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Abstract
SNTV engenders incentives to vote strategically not only against probable losers

but also against candidates seen as possible runaway winners. This paper uses survey
and election data from the 2004 Taiwanese legislative election to argue that excessive
strategic voting against the strongest candidates was at the root of coordination failures.
Further, I argue that strong personal votes play a role in mitigating these failures by
constructing a stable foundation of votes that is not subject to the wild swings produced
by strategic voting.

Somehow, Shen Fu-hsiung lost. The charismatic four-term incumbent had been
expected to win re-election easily, since he was very popular in his Taipei City district.
He was the top-ranked candidate from his party in his district in every poll published
in the two months prior to the election, and, as a senior figure within the President’s
faction of the party and one of the most sought-after guests on political talk shows,
had the kind of name recognition that most politicians can only dream of. Yet he lost,
coming in 12th in a ten-seat district. Shen was not the only surprising loser in the 2004
Taiwanese legislative elections, nor was this phenomenon unique to 2004. On the day
after an election, one always finds a story about a politician like Shen, whose defeat
came completely without warning.

Shen was a victim of strategic voting gone awry. In particular, his case is an example
of a kind of strategic voting absent in single member districts: strategic defection
from strong candidates. In this paper, I will explore strategic defections from strong
candidates in the 2004 Taiwanese Legislative Yuan elections. I provide evidence that
strategic voting did actually occur and shifted significant numbers of votes from stronger
to weaker candidates. I will further argue that strategic voting was responsible for several
coordination errors, as strategic voters overcompensated by shifting too much support
to marginal candidates, particularly in larger districts. Finally, I will explore the role of
personal votes in moderating the wild swings that strategic votes can produce. While
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Table 1. Percentage of votes wasted in legislative yuan elections, 1992–2004

Wasted on losers Wasted on winners Total wasted Seats Districts

1992 15.3 21.2 36.5 125 29
1995 18.5 14.7 33.2 128 29
1998 15.6 18.3 33.9 176 31
2001 22.5 16.6 39.1 176 31
2004 14.5 17.3 31.8 176 31

1992–2004 17.3 17.6 34.9

the existing literature assumes that large personal votes tend to exacerbate coordination
problems, I argue that large personal votes mitigate coordination problems by providing
a foundation of stable votes for each candidate and tempering the potentially wild and
devastating swings away from strong candidates.

The rest of the paper will be organized as follows. First, I will review the literature
on strategic voting in single non-transferable vote (SNTV) electoral systems. Second,
I will present some background to the 2004 legislative elections in Taiwan. Third, I
will present evidence that strategic voting, specifically strategic defection from strong
candidates, occurred. Fourth, I will discuss the effects of personal votes on strategic
voting. The fifth section concludes.

Strategic voting in SNTV
In a limited vote electoral system, in a district with m seats, a voter casts between

one and m – 1 votes, and the m candidates with the most votes win seats. The single
non-transferable vote (SNTV) is a form of the limited vote in which each voter can only
cast one vote. While the arguments developed in this paper are framed in the context
of an SNTV system, they should apply to all limited vote systems.

Cox, building on earlier work by Reed,1 proves that, in perfect equilibrium, there
should be either m or m + 1 candidates splitting all the votes evenly. All votes expended
on the m + 2th candidate and weaker candidates are wasted votes. Equally important,
all votes that the first m–1 candidates receive in excess of the mth candidate’s total are
also wasted. All rational voters whose first preferences would lead them to waste their
votes either on leading or trailing candidates should strategically shift their support to
a preferred marginal candidate until all m or m + 1 candidates have exactly the same
number of votes.2

Of course, actual elections never achieve perfect equilibrium. In Taiwan, the
number of wasted votes is actually quite high. In the five legislative elections since
1992, about 35% of all votes have been wasted (Table 1). About half of these have been

1 Steven R. Reed, ‘Structure and Behaviour: Extending Duverger’s Law to the Japanese Case’, British
Journal of Political Science 29 (1990): 335–356.

2 Gary W. Cox, Making Votes Count: Strategic Coordination in the World’s Electoral Systems (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1997), ch. 5.
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wasted on weaker candidates, and half have been wasted on stronger candidates. To
put it another way, about one out of every six votes is wasted on a candidate who has
already won. Why don’t these voters strategically shift their support to other candidates
who really need the extra votes?

As we shall see, strategic voting is not that easy. In fact, this paper will argue
that strategic voting has often led to results that were nearly as far or even farther
from the equilibrium as sincere voting would have produced. Moreover, strategically
defecting from strong candidates entails a risk. If the voter’s favorite candidate ends up
losing, his or her aggregate utility will be lowered, not raised, by strategic voting. The
results presented in this paper demonstrate that this type of disaster is not merely a
hypothetical possibility; it happens quite often.

Cox lays out four conditions for strategic voting. First, voters must have strict
preference orderings over the candidates. For example, if a voter prefers candidate
A and is indifferent to candidates B and C, there is no reason to desert A to ensure
that B triumphs over C. Second, there must be a chance that strategic voting could
affect the electoral outcome. For example, if it is clear that candidates A, B, and C
are far ahead of the field in a three-seat district and that no one else has a reasonable
chance of catching them, then voting strategically for candidate D will not change the
outcome. In this case, there is no incentive to vote strategically. Third, voters must
be short-term rational; they must care about affecting the outcome of the election
rather than sending a message or helping a candidate perform better than expected.
Fourth and most important, voters must have information about who is leading and
who is trailing. That is, they must be able to identify which candidates are ranked 1
through m –1, which are at m and m + 1, and which are at m + 2 and lower. Generally,
this type of information is disseminated through survey results. Cox points out that
beliefs may be self-fulfilling: when voters believe that a candidate is out of the running,
they will strategically switch their allegiance to other candidates and that candidate
will, in fact, be out of the running. This insight that what matters is not how good the
information actually is but how good the voters believe it to be turns out to be crucially
important. In fact, the information is often shaky. The polls rarely indicate a clear
rank ordering in any kind of statistically significant way, especially in large districts. In
addition, the polls may not be updated to reflect how other strategic voters will act.
However, if the voters do not perceive these deficiencies, they may act as if the data were
perfect.3

