91

**

12

**
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Eisenstadt populistic
elites frameworks and symbols Eisenstadt
CoNnsensus procedural rules Eisenstadt, 1966 137-157

Almond Verba  McClosky
Almond Verba, 1963: 16-21; McClosky, 1964:
361-384 Milbrath democratic value
rules of game Milbrath, 1965: 151-160

1995 74

372
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659
2001 48 1
o O O
democratization
Mosca
Putnam

elite and social structure

1989 153-155

S. Verba, N. Nig, Jae-en
Kim M. Rokeach

S. Verba, N. Nie and Jae-on Kim, Modes of Democratic Participation: A Cross-National
Comparison (Beverly Hills, Calif: Sage Publication 1971). M. Rokeach, The Open and Closed Mind:
Investigations into the Nature of Belief Systems and Personality System. (New Y ork: Herconrt Brace
Jovonouich, Inc., 1983).
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M. Rokeach
ideals
conduct terminal goals

truth beauty

determinant
value concept

Risieri Frondiji
R. Frondiji
1984 125

configuration
hierarchy
Darothy Pickles

1978 64-67

1980 1-9

modes of

end state

Rokeach

Rokeach, 1968: 15-16

core concept

polarization

Pickles
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1978 411-412
1984 4

19088 1-12

basic values systematic values
structural values
limited government

procedural values or instrumental values

participation orientation equality orientation

representativism
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decentralization orientation
majority orientation

20 29 30 39 40 49 50

significance

OO



66.9%

2.807

1993 10-12

75%

34.7%

3.003

32%

91 12

63.5%

68%

50%

79.6%

63
79.6% o o
79.6%
o o 65.2%
1 3
83% 80%
54.5% McClosky
1989 178

66.9%
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OO
% % % %
1993 35 | 159 | 629 | 16.7
2001 3.1 | 282 | 58.7 | 10.0
1993 35 | 31.2 | 538 9.7
2001 1.7 | 31.2 | 54.2 | 13.0
1993 | 435 | 45.2 | 10.2 0.5
2001 | 18.2 | 60.8 | 19.4 1.4
1993 48 | 185 | 62.1 | 140
2001 14 | 124 | 65.8 | 204
1993 54 | 41.7 | 495 3.0
2001 49 | 375 | 489 8.7
1993 13 | 234 | 66.7 7.3
2001 15 | 26.7 | 60.8 | 10.9
1993 13 99 | 675 | 210
2001 06 | 105 | 711 | 17.7
1993 | 29.3 | 63.4 6.5 0.8
2001 | 234 | 735 2.9 0.2
1993 6.5 | 30.1 | 58.6 4.3
2001 4.4 | 47.7 | 45.7 2.3
1993 | 16.1 | 46.0 | 34.1 3.0
2001 | 124 | 55.3 | 29.4 3.0
1993 43 | 374 | 54.3 3.0
2001 4.8 | 49.6 | 404 52
1993 40 | 26.1 | 653 4.3
2001 3.3 | 294 | 62.7 4.6
1993 1.9 32 | 755 | 194
2001 1.4 71 | 75.7 | 159
1993 | 11.8 | 60.2 | 24.7 2.2
2001 6.9 | 62.7 | 285 1.8
1993 | 20.7 | 48.7 | 26.9 3.0
2001 | 11.8 | 54.1 | 311 3.0
1993 | 21.2 | 656 | 11.6 0.5
2001 | 13.0 | 724 | 129 15

65 5
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Prob F T
1993 372 0.96 3.81 0.57 1.35 09989 | _3.95%*+
2001 658 | —-0.02 381 |-0.31 0.28
1993 372 1.67 2.23 1.44 1.90 0.6107 0 go*
2001 656 2.08 2.28 1.91 2.26
1993 372 |-1.78 294 |-2.08 |-1.48 0.9909 3.00*
2001 656 |-1.21 294 | -1.43 | -0.98
1993 372 3.82 3.56 3.45 4.18 0.9066 | —3.44%++
2001 662 3.03 3.54 2.76 3.30
**p 0.01 ***p 0.001
Prob F F p-value
10
-10
0
recode 5
10 -5 -10
recode 0 recode oo
| | l l l | l | |
| | | | 1
1 2 3 4 5
| | l l l l | |
| | | | 1
1 2 3 4 5

OO
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88.7%
76.1%
52.5%
74%
88.5% 92.7%
62.9%
O O
76.9%
84.4%
56.6%
70.3%
87.7%
96.4% 51.8%
75%
o o 2.583
2.665
O O O O
51.2% o o
1989 189 James W. Prothro o
94% Prothro, 1960: 110-137
62.1%
57.3%

69.6%



94.9%

66.6%

65.3%

67.9%

3.241

55.1%

2.395

90.3%

91 12

2%

o o
53.2%
o o
3.355 o o
1989 183
69.4%
86.8%
o o
64.9%
83.9%
o o
2.236 o o

67
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T
T
O]
Prob
T P
F
2.8078 | 0.7622 | 3.0030 | 0.7620 | 0.9899 3.9496 | 0.0001*
2.6659 | 0.4456 | 2.5832 | 0.4563 | 0.6107 |-2.8164 | 0.0049*
3.3559 | 0.5874 | 3.2415 | 0.5879 | 0.9909 |-3.0004 | 0.0028*
2.2366 | 0.7122 | 2.3950 | 0.7087 | 0.9066 3.4445 | 0.0006*
* P 0.05
Prob F P-value 0.05
P

0.05
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Putnam, 1976: 20-44

significance
5
O O
30 39
40 49 20 29
20 29 30 39 40 49 50
20 29 30 39
40 49 50
20 29 30 39 40 49 50
O O
o O

factor analysis
ANOVA grouping
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p-value 0.028

