IR
B =8 (105/11) » pp.87-122
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2010 4 = e R IE BRI AN RE T S B

Efisn - Fghe

(AL E)
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ALA2010 F 2T REREFF - WA ERBE FIREANR
X & F’a@%‘fkﬁﬁ*%&ﬁ‘l’%&?}i o w248 B A ALK
%i%(f’]‘éﬁi*«fﬂﬁ% 3B RASPEAR BN AR R AUE L

7 HER — R P H R AR X

1,45 3L % & 5 K (Condorcet

winner) 49 EJF A5 A AREBEAYG T MM EERE L EKR T A
test) ~ Stereotype Logit #9 & 3| 4% & (Distinguishability test) 5 » ¥ A&
ZH B E R RO E AN o X AAEFRGZEA RS ZHA

89 Stereotype Logit » 342 t & iE I @ B AL QAL & B AR ILT >

R FAT AT R AR AR GHRFT TR -

£

RAE TR AR B & BAF g AT &R > WAy “ﬁiéﬁt‘%#ﬂ A

FHEBER: F—> BRERERELABHOILEENE >
HIRH ~ B AKF S 1B =A% EA G AT PR D) 3 I R A 5

Z?c

£R

9

BEAMREAHERMTLIIFLLMEE S RTERBTEROZE
HmgRHES RO IR MY s %= ERIFLEAHZERGK

LT UBIA e RAL SR A F’Fﬁii’ﬁ 1ALl iRy A B R A IS AR AR A A
BRI REXLEFHRARELEIRLIYEZENES -

Mg : M S BEA S BRELAEIHR LS ERE - BEHRKL

Stereotype Logit

CME 22 REEEE A LN L FHPTHEL © E-mail: dmwang@ntu.edu.tw °
HZ28 KEHE2 A2 SN TFHHEHIZ o B-mail: mfkuo2016@ntu.edu.tw © (i
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=S

=1 \ IJ

ik
il

EUA FERIRRIYE (political ambiguity) 1F Page(1976, 742) ARt/ BUGE VEEFE —FE FH

B OTHARA AUBER > GIAARARR L% 7 A R TR L > S R gt B 30350 A s 1 el
HIRME « BER B E R B T R WAER ) B ER B S B BOER -

KL - #ERFEEBOG ISR S BITE LR 7 Boa AP RRVZIER L - 14 > Bus AP
1 22 Bl PRIRE BE R A A 2 BB U B R B SRR 5 [ 52 » — 41 Page T 5 : T'the
most striking feature of candidates’ rhetoric about policy is its extreme vagueness| (Page 1978,
152) °

S E N mE T EE B DT 5 T X 0 AR Tomz B Van Houweling(2009, 96)
AN 22 G = FE - AR L (ambiguous statement) ~ R —Z{ 1755 (inconsistent
positions) B¢ 1 8 [ #f (flip-flopping) ~ LAKFZ & HIFAE (implicit message) 5 © &8 LEff it
ANEEGGE GBS E 2 E A ARIER » Alae G R R A il S iR B 2 Sl
[ (Campbell 1983a, 278) © FEMEREEGA APEMEI TR » FAREF (41 Koopmans 1964;
Kreps 1969 5 ) Gt 3 815 ERIRAT (preference for flexibility) » L5k /E Al S5 7 7Y
& 2 BRAIMER 2] TR R A RS RS R MR R B A2
HRA%LPN (principal-agent) HIBEIR - TR (LS SRR B — Bk - ERATHE A EHE
T ERRBEAEEARE R - 185 5K - MBORETHES » TR AR IR H
£+ MEE T RBEERE - BHHFKX (overstate) H S RFFHEE S (misstate) H 11
SHHIBITE (Sellers 1998, 159-160) © #4152 » R AN ERESTEPIET ST 58 BB BATR -
ST e 2 EE PR IR AT 45 B R LI IR A 56 26 32 22 > 58 @ Shepsle(1972) ~ Glazer(1990)
AN B TR T BB 2 SRS TR RS (strategic ambiguity) ~ BX Aragones B Neeman(2002) [E 7
AR IR ZE (conscious strategic decision) Z 3 ©

A 220 AT A RN 5B > H 8 A ROSRARERIRMEC - SR T R AR B Ay f i 28
rsEA R Dl tHBE RS - BOhE A DM EGHH G ERERE RS ~ MEHEF L
Axa T IR 2 EEMITERFEER - (EASGAE 2L A M B AL - ORI
FRAUAC R I — B Se B R e e B2 > R DA AR PR RR T 1t BB 2% 158 R A58 T e 1
THIBERIRDL © 7R MR 7SR CH BB T ERANAN T - H— » AR S E @B EL
At REAAC 58 A BERITE - (B ARERIMER R L B E BNZ - FRBORALG AR
ATRER I GUENANERIEE (Nimmo and Savage 1976) + NIt » BATZER G H =AEL -
Sl fiE i A R A [ R AL R o HLOK > S TR AR S IERR 2 (E A S 1T
AL TNETREES B C LR > IR E ANGE S Z (Tomz and Van Houweling
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2009, 83) * {# Feldman B Conover(1983) ~ Conover B Feldman(1989) % [lJHff 52 & 2K » &l
fig 3 N\ FPIRSER TR SR B mTRE HE R B RS2 BN IS BT E AR IS A1 > ASCEEENE
EARATF B A% SE Rl > AT#E DU AR B e % AL VR RAIRR - JREIHERR R H
C SRR RIEEAT - e th @Rk EEY) > BINIMERSURES MR R HERMEEN
FifE R T O P AR B R BB L (categorical data) fRY 2 BEEA T 55 2 7] LARAKE
[ RN R - SRR TENGEANTE 2@ H - AR SCHB IR H (TIOR8 TR T B B PR X
f"] Stereotype Logit B 38 B AU ZRA# » i S8 30T HH 8 B B 4% S B T T AR 72 SR 0 73
E I (A phi 28] Distinguishability test ) » $5 LUE & B ARUE A RER) 8% -

& LAt » A0 LB E R G RE - SR AT B IS AR B A B LR R &
T 1 3 A EETE SR IR S AT VR4 - S I — PTRE R TRATR B - (ETT =R
LA 2010 HF m it i R @B AR SR - B E TR BRI A R E R
A [ AT B B 22 @ e 35038 N 185 R AR PRI E - kLS 5 R SR B 5 - I BAE
HUTT (FIRBE R ZE IR - T2 A5k0%E R fth B s o R U L & A ARG+ A — Tt 4]
BRI EEE - BEIEE TR (USRS HE IS - RS RE AL T E ORE - i
52 KT SR SRS AG AN RIRH S S 3 2008 B R B TR TR0 - ZE o 2 I A
BILHIRER B o A SCHE— P BRI /T 2010 HF 5 L 77 B B A N HE 78 1 B % R - A
SHH BN 7E 2 BRI SR A B S i A R A

AIE 2% > ASCREEILHT + 55 i BRI K AN e TR RERE SRR - el
REEAT % A 208 7 A RN S5 1 Bl b DL s 8 MR AR M 2 R R B UR A T 28 =B
[ L v S A T DR R B KT R A > BRI B A tho & I DA A+ S IU AR
T FEASCATEREE RS S R AR X IRB I AE RAR A Pt BRI FL 2% 2
ZX (Condorcet winner) 5 Sty IR 55 1L A S 2 @ 1 B R AT HE H AR TH Y 1
BIVERRAE > SRR E T AR E I MEAE R B e a e i e « 2575 EE LI &l Stereotype
Logit i 1 » BA/EREHIEE NI E e RIS TR - B2 CEINURSEE -

Bl S R R AR B SRR

BaS ZE R (ambiguity) BCTNHEETE (uncertainty) FRTAR » ANESIHIZ 1 H A TR HE
TEAT R R B MR # 3R (Rational choice theory) ° Downs(1957, 132-139) 2854
e A (BB ) BT (candidate ambiguity) FURR - BE R {E A G BE R 50
Btk - IR E s TR BGER (median voter) FJ\7 & ° B > 2% R
FERMERT - SREAEIRE N\ SESE MR ERBITR DU C RN B R - ARTEAE
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g 18] 1 e By FE B B 2 R
—  SEAEREEEREM L SRR EA

Shepsle(1972) #& Hi 1Y) T 4% 35 H &% | (Lottery theory) B¢ 5 ffl TR #& #H 3@ J (Strategic
theory of ambiguity) > FJZH Downs Z & i H RAEHIGm U o B [ Shepsle 7532 B2 JE fa
$252 7 (risk acceptance) » FHE B i — 3 BLL AT DL Z ~ (HALGEMI A > L2 EE B
AT IR R o ST o S PR HUISTR SR AR 5 38 R BAM « PR LAEMBE 2K » 208 L
FRAVE) » U EEE T (lottery) » Qg — M ERERICAEIR - Shepsle 9]
i At AH B B 7 E 5 B L % IR 1T Al S A JEUB AR 1 HO R TR 323 2 B > 31 2 T
FEILEE BT B @ 3 (risk averse) (4l Alvarez 1998; Bartels 1986; Brady and Ansolabehere
1989) B¢ fEpEHAT (risk neutral) (%1 Berinsky and Lewis 2007 ) K » Y75 ERAR {858 A 2YH
NG ZEERTFIK

SR w5 R B M RS > FIIE Page(1976; 1978) $& (Y T 28 6 A1 8 L 3
(Emphasis allocation theory) © fRAE{IIE 15 » 28 JEEBR TG A 5 & JEr
PR - TEIRFE ~ 288 ~ KK TEARIGIRI T » BRI E LA EBEAR  MBURGESE
HSLI5 T M I B A A R DRI R R R P T 2 58 A AR 3 [ R HLAH E
(Page 1976, 178) ° Page [JEIEGREIR - BAF 5RAF 22 % N\ B LB RIS A E B IRAUEIHE - B
— Tt AR A AR (ANIRFIH] ~ KRR ) RPEARRRE AR - ISR
fi5é 28 N5 D) S R R ST S5 B BEVE © Page £ HIHUIE TEHE RANHEE ME (voter uncertainty) i
o SHEMB IR E BEERA S BURLS R ST E (U1 Galzer 1990) ~ B 2
FARAAL#RZ BT 5388 NBORIEEFEIRES] (41 Enelow and Hinich 1981)

(EfF—2fe - B EEER H TR E MER - 2P RBURAL A Rk
FERIE o (B RTE X HEm A R AI2E - IEMRIER MR T 2 BRBOAZEE
HIBCR BRI R B BUR A A R B 773% © JRTM > @ M MRRBORH 29t - