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Reconstructing the Democratic Discourses
in Taiwan

A Q Methodological Approach

Introduction

The Republic of China (ROC) on Taiwan has witnessed rapid
democratization in the past decade. Since the martial law was
lifted in July 1987, direct elections have been progressively im-
plemented for the National Assembly, the Legislative Yuan, the
mayors of Taipei and Kaohsiung, the governor of the Taiwan
province, and the President of the ROC. In fact, after the 1996
presidential direct election, Taiwan’s central and local regimes
have been fully democratized. Parallel to the unfolding electoral
process, has taken place the reorganization of many old constitu-
tional structures through a series of four waves of successive
constitutional reforms conducted by the National Assembly be-
tween 1990 and 1997.' The reform process, however, is by no
means completed because it touches upon the extremely sensitive
issues of relations across the Taiwan Straits and local ideological
and political struggles over Taiwan’s national future’ Both the
ruling Kuomintang (KMT) and the opposition Democratic Pro-
gressive Party (DPP) have agreed to hold another wave of talks to
further amend the constitution in the summer of 1999. As a na-
tional constitution embodies a country’s total political build-up,
the unfinished process of constitutional reform in Taiwan reflects
democracy as a political system is still in a process of construction
and reconstruction subject to influence of various political forces
with different democratic and national ideals. In fact, such tidal
waves of reforms are both driven by and contribute to the spread
of the idea of democracy among the Taiwan people, which is
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increasingly seen as natural in Taiwan.’ Political leaders, uni-
ficationists, separatists, critics and activists alike must use the
same language of democracy to give justification to the form of
government and state they advocate.” At the same time, owing to
Taiwan’s unique historical setting, there are various theories of
democracy in competition. Guardians of the ROC Constitution,
advocators of a new independent Taiwanese state, parliamentar-
ists, presidentialists, liberalists, communists, communitarians and
others, each has its own preferences over the forms of democracy.
And, because of this, real democracy is hard to find.

It is not the aim of this study to construct a real democracy for
Taiwan. Instead, it attempts to reconstruct the different discourses
of democracy in Taiwan using a method called Q methodology, a
subject matter that has remained totally unexplored so far. We
believe that it is not important whether there is a universal theory
of democracy. What is important is how the proponents of democ-
racy in Taiwan use similar democratic languages to construct their
discourses of democracy and cast their political roles and compe-
tences in such discourses. In other words, our interest lies in the
subjectivity manifested in the discourses of the Taiwan people in
their pursuit of democracy. To “reconstruct” means to explain and
analyse these political discourses on democracy borne out by the
people in Taiwan. We believe the reconstruction can facilitate our
understanding of the complexity and differences involved in the
discourses of democracy in Taiwan and demonstrate how indi-
viduals construct their cherished form of democracy on the basis
of their recognized criteria and competences of democracy.

Q Methodology and Subjectivity

We adopt Q methodology because it can address our main con-
cern — the content and structure of democratic discourses that
Taiwan people have formulated in the process of democratization
unfolded a decade ago.” Q methodology, initiated by psychologist
William Stephenson in 1935,° has been well established.” Proce-
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durally, Q methodology can be divided into four steps. First, a
concourse is drawn which literally should include all opinion
statements or ideas on a specific research topic.® Theoretically,
these statements can be logically linked and developed into sev-
eral discourses. Here, a discourse indicates the ability to assemble
“words, phrases, and sentences into meaningful ‘texts”.”® Sec-
ondly, an operational and representative sample is selected from
the concourse, independent of the researcher’s own value prefer-
ences. Thirdly, under the condition of instruction on a continuum
with a central neutral category, respondents are asked to sort the
sample.m The resultis called a Q sort. Finally, Q sorts are normally
correlated and factor analysed so as to identify patterns of subjec-
tive viewpoints (i.e., discourses) among the respondents on which
the discursive structure in the concourse can be modelled.™

Unlike the operationalism emphasized in the conventional R
methodology, the subjects’ viewpoints in Q methodology are not
dependent upon the researcher’s conceptual definitions fixed a
priori and according to which all else is then measured. The hall-
mark of Q methodology is that it lets its subjects speak for them-
selves from “within.” Q methodology insists, first and foremost,
that all opinion statements must “be drawn from those actually
made by individuals involved with the concourse.” " It also places
confidence in the subjects’ ability to order and organize their
experiences and, thus, respects them as highly autonomous mean-
ing-makers. The essence of Q sorting is that it allows individuals,
on the basis of their judgements and understanding, to (re)con-
struct the discourses embedded in a sample of statements regard-
ing the research topic. Moreover, in Q methodology, whether the
statements are true or false is meaningless. The meaning associ-
ated with statements is not located at the logical meaning of
isolated words or phrases; rather, it is largely dependent upon the
whole “behavioural contextuality.””® In Q methodology, the im-
portance is the process of reconstructing the discourses through
which the inextricable, symbiotic relationship between subjectiv-
ity and theorization is unfolded.
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Research Design

