have greater political trust differences in executive
and legislature than the modest respondents. In other words,
respondents with strong ethnic identity are inclined to distrust
government or Legislature that are controlled by parties with opposite
political ideas, while have trust in government branches controlled by
parties of similar political ideas.

Citizen’s Trust in Democracy
The other level of political trust concerns the belief in democracy and
democratic values. Political trust differences also exist in this level. I
employ the question asking respondents “how satisfied or dissatisfied
are you with the way democracy works in our country” to estimate
people’s evaluation of the performance of democracy. The empirical
result shown in Table 2 demonstrates that the voters of opposition parties
(Pan-blue) appear less satisfied with the way democracy works in recent
years. In the answer to a related question, voters of Pan-blue even think
that democracy is less suitable for Taiwan, as seen in the same table.
Moreover, in the answer to another question, such voters are less willing
to accept the idea that democracy is always preferable to any other kind
of governments. The result of the latter two questions demonstrating
asymmetric divergence is similar to the above two questions, so I do not
report the result here.

Another way to detect different groups’ support for democracy is to
see whether peoples’ attitudes toward democracy adjust as the ruling
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party change. The longitudinal study is essentially a more direct way to
find out how citizens in ethnically divided society strategically evaluate
democracy. Thus, I employ the 1999 post-legislature election surveys
again to see whether voters’ trusting type would change along the
rotation of political power. This is essentially a more direct way to detect
whether change in the ruling party affect voters’ trust in democracy and
their attitudes toward democratic values. Since the 1999 survey study do
not ask the questions concerning the first two levels, so the comparison
will focus on the level of democracy. The result shown in Table 2
demonstrates a contrasting pattern that the supporters of KMT,
essentially the same groups of voters, are more satisfied with the way
democracy works than the voters of opposition parties before the
turnover of ruling party in year 2000.

Table 2   Citizens Support for Democracy

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4)

Satisfied with democracy
Democracy
suitable for

Taiwan

Democracy is
always preferable

Dependent
Variable

(2003) (1999) (2003) (2003)
BLUE .202***

(.045)
-.675***
(.147)

-.212***
(.06)

KMT .369***
(.126)

INDEPENDENT .144***
(.042)

-.264**
(.133)

-.64***
(.143)

.16***
(.055)

EDUCATION .016**
(.008)

-.022
(.025)

.02
(.026)

-.01
(.01)

GENDER .001
(.033)

-.124
(.122)

.314***
(.109)

-.115**

(.045)
AGE .005***

(.001)
-.001
(.005)

-.004
(.004)

-.008***

(.002)
UNION .044*

(.025)
.015

(.038)
-.339***
(.087)

.04
(.029)

HOLO -.052
(.048)

-.079
(.172)

.109
(.167)

-.076
(.061)

MAINLANDER -.014
(.065)

-.25
(.23)

.329
(.215)

-.021
(.09)

R2

Number of
Observations

0.04
1423

0.022
972

0.058
1378

0.045
1397

OLS with Robust standard errors in parentheses.
* p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
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Independent includes independent candidates and other small parties
without clear unification/independence orientation.

Table 5   Simulated Seat allocation—2001 the 5th Legislative Yuan
Election, FPTP*, Two Camps

Geographical
area Parties

North
Taiwan

Middle
Taiwan

South
Taiwan

East Taiwan
and Offshore

Islands
Total Seats Vote share

Pan-Blue 36
(84%)

21
(95%)

 8
(25%)

7
(88%)

  72
(69%) (49.8%)

Pan-Green  7
(16%)

 1
(5%)

24
(75%)

1
(13%)

 33
(31%) (41.2%)

Independent  0
(0%)

 0
(0%)

 0
(0%)

 0
(0%)

  0
(0%) (9%)

Total 43
(100%)

22
(100%)

32
(100%)

 8
(100%)

105
(100%) (100%)

* Using NPF redistricting proposal.

