Taiwan: from hegemonic party to multi-partitism 

by Roberto Scaruffi, June 2002

At the roots of the Taiwan politico-institutional system 

Among the reasons of the post-WW2 Taiwan’s developmentalism
 there was the perfect politico-institutional system de facto created as consequence of the migration of the Chinese Nationalist forces to Taiwan. The KMT
 retreat from continental China permitted it to free itself from the constraints of its social base. What made possible it could really fully deploy its modernising programme. The KMT original program of Chinese modernisation was better thought and precise than the CCP
 visions. However, on the key point of the land reform, key and foundation of all other questions in China, the same laws of the Republic of China firmly moving in that direction (as the 1930 law on the 37.5% of maximal land rent over production) could not really find any generalised application then. On the contrary, in the areas occupied from the CCP forces, land reform measures, which were appreciated from peasants, gave to the CCP a sure consensus and action base. Actually, the CCP was not so skilful in this field after the creation of the PRC
. Nevertheless, failures, and even catastrophes in some moments, of the PRC were not such to permit that the KMT military offensives launched from the Golden Triangle
 achieved any success in the ROC
 attempt of reconquering continental China.
          

In Taiwan (only in 1945 returned to China from Japan), the ROC forces in progressive retreat from continental China had submitted the more proper Taiwanese interests to the need of their strategic withdrawal and firm intention to reconquer the continental territory. The 1947 massacre, operated from the Nationalist forces, defined, without any doubt, who/which ruled Taiwan. In the given context, the 19 May 1949 martial law was a further element of politico-institutional centralisation and force.  

The rapid realisation of the land reform, industrialisation function of the defensive and offensive needs of the Nationalist armed forces, the opportunity represented from the logistic needs of the US military forces in Korea, had permitted a rapid development of the island. From the other side, Taiwan had already enjoyed the beneficial effects of the Japanese colonisation (1895-1945). In first instance, Japanese colonisation had been agricultural for the Japanese needs. Inevitably, it was also industrial and, overall in the 1930s, not only in industries linked with agriculture.     

The experience of concrete politico-institutional systems shows that where they are stable and assure systemic efficiency (it is the Anglophone case), stability (often an absolute formal immobilism, in the Anglophone cases) affects both the Constitutional sphere and the one more specifically relative to political parties. A Constitutional system is not stable and efficient independently from the political system. If one changes the political system or the Constitutional one, without changing also the other one, one deeply alters, for a more or less long time, the pre-existing order. It is not even sufficient that a State copies a “perfect” system, because there are systemic cultures, which are inevitably different. Therefore, finally, the resultant of such an alteration is indeterminable a priori. 

In Taiwan, the dialectic of the politico-institutional evolution played at level of Chinese and Taiwanese pulses, variously combined with the propensity relatively to the attitude to follow in the relations with the PRC. Clearly the question of the relations with the PRC was not only a problem of Nationalists immigrated from continental China in occasion of the strategic withdrawal concluded in 1949. 

Taiwan institutional configuration inevitably saw a complex combination of Chinese institutions with institutions more specifically Taiwanese. Only relatively recently, there was a progressive simplification towards the reduction, in practice, nearly to the mere Taiwanese institutions. Formally, Taiwan was only part of the ROC. But, de facto, the ROC was reduced to Taiwan. With the end of all hopes of a military reconquest of continental China, the presence of ROC and Taiwanese institutions clearly became a redundant duplicate. I have already told that the political direction was unequivocally Chinese-Nationalist. 

When, in 1966, in China, the Cultural Revolution was triggered, Nationalist China had not any more any real hope to exploit those events for trying the reconquest. About at the mid-1968, the KMT unequivocally knew that he had not any more any control over the troops it thought to dispose in the Golden Triangle, troops it hoped to use as starting point for a reconquest. There was also the US absence of interest in ROC initiatives against the PRC. Instead, the US politics had been damaged from the ROC military initiatives from the Golden Triangle against the PRC
.

The KMT was a party not really different from the CCP, from the organisational point of view
. The KMT exercises a strict control over the Taiwanese population. It was de facto the nearly unique party, although, as usual in such case, the political and social dialectics expressed intense inside the unique party. In fact, fractional fights were acute inside the KMT, even by independent candidates were, for an entire period, nearly essentially expression of this conflictuality of the “unique” party, which was consequently equivalent to a multi-party system
.