There is some evidence from Japan that voters in SNTV elections do vote
strategically. Most basically, Reed has shown that Japanese elections do generally seem
to conform to the m + 1 rule.4 Hsieh and Niemi have shown that this result generally
holds in Taiwan as well, though the trend is far stronger in large districts than in

3 Cox, Making Votes Count, ch. 4.
4 Reed, ‘Structure and Behaviour’.
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small districts.5 Cox and Niou show that, over time, there have been fewer wasted
votes on strong Liberal Democrat Party (LDP) candidates.6 Moreover, Cox shows that
fewer votes are wasted on strong candidates when the gap between m and m + 1 is
close. Presumably, voters cast their votes strategically to obtain the greatest effect, elites
expend more effort trying to convince voters to vote strategically in close races, or
some combination thereof. More generally, if voters sometimes act strategically and
sometimes do not, we should see a difference in the ratio of the support of the second
loser to that of the first loser. If voters strategically desert all candidates ranked m + 2
and lower, then the ratio should be near zero. If they do not vote strategically, the ratio
should be near one. In fact, Cox finds that there is a clear bimodal pattern to this ratio,
indicating that voters do sometimes strategically desert weak candidates.7 Other results
from Japan highlight the importance of information. Reed posits that voters should
have better expectations about the outcomes when candidates have run in previous
elections. He finds that candidates who previously finished as the top loser tend to
increase their support if they run again. In contrast, candidates who finished in the
m + 2 and lower positions tend to lose support in subsequent elections. Reed argues
that voters are able to identify second and lower runners-up as trailing candidates, and
their supporters strategically desert them.8 Cox and Shugart assume that voters will
have more information about the race when most of the candidates are incumbents and
find that the bimodality pattern of the second runner-up to first runner-up is markedly
stronger when at least half the candidates are incumbents.9

Taken as a whole, this literature provides evidence that Japanese voters sometimes
vote strategically, that they shift their support from both strong and weak candidates to
marginal candidates, and that information plays a critical role in how much strategic
voting might occur. However, this evidence is far from conclusive for several reasons.
First, it is based almost entirely on the experience of one country, Japan. In fact, since no
other parties besides the LDP regularly nominated more than one candidate in a district,
evidence for theories about strategic voting comes almost exclusively from a single
party, the LDP. Second, it is fairly indirect. Generally, this evidence compares aggregate
outcomes with a theoretical equilibrium and presents patterns that are consistent with
theoretical expectations rather than providing more direct evidence that voters do, in
fact, vote strategically. For example, we cannot be sure if a high second to first ratio
in a given district is the result of strategic voting or simply reflects the distribution of

5 John Fu-sheng Hsieh and Richard Niemi, ‘Can Duverger’s Law Be Extended to SNTV? The Case of
Taiwan’s Legislative Yuan Elections’, Electoral Studies 18, 1 (1999): 101–116.

6 Gary W. Cox and Emerson Niou, ‘Seat Bonuses under the Single Nontransferable Vote System: Evidence
from Japan and Taiwan’, Comparative Politics 26, 2 (1994): 221–236.

7 Gary W. Cox, ‘Strategic Voting Equilibria Under the Single Nontransferable Vote’, American Political
Science Review 88, 3 (1994): 608–21.

8 Reed, ‘Structure and Behaviour.’
9 Gary W. Cox and Matthew S. Shugart, ‘Strategic Voting Under Proportional Representation’, Journal

of Law, Economics, and Organization 12, 2 (1995): 299–324.
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voters’ sincere preferences. Even Cox admits that his evidence ‘is merely suggestive of
the existence of strategic voting and needs to be bolstered in any given case with further
evidence (e.g., from surveys)’.10 Third, the information about who is leading and who
is trailing is fairly crude. Strong candidates in a previous election may not be strong
or even viable candidates in the current election. Fourth, since almost all districts in
Japan have three, four, or five seats, this literature has difficulty analyzing the effect of
district size on strategic voting.

In this paper, I address some of these deficiencies. Empirically, I use evidence from
the 2004 Taiwanese legislative elections, in which four different parties nominated
multiple candidates. Rather than comparing aggregate outcomes to a theoretical
equilibrium, I look at whether individual candidates fared as well as they were predicted
to by pre-election surveys. Moreover, survey results provide much clearer expectations
of the electoral outcomes than simply looking at the previous election. Finally, districts
magnitudes in Taiwan range much more widely than in Japan, and this variation allows
a clearer picture of the effects of district magnitude.

Background of the 2004 Taiwanese legislative elections
In 2004, Taiwan employed a mixed electoral system. Of the 225 seats, 176 were

elected from nominal constituencies using SNTV, while the other 49 were elected from
party lists. In this paper, we will focus only on the SNTV portion of the elections. The
176 seats were divided among 31 different constituencies, ranging in size from one seat
to 13 seats.

In March 2000, Taiwan witnessed its first rotation of political power when Chen
Shui-bian of the Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) won the presidency. Since then,
Taiwanese politics have become increasingly polarized, with politicians and voters
forming two large camps. The ruling camp, commonly called the Green camp, includes
the DPP and its much smaller ally, the Taiwan Solidarity Union (TSU). The other camp,
known as the Blue Camp, is composed of the long-ruling Kuomintang (KMT) and two
splinter parties, the People First Party (PFP) and the New Party (NP). Following Chen’s
re-election in early 2004 by a razor-thin margin of 0.22% and the Blues’ refusal to accept
the legitimacy of the result, the enmity between the two groups reached fever-pitch in
the run up to the December 2004 legislative elections.

