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: Presidential popularity is the “causal agent” of

presidential effectiveness. High approval rating means
more power and greater ability to govern. Research of
presidential approval speaks to important questions rooted
in democratic theory. Therefore, the performance of the
president i1s not only relevant to the functioning of
national institutions, but also closely related with
people’ s daily lives. Presidential popularity reflects
people’ s satisfaction toward the president, as well as the
evaluation of the president. However, study about
presidential popularity is rare in Taiwan. Given the
situation that democratically elected president has become
a norm in Taiwan, conducting regular and systematic surveys
to accumulate long-term data are essential to the study of
presidential popularity. This project intends to utilize
both quantitative and qualitative approaches to study
presidential popularity. Specifically, it aims to develop
new measurement for presidential popularity, examine the
continuity or fluctuation of public opinion, detect the
connection between policy implementation and presidential
popularity, as well as explore the influential factors that
affect presidential popularity.

presidential popularity, presidential approval rating,
public opinion, political effect
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FOR BRI S S B SR ECR IS » S S SRR EE SN ) K &
WEARET]  JE%e I E AT 2 38 1 B IR 3 Hl im A B 225k e A ol (Wang and Cheng
2015) - H 1940 X > SZE RN EVIERGUREE - B RRERHIAHE TE -
EEHRE R R NIRE - EESOREIRL R B T AR EE - (KB
FUMB ERINTFE R & B - (HEIAEL —SFIRAITFET A 2 R > S a R A LT
HIL—MEARSIER > £S5 MEFTEMEIIFRLN > RHFER > fJEEEREANE
FHARRA] - FF AT A AR R T 20 REUBAE 1990 /254 BBl a8 BUaS:
FZERZINER - SRS RS AL FIR AR RO I - oA 2t T RS
& ST SRR o BIPRAYER AR R i IR AR IR BEER AR R & - B2
Mg FRATRRRRE B AR RS T BAINTTE  SEUm R AR R Y A Ay — W (SR S PR
B H > HIRFPWIFEEEER - MR T8 S SR S S R & - NI Z A P
BLETTIRZE © SRS A T BUA S RIVIEBCRE AR S RLE" - (EHFER T EREUSF 5
S WA RIS S BRI - SRV A > T RIRSEFIER MU E S A
FESAMERA , (FEfHSK 2000:19) - By DEEHIET LRI BINEI R EE AT
M HAASHY A R T EAN A CZEIN - RO TR ST TR MBI 2 - NIL
O ARG BORHET TSR - HKATRE 2R B IS RIAIPR A - TR E 1996 -7 BHaH H B4
G ESWI AN RE GRS > BRIV R SRR N B AP BGEA > BT A
REST T B — R BB — (LI T - 2012 SREBUGESR AV ARG /BB R R E LA
(TEDS)FaAE I K AR M TRRGUM B SR E - £ 508 ERGURE ZATH
% Hpl TEDS B&umE R HEC REHENER - AstERn e A ERNVERLE - A
S BRET  B R RH  E E N 2R R HUE -

-~ FFPeh

£ 2016 5= 1 A LIGZER 56.1% (689 MEREE ) & BEZEH GG - MEAEEGUEER T
S ETAZ BB > IRHEESRRS 49 WIS % & 18 FEA T @2 > MLk
L RSRERTIZ > 83 68 112 » (G IABERIR 2T 60.2% Ry EHER H KAY5E 0L -
fRIZ TEDS EFURERRTEEA (R 1) - 2 SCSHE 2016 56 A BTl A3 2% > &
A F2.7%) R EHHIFSHFoNE ARV {EH 16.3%: ZRifi(E4h F (T 4 {# H 1% 2016
F9 HHEE RS NmEED A2 39.6%  EREimEH R 38.8% » HITL
ik ST SR — 8 T » 2018 42 9 H HYFH & AIBUR EORB S0 OCHEAH TR
W > EAET/NE (58.4%) iR EEA 24.6% - 2018 & 11 HIYJLG B8 - SE2HA
B RHES A EIZERTEN - IR e &E > ZEERF - 2R RRECE TS
e - B S H D ke B RCE (238 75 vs. 394 1) » NIRRT REFERELS 2
£ 39.2% - {4 2014 4 47 5% T 8.3% - 15-2285(4,897,730) » i 2014 4(5,830,106)

b RIS E R 12 AR SR T 104 RUER A - BUKR AT
PHRIA 102 2K TVBS 7 1996-2000 2= SREAGTEBUHTE - HE(T T 20 R EHE - BUKRBRE
WHIE 76 X (EtHmL 2009:17) - EREFIEG (BB K ) EERNFEFLUR  EEETHHETEESH
WEEE o 5PA - BRMSEA 30 X TVBS 37 X BiG#k 12 K -
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{57 93 BEERTE® o BHNILIAIHOEE » — RS RR R rh RSB JIATEL » bR T 285K Fy

"o L BUS OSSR B AR BN TR R AT IS P B TR By - T
J& R HEEB AR » — B —REEERERAR ~ SRS [BEEAAN N - BUF S — R HEA
18 IR B R BB - DURIDATHATER - 5 TR s e aRkE” -
SHESPELLIEDRARAY E HE SRR B N g tgs T - it 2018 42 12 H 6 [
BRAGES N T IERTREES L SRIURATIRET » AR T ARy B B B PR e B I [ R

2 rhofuge s 2@\ R > http://db.cec.gov.tw/histMain.jsp?voteSel=20181101B1 - #7232 HHH : 2018 4F 12
H?24H-

* houE st > https://www.cna.com.tw/news/firstnews/201811270198.aspx - fZZ HHA : 2018 £ 12 H 24 H -

RTER R ¢ LIS R E SR (250 EEEA | 2AEATES > B TARLER 3 —fl—k > 4
NHAZETE » B THT 5 4. 815 KIFE - MeE FER AR ¢ 5. 823 Ki#/K RIFEsZEf 6. Mg
UH SEEEILERE 7. —HRMGE TRAK > 5 &R 8. B aEEHE - BEETRE 9. &2
RIS RER > FRIEEARE ; 10.ohiEipsiEE » —RIBE TR N SE « BRI - https://theme.udn.
com/theme/story/6773/3471993 - fZZ HHEH : 2018 £ 12 H 25 H -

*hf%EE 787 » https://www.chinatimes.com/realtimenews/20181206002777-260407 - 172 I} : 2018 412 B
24 H -
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B PIESEREREIEETE - REEANIGRBERFERT L ° o s
HI RS SCE % HY = KA AR - 73 Al TN ABS R IEMFERRTRE » BUREE
HAGREET A BB R RE - R R I [ FERYREE - (H2 B R i REAKE » 20 AE4HY
TR R BETT - WATEEIES 24.1%" > —fE B3R B AT RS BARE - 25
FOLHEGEAY T HARSE | BEINE N RSN o M T BRIRIE A A E 2R ER R
At PR B A O AR T S R - BEHESCNRARAE 2020 R4 ARERT 0 IR
H fer fe SRR B HEL T AR SR » DA E iV E S - (BB ZEA R, -
TEEMRIERESFFAEACHKAFE  HBETCS TS - BEBUEHHE
BIPHVER T » EALEEBEENHRER Z - DUEHHAZSIVHEE - RIPRENE
Bk BT B R SR E R HBUGRER - HAT TEDS fY4&mn e FHE A 2012
FER2SERENER KRG FRHECIHETHRE  AUTFTR DL TEDS F8#E K T 25T &k -
[E]H- s I SR BRI RS E 3K » 45 e B MR B2 bAVERE - DURSMJT7A (mixed method) HY
oeaeEt - i R R EEGERIUGEEELEE - SReT BB R RS E R &%
FHATRERNZR ~ 440 E S BLECRHE T 2 [EIAVRA (R - SRR T B R & - SR
J& B2 A5 s BB R e VRN I ~ DR AT BERV DA -
=~ = /I%’%%?%

