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Exp(f) | SE. Exp(f) |  SE. Exp(f) | SE.
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Economic Integration Interest Cognition and Political Stand
—A Dynamic Analysis of the Taiwan Public Attitudes towards the
Cross-Strait Economic Exchanges ( 2004—2016)

Chen Wei Keng Shu

Abstract: It has been a decade since the opening-up of the cross-Strait economic exchanges by the mainland govern—
ment to win the popular will of Taiwan. However we are wondering what attitude the people of Taiwan hold towards it?
Based on the time-series data this paper finds that their attitudes towards the cross-Strait business exchanges have experi—
enced dramatic ups and downs from warm expectations earlier to uneasy doubts in the midterm and then to the recent
friendly welcome. Then what has led to the great change in their attitude under the background of the cross-Strait economic
and trade pattern and the economic and social structure of Taiwan? In order to answer the above questions this paper con—
ducts an analysis of four rounds of parallel polls in Taiwan ( 2004 2008 2012 and 2016) and finds that there are obvious
stage differences in the factors affecting their attitudes that is before and at the initial stage of the exchanges identity fac—
tors dominated their business attitudes while with the expansion of the exchanges the influence of the class factors became
more and more important. This paper also finds that the response of the lower class to the exchanges tends to be stronger and
their stand clearer because of the poor bearing capability and a strong sense of relative deprivation. The findings show that
the key elements concerning the cross-Strait exchanges and the political attitudes of Taiwan people are not the objective in—
terests but the subjective feelings which influence their policy stance. On the one hand this paper tracks how Taiwan poli-
tics changed from “identity politics” to “class politics”. On the other hand it clarifies the complex relations between “e—
conomy” and “politics” by taking the cross-Strait business as an example.

Key Words: political economy cross-Strait relations class politics identity politics interest cognition
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