The present study closely follows the research design laid outin a
study published by Dryzek and Berejikian in 1993.* In the study,
Dryzek and Berejikian selected 300 statements from media re-
ports, quotations, ethnographic studies and discussion groups on
democracy to form the concourse of democracy. To accommodate
the principles of diversity and comprehensiveness in the sampling
of the concourse, Dryzek and Berejikian made use of the theory of
political discourse analysis in setting up their sampling frame-
work. According to them, political discourse analysis consists of
two major dimensions: the elements of discourse and the types of
claims. The elements of a political discourse include: (1) an ontol-
ogy, or set of entities, which is recognized as existing, such as
individuals, classes, nations, genes and interests; (2) degrees of
agency assigned to these entities — for example, in the Marxist
theory, class is an independent subject, while state is an object
completely under the control of the ruling class; (3) motives of
agents, such as material self-interest, civil virtue, impartiality and
survival; (4) conceptions of natural and unnatural political rela-
tionships, including taken-for-granted hierarchies based on age,
education, gender, wealth, social classes and so on. The types of
claims are four: definitive, designative, evaluative and advocative.
Combining these two dimensions forms a four-by-four matrix for
sampling a concourse as shown in Table 1. The function of the
matrix is to some extent similar to the factorial design involved in
the process of sampling selection. After eliminating statements
with no clear fit in any cell, Dryzek and Berejikian took four
statements from each at random, yielding 64 Q-statements for the
Q sample.

Our study strictly replicated Dryzek and Berejikian’s Q sam-
ple and administered it to Taiwan.”” We did so principally because
we wanted to adopt a definitely international perspective for the
purpose of cross-national comparison later.”® While theories of
democracy originated and developed in the West, we know that
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Table 1 Matrix for Sampling a Concourse
Type of claim Discourse element

Ontology Agency Motivation Natural
Definitive 1 2 3 4
Designative 5 6 7 8
Evaluative 9 10 11 12
Advocative 13 14 15 16

Note:  The numbers identify the cells from 1 to 16. See Dryzek and
Berejikian, “Reconstructive Democratic Theory,” p. 53.

the discursive practices of democracy in different countries may
display different characteristics in relation to their special politi-
cal, social, economic and cultural settings. Using Dryzek and
Berejikian’s Q sample can provide us a basis for cross-national
comparison in the future.

What must be resolved is methodological relevance. We be-
lieve our replication is justified on three grounds. First, it is true
that Dryzek and Berejikian’s concourse was collected from the
United States, but the collection was grounded on examining
American people’s subjectivity toward democracy in general in-
stead of emphasizing the uniqueness of American politics, econ-
omy, society and culture. Therefore, when applying the same
sample to studying the democratic discourses in Taiwan (and the
other countries as well), the potential bias that may arise from
cultural and other differences between the two countries should
be quite trivial. Secondly, as democracy both as a notion and as a
political system is an import from the West, Taiwan people’s
understanding and knowledge of democracy simply cannot be
immune from Western influence. In other words, statements in
Dryzek and Berejikian’s concourse of democracy, albeit collected
in the United States, should not be unfamiliar to Taiwan people.
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Thirdly, Q methodology identifies and reconstructs discourses
hermeneutically on the basis of the discourse’s internal logical
structure as a whole. The interpretation of individual words and
phrases must be positioned against the meaning structure of the
entire discourse. The same statements may designate different
meanings in different discourses, not to mention in different cul-
tural contexts in which such meanings are continuously produced
and reproduced. As the interpretation of the meaning of the state-
ments cannot be fixed a priori, the sources for the selection of the
statements thus become relatively unimportant.

In early August 1998, 35 subjects were asked to put in order
the 64 statements according to their own understanding.” Our
guiding principle in selecting these subjects was diversity. This
principle is important, since previous studies show that social
characteristics, such as age, sex, education, ethnicity and party
affiliation, have various degrees of influence on people’s demo-
cratic attitudes. Yet, despite the principle of diversity, we do not
want to claim that the 35 subjects are statistically representative of
some larger population. This is not the focus of Q methodology.
What Q methodology attempts to analyse is the discourse pat-
terns, not the relationship between the subjects’ views and various
social and political variables. Hence, “all that is required are
enough subjects to establish the existence of a factor for purposes
of comparing one factor with another.”"® In other words, the gen-
eralizations that can be drawn are not based on the subjects but
rather on the discourse patterns, as the unit of analysis is the latter,
not the former. As Dryzek and Berejikian aver, the discourse
patterns can be “expected to intimate the opinion structure in
some larger population of subject.””” Q methodology does not tell
us the proportion of people holding any particular discourse, nor
does it ascertain the relative importance of each discourse through
statistical means. It also does not guarantee that it has exhausted
all existing discourses.