In the 1960s, there was, for generational reasons, the beginning of forms of Taiwanaisation of the same KMT. In 1968, the independent intellectual magazine Daxue zazhi (The Intellectual) appeared. From the end-1969, the first really independent candidates, de facto an open opposition to the KMT, began to be elected both at local and national level. At end 1970s, there was the emergence of a new generation of opponents totally outside the KMT and who directly contested its hegemony. On 14 May 1980, the ROC President promulgated a law for favouring more equitable and tolerant electoral behaviours relatively to the opposition to KMT. When initiated his second mandate in 1984, President Chiang Ching-kuo promoted forms of weakening of the KMT political monopoly. On 29-31 March 1986, at the KMT Third Plenum, President Chiang Ching-kuo announced that the KMT would have progressively opened itself to political competition. On 28 September 1986, with the martial law yet running, the DPP
 was illegally created by 130 opposition politicians, without there was any repressive initiative against it and them. On 15 July 1987, the martial law was suppressed and the DPP became a fully legal opposition party.  
In 1991, President Lee Teng-hui suppressed the Temporary Provisions, which, from 1948, attributed the exercise of extra-Constitutional authority to the President. In 1991, the ROC recognised the legality of the PRC. Other reforms permitted the substitution of old members
 of the National Assembly, and the direct election of the ROC President and of the Mayors of the main cities. In March 1999, President Lee formulated the theory of the two States, theory reaffirmed from the following President, Chen Shui-bian.      
In practice, by a multiplicity of measures overcoming the condition of KMT as unique party, one created the conditions such that the KMT might lose the control of all institutions, although this same KMT control was what guaranteed a strong politico-institutional ROC order. However, one behaved as the KMT would have remained forever the party-State, consequently as it would have continued to indefinitely control all the State institutions. Actually, the KMT had a net organisational and means’ superiority over all the other parties, thanks also to the extraordinary economic power derived it from the ownership a vast and influent system of enterprises. From the results of the 18 March 2000 Presidential elections, this organisation and means’ superiority, and even the tight electoral absolute majority the KMT area conserved, revealed as not any more sufficient for remaining the party-State.   

The Japanese-kind electoral system, the SNTV
 with constituencies generally with a plurality of candidates, is an electoral system apparently quite bizarre. In Taiwan, it was complicated by a proportional part of about 20% the total seats. If one examines this system more closely, one discovers that it favours the party-machines with an extended and nearly military control of electors. This system permits always the success of a certain number of independent candidates who, if they are really independent from the majority party, are inevitable source of potential instability of a political system end source of possible parliamentary transformism
. This electoral system favours also fractionism inside parties. The number of seats assigned to each constituency may make this system similar to a proportional system, what was the Taiwan case. In addition, if one applies a certain law of Maurice Duverger
 to the Taiwanese system one sees that the outcome of such an electoral system is that the number of political parties is necessarily well over two or three. The elevate number of parties is generally, if there are not corrections at other levels, source of government action weakness. There was consequently a weak political system, for what depended on the electoral law.  
However, the institutional system was clearly drawn for a unique party or for a strongly hegemonic party, what is practically equivalent to a unique party. The kind of Taiwan/ROC Constitutional system could tolerate alternation, if a party had totally replaced the KMT as hegemonic party in all the central institutions. Nevertheless, Presidential and general elections were asynchronous. This Constitutional system could not tolerate a fluid situation that the same institutional system made possible with a Parliament (Legislative Yuan) legislating in the usual majoritarian way of all Parliaments and a Presidency-government that could be expression of minorities. 

In Taiwan/ROC, the President of the Republic was directly elected in a single round Presidential election. It was consequently possible that a minority of voters (and, consequently of parliamentary representation) expressed a President of the Republic. The event would have been without any serious consequent if government had been expressed from Parliament. However, that was not. The Prime Minister was designated from the President of the Republic. The Prime Minister designated government (Cabinet). Both Prime Minister and government did not need any parliamentary approbation. This was the critical point. Certainly, Parliament had the possibility of collapse a government voting a no-confidence motion and this case, and only in this case, the President of the Republic had the faculty to dissolve Parliament and to call new general elections. However, it was sufficient that Parliament obstructed systematically government, so Presidency, but without voting any no-confidence motion, and a condition of institutional paralysis would have created. It was what verified. 