0.01

Eldersveld, 1995: 47

p-value 0.05
r 0.175

p-value

r

r

O O
O O
1994 105-106

p-value 0.020

0.192
p-value 0.006

0.193

0.05
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p-value 0.001
p-value 0.002 0.01 r 0.210
p-value 0.01 r 0.198
r 0.177
p-value 0.05
o O
0.022 0.05 p-value
r 0.183
0.176
p-value 0.013 0.05
r 0.205
O O
p-value=0.001 0.01
r 0.233
0.007 0.01

r 0.176

r

71

0.279

p-value
0.01

p-value
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20 29 30 39 40 49 50
3.00 2.56 2.68 2.94
2.36 2.61 2.61 2.72
3.60 3.29 3.33 3.39
2.00 2.21 2.36 2.16
281 281
2.67 2.63
3.35 3.40
2.24 2.22
3.14 3.12 2.93 2.68 2.72
2.95 272 2.68 2.63 271
3.29 3.16 3.26 3.42 3.51
2.09 2.07 2.14 231 2.35
2.88 2.28 3.00 2.69
2.68 2.42 2.21 2.75
3.38 3.10 3.60 3.32
2.22 2.25 3.00 2.32
2.76 2.92 3.30 2.84
2.65 2.75 2.63 2.66
3.31 3.42 3.16 3.60
2.25 2.28 1.75 2.18

3 5
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20 29 30 39 40 49 50

2.78 2.86 2.96 3.06

2.49 2.52 2.47 2.69

3.6 3.37 3.22 3.23

271 2.44 242 2.36

3 3.08

2.59 2.57

3.25 3

24 2.34

3.25 3.22 3.1 291 25

2.79 2.71 2.59 251 2.48

2.94 3.24 3.15 3.35 3.37

2.16 2.32 2.27 2.48 2.73
3.07 274 3.15 2.63 23 2.96
2.62 2.46 2.42 2.54 2.46 2.59
3.21 3.33 3.34 3.45 3.72 3.25
2.37 2.46 2.12 2.75 2.4 241

3 3.04 3.26 2.83

2.59 2.56 2.73 251

3.24 3.26 2.75 3.44

24 2.34 2.15 2.6

3 5
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X?=11.640 X?=1.612 X?=2.719 X?=8.352
df=4 df=4 df=4 df=4
P=0.020* P=0.807 P=0.606 P=0.080
X?=0.282 X?=0.204 X?=0.702 X2=0.196
df=2 df=2 df=2 df=2
P=0.868 P=0.903 P=0.704 P=0.907
X?=14.147 X?=8.988 X2=9.834 X?=16.208
df=6 df=6 df=6 df=6
P=0.028* P=0.174 P=0.132 P=0.013*
X?=14.319 X?=17.048 X?=9.410 X2=2.897
df=4 df=4 df=4 df=4
P=0.006** P=0.002** P=0.052 P=0.575
X?=8.308 X?2=5.055 X2=4.462 X?=6.459
df=6 df=6 df=6 df=6
P=0.216 P=0.537 P=0.614 P=0.374

1 *P 0.05

2 **p 0.01

3
P=0.020*
R=0.175
P=0.028* P=0.013*
R=0.192 R=0.205
P=0.006** P=0.002**
R=0.193 R=0.210

P-value
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75

©]O)
X?=5.734 X?=26.595 X?=4.752 X?=3.042
df=4 df=4 df=4 df=4
P=0.220 P=0.001** P=0.314 P=0.551
X?=3.248 X?=0.043 X?=7.59 X?=0.468
df=2 df=2 df=2 df=2
P=0.197 P=0.979 P=0.022* P=0.791
X?=55.848 X?=21.403. X?=23.041 X?=37.962
df=6 df=6 df=6 df=6
P=0.001** P=0.002** P=0.001** P=0.001**
X?=15.505 X?=14.372 X?=8.350 X?=21.188
df=8 df=8 df=8 df=8
P=0.050 P=0.073 P=0.400 P=0.007**
X?=11.012 X?=6.178 X?=21.060 X?=11.338
df=6 df=6 df=6 df=6
P=0.088 P=0.404 P=0.002** P=0.078
1 *P 0.05
2 **p 0.01
3
oo
P=0.001**
R=0.198
P=0.022*
R=0.108
P=0.001** P=0.002** P=0.001** P=0.001**
R=0.279 R=0.177 R=0.183 R=0.233
P=0.007**
R=0.176
P=0.002**
R=0.176

P-value
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Pickles Dorothey

1993

1978

1984 *

1982
1988

1980

1994

Frodizi Risieri
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1978

12-14

1984 —
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The Democratic Vaue Oricentation
of Loca Elitesin Taiwan

-- A Comparative Analysis between
1993 and 2001

Y ung-mau Chao*

Abstract

1. The democratic value orientation

According to the comparison on the democratic value orientation of county-level
elites of Taiwan between 1993 and 2001, it is found that the participation
orientation and majority orientation are obviously getting declined. But equity
oricentation and decentralization orientation are getting risen apparently during the
past 8 years. Besides, this survey approve that these four democratic value
orientation are less stronger than 2001.

2. The relationship between the personal background and
the orientation of democratic value

Comparing to the relationship of personal background and the democratic
orientation of participation, equity, decentralization and majority between 1993
and 2001, this research finds that the personal background of age, gender,
education and political party all are very significant. But, it is not doubted that
the education factor are the most powerfully affected variable than any other
personal background factor, especially in the year of 2001.

Key words:local elite, democratic value oricentation, democratization

* Professor, Department of Political Science, National Taiwan University.