Reconstructing the Democratic Discourses in Taiwan 7

Discourse Reconstruction

The 35 Q sorts were analysed through centroid factor analysis and
varimax solution. Five discourses (factors) were identified. The
subjects’ loadings and demographic variables are presented in
Table 2% There is no observable significant correlation between
the two.” The factor arrays of an idealized Q sort for each dis-
course are shown in Table 3.2 The interpretation of each discourse
does not simply involve editing and passing Q statements but,
more importantly, combining them in an internally coherent man-
ner.” It is a deliberate, intensive meaning reconstruction which is
linked to relative factor scores. The factor scores, indeed, can
facilitate our hermeneutical imagination as well as minimize the
risk of over-interpretation.

Discourse A: Democratic Pragmatism

Discourse A interprets democracy from a pragmatic point of view,
embracing the notion that democracy is hard to define and its
meaning changes with time, place and circumstance (2). It holds
that democracy should go hand in hand with a pluralist (14) and
equalitarian society (3, 64), but in view of the present reality, it
maintains that people are not born equal (15, 61) and does not
embrace absolute equality (62). In addition, the discourse holds
that present-day societies cannot boast equality (30), for there are
always people who are not represented and whose voices are not
heard (23). Furthermore, Discourse A believes that democracy
and freedom are inseparable (1). Not only does freedom need
protection (38, 51), but such protection must also be legalized (49).
This pragmatic view is partly influenced by the present develop-
ment of democracy in Taiwan, which is often criticized for empha-
sizing too much individual freedom and paying insufficient
attention to the rule of law.” Those who identify themselves with
Discourse A believe that the development of democracy in Tai-
wan is heading in the wrong direction (40) and the rights of
people have been systematically encroached upon (41). They also
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Statement Scores on Each Factor (Continued)

Table 3

Factor

Statement

-1

-3

We should relocate power away from élites and the central government and

return it to the community level.

56

You’re part of society. Everybody has to do something to help society.

57
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3

1 think we should take a good look at future candidates and ask questions about

him that are for the good of the people and not just big business.

58

All that is needed is for governments to be honest, for those governments need

the people.

59

Democracy is best, it’s something we should strive for.

60
61

4

We can build a world where it is self-evident that all people are created equal.

-5

-6

Under communism the state would supply all the money for you. Everyone
would be working for the state, there wouldn’t really be no rich people in it.

That would be good, if everyone is on kind of an equal level.

62

0

The family —— like most traditional institutions — simply needs to be made more

democratic.

64  The perfect society is everybody living in accord, going about their own

business and having separate interests, but that hopefully these interests all mesh

nicely, they aren’t bumping into each other and conflicting.
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believe that the media, which are supposed to look over the state,
have fallen short of protecting the fundamental freedom of the
people (33).

Basically, Discourse A is relatively conservative as regards
democracy (26). It believes that merely sticking to the abstract
principles of popular sovereignty (24) and direct election of gov-
ernment (36) is dangerous. This is because the motivation behind
democracy is self-interest (26). Decisions made by the government
have a deep impact on the lives of the people (31). Not only can
democracy go wrong, but elected government officials (29) and
leaders (11) can also make wrong decisions. Without any preven-
tive measures, it may be too late to change course (35). Discourse
A maintains that in the development of democracy the notion of
civil society (8) and the rights of the people (6, 12) should be given
prominent places and the issue of human rights should also be
emphasized (25). It is equally important to emphasize the partici-
pation of people. As members of society, individuals should care
about (39) and participate in democratic activity (57). Such partici-
pation is a worthy endeavour (60) because only by so doing can
the future of the development of democracy be optimistic (53).

Discourse B: Democratic Communitarianism

Discourse B can be referred to as democratic communitarianism
because it tends to put more emphasis on the notion of commu-
nity (5, 9), arguing that individuals, as members of society, should
serve their community and power should be embedded at the
level of community (56, 57). The difficulty is that we are often
unaware of the existence of the community in which we live (20).
The discourse maintains that state leaders and government offi-
cials are not free from committing errors (11, 29) and that the
livelihood of the people is deeply influenced by government poli-
cies and decisions (31). Hence, state power must be kept in check,
and one should not equate the state with the people (36). More
importantly, democracy does not correct its errors automatically
(35), for power does not necessarily rest with the people (24). Nor
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can the satisfaction of the preferences of the ordinary people be
simply taken as democracy (34). There is also a discrepancy be-
tween the majority rule and the rights of individuals (16). The
problem of Taiwan’s democratic development is that the govern-
ment is ruled by individuals rather than by law (40). Besides,
people may not know exactly what they want (42). Hence, the
effective functioning of democracy depends very much on the
existence of a civil society filled with information (8). If people are
supplied with adequate information, they not only can discuss
politics meaningfully (22), but also can make better choices (51).