Now we change the electoral formula to FPTP and see how seat
allocation adjusts. Suppose first that under the new system the existing
parties still nominate their own candidates without coordination across
parties. The result that I do not report here shows a high
disproportionality between seats and votes. For example, DPP win 33%
of total votes but get 63% of total seats. People First party win 19% of
general votes but get 8% of seats. Therefore, to assume that each party
will campaign independently without coordination within each camp
seems quite unreasonable. Suppose instead that major parties in two
camps either merge or coordinate to nominate only one candidate in each
district. Moreover, we assume that voters of Pan-blue and Pan-green will
vote for candidates within the same camp after the change in electoral
system from SNTV to FPTP. There might be some voters that switch to
another camp. The amount of such votes seems not to be substantial to
affect our simulated result. Table 5 present the seats allocation under
FPTP using the 5th legislative Yuan election result. Table 5 clearly shows
that the geographic concentration of seats significantly increase after
changes in electoral system from SNTV to FPTP.



Political Challenges and Democratic Institutions38

Thus, given the particular party-system structure in Taiwan—parties
are formed and mobilized basically along ethnic cleavages, two party
blocs with roughly equal size, geographic concentration of ethnic
groups—Taiwan faces a dilemma in choosing electoral systems between
large and small magnitudes. As seen from the Table 4 and 5, in a divided
society where ethnic are concentrated geographically, electoral formula
with small magnitude—FPTP—tend to further increase geographic
concentration of parties. Since representatives from areas of mixed ethnic
groups are more likely to be moderate in ethnic-related issue positions,
the concentration of seats in different geographical areas is likely to
enlarge the ethnic identity difference between ethnic groups. Thus,
shifting from SNTV to FPTP does not necessarily moderate the political
spectrum, as expected by some advocates. Thus, political trust differences
will not shrink as electoral systems shift from SNTV to FPTP. Thus, a
better designed electoral rule will be needed to encourage moderate issue
positions of parties and legislators.

V.  Conclusion
This chapter argues that ethnic divisions reduce people’s trust in political
actors of different ethnic groups and increase their trust in political actors
of one’s own camps. This prototype generates three different levels of
political trust differences: favored and disfavored politicians/parties,
different branches of government, and support for democracy and
democratic values. Stronger ethnic cleavages, which is operationalized as
firmly endorsing unification or independence, proved to have greater
political trust differences in all three levels than those citizens with
milder positions on unification/independence issues. Thus, the levels of
support in democracy are determined not only by the quality of
democratic functioning but also by the intensity of ethnic identity.

Political trust is thus not only a matter of how much but a question
of distribution. The seemly equal extent of political trust may actually
include two distinct types: one with small political trust differences
among political actors of different ethnic groups, while the other with
large political trust differences. The latter type is surely not beneficial for
an effective government and, moreover, not healthy for a stable
democracy. In short, this suggests that not only the mean of political trust
distribution affect the stability of a democracy, as is usually, as is the
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main argument in democratization literature, the standard deviation of
its distribution also matter for a healthy democracy.

Based on this finding, we are interested in understanding whether
changes in institutions, electoral rule in particular, may moderate ethnic
identity difference. If so, then such institutional changes may lead to the
shrink in political trust differences. Such changes are likely to contribute
to cooperation and coordination among parties and, more importantly, a
stable democracy. Hence, searching a better-crafted electoral system that
could address the potential conflict between centrifugal tendency of
large-magnitude electoral rules (PR and SNTV) and the geographic
concentration problem caused by FPTP would be desired. The Mixed PR-
FPTP with second votes using regional lists, adopted in Germany after
WWII and New Zealand recently, are likely to have the merits of both
electoral systems, while avoiding some of the flaws they entail. Mixed
PR-FPTP system basically employs two votes combining a single member
plurality system with a list system of proportional representation.8 With
regional district, such as south Taiwan or middle Taiwan, each party has
a list for that region. This list by areas may substantially reduce the party
seats imbalance due to geographic concentration of ethnic groups. Thus,
Linked MPF with second votes using regional lists can preserve the
merits of single member district while reduce the regional imbalance of
party seats distribution. Moreover, the proportionality of such system is
likely to do better than FPTP and even SNTV. Such system would be
suitable for a divide society like Taiwan to address the abnormal and
unhealthy differences in various levels of political trust. Future work to
deal with the detailed discussion and empirical tests of electoral system
and ethnic conflict moderation is warranted.

Notes
1. It is difficult to differentiate between approval and political trust.

High approval rate of a political actor is likely to contribute to the
higher political trust of this actor and office. Conversely, higher
political trust, as Hetherington suggested (1998), allow political
actors to commit supports and get thing done. Thus, high political
trust may contribute to growth in approval rates.

2. This situation would be more salient if ethnic groups are distributed
geographically homogenous in different regions. Because of low
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chance of contact and conversations, ethnic groups would be
unaware of the perspectives of other ethnic groups.

3. Some scholars called political systems as political regime. Either way,
the two terms both refer to the two levels of government and
democracy.

4. This, this model may also include grand coalition and institutional
arrangements surrounding federalism.

5. Another source is third National Assembly districts. After balancing
for population, the proposal has 90 seats. The two district-redrawing
proposals, reducing total seats to 67% and 40% of current seats
respectively, however, do not generate significant difference in terms
of geographic compositions of elected MPs, so I report only the
result using NPF.

6. Two votes in the two camps also include some other small parties
which exhibit clear unification/independence attitudes.

7. Northern Taiwan: north of Taipei to Hsinchu, Central Taiwan:
Miaoli to Changhua, and East Taiwan and off-shore islands: Ilan to
Taitung, Penghu, Kinmen, Lienchiang, South Taiwan: Yunlin to
Pingtung.

8. One precondition for such result is that there exist a two party
system. Thus, introducing Independent Mixed PR-FPTP at first stage
to encourage parties merging is preferable. Such system specifies
that the allocating of votes into seats is calculated independently for
each vote, so it encourage parties to merge. This system, which is
adopted in Japan, can be called “Independent Mixed PR-FPTP”.
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Appendix A

Summary of Variables (2003)

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Trust differences in
presidential candidates

1442 5.375 4.604 0 20

Trust differences in
parties

1399 2.364 2.089 0 10

Trust differences in
executive and legislature

1396 .721 .719 0 3

Satisfied with democracy 1586 2.331 .617 1 4
Democracy suitable for
Taiwan

1504 6.789 2.016 1 10

Democracy is always
preferable

1549 1.772 .821 1 3

Government executives
as head of household

1550 2.839 .674 1 4

Government checked by
legislature

1446 2.297 .64 1 4

Citizens need not make
too many demands

1583 2.901 .630 1 4

Extreme 1504 2.590 .672 1 3
Education 1669 7.079 2.891 1 13
Gender 1674 .524 .500 0 1
Age 1674 45.014 15.664 21 91
Holo 1658 .731 .444 0 1
Mainlander 1658 .121 .326 0 1
Pan-Blue 1001 .537 .499 0 1
Independent 1629 .386 .487 0 1
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Summary of Variables (1999)

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Satisfied with democracy 1151 5.914 1.855 1 10
Government executives
as head of household

1263 2.509 1.473 1 6

Government checked by
legislature

1137 3.6 1.538 1 6

Education 1352 5.576 2.867 1 12
Gender 1357 1.505 .500 1 2
Age 1357 43.108 15.157 21 87
Holo 1357 .7045 .456 0 1
Mainlander 1357 .1297 .336 0 1
Pan-Blue 1276 .566 .496 0 1
Independent 1208 .351 .477 0 1
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Appendix B

Survey Questions Wording

Trust in political actors and governments

1. I’m going to ask you to evaluate several political figures from the
perspective of social development on a scale from zero to ten.

2. Now we’d like to understand your opinions about each of the political
parties. On this card, there are eleven positions from strong like to
strong dislike. After I read out a party’s name, please tell me your
position.

3. I’m going to name a number of institutions (the central government
and the Legislative Yuan). For each one, please tell me how much trust
you have in them. Is it a great deal of trust, quite a lot of trust, not very
much trust, or none at all?

Support for democracy

4. On the whole, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the way
democracy works in our country? (very satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied,
very dissatisfied)

5. 1 means completely unsuitable and 10 means completely suitable. The
lower the number is, the less suitable. The higher the number is, the
more suitable. How suitable do you think democracy is for Taiwan?

6. Which of the following statements comes closest to your own opinion?
A. Democracy is always preferable to any other kind of government.
B. Under some circumstances, an authoritarian government can be

preferable to a democratic one.
C. For people like me, it does not matter whether we have a

democratic or a nondemocratic regime.

Democratic values

7. Government executives are the equivalent of the head of a household;
all national matters large or small should be decided by them. (strong
agree, agree, disagree, strong disagree)
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8. If the government is often checked by the legislature, it can’t possibly
accomplish great things. (strong agree, agree, disagree, strong
disagree)

9. The government will take care of the people’s problems and look out
for their welfare on its own; we don’t need to make too many
demands. (strong agree, agree, disagree, strong disagree)
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