The institutional crisis triggered from the 18 March 2000 Presidential election

The politico-institutional situation fell headlong as consequence of the 18 March 2000 Presidential election, when the DPP candidate Chen Shui-bian was elected with  39.30% votes, while Parliament, the Legislative Yuan, was dominated from the KMT. The DPP candidate had won the Presidential election by relative majority, thanks to the KMT division. Two candidates of the KMT area were presented for the Presidential competition, with the KMT official candidate, Lien Chan, gaining 23.10% votes and the independent one, the ex-Governor of the Taiwan Province James Soong, 36.84%. The new President designed his Prime Minister, who designed his government. The KMT-dominated Parliament paralysed all parliamentary initiatives of the new President and government.   

During the first 14 months of the Chen Presidency, the stock exchange lost 40% of its value. Unemployment suddenly and dramatically increased. 2001 was a year of economic recession. It is always complicate to define mechanical relations between political and economic cycles, overall over short periods and in an unfavourable external context. Anyway, casualness wanted that a dramatic political crisis was rapidly followed by a dramatic recession, even if only in the year 2001, after half century of economic successes. 

The politico-institutional crisis found some solution only after the 1 December 2001 general elections with the relative victory of DPP and TSU
. Both conquered 100 of the 225 seats. By deputies left the KMT immediately after elections and by independents, DPP and TSU assured the parliamentary majority
. However, the electoral data show that the pro-Presidential parliamentary majority was achieved by a typical operation of parliamentary transformism
. In the given context, it does not seem a strong solution from the point of view of stability and of the possibility efficiently governing, although it certainly temporarily solved the condition of paralysis had created from March 2000. Anyway, despite some happy chance, the specific Taiwanese order is structurally incapable to permit to profitably manage a dualism between Presidency-government and Parliament, as can do, on the contrary, for instance the US system. The Taiwanese institutional architecture was even weaker than the French one, which is at least capable to manage the dualism between Presidency and a parliamentary-based government. From March 2000, it was evident that simple different electoral results for the Presidency and for Parliament could rapidly lead to a destructive institutional conflict.    

As consequence of all these politico-institutional complications, the DPP seemed oriented towards a US-style politico-institutional system. But it appeared also, since certain qualified declarations, ready to a compromise on a French-style Presidentialism, actually radically different from the US one. The US-style institutional architecture favours governance. The French-style institutional architecture favours representation, although in a more complex way than perfect proportionalism, and the small group blackmail power generally
 there is in it. On the one side, for amending Constitution, very qualifies majorities
 are necessary in the ROC system. On the other hand, a bad compromise on Constitutional reform, and its amendment on this basis, might be even worse of a bad system one wanted to remedy to. Sometimes a proper electoral reform can create the parliamentary conditions for an adequate Constitutional reform. Even if, by itself, an electoral reform is not a magic solution for creating or recreating systemic efficiency, and it may reveal difficult to realise it in conditions of political fragmentation. In Taiwan, political fragmentation, not any more masked from the KMT internal dialectic and repressed from the KMT party-State, seems to prevail.      

In addition to the reform of the Taiwanese weak Presidentialism and a reduction and simplification
 of the five branches of the government structure
, other measures as decentralisation ones were planned. Although decentralisation or even federalism can further valorise a strong central power increasing systemic efficiency, in a climate of institutional disorder, they may be useless and harmful. For instance, in a phase that institutional reform for the recreation of strong central government imposes, decentralisation may increase the local rooting of the MPs, who consequently may have not the incentive to the same institutional reform would be indispensable.    

Sometimes occasional events can push towards the solution of institutional problems. For instance, casualness, since some occasional fractional interests of the KMT
 induced it, a bit after the Presidential election of 18 March 2000, to accept an old request of the DPP and to practically suicide the National Assembly, the Chinese Parliament. It had been elected for the first time in November 1947, over the whole Chine territory, according the 1946 Constitution. It was one the KMT strongholds. Nominally, the National Assembly remained, after this reform, but as simple ad hoc organ, for approving amendments of the Constitution, changes of the national territory and the destitution of President and deputy-President of the Republic, all that on proposal of the Legislative Yuan.      