In the previous election in 2001, the Blues had won a slim majority, with 115 of
the 225 seats. Of these, the KMT won 68; the PFP, 46; and the NP, 1. Meanwhile, the
Greens won 100 seats, with the DPP taking 87 and the TSU 13. The other ten seats went
to independent candidates. In the 2004 elections, the Greens were widely expected to
expand their representation in the legislature and possibly win an outright majority.
Combined with their control of the presidency, this would have given them the power
to implement a wide array of programs unpalatable to the Blues.

10 Gary W. Cox, ‘Comment on “Japan’s Multimember SNTV System and Strategic Voting: The ‘M + 1’
Rule and Beyond”,’ Japanese Journal of Political Science 2, 2 (2001): 237–239 (237).
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While much of the political conflict was framed as a struggle between the two
camps, it is important to remember that the parties maintained distinct identities.
Within the Green camp, the TSU took a much more idealistic and radical line toward
questions of national identity than the DPP. The DPP, in contrast, portrayed itself
as a responsible and pragmatic party capable of governing. It is noteworthy that the
cabinet did not include TSU members; the DPP governed alone, not in coalition. The
divisions between the KMT and PFP were perhaps even deeper.11 The PFP was founded
in 2000 after James Soong’s failed presidential bid. Soong ran against the official KMT
candidate, and both KMT and PFP supporters continued to blame the other side for
splitting the vote and allowing Chen to win. While the joint KMT–PFP presidential
ticket in 2004 seemed to heal many of the wounds between the two parties, divisions
re-emerged in the protests in the aftermath of the controversial election. PFP politicians
were much more prominent in the protests, and they were much more strident in their
condemnations of President Chen. In fact, some KMT politicians feared that the PFP’s
militant tactics were driving moderate voters, presumably the KMT’s market, into the
arms of the DPP. We should also note that, with only a few exceptions, the DPP and
KMT vote-rationing schemes (see below) did not include TSU and PFP candidates.
Generally speaking, each party ran its own campaign.

With political power hanging in the balance, voters had a strong incentive to try
to maximize the number of seats won by their party. In previous legislative elections,
the Blue majority had never been under serious threat. This possibly changed voters’
priorities. Whereas in previous elections, it may have been more important to elect
a specific candidate with a strong personal appeal, in this election it was important
to elect as many party nominees as possible, regardless of their personal qualities. In
other words, voters had good reason to vote strategically within parties to maximize
the number of seats their side would win. There is good reason to believe that, in this
election, voters placed more emphasis than normal on party labels and less on other
possible dimensions, such as personal connections, local ties, or constituency service.

Using survey data to detect strategic voting
As noted above, one of Cox’s conditions for strategic voting is that the candidates

must have a clear preference among the marginal candidates. With the high degree of
polarization and control of the legislature at stake, it is reasonable to assume that a
very high percentage of voters preferred all the candidates from their own party to all
other candidates. As long as one of their preferred party’s candidates could be identified
as marginal and that party ran multiple candidates, some voters had an incentive to

11 The New Party was almost wiped out in 2001, winning only one seat. In 2004, the NP agreed to run
seven of its eight candidates under the KMT’s party label, with only its lone incumbent running (in
a single-seat district) as an official NP candidate. The other seven NP candidates were officially KMT
candidates: their party was listed as ‘KMT’ on the official ballot, their votes counted toward the KMT’s
party list. However, the KMT only allowed four of the seven to participate in its vote-rationing scheme.
In this paper, I only consider those four NP candidates to be KMT candidates.
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vote strategically. This leads us to define the unit of analysis somewhat differently than
previous studies have. In most of the Japanese literature, the basic unit of analysis is
the electoral district, and studies examine whether there were excess votes for strong
candidates, the ratio of the second loser to the first loser, whether the number of
incumbents affects the outcome, etc. In this paper, since strategic voting is assumed
to occur overwhelmingly within parties, the units of analysis will be party-nominated
candidates and party-districts, the ith party in the jth district. In addition, the cases
will be limited to those with more than one candidate from the party.

The most important condition for strategic voting is that voters have clear
expectations about who is leading and who is trailing. In 2004, the Taiwanese media
published multiple polls in almost every district. In 2001 and 1998, the media had
presented the odd poll in a few urban districts, but 2004 was qualitatively different
in the number of different organizations presenting polls, the total number of polls
that they presented, and the nearly universal coverage of all districts. I have collected
data from 102 polls published by the three most respected media polling organizations,
including the United Daily News (UDN), a newspaper, and TVBS and ERA, cable
television stations. With only a few exceptions, each organization published at least one
survey in all the districts in which one or more parties ran multiple candidates.12

Table 2 shows the surveys published by the three organizations for Kaohsiung
County. A quick glance reveals several reasons to object to any use of the data. The last
poll has a sample size of only 600. The percentage of respondents who are undecided
varies quite a bit among the various polls. Most importantly, the margins separating the
various candidates are very small and are rarely statistically significant. For example,
by any normal statistical standard, there is no difference among any of the candidates
ranked fourth or lower in any of the polls. These features are not limited to Kaohsiung
County; the same problems occur in most of the polls. Clearly, these data are not ideal.