Apart from its communitarian orientation, Discourse B shares
many common views with Discourse A. It insists that democracy
should include pluralism (3, 14) freedom and equality of the peo-
ple (1,15) and civil rights protected by law (6,10, 12,25, 55). It also
thinks that the equality of the people means not absolute equality
but equal opportunities and social treatment. But, for Discourse B,
the ideal form of equality is a process of continuous pursuit rather
than an achieved reality (19, 61). Even in a pluralistic society, not
all people have their representatives, and there always are some
people whose interests are overlooked (23). It is therefore wrong
to over-emphasize absolute equality, like communism (62). Nev-
ertheless, Discourse B is optimistic about the future democratic
development because there is a free press to protect people’s
liberties (33) and because people are able to differentiate good and
bad politically (32).

Discourse C: Democratic Liberalism

Discourse C is a discourse that contains bipolar factors with Sub-
ject 10 constituting the negative pole (-C). A discourse with bipo-
lar factors means that whatever one discourse embraces is
opposed by its negative counterpart. Discourse C essentially bases
its core values on liberalism, believing that freedom lies in the
choices one makes (21) and democracy is closely related to free-
dom (1) and it has a universal form and content (2), which are
freedom (51). Grounded on the faith in liberalism, Discourse C
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holds that democracy is manifested in the interaction between
society and the state, in which society and its people play an
extremely important role in checking the state and its representa-
tives (11,29, 36, 55, 62). As a form of government, democracy must
be in harmony with the needs and operations of the society (3, 4,
8,17) and builds itself on the principles of pluralism (14), freedom
(1, 51) and peaceful co-existence (64). People should uphold the
importance of human rights (52) and civil rights (6, 10, 12). It is
true that human beings are not born equal (15) and not everyone
is represented (23), but social classes are not important (46), for a
free and fair society can be created by the efforts of people (21, 61).
Discourse C is very confident about the choices people make (7,
32), believing that, as a member of society, everyone should take
an interest and participate in the development of democracy (39,
54, 57). If everyone plays an active role, all will live a better life
(60). Out of its faith in freedom, Discourse C does not worry about
the present political situation in Taiwan (40) and is very optimistic
about the future democratic development there (35, 53).

In contrast to Discourse C’s stress on individual freedom,
Discourse -C emphasizes the independence of the state, regarding
the representatives elected through democratic procedures as the
guardians of people, while expressing doubts about the ability of
the general masses to make sound decisions and choices for them-
selves. If democracy reflects the interaction between the state and
individuals, Discourses -C attaches more weight to the state than
to individuals, whereas the opposite is true with Discourse C.

Discourse D: Democratic Elitism

Discourse D basically agrees that democracy should emphasize
civil rights (6, 12), the protection of the rule of law, individual
freedom (10, 13, 38) and that the governmental form must be in
harmony with society as a whole and the way it operates (3, 17).
As members of society, individuals should contribute to help
society (57) and to fight for democracy (60). However, it should be
noted that the ideal form of democracy is nowhere to be found in
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today’s world (19). This has nothing to do with the fact that
democracy is based on self-interest (26). It is rather a result of
today’s so-called democratic rule being really élitist rule. Since
democracy is an abstract notion (4) and its content is hard to
define (2), in the actual operation of democracy, people are not
taken as equal (15). Even in a pluralistic society, not everyone is
represented (23). As a matter of fact, in modern democracies social
classes are very important (46), and élites are closely related to the
ruling class (58). Elites always attempt to control public opinion
(28) on the basis of self-interest regardless of their ability (29) or
the lawfulness of such control (11). Through various means, élites
exercise their influence on and even control the government,
whose policies in turn greatly affect the life of the people (31).
Essentially, the government does not care very much about the
opinions of the ordinary people (27) since the élites are concerned
mainly with the interests of the ruling class, including those of the
big corporations (58). It is in this regard that Discourse D can be
identified as democratic élitism.

Being élitist, Discourse D also believes that the ordinary peo-
ple have very little influence on politics (24, 54, 61), or that they
cannot control the government (36). What is good for the people
may not necessarily be good for democracy (34). Even if some-
thing is good for most people, it may still fail under the principle
of majority rule (16), for power is held in the hands of a few people
(24). Another cause of the failure is the lack of adequate informa-
tion for the people to make the right decisions (8). In a pluralistic
society (14), different voices should be heard (44), and people
should have the ability to make choices for themselves and not be
fooled (32). If there is not enough information, they hardly know
what is happening around them (22), nor do they know what is
really good for them (42). In sum, Discourse D is not pessimistic
about the development of democracy (53), but it also finds that it
is no easy task to make democracy a reality, for the élites will
continue to control politics. Limited by insufficient access to infor-
mation, people have very little power to alter the course or to go
back to the level of the community to push for democracy (5, 56).
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Discourse E: Democratic Populism

Similar to Discourse A, Discourse Ebelieves democracy is difficult
to define (2), including its processes (54, 60), contents (4, 19, 26, 34)
and issue domains (21, 42, 45). At the same time, however, the
discourse sees the protection and realization of civil rights as the
prerequisite for the development of democracy embodied in the
notions of pluralism, freedom and equality. Civil rights are the
fundamental rights of the people (6). Democracy means the peo-
ple can enjoy the right to choose (12, 16), the right of freedom
guaranteed by the constitution (1) and the right of equal treatment
(15). These rights are not endowed in individuals at birth (52);
they are fought for historically and must be protected through
legislation (10, 18, 51). People should pay more attention to issues
of human rights in order to prevent encroachments of their rights
(25). Nonetheless, the view on civil rights in Discourse E is built
upon the principle of majority rule (16), oriented by public opin-
jon (33) and, thus, shows little sensitivity to the various forms of
inequality existing in Taiwan (30). It is for this reason that the
discourse can be roughly characterized as democratic populism.