The phase opened with the overcoming of the KMT hegemony may be define as the phase of the competitive Taiwanaisation. More properly Taiwanese forces gained ground, after the constraints represented from the perspective of the reconquest of continental China. Even if everything is more complex than it may seem. The same DPP President of the Republic Chen Shui-bian claimed in very recent times his mainlander origins. In his New Year's Eve message at the end of 2000, he told that China and Taiwan shared similar history, culture and ethnicity and therefore it was policy of his administration to strive for cultural and economic integration with China, leading to eventual political integration with the People's Republic of China. He reaffirmed yet in 2002 his pro-Chinese feelings. The Taiwanese renaissance, which is now running, it is the reaffirmation of Taiwan’s identity, despite the 1945-1949 Chinese reoccupation with consequent ethnic alterations. In his history, Taiwan, although finished inside the Chinese cultural area, had been ruled from Chinese States just for very limited periods. This Taiwanese renaissance seems to be well aware that both the political confrontation with KMT (also it, after WW-2, part of the Taiwan’s society) and the systemic confrontation with PRC on the basis of the progress assured from the KMT, are played on the ground of a systemic revival and economic development. A more properly Taiwanese new politico-institutional order, what I have called competitive Taiwanaisation, needs to be competitive relatively both to the past achievements in the Taiwan’s absolute development under the KMT rule and in the qualitative competition relatively to the PRC.              

There are, consequently, imperatives of people material satisfaction and of Taiwan’s security. In the uncertainty on the evolution of the relations with the PRC and on eventual future systemic convergences, Taiwan’s economic success is precious. For instance, it is thanks to it that forms of Taiwan economic “imperialisation” of the PRC are progressing by the development of direct relations and the extension of Taiwanese enterprises over the Chinese territory. It is even possible that, in a context of permanence and development of the Taiwan’s power, Taiwan, despite all security constraints of the US field, operated as technological open door of the PRC also for technologies formally banned to it. The common adhesion to the WTO may make easier this kind of relations and of reciprocal complicities.     

If these elements of objective evolution are outside all forecasts, it is within the general frame now outlined that the imperatives of institutional reform inscribe. In addition, an institutional reform always verifies inside systemic cultures, which make each case peculiar. In real socialist countries, we have found the same problems of a weak institutional system, which anyway seemed to work (actually not always very efficiently, in real socialist countries) since the presence of a unique or hegemonic party. In the Chinese and Southeast Asia spaces, it seems there be a decidedly more empirical attitude to looking for solutions, not at all ideological and with less or no conditioning from the outside, than in East European countries. There, dramatic disasters were provoked in many cases from the induced or imposed myths of liberalisations and multi-partitism, while the problem was just market creation
.      

In Taiwan, apart from the KMT pressure for trying reconquering lost positions inside institutions or for not losing further power, it seems there be an empirical action for trying rapidly finding solutions to the needs of institutional restructuring. In addition, one may suppose that the developmental centres had assured the post-WW2 Taiwanese miracle will continue working and assuring the leadership of economic policies. In fact, the security needs and constraints of Taiwan persist. Even if, after the 1 December 2001 general elections, the pressure for institutional updating is a less dramatic, the recreation of a situation of reciprocal antagonism between Presidency-government and Parliament will dramatically repropose the present institutional inconsistency.     

===============================
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� There reference is here to the concept of Developmental State.  


� Kuomintang. 


� Chinese Communist Party. 


� People’s Republic of China. 


� In the north Myanmar, Thailand and Laos. 


� Republic of China. 


� About in the mid-1960s, the Nationalist or ex-Nationalist troops were there did not obey any more to the ROC government in Taiwan.  


� They gave the pretext to PRC for trying extending its influence area to the States where the Golden Triangle was situated.    


� Actually, even from a general philosophical perspective there was not a real difference between the vision of the institution of socialism and his evolution toward communism, and the philosophical visions were at the base of the same KMT. These visions saw the passage from the Disorder Age (chü-luan shih), to the Road towards Peace Age (t’ai-p’ing shih), for finally arriving to the Universal Peace Age (t’ai-p’ing shih) or Great Harmony (ta-t’ung). 


� The same thing may be told for the CCP, even if there was, in the CCP case, class discrimination relatively to all the classed had been deprived of the right to economic existence and there had been the appearing of a class replacing the private bourgeoisie and landlords. Therefore, it is necessary to consider this specificity, at analytic level. The discourse is more complex than the one on systems at political completion versus systems have not it. There is anyway everywhere political competition. The difference is in the competition forms. 