On the other hand, it would be a mistake to conclude that these polls do not
convey real information. Some features are strikingly consistent across the polls. D.H.
Lin is always ranked first by a large margin. Y.S. Lin is always second, again by a fairly
comfortable margin. Even among the candidates in the scrum between third and 12th
place, the results are fairly consistent. A candidate’s rank usually does not change more
than one or two places from poll to poll. This consistency is all the more striking
considering the polls vary across time and across organizations. In fact, the difference
in undecided responses provides assurance that these are useful data: in spite of the
differing survey methodologies that produce such different non-response rates, the
rankings are very similar. We are getting a pretty good picture of the population’s
preferences.

Moreover, it is worth reiterating that the actual quality of the information may
be less important than how reliable people believe it is. While a statistician would be

12 Of the 31 districts, four have only one seat. No organization published a poll in the two aboriginal
districts. UDN did not publish polls in Ilan or Hualien Counties.
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Table 2. Poll and election results for Kaohsiung County

Organization Sample
Size Date of Poll

ERA
n = 1,016 21

Sept.
TVBS

n = 1,109 11 Nov.
UDN

n = 704 29 Nov.
ERA

n = 600 2 Dec.
Election results

12 Dec.

Candidate Party Rank Support Rank Support Rank Support Rank Support Rank Vote share

D.H. Lin DPP 1 15.9 1 16.0 1 10.4 1 16.7 5 9.4
Y.S. Lin KMT 2 7.7 2 9.8 2 7.7 2 8.9 1 12.7
C.T. Yu DPP 3 6.0 4 5.2 5 3.6 3 4.8 8 6.2
S.H. Chung PFP 4 3.9 3 6.5 3 4.4 5 4.3 6 6.7
L.Y. Chao PFP 5 3.5 5 4.3 4 4.0 7 2.5 9 6.1
C.Y. Chen DPP 6 3.3 9 2.9 8 2.3 11 1.8 4 9.9
C.M. Hsu DPP 7 3.1 6 3.5 7 2.6 6 2.8 7 6.3
K.H. Wu KMT 7 3.1 8 3.4 11 1.4 10 2.0 3 10.4
L.H. Chen KMT 9 2.2 12 1.6 12 1.1 4 4.4 10 6.0
W.C. Yan DPP 10 1.6 6 3.5 6 2.7 8 2.2 2 11.1
C.L. Lin TSU 11 0.9 10 2.1 9 2.0 9 2.1 12 5.0
W.C. Huang TSU 12 0.4 10 2.1 9 2.0 13 0.7 11 5.7
C.H. Chen 13 0.3 16 0.1 14 0.6 16 0.3
H.W. Huang 14 0.1 15 0.3 15 0.2 14 1.2
S.C. Tsai 13 1.2 12 0.8 13 2.1
C.H. Wang 14 0.7 16 0.1 15 0.8

Undecided 48.0 36.8 55.8 45.1 0.0

Notes: Kaohsiung County elected nine seats.
Question wording: (TVBS) ‘If the election were tomorrow, which one of the following candidates would you be most likely to vote for?’

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1468109907002800 Published online by Cambridge University Press
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loathe to conclude that C.M. Hsu, who finished seventh, sixth, seventh, and sixth in
the four polls, is safely among the top nine candidates, many ordinary voters may not
be so discriminating. Polling organizations certainly do not emphasize the uncertainty
of their results. To the contrary, they highlight their expertise and sophistication. We
should also remember that survey results are often the only objective evidence that
voters have of how the race is shaping up. In a pre-election environment filled with
rumor and innuendo, polls are hard evidence. In short, the polls conveyed valuable
information to voters about the state of the race.

The most striking feature in Table 2 is that the strong DPP candidates in the polls
did poorly in the election, while the weak DPP candidates did very well. D.H. Lin was
first in every poll, but she fell to third out of the five DPP nominees in the election. C.T.
Yu, who was the second strongest DPP candidate in each poll, won the fewest votes
of the five and very nearly lost his re-election bid. Meanwhile, the three weaker DPP
nominees surged ahead of Yu and easily won seats in the legislature. The DPP was lucky
in that it had enough aggregate support for all five to win, but if one of its candidates
had lost, the unlucky person would have been Yu, one of its more popular candidates.

To determine whether this instance of weak candidates doing well and strong
candidates doing poorly is part of a wider pattern, we need to define some variables.
A candidate’s electoral support is her share of the votes. For example, D.H. Lin’s
electoral support is 9.4% (51,083 of 545,184 valid votes). I define each candidate’s
poll support as the average of her support among those expressing opinions in the
last poll published by each of the three survey organizations. D.H. Lin’s poll support is
([(16.0/.632) + (10.4/.442) + (16.7/.549)]/3) = 26.4. A candidate’s excess margin is defined
as the candidate’s poll support minus the poll support of her party’s weakest nominee.13

In Kaohsiung County, the DPP’s weakest candidate was C.Y. Chen, who had a poll
support value of only 4.4. Thus, D.H. Lin’s excess margin is 22.0. The number of
nominees is the number of candidates nominated by a party in a particular district. For
D.H. Lin, this number is five, since the DPP nominated five candidates in Kaohsiung
County.

A very crude way to see that strong candidates did not dominate the elections is
to look at whether the strong candidates in the polls won their elections more often
than the weakest candidates. In fact, they did not. There were 53 instances in which a
party nominated two or more candidates in a district. Forty-one of the 53 top-ranked
candidates won seats, while 40 of the 53 candidates with the lowest poll support won
seats. In other words, an extremely popular candidate was just as likely to lose as a
relatively unpopular one from the same party.