BN GRS = E — 56 0 i FHAYA presidential popularity B presidential approval
(rating) » —EAYZ=RI » 1E40 Stimson(1976:1)F7= : presidential popularity 5z & presidential
approval HISEERFHE » R HENEMES R E A _EIERZER = N [FIRY » %0 Richard Nixon =
AFPEsE Az TGl (popular) - (HECFRIAANGHE #; T &5, (approved) - (i fy4E
£ Gerald Ford RIfI$FAE » (@2 FEEIEY A EEEEERFRATR D ERT - A
#EE[I{5H Stimson 2 & presidential popularity Ef presidential approval AFfAN[E] » {H 45 Rz EH
FEHCES B R AAVERCE N - R B A A EE G E R - Stimson Ky
SEH - WEURESMEF E Y E 5 - KREM S AR E A& aY&E 5 » 4] Newman and
Forcehimes (2010:144) %535 “ Since Muller’s [Muller, J., 1970._Presidential popularity
from Truman to Johnson. The American Political Science Review 64(1), 18-34.] pioneering
study, students of presidential approval ratings have agreed that major events affect these
rating.” [L EX 25 5| A Muller #ZRH & presidential popularity A9 > {H Newman and
Forcehimes 32 o1 RI| B # {55 F presidential approval rating » FEzZ &b — & My lEl & o Al
B ZARREAALE » B B AT 2 REL L BRI ERE Do you approve

Gj(éﬂﬂj » https://www.epochtimes.com.tw/n268158/%E6%95%97 %E9%81%B8%E6%AA%A2 %ES%HAS%SE-%ES%B
3%B4%E6%8F%86%E7%B4%B0%E6%95%B8%E4%BA%I4%E5%A4%AT7%E7%BCHBABES5%A4%B1.html - f5ZZ H
HY - 2018@12% 24 H -

"R L3R4 0 https://www.gvm.com.tw/article.html?id=55379 - 2 HE : 2018 4212 H 25 H -

S &4 -+ https://udn.com/news/story/6656/3505315 - &2z HHH : 2018 45 12 H 25 H -
SIEEREE AP SCEt > T DLEETH A5 bR 2 F presidential popularity > {5#1 Piereson 1975 - Kenski 1977
Sigelman 1979 - Lewis-Beck and Rice 1982 ~ Brody and Sigelman 1983 ~ Dolan, Frendreis and Tatalovich
2009 ~ Geys 2010 ; 775 A {8 presidential approval (rating) - 541 Cohen 2002 ~ 2011 + Gronk, Koch and
Wilson 2003 -~ Kriner 2006 ~ Lebo 2008 - Gronke, Koch and Wilson 2003 ~ Newman 2003 -~ Highton 2012 -


https://www.epochtimes.com.tw/n268158/%E6%95%97%E9%81%B8%E6%AA%A2%E8%A8%8E-%E8%B3%B4%E6%8F%86%E7%B4%B0%E6%95%B8%E4%BA%94%E5%A4%A7%E7%BC%BA%E5%A4%B1.html
https://www.epochtimes.com.tw/n268158/%E6%95%97%E9%81%B8%E6%AA%A2%E8%A8%8E-%E8%B3%B4%E6%8F%86%E7%B4%B0%E6%95%B8%E4%BA%94%E5%A4%A7%E7%BC%BA%E5%A4%B1.html
https://www.gvm.com.tw/article.html?id=55379

or disapprove of the way [the incumbent] is handling his job as president?” [-:f& [ approval
(rating) LEEEHHAIYE HEBCEER S » 2810 popularity EHA4 B S AT T S SRR MBS |

FOF S —RREE AL BN FHIE] » ZRMAE R 484RES - A RNENAM - A RERYE
FHES% - (B2 M BN —E - AIRe AR (R - HEE AR R4 avarbiA ik
B BRI - B ARSFE - EEAREEEUE TG AR - RISl TR

PPIRE R E R NGRS 2 B BREASTE Tt ER G R FEAREES SN A A
[EIRY L » BIOAE R R RV ERER b BefMTaTamey e e B T R AR 4 B T 5% W = RE (Y
FIm 1 Ri i (approved) - 44 AASRFERYRES ST ERAYAI ] BE R A4S B0 R 2
N2 EIRRHVE E (popular) -

DA R P S MERA SRS T 5 AT -

(1) RS MERBESTRR
H B R AR HIHI B2 - 484w B ISt S5 ER YR - R AR AEgTmE
AUAHRBARTTE T BRI AR LU AV -

1) BHmEEENEGE T ERNERYE

BT ARt E R AT SeBE Muller f5H > (EREUEERBUATLEFAYE B B RN E 5 E 450
S R BB DI ifERE e & L FEe R ERH G - WEHEERE R
HERSHNE BN HEEENEENHS g P ERHNEHNEUERE 2T
S F¥(Muller 1970:1149) > Neustadt (1973)tr.4i5 HH i B 5 e & 52 R4 4 B [ o 1 P B SR BE
71 > W BEGRRE T T(E - RS B S e IV EER R 2 — » 24
&5 A AR FHEBECE Y44 - Ostrom and Simon(1985) 27 Fs 44w s fE AV B B - 2L
R S VAR o TSR A R 0 P UM E S S VAR RN DR o g
Rz i HkEE (Skorownek 1998; Neustadt 1990; Kernell 1986) ; ¥R ({25 R HATR 4447 7 HEE
EURHRERET] BRI HIFORIDEA M ECRS DAES) > rIREHERN S & —1EAE
] DUZEISHE AR RIS M—(EsESu R E A VA4 RS F 2 RAVE[E] » 155
B = R RS (Cohen 2013:300) - Lebo(2008) 95T tr #4845 i e & B g = 2 fE A
BRI G » BER e R AR 0V B R B g e - 22 DA g B B0 B 2 Ry
ARG BUERRY AR (Gronke, Koch and Wilson 2003:785) » (Al » i S # = HARERE » 17X ]
DIE Ry Ers BB B e 4 T ATHICRCR | (coattail effect) » P25 WZEE0 AR » S84 IR RS
S - BRI E e B e e A2 2 (Piereson 1975; Tufte 1978; MacKuen, Erikson
and Stimson 1989; Marra and Ostrom 1989; Erikson 1990; Cohen, Krassa and Jamman 1991;
Cohen 2011 ) - 554} » Kernell(1986:187) 45 )¢ A 5 £ = 404 IR B AT - 1T
AT R E 5 - AR ETUEB IR — BRI » PECERE R IR R MAELEER
{£E& 5 4F ( Abramson, Aldrich and Rohde 2002:152 ) - [Nt BT FBIRAV M EE » &
s B HBUER AN (political legitimacy) » g2 B HARGERAE Y A AETE -

Abrajano and Burnett 2012 -~ Berlemann and Enkelmann 2014 ; 2RI tAR/DAyELE » F1Stimson—F£ » fEXC
=Zrh {4 EE EE A o #20 Muller(Edward)1970 ~ Kernell 1978 ~ Shaprio and Conforto 1980 ~ Ostrom and
Simon 1985 - Norpoth 1984 - Tedin 1986 « Eisenstein and Witting 2000 ~ Druckman and Holmes 2004 ~
Chang and Lee 2010 ~ Campbell ~ Dettrey and Yin 2010 ~ Newman and Forcehimes 2010 ~ Tang and Chang
2016 -



2) PEREGHREENRE

Mueller (1973:197)#5 H 2 BAA R M E HER R E © BTSSRI RA ~ &%
EHEEPEEM - DULET - REEEIITST > ARERENE Muller [h—30K o SHIE(ELA(TNS
IS o B sz - A ea —EFEnE A - BEEE LERFTHERINTE
Ho WRBERAWHAE ~ RETHRERNE R SE A & EE R WEERE R T~
&+ Stimson (1976) tf[EIEAVEEL > S8 BARARAT RS G EEIF MM =R - FEEHBEL
BEF AT HETTHVBUER A - WBCR N EN B & 258 B E T « FT2A Mueller
(1973:233-237) 45 > ZEAEGAEAERIIHAREEH AR « N EtFHah
Bl " EHZFG , (the Eisenhower phenomenon) - fEEHZE(EN @ MAVEZH K