� Democratic Progressive Party, Minzhu jinbu dang.


� The ones elected in 1948 in the mainland.  


� Single Non-Transferable Vote. 


� Occasional and fluctuating parliamentary majorities. 


� The number of parties is about equal to the number of seats assigned to each majoritarian constituency plus 1. There was in Taiwan, as in Japan, the complication that there were constituencies with different number of seats. In Taiwan, constituencies went from 1 to 13 seats. Further complication was the 20% of seats assigned on proportional basis to all the parties with more than 5% votes.  


� Taiwan Solidarity Union.


� From the point of view of electors’ consensus, KMT and a party formed by the KMT split, the PFP (People First Party) of James Soong, actually conquered the absolute majority by respectively 31.3% (KMT) and 20.3% (PFP) votes, whose sum is 51.6%. Their electoral outcome had been, before the already referred defections, the absolute majority of Parliament with respectively 68 (KMT) and 46 (PFP) deputies, that is 114 over 225 MPs. 


� It is a concept one finds in the Italy’s political history. It is a situation of absence of well defined and structured parties or anyway of presence of variable parliamentary majorities achieved conquering the consensus, or buying it in different ways, of the single MPs. In liberal Italy, it was the situation created with the 18 March 1876 parliamentary revolution, which signed the end of the Right’s governments had created the new Italian State and ruled it from the first general elections, in 1861, of the Italian State, the then Kingdom of Italy. After the 18 March 1876 parliamentary revolution, generally the Left was in office and there was a situation of fluctuating government majorities.  


� Generally, but not really necessarily, because it depends on the general institutional architecture even if inevitably the more a Parliament is proportional the more the same government is conditioned from it at least from the point of view of the laws Parliament produces. The less a parliament is proportional, the more electors directly elect government. In the British system, electors elect, in practice, a kind a dictator-prime Minister, a strong government. In the British system, there is a Crown that it is impossible to magically reproduce in other countries where such a tradition there is not. It is not possible to “invent” it, if concrete history has not produced it. In the US system, weaker than the UK one, electors elect, in practice, two strong governments, Presidency and Congress, profitably interacting even when they conflict.    


� From the ROC Constitution:


“Article 174. Amendments to the Constitution shall be made in accordance with one of the following procedures: 


“1. Upon the proposal of one-fifth of the total number of delegates to the National Assembly and by a resolution of three-fourths of the delegates present at a meeting having a quorum of two-thirds of the entire Assembly, the Constitution may be amended. 


“2. Upon the proposal of one-fourth of the members of the Legislative Yuan and by a resolution of three-fourths of the members present at a meeting having a quorum three-fourths of the members of the Yuan, an amendment may be drawn up and submitted to the National Assembly by way of referendum. Such a proposed amendment to the Constitution shall be publicly announced half a year before the National Assembly convenes.” 


� For instance, there were discussions on the reduction of Parliament to about 120 seats from the present 225.  


� Such were considered in Taiwan: [1] government (Executive Yuan or Cabinet), [2] Parliament (Legislative Yuan), [3] the Judiciary Yuan whose judges were named from the President of the Republic, [4] the Selection Yuan (the board for the public selection of State functionaries), whose members were named from the President of the Republic, and [5] the Control Yuan. The elimination of the last two from central government was in the traditional program of the DPP. 


� The fear to give ulterior power to James Soong, a very popular splitter of the same KMT and already independent Presidential candidate on 18 March 2000, candidate had then collected more votes than the KMT official candidate as already told.    


� It is not exactly the some thing to privatise and to create efficient markets. The PRC way, of creating in first instance markets and competition among enterprises, and only after eventually privatising, is susceptible creating and diffusing efficiency inside the entire economic system. In addition, in the PRC case, prudence in the political reform permitted to avoid State desegregation. On the contrary, the USSR way, the simple liberalisation and creation of multi-partitism, as they had been preliminary to the solutions of all the other problems or as they had magically led to the solution of all other problems, produced only disasters. Where, in some cases of minor countries, the transition was easier, it was because the economic system had already been liberalised although under the apparent immobility of the real socialist regime.   
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