13 An alternate way of defining this variable would be to take the candidate’s margin over the mth-placed
candidate, since that would indicate how much support the candidate could lose and still win election.
I do not adopt this approach, however, since I am investigating strategic voting taking place within
parties. I assume that the goal of the parties and their supporters is to equalize support among all the
party nominees. Because of this, it is appropriate to examine the excess margin over the weakest party
nominee rather than over the mth-placed candidate.
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Table 3. Using poll results to predict electoral results

B S.E. Sig

Poll support 0.875 0.071 ∗∗

Excess margin −0.406 0.128 ∗∗

Number of nominees −0.0108 0.205
Excess margin ∗ number of nominees −0.0766 0.029 ∗∗

Constant 3.948 1.010 ∗∗

N 173
Adj R2 0.61

Notes: ∗significant at p < 0.05; ∗∗significant at p < 0.01. The dependent variable is Electoral
Support. The cases are candidates.

D.H. Lin did not lose her race, but she did come closer to losing than expected. This
was a fairly general pattern. The regression model in Table 3 uses poll results to predict
election support among the 173 candidates from parties with multiple nominees. The
coefficient for poll support (0.875) is only slightly less than one, meaning that a point in
the polls is worth nearly a point in the electoral results. However, this is only true for the
weakest candidates. Strong candidates have large excess margins, and the coefficient for
this variable is negative (–0.406). Put simply, strong candidates have to ‘give back’ about
40% of their excess margin. For D.H. Lin, this represents a loss of 9.0% in electoral
support. Moreover, the penalty for a large excess margin increases as the number of
nominees increases. The coefficient for an interactive term for number of nominees
times excess margin is also negative (−0.0766). This can be substantial; for D.H. Lin, it is
a penalty of another 8.4%. In fact, this model predicts that D.H. Lin’s electoral support
should be 9.6%, almost exactly the 9.4% that she actually won. In short, this model
portrays a pattern in which strong candidates consistently underperform expectations
in the election. The obvious explanation for this pattern is that strategic voters deserted
strong candidates in favor of more marginal candidates.

This regression model focuses attention on district magnitude. Strategic voting
is more prevalent in larger districts with more nominees from each party. It is well
understood that it is increasingly difficult to turn enough votes for k seats into k seats as
k increases.14 Parties might nominate too many candidates, not enough candidates, or,
most importantly for our purposes, fail to equalize votes among candidates.15 Equalizing
votes among a larger number of candidates is inherently harder. While plenty of voters
in large districts seem willing to take on this task, they face a daunting challenge. With
no central coordinating mechanism to ensure that every candidate gets just the right

14 Rein Taagepera and Matthew S. Shugart, Seats and Votes: The Effects and Determinants of Electoral
Systems (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989).

15 Gary W. Cox and Frances Rosenbluth, ‘Reducing Nomination Errors: Factional Competition and Party
Strategy in Japan’, Electoral Studies 13, 1 (1994): 4–16. Cox and Niou, ‘Seat Bonuses.’
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Table 4. Using earlier poll results to predict later poll results

B S.E. Sig

Poll support at t0 0.808 0.062 ∗∗

Excess margin at t0 0.0149 0.100
Number of nominees −0.0275 0.160
Excess margin at t0 ∗ number of nominees −0.0256 0.021
Constant 1.859 0.761 ∗

N 245
Adj R2 0.78

Notes: ∗significant at p < 0.05; ∗∗significant at p < 0.01. The dependent variable is poll support
at t1. The cases are candidates.

number of votes, the risk of error is high. For strong candidates in large districts,
there is a very real danger that too many of their supporters will judge them to be
safe and strategically vote for a more needy candidate. More nominees means more
needy candidates clamoring for strong candidates’ excess votes. Sometimes this leads
to disaster.

There are two obvious objections to this argument, one methodological and one
theoretical. Methodologically, it is possible that a simple regression to the mean is
driving the results. That is, strategic voting is not causing strong candidates in the polls
to become weak candidates in the elections. Rather, this is a statistical blip in which
some candidates randomly get ‘good’ samples and appear to be strong. However, the
chances that they will get such a deviant sample twice in a row is low, so their support
in the next sample, the election, is lower. This could account for strong candidates
appearing to lose support and weak candidates appearing to gain support between the
poll and the election.

If, in fact, a regression to the mean were driving this result, it should be evident
not only between the polls and the elections, but also between earlier and later polls.
Both TVBS and ERA conducted multiple waves of surveys in several districts. I test for a
regression to the mean by using the results of the earlier surveys to predict a candidate’s
poll support in later surveys done by the same polling organization, using exactly the
same regression model as in Table 3.16 Table 4 provides no support for this hypothesis.
The coefficients for excess margin and the interaction of excess margin and number of
nominees are no longer significant. The only significant coefficient is poll support. In

16 Since inclusion in this data set requires multiple surveys by the same organization, many districts are
not represented. In particular, large urban districts are overrepresented. However, these are precisely
the districts in which we might expect strategic voting to be most prevalent, since party identification
is stronger, personal ties are weaker, and more polling information is available. Moreover, since parties’
support varies, there is a wide variety in the numbers of nominees in these districts. In short, if
regression to the mean drives the results, it should be evident in these districts.
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other words, the best prediction is that support in the later poll will be basically the
same as poll support in the earlier poll. The strong remain strong, and the weak remain
weak.

Theoretically, one might object that party strategy, not strategic voting, is
responsible for these patterns. Starting from a few isolated cases in 1995, it has
become increasingly popular for parties to provide a vote-rationing scheme to their
supporters to equalize the number of votes that each party nominee gets. For example,
in Kaohsiung County, the KMT attempted to ration votes among its three candidates,
telling supporters born in January through April to vote for Chen; May through August,
for Lin; and September through December, for Wu. The DPP had a similar scheme.
Supporters were instructed to vote for one of the five candidates according to the last
digit of their ID number. If all voters were to follow these schemes, all party nominees
would get the same number of votes. Naturally, the candidates hurt the most by these
schemes are the strongest candidates.