B~ BUA4TF (amateur status )~ S fRAE EE (& JESR REFHY 1950 (240 » Bt A
Ry MfEARE EIERT ARECR » WoRHEEIR L EARECE » FrLUSARIERZERAR - R
A B A I B R TV 5 - 90 R R Bwe i fE 2 IR B (% (Kernell 1978) E7# 5T
RIFEIRRH SR ES AL FREE R 2N 22 (Brody 1991) -

s B RSN S (HE RN R B » NI R R 22 anfk - &R I5 LT
FEEEROHERVBHREY » 5705t BIRERE AR » B R
TEAESINEERNZE - fNameBlRATE - KR - mERIVHEEME > e g Enk
B B ECR = R E) (Brody 1991; Eisenstein and Witting 2000; Erikson 1990; Fiorina
1981; Kinski 1977 a,b; Kinder and Kiewiet 1979; Monroe 1978; Norpoth 1984; Ostrom and
Simon 1985) - ZA[fiMacKuen(1983)Hylf 5% AR K SE 2 a4t s S A R EARY 2 28 » 2
S ER L E L - BB IRIVERI &R & - I AEEENZE - Mullert 5 715
o GRS N (HER R VA B R A YRR TS
(Mueller 1973:215) : AT H A FIRYK IR IREE » WIN B M EE N E AR E
(Berlemann and Enkelmann 2014, Dickerson 2016) » TH 24 EEAYEFE4NS - LOBRZE
WA RESE S AN ERE > P/ NIRRT A 911 F M R A BT - S REOBER R
BHOREE G E & HHE I FE4E 5 (Ostrom, Kraitzman, Newman and Abramson
2018; Eichenberg, Stoll, and Lebo 2006; Norpoth and Sidman 2007 ) - 534 » ¥rEEEEE R ECE
FHitr g8 AT EORIVHARE - (eI s 248400 &S (MacKuen, Erikson, and Stimson
1992) > Dickerson(2016) Ft 5 25 & VU ([ 7R [5] B HE 1Y 38 i 3% & &R (1990-1991-1992,
1992-1994-1996, 2000-2002-2004, 2008-2009-2010) » #5H R EIHVEC GG Y - 288 =
MG MRS 2 MR G E A R E - SR SO0 Bz ¥ 84w = S RUE » T2 KA
(2008-2009-2010)HHi% » ELALRTHA = {EHF HA S 58 « fth 2 Fyia 2R A R 2 AR A Y
PUAREEARFE AR NS, - FTLLUE &R AT - RREBNRENEEKEHEZF » B
AR B A PTEZE > SRR SRS E S ITE s » &R En TR 2
[E B EHERLRERIER[EZY - BUBREE NBERCR A FHHVEVEETS » 4840 m e[S B ER Bz IR
F#EgsE (2016:1037) < AL » FJE 2808 B2 (01522 IS 3 it MRV BU A RE I 23 B H AR
W RV & R B I ECAREFE T ES 2 Dickersonsl By B ML S S HYE & SLAR s 5 S A Al 5
H#E— VR ZZ(Dickerson 2016: 1057) - Acevedo, Fogleman and UraH(]47471978-2008/F fif] 4447t
RSP E A - BERBE LR AR R 2 IR (REY A EEE
BEREENRR  fERHEEGES - EE B ALORRRNZE  MEREREEE » AR



HEIISOBE AR ARG RSB - MARESHIARSUm RS - AlEZ 8 AEEUR (B9 2
( Acevedo, Fogleman and Ura 2017:230) -

ENEHAHBEGIRBEENEE  ENFREE N B Ze 31 B8 iiyEe
(Norpoth 1984) » FFESSE NS EE K TEZE ~ BURAVHRIE LA BRI e i e B SR T B 5 1E
SHFFAIEE R 1% F (Brace and Hinckley 1992) - Mueller it 25 0 H 2 BUPEMEAY ~ B2
FE R e AR AdRR ~ USRS HAvEE(E (Mueller 1973:209-210) - HEIREEERE
Rl RACERRISFFEI S - B " #EEHE 0, (rally-round-the flag) AYZCE - M3
HGHwEE TS (Muller 1973:208) - 40 911 S5 55 5 A RRAYZ: & =i e A R HHHY
E% > B EE Ty &R SR GREE (Ostrom, Kraitzman, Newman and
Abramson 2018) - Brody (1991)AYIHZEERBUATT I ~ HHG R B EEE[EIAE & S (4 (rally
event) F¥AEGUREE AR EA = SRR EAVEMG IS E A SHE4E4
HYEE 224 (Krosnick and Kinder 1990) » {H=E{F 0 A RIS » A &2 B N EHAE4EHYET
fti » PRIV B E B ERASE - e SB A E EHEZEN: - T8GR
[£ (lyengar and Kinder 1987; Ostrom and Simon 1988; Krosnick and Kinder 1990; Krosnick
and Brannon 1993; Edwards, Mitchell, and Welch 1995; Druckman and Holmes 2004) - Ostrom,
Kraitzman, Newman and Abramson(2018)HI[{&; {45 i % 2% (Prosperity) ~ F13F-(Peace) #1774
(Security) 1R RERIEAZE » RO (LUBE RN SRR ) ~ B ([RhLe K ET
BRFHEC AR ~ 911 DB AN E S > Rt E RSB (B RE EmE R
AR ) R H PR (salience) 49 A/ M 4R i m S DRI & - 45 RS E
TREZENT - BRATRZUAVAE » £/ MATRGUEN - &0K ~ B 58 RO e B F R RN
HEME 2 BB EAL /N AT YRR TS A 58 K Y 52 28 (Ostrom,  Kraitzman, Newman and
Abramson 2018) - Lee and Hwang(2015)43# 1993-2008 A B 4@ 4t = 8 &k » #5FR A
IR E BN - SEARRAREE N SR 1 m R AR FTaE Y T R |
(rally-round-the flag effect )55 - A &4 BE 2 A= HEUE (rally effect) - $27H4RAR A
BIY » BIE 2SR ~ &0 EN - DURBUABEE Z %8 —1% - MRy orirtst
BEZRACVERGR RS EERSE A ST - R T &7 SRS Y722 (Lee and Hwang
2015: 685) - i {fTEl R IEIRYSIMS G » MR SR g A FIRYRER » BRI (TLHE
BRI ) S MSEi i~ Riasrfitge Y723 (Lee and Hwang 2015: 687) - #2EIHYIST
i rally effect FHGERHE—(E AN EINSERETY TR 5 - S80S (I AT RE R B~ E Y+
+ JFE S BREU AR A AT (Lee and Hwang 2015: 688) - BRSNS » 285 H A
G R A EE NMER RGO E S A E R E  WERIEUAE R S A EZEAAL -

B Ft 2 Muller 58 5 & e BHOREER—ERZE - 5 HEE G RBSHRER -
THBEZECFEAVET - GTABCRET R0 ¥R AR (Muellerl973:216-217) -
& 25 W T T A B S LR S S SR i IR TR R B Y 2 2 (Kermell 1978, Ostrom and
Simon 1985, Eichenberg , Stoll and Lobo 2006) ; Geys RI|5& 258y 0 e Ao 8N PAET &
RARREER » BRR A LB o] DAY - {2l 1948-2008 FHYERIZEE I —0Z% -
(B At 2 PR R B AR E R B ARG RS - TR - 2R AR SO TR
LS PR & T R L e B R - DRI T AR AT S » T RERAR R &R 2 FE YRR » B
NG5 FRERESIE -

B 7 Mullerfit £5RMsZERZE 251 - RIS — 7 A SRS ERE Ay & 2 - s
TR R PR T ARG HY 55— (BN 2 > Abrajano and Buenett (2012) {5 F Time/CNN¥RLAA



THANAE 199241 H F[19954F-6 H AV B s & &k} - KB S 4847200941 H £201156 HHY
CNNJi =S E Bk, - LhB A R B A I B mE S B B FTER - RSN
NERERE SRS HEHERE IR - MR AR SER = mEE - AIEHERER
HESNERRR B SRR F - fifpRiEgEaeEtt - BARNE AREZRE
[EEE IS - BUNERE R R ELE R - TEH R AGEE SV HE - B HES
5 (Abrajano and Buenett 2012) -

3)PHERSMEEI A

Muller(1970:1149)5% Fo ik B BIHE R & BFRIAMVPRHI R LR RBEEY T T EMATRIM
= | (instrumental performance satisfaction) » HIFth R SRR E F T R MV EREE |
(symbolic performance satisfaction) o fEML{&EAYIHTF - ST RAEH N ERE BRI
(performance) 48 £ T B MR (instrumental) ~ 228 117 (expressive) DL Kz 4 i (extraneous)
FIR = MR R R g N RS A E RS A ER GG TERE FZ
Ff o i Muller 85 R PAERHMERERE S B0 TEMERE 2D FEAH — e Sl HHBUES
rEE Y - MR AR EESRm T (F) FFaEEHmERE OF) WE @ flal - 2R
R AR EBUE ANVIFTRIILSSEEAEE - M TERFBREENGE » 2N RAEAE
REEL & B R B E B A ss - R R B g R BBUE A YIH— /ot M7 Ry &R
FWE > PR gR AR EEUE AV EREENRK EME TR 828 BRI AREE
N2 Z NS RERUa A Y HERIERI MRV FF (1970:1154-6, 1155 fn.31) -

Ostrom £l Simon (1985) Il H —{El fE R AU A BH SR 1 s BAE G B TS « M fIRE
R BN BEREATRHE - BANEH OIS > mEH e it B B M TR %=
HHEEIIER » MR8 5 RRHVHAS G N S e FAU 4847 - MER& I —L - 11 B AraRY
LR AR AT A AR P BB ~ RPN AV L TE ~ AR el s B L A S B LI E
72 72 AT Ry s (institution-based) AV AT » 72 EHARF A & RN [FI4E4RE T B 5 5540 » IR
WA RESEG TS AR EIARE - FlEsEEH R R B B R B — e R R g 5
o MR EE R R R S i B REAN TS » S R R R AR W TR RS S S
RS > i3 2 DR B 4845 B B pE (occupant-based ) (19 5F 5 (Ostrom and Simon 1985:
336-338) - {30 HEAE TS b iy EEE A FERSERE R RENE DU HA
R > DA A — R A R R ARG Y E N SRR - a5 Al R DR AL R R W [
A > FRERE ~ BN SAB A=A > o3 Al R THEA R IEFEEAIZ =0 & o a0 1 Forey
12 TEFHE4E 4 VS A (Ostrom and Simon 1985 » [RfEsE ~ Bk 20090:351) o fth{fLAEAR
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Voluminous research on presidential popularity has been produced during the last half
century (See, Fox, 2009; Gronke and Newman, 2003; Kriner, 2006).  The extant scholarly
interest in the subject is because presidential approval ratings are not only a reflection of public
support for a president but also an important indicator of presidential effectiveness (Stimson,
1976). High approval ratings, even only within the party, usually increase the president’s
bargaining power and influence, as U.S. president Donald J. Trump has demonstrated.
Although Trump’s nation-wide popularity only hovered around 45%, he has received strong
support within the Republican Party since taking the office. Thus, Trump has been able to
break with “past practices of presidential behavior and decorum,” shake “up American politics”
and challenge “the postwar liberal world order” (Bernhard and O’Neill, 2019: 317). Few
Republican congressional members are willing to contradict Trump’s decisions and policies.
However, Trump’s low nation-wide approval rating also contributed to the Republican Party’s
loss in the 2018 mid-term election.  This shows that presidential approval frequently plays a
crucial role in the president’s party or his/her own re-election bid. A number of studies have
documented the impact of approval ratings on congressional as well as presidential elections
(Gronke, Koch, and Wilson, 2003; Lewis-Beck and Rice, 1982; 1984; Newman and Ostrom,
2002), presidential policy initiatives and legislative success (Canes-Wrone and Shotts, 2004;
Canes-Wrone and de Marchi, 2002; Ostrom and Simon, 1985), and veto politics (Rohde and
Simon, 1985). Research of presidential approval thus speaks to important questions rooted in
the democratic theory.

This study aims to examine presidential popularity in Taiwan. Interestingly, Taiwan presidents’
approval ratings seemed to decline rather fast after the election. Despite their high popularity
immediately after elections, both Presidents Ma Ying-jeou of the Kuomintang (Nationalist Party
or KMT) and Tsai Ing-wen of the Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) have only been able to
maintain roughly 20% to 25% approval ratings throughout their tenure. How do Taiwan
citizens evaluate their presidents? Pooling multiple waves of survey data collected in Taiwan,
this study aims to examine factors contributing to presidential approval ratings in Taiwan.



Presidential Approval: the Theory

“There can be little doubt that the economy matters for presidential popularity,” as Norpoth
succinctly stated more than three decades ago (1985: 180). Indeed, empirical literature on
American presidency have demonstrated that economic conditions of the society are critical to
presidential popularity (Clarke, Rapkin, and Stewart, 1994; Kinder, 1981; Muller, 1970; 1973;
Norpoth, 1985; Stimpson, 1976). When the state of the economy is good, the president gains
public support. When the economy deteriorates, the approval rating declines. Economics,
therefore, is “the fate of politicians” (Norpoth, 1985: 167). Following the logic of
“reward-punishment,” a sociotropic hypothesis has been developed, which maintains that the
state of the national economy plays a central role in the mind of citizen-as-evaluator.
Presidential approval rises as the public perceives a healthy national economy and the rating
declines when the overall economic prospect appears to be gloomy.  Rather than focusing on
the health of national economy, an alternative argument was developed with an emphasis on
citizens’ personal economic well-being. Known as the pocketbook hypothesis, it maintains that
voters are more likely to punish the incumbent president when their personal well-being suffers.
The quote from Ronald Reagan’s 1980 presidential debate that “[a]re you better off than you
were four years ago?” has been cited as a typical appeal to voters’ personal economic conditions
(Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier, 2007).%

While the state of the economy plays a central role in presidential popularity, other
factors may also contribute to voters’ assessment of presidential performance. The president’s
character and integrity have attracted scholarly attention. V. O. Key’s insight of “the role of [a
president’s] personality” provides an intellectual origin of this inquiry. It has been argued that
the presidency is the principal position in the government and it sets public standards for all
political behavior. Character and integrity of the president provides a clue how he/she will run
the government. In addition, the assessment of presidential character provides citizens with a
useful shortcut without constantly looking for otherwise costly information (Greene, 2001;
Kinder, 1986). Presidential character thus is likely to play an important role in citizens’
evaluation of presidents (McCurley and Mondak, 1995: 865).

Again, Trump is a case in point. Because the economy in the U.S. is doing so well
Trump believes he will surely win the 2020 presidential election. However, Trump’s approval
rating has been hovering around 40% since inauguration. While the majority of American
citizens feel that the national economy is in good condition and they are better off today than
they were in 2016, a majority of them disapprove Trump’s job performance (Quinnipiac
University, 2019). Pundits attributed Trump’s low approval rating to his racist attitude,
authoritarian tendency, and temperamental unfitness for the presidency — all of which are

12 For the full text of the October 28, 1980 presidential debate between Ronald Reagan and Jimmy Carter, see the
website of the Commission on Presidential Debates at
<http://www.debates.org/index.php?page=october-28-1980-debate-transcript>.
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unrelated to the state of the economy but reflect his characters (Sargent, 2019). Taiwan’s
former President Ma Ying-jeou presented a different case. Ma was characterized as a “Teflon
pot” (buzhanguo) due to his non-corruptible image and self-discipline but, interestingly, his
righteous image presents no effect on his approval rating (Wang and Cheng, 2015).

Empirical studies have also demonstrated that presidential performance in areas other
than economy are also relevant to citizens’ assessment of the president. In an era of
globalization, foreign policy has been considered a key factor to presidential approval as it
frequently has important implications to domestic affairs, especially the economy.  Studies has
shown that various international events, including foreign trade, have effects on how citizens
assess the performance of the person in the office (Burden and Mughan, 2003). Again,
Trump’s foreign trade policy is a good example as many of his supporters turned against him
because they were hurt by the US-China trade dispute and imposed tariffs on imported steel and
aluminum. Some observers note that public attitudes about foreign affairs are consequential in
presidential elections as “[t]he candidates are waltzing before a reasonable alert audience.”
When given a choice, “the public votes for the candidate who waltzes best” (Aldrich, Sullivan
and Borgida, 1989: 136). Presidential approval ratings thus depend just as much on the
handling of foreign affairs as they do on the management of the economy (Aldrich, et al., 1989;
Burden and Mughan, 2003; Marra, Ostrom, and Simon, 1990; McAvoy, 2006; Nickelsburg and
Norpoth, 2000).

The above discussion thus yields the following theoretical expectations to be examined in
the subsequent sections. That is, presidential approval is affected by the public’s assessment of
a president’s performance in various areas, particularly in the areas of economy and external
relations.

Presidential Approval During Tsai’s Presidency

In a three-way presidential race, Tsai Ing-wen of the Democratic Progressive Party (DPP),
who was rejected by voters four years ago, won a landslide victory to become the island
country’s first female president in Taiwan’s 2016 presidential election. Tsai garnered 56% of
the votes, compared to 31% of the KMT candidate, Eric Chu, and 12.8% of the PFP candidate,
James Soong. The DPP’s fortune also extended to the 2016 legislative election as the party
secured a majority in the 113-seat legislature. For the first time in the country’s democratic
history, the DPP took control of both the executive and legislative branches.

The DPP electoral success was extraordinary. Analysts attributed the victory to voters’
anxiety over the island’s political and economic prospects. When Tsai’s predecessor, President
Ma Ying-jeou, was in office, he adopted an engagement policy toward China and expanded
economic relationships between the two sides of the Taiwan Strait. To reduce cross-Strait
tension, Ma endorsed the “1992 Consensus,” a tacit understanding that the notion of “one China”
should serve as the basis for cross-Strait interactions, without specifying precisely what it means.
By accepting the notion that both sides of the Taiwan Strait are of one nation, however it is



defined, the Chinese government naturally welcomed Ma’s policies. As a result, more than 20
agreements were reached between Taipei and Beijing during Ma’s presidency, including a
landmark trade deal in which the Chinese government made significant economic concessions.*®
Deepening cross-Strait economic relationships nevertheless raises the concern of many Taiwan
citizens, fearing that intense economic interactions with the Chinese mainland may increase the
island country’s vulnerability.

Meanwhile, as cross-Strait trade and tourism boomed the economic reality was far from
Ma’s campaign promises. Even as big businesses make profits, wages are stagnant, economic
inequality has worsened and homeownership is beyond the reach of most citizens.  Although
the unemployment rate has finally dropped below 4% since 2014, it is higher than those of
neighboring countries. In particular, youth unemployment has been hovering around 12-13
percent between 2010 and 2015.%

Taiwan’s gloomy economic prospect and citizens’ anxiety over the island’s sovereignty
provided an opportunity for Tsai Ing-wen. During the presidential campaign, Tsai promised to
energize Taiwan’s economy and strived to maintain cross-Strait “status quo.” Tsai’s
cross-Strait policy was the result of a bitter lesson from her 2012 presidential bid. Indeed,
analysts attributed to her 2012 unsuccessful bid to voters’ concerns about her ability to maintain
cross-Strait peace and stability (Hickey and Niou, 2016). Not to repeat past mistakes, Tsai took
an ambiguous position on cross-Strait relations during the 2016 presidential campaign and
pledged to support the “status quo,” implying that, if elected, her administration would not
pursue Taiwan’s formal independence. After taking the office, she nevertheless refuses to
endorse the “1992 Consensus” that Beijing leaders have considered vital for cross-Strait
interactions. Instead, she declared that “the new government will conduct cross-strait affairs in
accordance with the Republic of China Constitution, the Act Governing Relations Between the
People of Taiwan Area and the Mainland Area, and other relevant legislation.”™ Not
surprisingly, Chinese leaders provided a cold reception and applied different measures to
pressure Tsai to return to the Consensus. They suspended all official communications with the
Tsai administration and drastically reduced the number of mainland tourists visiting Taiwan
aiming to hurt the island’s tourist industry. Beijing has further launched a concerted effort to
place diplomatic pressure on Taipei by whittling down its few remaining diplomatic allies.
Since 2016, Beijing successfully lured five countries to sever diplomatic ties with Taiwan and

" For details of the trade deal, known as the Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement (ECFA), see the
website of Mainland Affairs Council, Republic of China
<http://www.mac.gov.tw/lp.asp?ctNode=5921&CtUnit=4142&BaseDSD=7&mp=3>. Accessed January 15, 2016.

14 The 2015 unemployment rates for Singapore, Hong Kong, Japan, and Korea were 2.0%, 3.3%, 3.6%, and 3.5%,
respectively. <http://www.stat.gov.tw/ct.asp?xItem=38919&ctNode=519&mp=4>. Accessed Jan. 20, 2015.

> Tsai Ing-wen. “President Tsai Ing-wen’s inaugural address.” Taipei Times, May 21
<http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/front/print/2016/05/21/2003646753>, accessed June 14, 2019.
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established relationship with China, leaving only 17 nations that officially recognize Taipei.'
Taiwan was also excluded from the International Civil Aviation Organization and the World
Health Assembly meetings due to Beijing’s objection. In addition, China has repeatedly sent
military aircraft and ships to circle Taiwan with a goal of intimidating the Taipei government and
the island citizens (Tan, 2019). In January of 2019, Chinese leader Xi Jinping used a speech on
Taiwan to equate the consensus with a “one country, two systems” framework of governance for
Taiwan, drawing a rare rebuke from both DPP and KMT politicians.

To counter Beijing’s pressure, the Tsai administration implemented the
“New Southbound Policy” aiming to shift Taiwanese trade and investment to Southeast Asia.
Analysts, however, remain skeptical about the effectiveness of the plan.’” That said, Taiwan’s
overall economy has been improving since 2016 as quarterly data published by the government
show that GDP grew between 2.08% and 3.48%, compared to -0.14% in the first quarter of 2016
when Tsai took office.*® The total unemployment rate is below 4% during this period but the
youth unemployment rate for those between 20-24 of age remained high, hovering around
12-13%."  While Taiwan’s economy under Tsai’s watch has improved but its economic fruits
have not been shared equally. As one high-ranking official of the Tsai administration candidly
admitted, the government’s inability to ensure that the effects of the nation’s economic growth
would trickle down to ordinary people was the first of the several contributing factors to the
DPP’s disastrous setback in the 2018 local election.?

Meanwhile, the Tsai administration introduced a host of reform agenda on pensions
reform, long-term care service, a minimum wage, amending the Labor Standards Act and the
Electricity Act. These efforts failed to be appreciated by the general public. For example, the
latest Labor Standards Act aimed to implement a five-day work week with two mandatory days
off. During the process, it was encountered fierce opposition from both employers and
employees as they expressed dissatisfaction with the rigidity of the new rules. The act had to be
amended twice in a year. There was also widespread dissatisfaction with the pension reform,
which cut pensions of civil service and military retirees. Tsai’s personnel appointments also
raised eyebrows, including withdrawing nomination for the Judicial Yuan and accepting the

'® These five countries are: Sao Tome and Principle (December 2016), Panama (June 2017), Dominican Republic
(May 2018), Burkina Faso (May 2018), and El Salvador (August 2018).

"7 Some analysts believe that the trade dispute between China and the U.S. under the Trump administration may
provide an opportunity for Tsai’s New Southbound Policy (Shapiro, 2019).

'8 National Statistics, R.O.C. (Taiwan) <https://www.stat.gov.tw/np.asp?ctNode=492&mp=4>, accessed June 13,
2019.

1 The total unemployment rates are for 2016, 2017 and 2018 are 3.92%, 3.76% and 3.71%, respectively, the youth
unemployment rates are 12.62%, 12.38% and 11.98%
<https://www.stat.gov.tw/ct.asp?xItem=17166&ctNode=517&mp=4>, accessed June 13, 2019.

2 n

20 “| 3j to step down as premier ‘when time is right’.” Taipei Times, December 8
<http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/front/print/2018/12/08/2003705708>, accessed June 14, 2019.
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resignation of her nominee for a high-ranking diplomatic post for drunk driving. Intwo and a
half years since taking office, Tsai has appointed three premiers with significant shuffling of her
cabinet. Observers attributed the DPP’s 2018 local election setback to these missteps and
flip-flops.

[Figure 1 about here]

To assess Tsai’s presidential approval ratings, this study employs 11 waves of surveys
conducted in Taiwan during Tsai’s term. **  In each of the surveys, Taiwan citizens over the age
of 20 were asked the following question: “How satisfied are you with her overall performance as
President over the past six months?” Respondents’ answers to this question are treated as the
measure of presidential approval.  Along with the data collected in previous surveys, Figure 1
shows Tsai’s presidential approval ratings between June 2016 and December 2018. The figure
shows that the president enjoyed a honeymoon period immediately after inauguration as her
presidential popularity in June of 2016 reached 52.7%. Her approval rating dropped about 25%
three months later to 28.7% in September and has since declined steadily to about 22% by
December 2018, the last month that the data are available. How can Tsai’s popularity be
explained? What are the factors responsible for Tsai’s declining approval rating? To address
these questions, statistical analyses are provided in the following section.

Explaining Presidential Approval: Analysis

As we explained elsewhere, time series analysis is a powerful investigative tool for
studying presidential approval (Wang and Cheng, 2015). It is not used here because 1) due to
Taiwan’s short democratic history, time-series data on presidential approval either on a yearly or
quarterly basis are not available. We thus employ data collected through the aforementioned
six surveys conducted in Taiwan. 2) Citizens’ support for politicians is a personal decision. An
analysis of survey data with individual respondent as the unit of analysis can investigate the
linkage between the conditions and an individual’s choice-making process. We thus pool the
data collected through the aforementioned 11 surveys conducted in Taiwan for analysis.

Table 1 shows Taiwan citizens’ assessments of President Tsai’s job performance in seven
key areas since June of 2016 and they all display a downward trend. The first two measures,
boosting the national economy and improving people’s livelihood, elicit respondents’ sociotropic

I Through telephone interviews, the surveys were conducted quarterly under the auspice of the Planning and
Executive Committee of the Taiwan’s Election and Democratization Study (TEDS) Project. The coordinator of the
multi-year TEDS project is Professor Chi Huang and the data are managed and distributed by the Election Study
Center, National Chengchi University in Taiwan. More information is available on the TEDS website
(http://www.tedsnet.org).
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concern and pocketbook concern, respectively. The third measure taps citizens’ assessment of
her management of cross-Strait relations.  As the ratings of all three areas range from 16% to
27% in 2018, they show that Taiwan citizens had a low appraisal of Tsai’s performance.
Although the President enjoyed higher marks in managing foreign affairs and national defense,
they were in the mid 20% to lower 40% in 2018. Taiwan citizens also questions her ability of
staffing key cabinet positions, leadership, and trustworthiness. The only area that Tsai enjoyed
an above average rating consistently is her integrity, which shows that citizens viewed her as a
politician with high moral standards.

Table 2 shows the effects of citizens’ performance appraisal on Tsai’s approval ratings in
various areas.  First, it shows a strong relationship between appraisals of boosting economy,
improving people’s livelihood and managing cross-Strait affairs and presidential approval.
Indeed, 72% to 97% of the respondents who were satisfied with Tsai’s performance in the three
areas provided positive presidential evaluation. Second, respondents’ assessment of Tsai’s
performance in foreign affairs, national defense, staffing key cabinet positions, as well as of her
personal characters of integrity, leadership, and trustworthiness also affect Tsai’s popular support,
albeit less so. This shows citizens’ appraisals of Tsai’s performance in various areas appear to
have an effect on her popularity.

[Table 1 and Table 2 about here]

The above analysis shows that Tsai has suffered from a rapid and continual decline in
approval ratings during her presidency since 2016. Taiwan citizens expressed substantial
dissatisfaction with her performance in various areas, and in particular in managing issues related
to national economy, people’s livelihood and cross-Strait relationship.  The discontents
contribute to Tsai’s low popularity. To ascertain these findings are not spurious, a multivariate
analysis will be conducted.

The dependent variable, presidential approval, is coded dichotomously with 1 indicating
positive appraisal and 0 otherwise. The nine indicators listed in Table 1 are the key
independent variables in the analysis and they are also coded dichotomously with 1 signifying
respondents’ satisfaction with Tsai’s performance and personal characters in the relevant
category. In addition, several control variables are included in the analysis. Previous studies
show that presidential approval varies according to individuals’ political affiliation (Fox, 2009;
Hibbs, Rivers, and Vasilatos, 1982a; Clarke, Stewart, Ault, and Elliott, 2005). A respondent’s
partisan identification is important in Taiwan also because it generally reflects the individual’s



position on the issue of “unification vs. independence,” as previously indicated.?? Two partisan
dummy variables, Pan-Blue affiliation and Pan-Green affiliation, are created accordingly with 1 for
respondents in the relevant category and O otherwise with nonpartisan voters as the baseline group.
Respondents of the pan-Blue camp are those who are identified with the KMT, the People’s First
Party, and the New Party, while the pan-Green camp includes those identified with the DPP, and
the New Power Party. Two dummy variables, Taiwanese and Chinese, are created to assess
respondents’ identification. Respondents with a dual identity (i.e., consider themselves as both a
Taiwanese and a Chinese) serve as the base category. To control the effect of individuals’
demographic characteristics, respondents’ ethnicity, levels of education, gender and age are also
included. Respondents’ ethnicity is recoded into two dummy variables, Hakka and Mainlander,
which are coded 1 for respondents in the relevant category and 0 otherwise with Benshengren as the
baseline group.”®  College education is created with 1 for respondents who have a college (and
above) degree and female is coded as a dummy variable according to respondents’ gender. The
variable of age is a continuous variable and is measured by the number of years since birth.

A logit model with binary outcomes is thus employed instead. Specifically, the
regression model takes the form of

Pr(y =1 _

INnQ(x) =1In Pr(y = 0|x) =

xp

where InQ(x) is the natural logarithm of the conditional odds of having a positive

presidential approval relative to having a negative approval, x is a vector of independent
variables that includes all independent variables, and B is a vector of regression estimates. Note
that the questions on presidential integrity and Tsai’s management of key cabinet posts were not
included in several surveys and the inclusion of the variables of integrity and staffing key cabinet
positions automatically eliminates about 2,900 cases. To avoid the possibility of biasing the
results due to different sample sizes, two panels of regression outcomes are thus presented in
Table 3, with and without the two variables. The table shows that, the regression results are

22 Variables assessing respondents’ unification/independence positions were included in the analysis and they were
not statistically significant. For the sake of having a parsimonious model, this study excludes the variables of
respondents’ unification/independence positions.

* Benshengren, Hakka and Mainlander are the three major ethnic groups in Taiwan.  Taking about 77 percent of
the island’s residents, Benshengren refers to island residents whose ancestors migrated to Taiwan from the Chinese
mainland several hundred years ago and is the largest ethnic group on the island. Hakka refers to the 10% island
resident who are descendants of immigrants migrating to Taiwan roughly at the same time as Benshengren from
areas in central China. With about 12% of the total population, mainlanders are those Chinese migrants who fled
to the island at the end of the Chinese civil war. While the mainlander is not a homogeneous ethnic group due to
its diverse origins from various Chinese provinces, the rocky start from the moment the forces of Chiang Kai-shek
first arrived on Taiwan in 1945 and the subsequent historical development have imposed a distinct but common
ethnic identity on those who are known as “mainlanders.”



consistent between the two panels, which suggest that the outcomes are quite robust. Table 3
presents the results and reveals several major findings

[Table 3 about here]

First of all, all regression coefficients in both panels associated with Tsai’s perceived
performance in various areas and personal characters are statistically significant and bear
positive signs. Despite the substantial difference in sample size, the statistical results of both
panels are very similar, which shows that the results are rather robust. The results also ascertain
that the findings in Table 2 are not spurious. In particular, both sociotropic and pocketbook
hypotheses are confirmed, that is, presidential popularity is conditioned by citizens’ concerns
over national economic well-being and personal welfare. In fact, citizens’ concern about a
healthy national economy is the single most important contributor to Tsai’s approval rating
because it has the largest effect. As the two panels in Table 3 show, respondents who
appreciate Tsai’s abilities of boosting national economy are 3.8 to 4.4 times more likely in odds
to give a positive presidential rating. Citizens’ concerns over their personal well-being also
exert substantial effects on presidential popularity. Tsai’s ability in managing the state of the
economy thus plays a vital role in citizens’ appraisal of her job performance as a president.

Second, citizens’ concerns over cross-Strait relations, foreign affairs and national defense also
exert substantial effects on Tsai’s popularity, albeit to a lesser degree. Those who appreciate
Tsai’s performance are about 2 times more likely in odds to give a positive presidential approval.
This reflects Taiwan citizens’ anxiety over the island country’s relationship with China, which
has important implications to almost every aspect of their lives. As Beijing leaders assertively
claim sovereignty over the island and refuse to renounce the use of military force against Taiwan
while continuing to isolate Taipei internationally, the public’s assessment of a president’s
management of cross-Strait relations, foreign affairs and national defense naturally plays an
important role in their presidential approval.