Due to its populist orientation, Discourse E believes that de-
mocracy should be brought into step with the way society works
(3). In the modern world, there is no such thing called perfect
society in which people with different views live peacefully and
harmoniously (64), nor is there any society where everyone is born
equal (61, 62). Nevertheless, Discourse E believes strongly that the
democratic development in Taiwan is heading in the wrong direc-
tion (40) because the government is not controlled by people but
by élites (36). Therefore, it does not care what people say 27).
What the government and élites want is to control public opinion
(28). Because of this fact, they are all prone to make mistakes (11,
29, 35). Yet, Discourse E opposes the use of violence as a means to
combat breaches of civil rights (43), advocating that the protection
and realization of civil rights should be guided by the rule of law
(40).
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Discourse E also maintains that the development of democ-
racy depends on a vigorous civil society (8) and all members of the
society should help promote democracy (57). The problem is that
very often people do not have sufficient access to information on
issues of their concern (22). In spite of this fact, people still should
listen to different voices (44), so that they can tell what is good for
them (32). If this principle can be upheld, the future development
of democracy should be bright (53).

Analysis and Discussion

Comparing the five discourses with each other, certain common-
alities emerge. As Table 3 shows, there exists quite a number of
consensus statements,”® despite some variation in intensity. All
agree that democracy should be based on pluralism (14) and that
its development should be in accord with the need of society as a
whole and the way society works (3). All disagree with the posi-
tion that the state leaders are infallible (11). All agree with work
and family as the centre of our life, the foundation of our dignity
as a free people (13). All agree that people do not feel the commu-
nity around them (20). All disagree with people having power to
get things done (24). All agree that the power of the government
should be kept in check and the government is not equal to the
people (36). All agree that violence should be ruled out as a form
of legitimate response to the economic, political and military vio-
lence employed by the state (43). All agree that the future demo-
cratic development should be optimistic (53). All agree that, as
members of society, people should contribute to help society (57).
All agree that political leaders should care more about the good of
the people than just about big business (58). All agree that people
should oppose communism or the idea of absolute equality (62).
These consensus statements among the five discourses should
be regarded as both products of and responses to the complex
setting of Taiwan’s democratic history. Some possible explana-
tions are given as follows. First, their shared anti-communist sen-
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timents should to a large extent have been nurtured by the ruling
KMT’s continuous strong anti-communist ideological education
forcefully imposed on Taiwan after it lost the civil war to the
Chinese Communist Party on the Chinese mainland in 1949 and
subsequently retreated to the island. As a researcher has noted,
the anti-communist ideological education not only has fostered
strong anti-communist sentiments in Taiwan, but also has seri-
ously alienated the Taiwan people from communist China, form-
ing one of the major foundations for the rise of separatism on the
island later.” Secondly, their shared views on the fallibility of the
state leaders and the necessity to check the power of the govern-
ment reflect Taiwan people’s fresh memory of and general aver-
sion to the KMT authoritarianism, which was just remorselessly
pushed by them into past history about a decade ago.” Thirdly,
their common emphasis on pluralism and opposition to violence
should be, in part, related to Taiwan people’s former unhappy
experience with the political monism and repressive rule under
the KMT authoritarianism and, in part, congruent with the rise of
divergent social forces in Taiwan in recent years.” Mutual respect
and opposition to violence in the form of pluralism are definitely
needed if these divergent social forces want to co-exist peacefully.
Fourthly, their similar respect for work and family may be im-
parted by the Chinese culture, which is well known for its high
value accorded to individual hard work and familism.* As a
Chinese society, Taiwan's inheritance of such value should not be
unimaginable, though whether the value can continue to survive
in Taiwan’s emerging democratic politics is still too early to deter-
mine. Fifthly, their relative optimism about the future of demo-
cratic development may be affected by Taiwan’s experience in
recent years of rapid but basically smooth democratic transition
and subsequent progressive democratic consolidation.” Sixthly,
their common feeling about the absence of the sense of commu-
nity may be caused by the competing national visions between
reunification with mainland China and pursuing an independent
Taiwan. The competition has divided the Taiwan people socially,
politically and culturally.” Seventhly, their shared urge that polit-
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ical leaders should care more about the good of the people instead
of big corporations more or less echoes the general criticism that
Taiwan’s democratic development, albeit impressive, has been
faulted by money-politics.” It is perhaps for this reason that all the
five discourses see the need for people to contribute to help the
society.