These vote-rationing schemes are different from strategic voting in an important
sense. The point of strategic voting is to divert support away from candidates who
do not need it, either because they are clearly leading or clearly trailing, to marginal
candidates. Vote-rationing schemes make no distinction among the various candidates.
Rather than a strategic judgment about which candidates need support, they allocate
votes randomly, trusting in the law of large numbers to produce an equitable result.
While a voter following the vote-rationing scheme may not vote for his or her favorite
candidate, he or she is as likely to vote for the strongest candidate as for the marginal
candidate.

There is some survey evidence that large numbers of voters were willing to ration
their votes. Twelve days before the election, the head of the KMT’s Organization
Department cited internal polls showing that about 40% of KMT supporters were
willing to ration their votes.17 A week later, the KMT Secretary General said KMT
internal polls showed that, nationwide, about 30% of KMT supporters were willing to
ration their votes, but this figure reached into the low 40s in some of the more urban
districts, including those in Taipei City and County.18 However, a UDN poll conducted
the day after the election casts a different light. Overall, 14% of all voters said that they
had rationed their votes (pei piao). However, only 4% said they had voted according to
a party scheme; the other 10% said they had rationed their votes according to their own
judgments. In the Blue camp, 4% of KMT and PFP supporters voted according party
instructions, while another 8% rationed votes by their own judgments. Vote rationing
was higher in the Green camp, with 6% and 17% voting by party schemes or personal
judgments, respectively.19 Of course, voting according to one’s own personal judgment
is precisely what we have defined as strategic voting. According to this survey, strategic

17 United Daily News, 30 November 2004.
18 United Daily News, 7 December 2004.
19 United Daily News, 13 December 2004.
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Table 5. Correlations between poll ranks and electoral ranks

Number of Nominees N R Sig

2 42 0.048
3 39 0.038
4 32 0.150
5 35 −0.529 ∗∗

6 18 0.048
7 7 0.214

All 173 −0.022

Notes: ∗ significant at p < 0.05; ∗∗ significant at p < 0.01. The cases are candidates.

voting was much more common than voting according to a party scheme. It was twice
as common among Blue voters and three times as common among Green voters.

Post-election survey results aside, we can also find evidence of strategic voting
by comparing the pre-election polls with election outcomes. We might think of a
candidate’s support in the polls as comprised of two components: a personal vote and
a party vote. That is, some proportion of the supporters is expressing support for the
individual candidate, and they will not switch to another candidate simply because of a
party appeal. The other supporters are primarily party supporters. They care more about
the party than any individual in it, and will vote to maximize the party’s fortunes. The
former group is not willing to shift its support to another candidate; the latter group is.
Assuming the leaders in the polls are the ones who have the most personal votes, all the
party votes could be redistributed without affecting the rank-ordering of the candidates.
If the party supporters all vote according to the party’s vote-rationing scheme, each
candidate should receive the same number of votes from them. However, the rank
order will remain the same, since the strongest candidates still have more personal
votes. In other words, vote rationing should reduce the gaps between candidates, but it
should not completely eliminate them. It is only if the strongest candidates’ supporters
are overwhelmingly composed of party voters and the weakest candidates’ supporters
are overwhelmingly composed of personal voters that a vote-rationing scheme could
reverse the rank ordering. While possible, this is highly unlikely.

On the other hand, if voters vote strategically, rather than according to a party
scheme, it is quite plausible that the rank ordering will change. Rather than giving each
of the party nominees her ‘fair share’ of votes, strategic voters shift all of their votes
from the strongest candidate to weaker candidates. If large numbers of voters make the
same calculations about which candidates are the strongest and weakest, they can easily
turn marginal candidates into runaway winners and strong candidates into losers.

In fact, there are dramatic changes in the rank orderings of candidates. If the rank
ordering did not change, we would expect the correlation between the poll ranks and
electoral ranks to be one. In fact, the correlation is not statistically different from zero
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(r = −0.022; p = 0.775).20 In other words, the electoral ranks change so much that the
two variables are statistically completely unrelated to each other. Moreover, this pattern
holds for each number of nominees except five. When there were five nominees, the
correlation was negative, precisely the opposite of what one would expect if party vote-
rationing strategies were driving these results. Vote rationing may have had some effect,
but its impact was minor compared to that of strategic voting.

Coordination mistakes, district size, and the personal vote
We have seen that strategic voting can hurt strong candidates, even causing them

to lose, while making marginal candidates into runaway winners. In a sense, it is
surprising that strategic voting does not produce even more disasters. Imagine two
otherwise identical cases, one in which all voters vote strategically and the other in
which none does. If no one votes strategically, the electoral outcome is identical to the
poll outcome. A large number of votes are wasted on the strongest candidate, while the
weakest candidate lags far behind and probably loses. If everyone votes strategically,
the strongest candidate receives zero votes and loses, while the weakest candidate
receives all of his sincere supporters plus all of the strongest candidate’s strategic
supporters. The purely strategic outcome is even more lopsided and skewed than the
purely sincere one.

In reality, while the strong candidates may plummet in support and even lose,
they are never reduced to zero votes. In part, this may be because people have different
information and not everyone recognizes them as having more than enough support
to win. More importantly, not everyone votes strategically. As mentioned above, voters
can be divided into personal and party voters or, equivalently for our purposes, sincere
and strategic voters. Strategic voting works best when the proportion of strategic voters
is not too high and not too low. If there are too few strategic voters, they cannot make
a difference to the outcome. If there are too many, they can produce wild swings and
perverse outcomes, as in the preceding example. Another way of saying this is that
personal votes provide stability in SNTV elections.