Third, Tsai’s personal characters and her leadership also play an important role in citizens’
assessment of her popularity. Those who consider her trustworthy and/or a person with
integrity or a good leader are 1.6 to 2.8 times more likely in odds to provide a positive
presidential approval

As expected, pan-Blue supporters were less likely to give Tsai’s a positive rating by a factor
about 1.5. A surprising finding is that the coefficients associated with pan-Green affiliation are
statistically insignificant indicating that Tsai failed to win the support of her own base. While
there is a partisan divide in Taiwan in presidential approval, Tsai’s low popularity in part is due
to the loss of support from her own base.



Finally, all but one of the regression coefficients in the two panels related to respondents’
identity, ethnicity, education levels, gender and age are statistically insignificant, indicating that
respondents’ demographic characteristics have little effects on their approval for the president.

Conclusions

Presidential popularity plays a central role in democratic politics. Approval ratings are
more than a snap shot of public support for the person in power but also a key to comprehending
presidential power. The above findings show that Tsai’s popularity is highly related to citizens’
appraisals of her presidential performance in various areas and personal characters. Consistent
with the conventional wisdom as well as the previous findings in Taiwan (Chen and Keng, 2009;
Lee and Wu, 2003; Sheng and Pai, 2008; Wang and Cheng, 2015), the state of the economy
plays a vital role in the island country’s presidential popularity. While voters in the U.S. are
more attentive to the nation’s economic health (Kinder, 1981; Clarke and Stewart, 1994;
MacKuen, et al., 1992), Taiwan citizens’ evaluation of the job performance of the person in
power is based on the country’s overall economic conditions as well as their personal well-being.
Such a finding may be due to the influence of Confucianism. The old saying that “while the
ruler treats the populace paramount to his ruling, the populace consider livelihood supreme to
their existence” (wang zhe yi min wei tian, er min yi shi wei tian) suggests that improving
people’s livelihood is the principal issue for the ruler. Taiwan citizens thus hold the president
accountable for their personal hardship as much as asking him/her to be responsible for the
health of national economy.

Contrary to the observation that public attitudes towards foreign policy lack intellectual
structure and tend to be unstable (Almond, 1950), the findings of this study along with those
gathered in the American setting (Aldrich, Sullivan and Borgida, 1989; Marra, Ostrom, and
Simon, 1990) show that citizens are cognitive in these areas. Indeed, Taiwan citizens are quite
attentive to presidential performance in the areas of cross-Strait relations, diplomacy and national
defense because China is considered an economic opportunity as well as the major security threat.
The island’s relationship with China has important implications to every aspect of the island
citizens’ lives. Given that the president is facing a reasonably alert public, performance in these
areas also contribute to Taiwan’s presidential popularity.
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Figure 1. Tsai Ing-wen's Presidential Approval Rating:
June 2016 - December 2018
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Table 1. Percentages of Satisfaction with

President Tsai’s Performance in Key Areas

(based on valid cases)

2016/06 | 2016/09 | 2016/12 | 2017/03 | 2017/06 | 2017/09 | 2017/12 | 2018/03 | 2018/06 | 2018/09 | 2018/12
Boosting the 57.3 34.4 32.0 30.2 22.6 27.4 23.6 20.9 21.1 21.1 16.4
Economy
Improving People's 65.6 48.1 35.1 324 28.9 36.1 27.8 26.5 24.6 25.8 21.9
Livelihood
Cross-Strait 62.7 39.6 375 36.2 27.9 31.6 30.2 26.9 25.4 25.0 20.5
Relations
Foreign Affairs 78.0 47.3 45.3 46.1 36.1 37.8 38.1 37.2 26.0 25.7 28.2
National Defense 76.5 49.8 47.5 44,5 47.5 44,5 36.1 39.9 42.1 43.5 41.0
Staffing Key 58.9 35.6 34.9 n/a 33.3 n/a 36.3 n/a 28.1 n/a 24.9
Cabinet Positions
Leadership 74.6 n/a 45.4 42.8 39.6 39.5 38.9 34.9 335 30.3 25.9
Trustworthy 74.6 n/a 45.4 42.8 39.6 39.5 38.9 34.9 335 30.3 25.9
Integrity 77.3 n/a 65.7 n/a 60.2 n/a 59.0 n/a 53.3 n/a 52.2
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Table 2. Presidential Approval Rating and Satisfaction in Issue Areas

2016/06 2016/09 2016/12 2017/03 2017/06
Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
Boosting the 97.3 40.8 91.3 23.5 87.9 17.3 86.6 19.1 84.4 15.6
Economy
Improving People's 96.3 34 82.2 16.3 82.2 18.9 82.2 18.6 74.2 13.3
Livelihood
Cross-Strait 97.7 32.7 85.5 20.6 81.7 12.3 84.3 15.8 74.5 12.4
Relations
Foreign Affairs 94.7 18.6 83.4 17.7 75.8 12.7 74.7 12.5 72.4 9
National Defense 92.3 27.1 78 21.6 71.2 13.7 72.8 16.5 62.8 7.4
Staffing Key 93.5 42.8 81.9 28.6 75.2 21.5 n/a 61.7 62.8 7.4
Cabinet Positions
Leadership 90.2 23.1 n/a n/a 73.7 15.1 72.7 15.5 64.4 11.1
Trustworthy 93.5 30.5 82.2 14.1 77 11.7 75.3 14.1 65.5 8.6
Integrity 89.8 23.6 n/a n/a 58.9 114 n/a n/a 49.6 8.1
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Table 2. Presidential Approval Rating and Satisfaction in Issue Areas

(continued)

2017/09 2017/12 2018/03 2018/06 2018/09 2018/12
Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
Boosting the 88.9 20.5 87.3 18.7 87.4 15.6 81.7 12.5 84.7 14.3 81.7 13.9
Economy
Improving 77.4 18.1 79.4 17 80.7 12.9 75.1 11.4 81.8 10.3 73.8 12.6
People's
Livelihood
Cross-Strait 84.7 17.3 78 14.8 81.3 11.8 76 11.4 77.3 11.7 72.3 11.1
Relations
Foreign Affairs 75.6 17.2 70.2 10.8 68.5 9.4 76.6 8.9 75.4 12.2 63.5 9.5
National Defense 68.5 16.4 70.4 15.1 67.4 10.6 57.6 8 58.9 7 52.7 7.7
Staffing Key n/a n/a 65.2 17.1 n/a n/a 65.3 11.3 n/a n/a 63 13.3
Cabinet Positions
Leadership 74.4 16.3 68.2 14.2 75.7 8.9 66.6 8.5 73.2 11.4 65.3 12.1
Trustworthy 72.3 15.9 73.3 11.9 77 9.9 70.5 8.4 75.6 11.9 66.3 7.7
Integrity n/a n/a 53.8 8.4 n/a n/a 46.7 7.1 n/a n/a 44.6 6.2
Notes:

1. Percentages of presidential approval in cells;
2. Y: “Satisfaction” in the relevant category; N: “Dissatisfaction” in the relevant category.
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Table 3. Presidential Approval in Taiwan: Logit Analysis
Panel 1 Panel 2
Variables Coef. % ch. Coef. % ch.
(s.e) (O.R) (s.e) (O.R)
Boosting the Economy 1.33%** 279.2 1.48*** 337.9
(0.15) (3.79) (0.12) (4.38)
People's Livelihood 0.98*** 165.8 1.12%** 205.6
(0.13) (2.69) (0.10) (3.06)
. . 0.74%*= 110.3 0.90*** 146.6
Cross-Strait Relations (0.14) (2.10) (0.11) 2.47)
. 0.72%*= 106.3 0.80*** 121.5
National Defense (0.13) (2.06) (0.10) 2.22)
Diplomac 0.91%*= 149.6 0.67*** 95.1
plomacy (0.13) (2.50) (0.10) (1.95)
. . . 0.34** 40.0 - -
Staffing Key Cabinet Positions (0.14) (1.40)
Integrit 0.66%** 93.2 N N
grity (0.16) (1.93)
Trustworthy 1.05%** 186.0 1.14 2115
(0.14) (2.86) (0.11) (3.12)
Leadership 0.52%** 68.0 0.90 145.2
(0.14) (1.68) (0.10) (2.45)
-0.45%* -36.0 -0.56%** -42.8
Pan-Blue
(0.16) (0.64) (0.13) (0.57)
0.21 24.0 0.15 16.4
Pan-Green
(0.14) (1.24) (0.11) (1.16)
Hakka 0.12 13 0.09 9.0
(0.18) (1.13) (0.13) (1.09)
Mainlander -0.18 -16.0 -0.28 -24.5
(0.22) (0.84) 0.17) (0.76)
Taiwanese -0.01 -1.0 0.17 19.6
(0.13) (0.99) (0.10) (1.19)
Chinese -0.88 -58.0 -0.60 -45.4
(0.48) (0.42) (0.34) (0.55)
. -0.14 -13.0 -0.21 -19.1
College Education (0.13) (0.87) (0.10) (0.81)
Female 0.02 2.0 0.08 8.0
(0.12) (1.02) (0.10) (1.08)
-0.00 -0.0 -0.00 -0.0
Age
(0.00) (1.00) (0.00) (1.00)
N 3877 6769
Note: Coef.=Regression coefficient; s.e.=standard error; % ch.=percentage change in odds; O.R.=odds ratio; *p<0.05; **p<0.01;