The above explanations, of course, are very tentative and
must be substantiated by further research. Whatever the future
research suggests, the consensus statements identified above can
be seen as providing a common ground for dialogue between the
five discourses. At the same time, it should be borne in mind that
these statements are quite broad and loose, and their substantive
meaning must be located and ascertained in the context of each
discourse.

In general, while sharing quite a wide range of common
attitudes, the five discourses constructed represent five different
theories of democracy. They are subjective opinion structures
formed and self-constructed by the subjects in the special circum-
stances of Taiwan’s democratic development. Each of the five
discourses has its internal logic and forms its own system.

Further analysis of the five discourses can be done according
to three different aspects: (1) to compare the five discourses with
those of the United States as found in Dryzek and Berejikian’s
study; (2) to compare the five discourses with the existing theories
of democracy; (3) to examine how the five discourses are related to
the democratic development in Taiwan. The analysis of the first
aspect will be given in a separate paper and will not concern us
here. In what follows, we will focus on the latter two aspects.

Let us first compare the five discourses of democracy with
traditional theories. Table 4 summariZes the main discursive ele-
ments of the five discourses. As discussed, since the five dis-
courses share many common attitudes toward democracy, their
discursive elements also overlap with each other in various areas,
particularly in ontology and agency. For example, all five dis-
courses have the individual as one of their ontologies, reflecting
the special status individual freedom has among the Taiwan peo-
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Analysis of Five Discourses of Democracy

Table 4

Discourse element

Discourse

Agency Motivation Relationships seen as

Ontology

natural

Everyone, Public good Political equality

Government

People,
Individuals

A. Pragmatism

People, Everyone The creation of Communitarian

Society, Community,
People, Individuals

B. Communitarianism

equality

community,

Community interests

Everyone, Public good, Individual freedom
Individual interests

Government

Individuals,

C. Liberalism

and equality

Government

Elites, Classes,

Elites, Government,

D. Elitism

Hierarchy

Mysterious

Government

Individuals

Majority interests Majority rule

Majority of people

People, Society,

E. Populism

Individuals
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ple after they had been made captive of the KMT authoritarian
rule for decades. Another example is that three discourses, namely
A, B and C, take everyone as one of the agents that act for their
ontologies, once again pointing to the importance of the individ-
ual self in the Taiwanese mind. These and other overlaps suggest
that, though the five discourses are systematic in themselves, their
boundaries are not very clear-cut. Such phenomenon contrasts the
traditional theories in an interesting way, as the latter tend to have
more distinct theoretical boundaries in relation to each other, as in
the case of the Marxist conception of democracy, which is almost
diametrically opposite to all liberal models of democracy.” Even if
we contrast the five discourses with the four in the United States
constructed by Dryzek and Berejikian,” the American discourses
are still much more clear-cut with obviously less overlapping
areas among each other.”® The contrast may tell us two things.
First, it may reveal the fundamental difference between ordinary
people and professional academics in democratic theorizing. As
we know, the ordinary people are usually less concerned with
theoretical completeness and logical consistency than the profes-
sional academics. Secondly, the contrast may also indicate that the
democratic development in Taiwan is still in a very young, devel-
opmental stage, and people still need time to formulate more
theoretically complete and logically consistent discourses.
Whatever the case is, we may conclude that after decades of
continuous transplantation and indigenization, democratic theo-
ries of Western origins have become increasingly integrated with
the unique political, social, economic and cultural settings in Tai-
wan, giving birth to at least five discourses of democracy. At
present, it is still too early to say whether the continuing interac-
tions of the five discourses in connection to Taiwan’s changing
circumstances will ultimately produce more distinct Taiwanese
theories of democracy in the future. The identification of the exis-
tence of the five discourses at least proves that the democratic
development in Taiwan has borne fruits. For democracy to sur-
vive, it must be supported and buttressed by democratic dis-
courses with theoretical inclinations. Only with such theoretical
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inclinations are people able to conceptualize their political roles
and competences and participate meaningfully in the democratic
order. As there have already existed at least five democratic dis-
courses in Taiwan, it is not difficult to imagine that democratic
theorization is spreading and evolving there. Besides, these dis-
courses should have their own base of supporters, though the
exact proportion of supporters for each discourse cannot be ascer-
tained in our study.

It should also be noted that, as Table 2 indicates, out of the 35
subjects, 21 identify themselves with more than one discourse and
one (Subject 4) whose factor loading is not significant for any
discourse. Several observations can be made from these results.
First of all, the finding of an unloaded subject may suggest that the
five discourses do not exhaust all possible discourses held by the
Tajwan residents. If more subjects are included, new discourses
may be discovered. Equally possible is that some Taiwan people
still have not formed any clear and systematic orientation toward
democracy due to the fact that democratic politics in Taiwan is
still a relatively new phenomenon. It is even possible that both
cases are part of the reality. In the meantime, however, we have no
evidence to ascertain whichever the case is. Only future research
can tell. Secondly, as to the phenomenon that many subjects iden-
tify themselves with multiple discourses, this may be because the
boundaries between the five discourses are by no means clear-cut
and the subjects may therefore easily shuttle between several dis-
courses. Besides, owing to the fact that Taiwan’s democratic his-
tory is very short, it is thus possible that the democratic views of
the people are not fixated yet and still in a process of formation
and crystallization. As a result, they may simultaneously cross
over several discourses, especially those that are quite close to
each other in orientation. In any case, since many Taiwan people
are not confined to a certain discourse while excluding the other,
their receptivity to different discourses should be high, thereby
enhancing both their political tolerance and discursive imagina-
tion regarding the emerging democratic order in Taiwan.
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However, the future democratic development there is still by
no means easy. There are many conflicts yet to be resolved. For
instance, the polarization of Discourse C and Discourse -C means
that the views of the two discourses on state-society relations are
by nature irreconcilable and may come into serious clashes in the
future.” For another instance, followers of the élitist Discourse D
may be opposed by the advocates of the populist Discourse E, as
the latter may see élitism as harmful to the will and interests of the
majority. After all, all the five discourses have their different em-
phases. In the course of democratic development, how their differ-
ences in emphasis are resolved in accordance with the democratic
procedures and principles so that Taiwan’s democratic practice
can advance steadily is a strenuous task for both the political élites
and the general public. This does not necessarily mean that all
different democratic ideals must eventually be unified and sub-
sumed under one particular democratic discourse, whether exis-
tent or prospective, because the essence of democracy should be
that it allows divergent discourses to co-exist, yet compete with
one another.

Conclusion

This study reconstructs Taiwan people’s existing discursive struc-
tures on democracy through Q methodology. We find that under
the existing specific historical circumstances, Taiwan people’s
democratic attitudes manifest a complex, pluralistic and interre-
lated discursivity, in which at least five democratic discourses can
be identified, namely democratic pragmatism, democratic com-
munitarianism, democratic liberalism, democratic élitism and
democratic populism. Yet, among these five discourses, there ex-
ists a number of commonly held views. In particular, they all
accept democratic pluralism and reject communism and violence,
believe in the fallibility of state leaders and the necessity to limit
government power, and are optimistic about the future demo-
cratic development in Taiwan. This broad consensus reflects both
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Taiwan people’s strong aversion to the former KMT authoritarian
rule and their concerted confidence to build for them a bright
democratic future, which should be gained from their impressive
democratic accomplishments in recent years. It also provides a
broad common ground for dialogue and interaction among the
five discourses.

The five discourses represent five possible value systems em-
bedded in Taiwan people’s perceptions of democracy under pres-
ent circumstances. Each has its own defined ontologies, agents
that represent these ontologies, recognized motivations of the
agents, and naturalized political relationships, which are more or
less logically organized to form the discourse’s own meaningful
opinion structure. Nonetheless, in the meantime since the five
discourses share many common attitudes, while their differences
are still not yet made profound, there are many overlaps among
their discursive elements and the boundaries among them are still
quite ambiguous. This signifies, on the one hand, that democratic
discourses are still taking shape in Taiwan’s unfolding democratic
practice and, on the other, that these democratic discourses are
quite accommodative to each other. Given this fact and given
time, it should not be difficult to see sooner or later there will
emerge peacefully from Taiwan some more fully fledged theories
of democracy with Taiwanese characteristics.

Finally, as pointed out at the outset, we must reiterate that our
findings cannot be generalized across the entire Taiwan popula-
tion. Yet, the discovery of the five democratic discourses is still
extremely valuable, since it is the first attempt ever for a study
systematically to explore how ordinary Taiwanese theorize de-
mocracy in their specific historical settings by using a definitely
international perspective. Thus, we believe that the discursive
complexity of the five discourses we have shown, not only can
significantly enrich our understanding of the democratic theoriz-
ing in Taiwan, it also can serve as a basis for cross-national com-
parison, a task that we have already set for ourselves in the future.
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Notes

1.

The reform process was partly triggered by the necessity to
remove the old authoritarian structures so as to pave the way
for direct elections of the local and central regimes. It was also
partly driven by the rising pressure from the opposition
forces to adjust the ROC state design, which was originally
built upon China as a whole instead of Taiwan only. See
Timothy Ka-ying Wong, The Political Economy of Taiwan's For-
eign Policy (Hong Kong: Hong Kong Institute of Asia-Pacific
Studies, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, 1999), p. 31.
The ROC government was withdrawn from the Chinese
mainland to Taiwan by the ruling Kuomintang after it was
defeated by the Communists in the Chinese civil war in 1949.
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Taiwan Strait, the ROC on Taiwan and the People’s Republic
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sole legitimate government of China and both upholding
cross-strait reunification as their national ideal. The attitude
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ant change is that the opposition Democratic Progressive
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Taiwan. The latter has not only become an important political
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Brown, Political Subjectivity, pp. 12-57; Timothy Ka-ying
Wong and Milan Tung-wen Sun, “Dissolution and Recon-
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247-72.
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Ibid., pp. 48-60.