It is possible that there might be too many personal votes, but this seems highly
unlikely. Taiwanese society is simply not that thoroughly organized. For example,
Hawang’s study of constituency service finds that in the early 1990s, the average legislator
only had about four legislative aides working in the district on constituency service.21

In contrast, the average Japanese Diet member has roughly 30 paid secretaries and up
to a thousand unpaid workers organizing his or her support group (koenkai).22 The

20 In order to compare rankings across districts with different numbers of nominees, I set the lowest
ranked candidate to zero, the highest ranked candidate to one, and spaced the others at equal intervals
between them.

21 Hawang, Shiou-duan, Constituency Service: How Legislators See the Foundations for Re-election. (in
Chinese) (Tonsan: Taipei, 1994), p. 112.

22 Bouissou, Jean-Marie, ‘Organizing One’s Support Base under the SNTV: The Case of Japanese Koenkai’,
in Elections in Japan, Korea, and Taiwan under the Single Non-Transferable Vote: The Comparative Study
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real danger is that there are not enough personal votes to ensure that strategic votes do
not produce unexpected outcomes. This leads to a clear prediction: a higher percentage
of personal votes should lead to a more even distribution of votes among a party’s
candidates.

Note that this is exactly the opposite of the common assumption. For example,
Swindle assumes that if party is the only thing that matters, ‘voters have no reason to
prefer one co-partisan to another, so there is no reason to believe that one candidate
will outpoll another.’23 He concludes that large standard deviations among a party’s
nominees’ vote totals should result when the candidates have effectively differentiated
themselves from their co-partisans. In other words, Swindle argues that large personal
votes should lead to a less even distribution of votes among a party’s candidates. In his
classic study of the LDP, Thayer follows the same reasoning in examining Tanaka Kakui’s
1963 victory. Tanaka garnered nearly three times the votes of the other LDP candidates,
and one of them lost. Thayer explains that this unfortunate outcome was due to Tanaka’s
extreme popularity and organizational muscle.24 In other words, Tanaka’s personal vote
was responsible for the uneven distribution of votes. Similarly, Baerwald explains the
gaps between the first two and the third LDP candidates in Gumma Third District in
1983 in terms of personal votes. For reasons of prestige, the first two candidates, former
Prime Minister Fukuda Takeo and current Prime Minister Nakasone Yasuhiro, fought
hard to win the highest vote total, leaving the third LDP candidate far behind.25

Testing my prediction requires measurements of how evenly votes are distributed
and how strong candidates’ personal votes are in a given district. I measure the
distribution of votes by taking the standard deviation of the vote totals of all a party’s
candidates in a district. To assure that a few extremely lopsided cases do not skew the
data, I take the natural log of the standard deviation. This produces the dependent
variable, vote distribution. Measuring personal votes is much more inexact.

A candidate’s personal vote may be divided into two groups: one which is
geographically concentrated and another which is dispersed evenly over the entire
district. For example, a candidate who does a lot of constituency service and brings
home a lot of pork may have a large personal vote concentrated in her hometown. At
the same time, that candidate may also have a personal following that is scattered all
over the district because of her strong support for Taiwan independence. While the
diffuse personal vote is undoubtedly important, it is impossible to determine from
electoral returns if a diffuse vote is a personal vote or a party vote. Because of this, I will
focus on the other component, the geographically concentrated personal vote. Strategic

of an Embedded Institution, Bernard Grofman, Sung-Chull Lee, Edwin A. Winckler, and Brian Woodall,
eds (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1999), p. 103.

23 Stephen M. Swindle, ‘The Supply and Demand of the Personal Vote: Theoretical Considerations and
Empirical Implications of Collective Electoral Incentives’, Party Politics 8, 3 (2002): 279–300 (292).

24 Nathaniel B. Thayer, How the Conservatives Rule Japan (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1969), pp. 133–134.

25 Hans H. Baerwald, Party Politics in Japan (Boston: Allen & Unwin, 1986), pp. 45–49.
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Table 6. OLS model of equalization of the vote

2004 1992–2001 1992–2004

Number of nominees 0.176∗∗ (0.083) 0.092∗∗ (0.029) 0.110∗∗ (0.028)
Vote concentration −7.228∗(3.831) −3.764∗(1.993) −4.582∗∗ (1.780)
Constant 8.583∗∗ (0.358) 9.004∗∗ (0.152) 8.911∗∗ (0.139)

N 53 193 246
Adj R2 0.12 0.05 0.07

Notes: ∗significant at p < 0.10; ∗∗significant at p < 0.05. Unstandardized coefficients are shown.
Standard errors are in parentheses. The dependent variable is the natural log of the standard
deviation of the vote totals of all of a party’s nominees in a district. The cases are party∗district.

voters and voters who vote for the party, randomly picking one of its nominees, should
act the same way everywhere in the district and produce a perfectly diffuse vote. Any
geographic patterns must be due to personal factors.26 Elsewhere, I have developed a
measure of geographic vote concentration, and I use this measure here as a proxy for a
candidate’s personal vote.27 We take the average of the concentration measure for all
the party nominees in a district.

Finally, since we know that coordination is increasingly difficult as the number of
candidates from the same party increases, I control for the number of nominees in each
party.

A simple regression model (Table 6) shows that, after controlling for difficulty of the
task, parties did a better job of equalizing the vote among their various candidates when
the candidates had more geographically concentrated votes. That is, fewer mistakes were
made when candidates had stronger personal votes. The relationship is strong enough
to reach statistical significance even though concentration is an imperfect measure of
personal votes and there were only 53 cases in which a party nominated two or more
candidates in a district in 2004.

This paper argues that strategic voting was probably heavier than usual in 2004
because of the unprecedented number of polls and because control of the government
hung in the balance. If this argument is correct, we would expect the relationship
between personal vote and vote equalization to be weaker in previous elections. Running
the same model on the four elections from 1992 to 2001, we find that the coefficients

26 These deviations could also be produced if the party’s support varied significantly from one area to
another. However, in practice, there is much greater geographic variation in individual candidates’
support than in parties’ support.