***p<0.001, two-tailed test.
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B

Subject: Successful submission of manuscript COVID-19 and Anatomy

of the Rally Effect: the Case of Taiwan to Asian Survey

Congrats!
Your manuscript

has been submitted
successfully!

"COVID-19 and Anatomy of the Rally Effect: the Case of
Taiwan" has been successfully submitted to Asian

Survey. The editors have been notified.
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8:00 AM - 9:30 AM, Friday, August 30. 2019
I. Panel Title: Reunderstanding Cross-Strait Relations: The Status Quo? The
One-China Policy?
Chair: Robert Sutter, George Washington University
Discussants: Scott Kastner, the University of Maryland and Kuen-Da Lin, Georgia
Institute of Technology
1. A Neo U.S. One-China Policy? Content Analyzing Obama’s and Trump’s
Positions
Dean Chen, Ramapo College of New Jersey
Yao-Yuan Yeh, University of St. Thomas
2. The Polarization of Cross-Strait Relations since 2016: the Status Quo at Stake
S. Philip Hsu, National Taiwan University
3. The One China Policy and the International Status of Taiwan
Mikulas Fabry, Georgia Institute of Technology
4. Nationalism, Alliances, and Geopolitics: US-China-Taiwan Ties under Trump
and Xi
Vincent Wei-cheng Wang, Adelphi University

10:00 AM - 11:30 AM, Friday, August 30. 2019
1. Panel Title: New Theories and New Evidence: Studies of Turnout and
Election in Taiwan
Chair: Hans Stockton, University of St. Thomas
Discussants: Timothy S. Rich, Western Kentucky University and Nick Lin,
Academia Sinica
1. Declining Voter Turnout in Taiwan: A Generational Effect?
T.Y. Wang, Illinois State University
Christopher H. Achen, Princeton University
2. Reverse Coattails Effects and Electoral Fortune in Taiwan’s Local Elections
Kuan-chen Lee, Academia Sinica
Karl Ho, University of Texas, Dallas
3. Critical Citizens or Electoral Losers? A Panel Study of 2018 Taiwan’s Election
Hsin-hao Huang, National Taiwan Normal University
4.The Impact of Polling Primaries on Electoral Performance
Eric Chen-hua Yu, National Chengchi University

12:00 PM - 1:30 PM, Friday, August 30. 2019
I11. Panel Title: Public Opinion Research in Taiwan: Old Topics and New
Angles



Chair: Da-Chi Liao, National Sun Yat-sen University
Discussants: Lu-Chung Dennis Weng, Sam Houston State University and
Ching-Hsing Wang, National Cheng Kung University
1. Democratic deficit in Taiwan? A longitudinal study of corruption perception
Chilik Yu, Shih Hsin University
2. Presidential Popularity in Taiwan: from Ma Ying-jou to Tsai Ing-wen
T.Y. Wang, Illinois State University
Su-Feng Cheng, National Chengchi University
3. “Return” of Chinese identity? Exploring some recent developments
Shiau-chi Shen, Soochow University
4. Public Support for the Use of Force in Weak States
Kuan-Sheng Wu, Purdue University
Yao-Yuan Yeh, University of St. Thomas
Fang-Yu Chen, Michigan State University
Austin Horng-En Wang, Duke University

2:00 PM - 3:30 PM, Friday, August 30. 2019
IV. Panel Title: Legislative Politics and Emerging Social Issues in Taiwan
Chair: David An, Catholic University of America/Global Taiwan Institute
Discussants: Wei-ting Yen, Franklin and Marshall College and Fang-Yu Chen
Michigan State University
1. Election Cycle and Roll Call Requests: Identifying the Target Audience
Weihao Huang, Academia Sinica
Greg Chih-Hsin Sheen, London School of Economics and Political Science
2. Electoral Rules, Party Discipline, and Parliamentary Questions in Taiwan
Nick Lin, Academia Sinica
Jinhyeok Jang, National Sun Yat-sen University

3. Unpacking LGBT Acceptance in Taiwan: What Explains Taiwan’s Public
Support?
Timothy S. Rich, Western Kentucky University
Isabel Eliassen, Western Kentucky University

4. Court as Political Evasion: The Case of Interpretation No. 748 in Taiwan
Yu-Hsien Sung, University of South Carolina
Chin-shou Wang, National Cheng Kung University

4:00 PM -5:30 PM, Friday, August 30. 2019
V. Panel Title: Social Media, Big Data Analysis, and Electoral Politics in Taiwan
Chair: Christopher H. Achen, Princeton University

3



Discussants: Eric Chen-hua Yu, National Chengchi University and T.Y. Wang,
[llinois State University
1. How Connective Populism Was Made Online--A Case Study of the Han Tide in
2018
Da-Chi Liao, National Sun Yat-sen University
Frank Liu, National Sun Yat-Sen University
2. Social Media and Voter Turnout: Evidence from Taiwan
Chia-hung Tsai, National Chengchi University
Ching-Hsing Wang, National Cheng Kung University
3. The Effect of Social Media on Vote Choice: The Case of Taiwan
Lu-Chung Dennis Weng, Sam Houston State University
Chi Huang, National Chengchi University
4. The interaction between politician and netizens in Facebook: A big data approach
Yu-Wei Hu, Chinese culture University
JUNG CHUN CHANG, SOAS, University of London

6:30 PM - 7:30 PM, Friday, August 30. 2019
Conference Group on Taiwan Studies (CGOTS) Business Meeting
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Presidential popularity plays a central role in democratic politics. Approval
ratings are more than a snap shot of public support for the person in power but also a
key to comprehending presidential power. Our findings show that Tsai’s popularity is
highly related to citizens’ appraisals of her presidential performance in various areas
and personal characters. Consistent with the conventional wisdom as well as the
previous findings in Taiwan (Chen and Keng, 2009; Lee and Wu, 2003; Sheng and Pai,
2008; Wang and Cheng, 2015), the state of the economy plays a vital role in the island
country’s presidential popularity. While voters in the U.S. are more attentive to the
nation’s economic health (Kinder, 1981; Clarke and Stewart, 1994; MacKuen, et al.,
1992), Taiwan citizens’ evaluation of the job performance of the person in power is
based on the country’s overall economic conditions as well as their personal
well-being. Such a finding may be due to the influence of Confucianism. The old
saying that “while the ruler treats the populace paramount to his ruling, the populace
consider livelihood supreme to their existence” (wang zhe yi min wei tian, er min yi
shi wei tian) suggests that improving people’s livelihood is the principal issue for the
ruler. Taiwan citizens thus hold the president accountable for their personal hardship
as much as asking him/her to be responsible for the health of national economy.

Contrary to the observation that public attitudes towards foreign policy lack
intellectual structure and tend to be unstable (Almond, 1950), the findings of this
study along with those gathered in the American setting (Aldrich, Sullivan and
Borgida, 1989; Marra, Ostrom, and Simon, 1990) show that citizens are cognitive in
these areas. Indeed, Taiwan citizens are quite attentive to presidential performance
in the areas of cross-Strait relations, diplomacy and national defense because China is
considered an economic opportunity as well as the major security threat. The
island’s relationship with China has important implications to every aspect of the
island citizens’ lives. Given that the president is facing a reasonably alert public,

performance in these areas also contribute to Taiwan’s presidential popularity.
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