The statements and their order are listed in Table 3. Except in
a few cases where “the United States” and “America” are
changed into “Taiwan” (as in 39 and 40) and “federal govern-
ment” into “central government” (as in 56), all the 64 state-
ments are literally translated into Chinese to keep the
meaning of the original.

In fact, Taiwan is only the first step of our larger study design,
which includes also Hong Kong and mainland China.
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The ordering of the statements follows the principle of fixed
distribution as shown below:

6 5 4 3 2 1 o0 -1 -2 -3 -4 5 -6

2 3 4 5 6 8 8 8 6 5 4 3 12

Brown, Political Subjectivity, pp. 191-92.

Dryzek and Berejikian, “Reconstructive Democratic Theory,”
p.52. '

Factor loadings indicate degrees of association between sub-
jects and various factors.

To facilitate reading, the subjects holding the same discourse
are grouped together.

Factor arrays denote how idealized subjects (with a perfect
factor loading of 1) in a particular factor will sort (rank-order)
the statements. For the technical and statistical aspects of Q
methodology, see Brown, Political Subjectivity, pp. 181-263.
Our interpretation of each discourse involves the following
two considerations. First, the inherent structure of each dis-
course is identified. The meaning associated with a statement
must be consistent with the whole discursive structure to
which the statement belongs. It is not located at the literal
meaning of isolated words, nor is it necessarily constrained
by the researcher’s selection criteria. The meaning is funda-
mentally determined by the factor scores a statement gets.
Secondly, the interpretation must also consider the differ-
ences between discourses.

The number in brackets refers to the statement number. Com-
pare also Table 3.

Chih Hwang-yu, The Political Development of the Republic of
China (Taipei: Yang-chih Book Co., Ltd., 1996), pp. 1134-38.
“Consensus statements” are statements carrying the same
positive/negative values, and the difference of the numbers
attached to the statements is not greater than 2.

Allen Chun, “From Nationalism to Nationalizing: Cultural
Imagination and State Formation in Postwar Taiwan,” The
Australian Journal of Chinese Affairs, No. 31 (1994), pp. 49-69.
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Wong, “The Impact of State Development in Taiwan on
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For the rise and development of various social forces in Tai-
wan in recent years, see Jaushieh Joseph Wu, Taiwan’s Democ-
ratization: Forces behind the New Momentum (Hong Kong:
Oxford University Press, 1995), pp. 46-70.

Siu-kai Lau, “Chinese Familism in an Urban-industrial Set-
ting: The Case of Hong Kong,” Journal of Marriage and the
Family, No. 43 (1981), pp. 181-96.

For such experience, see Fu Wu, Political Change and Democra-
tization (Taipei: San-min Book Co., Ltd., 1998) and Ying-long
You, Public Opinion and Political Change in Taiwan (Taipei:
Yu-dan Publishing Co., Ltd., 1996).

Wong and Sun, “Dissolution and Reconstruction of National
Identity,” pp. 248-49.

Zheng-wen Wang, “The Formation of New Political-business
Relations and Political Transformation in Taiwan,” Taiwan: A
Radical Quarterly in Social Studies, No. 14 (1993), pp. 23-63.
David Held, Models of Democracy (Cambridge: Polity Press,
1987).

The four American discourses constructed by Dryzek and
Berejikian are contended republicanism, differential conser-
vatism, disaffected populism and private liberalism.

A systematic comparison of the five discourses with Dryzek
and Berejikian’s study will be given in another paper.
Although there is only one subject in the present study whose
factor loading is significant for Discourse -C, it does not mean
that the number of people holding this discourse must be
extremely small.
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Reconstructing the Democratic Discourses
in Taiwan

A Q Methodological Approach

Abstract

This study reconstructs Taiwan people’s existing discursive struc-
tures on democracy by replicating Dryzek and Berejikian’s Q meth-
odological study of American democratic discourses. We find that
under the existing specific historical circumstances, Taiwan people’s
democratic attitudes manifest a complex, pluralistic and interrelated
discursivity, in which at least five democratic discourses can be iden-
tified, namely democratic pragmatism, democratic communitarian-
ism, democratic liberalism, democratic élitism and democratic
populism. Yet, among these five discourses, there exists a number of
commonly held views. In particular, they all accept democratic plura-
lism, reject communism and violence, believe in the fallibility of state
leaders and the necessity to limit government power, and are optimis-
tic about the future democratic development in Taiwan. This broad
consensus reflects the specific historical experience of Taiwan
people’s democratic pursuit on the one hand and provides a broad
common ground for dialogue and interaction among the five dis-
courses on the other. These findings should significantly enrich our
understanding of the democratic theorizing in Taiwan and serve as a
basis for future comparison with the American as well other
countries’ experiences.
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