27 Nathan F. Batto, ‘Electoral Strategy, Committee Membership, and Rent-Seeking in the Taiwanese
Legislature, 1992–2001’, Legislative Studies Quarterly 30, 1 (1995): 43–62. This measure is based on the
chi-square statistic, comparing a candidate’s vote in each precinct to his or her district-wide vote share
and summing the deviations. This sum is divided by a theoretical maximum to produce a measure of
how concentrated the candidate’s vote is, given how concentrated it could theoretically be.
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of the two independent variables are, indeed, only about half of the size as those in the
2004 model. Equalizing the vote among party nominees in larger districts was more
difficult in 2004 than in the past. One might have expected that a larger amount of
strategic voting would help parties smooth out the differences among candidates, but
instead it seems to have exacerbated those differences, perhaps because too many votes
were transferred from strong to weak candidates. Moreover, geographic concentration
was more important in 2004 than in past elections in minimizing these coordination
errors. With the heavier strategic voting, the stability provided by a strong personal
vote became even more critical in avoiding wild swings to weaker candidates.

Discussion
This paper presents evidence that a substantial number of voters strategically

deserted their most preferred candidate in favor of more marginal candidates in the
2004 Taiwanese legislative election. Moreover, there was so much strategic voting that
the top candidates in the pre-election surveys were often reduced to marginal or
even losing positions in the electoral outcomes. That is, there was often an excess of
strategic voting. Rather than simply reducing the surplus votes garnered by the strongest
candidates from excessive to merely enough for a moderate but comfortable victory,
the large number of strategic voters all acting with the same basic information often
turned the election into a very nervous affair for the front-runner, while producing the
excessive surpluses for erstwhile marginal candidates. The greater incidence of strategic
voting did not equalize the vote more in 2004 than in the past; instead it produced
even more lopsided outcomes than in the past, especially in larger districts. Too much
information, it seems, can be a bad thing.

Surprisingly, the key to equalizing the vote among a party’s nominees is a strong
personal vote, not a large number of voters willing to act strategically. Strong personal
votes provide a stable distribution of support among the various candidates. Quite a
bit of the literature on Japanese politics discusses how legislators’ need to construct a
strong personal vote affects the system.28 The finding in this paper goes a step beyond
that. Rather than simply being an important variable that affects how the system
operates, strong personal votes may be necessary for the stable operation of any SNTV
electoral system. It is not that the system would just operate differently if the pork,
factions, personal support organizations, corruption, and strong tendencies toward
localism were removed, it might not operate at all, collapsing under the pressure of
wild electoral swings and large differences in vote shares and seat shares. It is possible

28 Mark J. Ramseyer and Frances M. Rosenbluth, Japan’s Political Marketplace (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1993). Mathew D. McCubbins and Frances M. Rosenbluth, ‘Party Provision for Personal
Politics: Dividing the Vote in Japan’, in Structure and Policy in Japan and the United States, Peter F. Cowhey
and Mathew D. McCubbins, eds (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1995). Masahiko Tatebayashi
and Margaret A. McKean, ‘Vote Division and Policy Differentiation Strategies of LDP members under
SNTV/MMD in Japan’, Presented at the 2002 Annual Meeting of the Association for Asian Studies,
Washington, DC.
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that parties could devise strategies to deal with this, such as the Taiwanese parties’
vote-rationing schemes. However, as long as a substantial number of voters think that
they can defect from those schemes and produce a better outcome, wild swings are
inevitable. Strong personal votes provide the glue that holds the system together.

The findings in this paper also focus our attention on the travails of the strong
candidates. Being popular is something of a curse. Popular candidates do well in the
polls, and when they are identified as having more than enough support, their voters are
prone to desert them in droves. Even though they have strong popular support, their re-
election bids are anything but assured. Not uncommonly, the most popular legislators
are replaced by less popular candidates from their party. This type of pathological out-
come is a serious problem. When voters fail to elect their most preferred candidate, they
have erred. When they do so repeatedly and systematically, the system is flawed. SNTV
is fundamentally flawed in the sense that it produces a systematic bias against the most
popular candidates. In Japan, several factors combined to mitigate this bias. Districts
were smaller, so that there were rarely more than three candidates from the same party
running in the same district. Control of the government was never so obviously at stake
as in the 2004 Taiwan election, so voters had less incentive to vote strategically. Japanese
candidates probably have stronger personal votes than Taiwanese candidates do. While
many Taiwanese candidates have support organizations (houyuanhui), these are not as
large or institutionalized as the Japanese koenkai.29 Combined with more conservative
nomination strategies commonly employed30 and the generally high re-election rates,31

the strongest candidates probably do not lose very often in Japan. In Taiwan, however,
this bias against the strongest candidates is on full display.

Finally, this paper demonstrates how difficult successful strategic voting is in
SNTV. Voters may think that their information is better than it really is. They may
not understand the limitations of survey data, but, more importantly, they may not
understand that other voters are looking at the same survey data and making the same
calculations. Like generals who ‘strategically’ plan for the previous war because they
fail to anticipate that their counterparts might also develop new strategies, voters vote
strategically based on the ranking of candidates published in surveys rather than on
the rankings produced after all the other voters have viewed the same surveys and
changed their vote decisions. The problem is that there are no minute-by-minute polls
to show how other voters are updating. With perfect information, these problems
might be solved, but in the real world, strategic voters make mistakes and the strongest
candidates lose.

29 Bouissou, ‘Organizing One’s Support Base’.
30 Cox and Rosenbluth, ‘Reducing Nomination Errors’.
31 Akira Hayama, ‘Incumbency Advantage in Japanese Elections’, Electoral Studies 11, 1 (1992): 46–57.
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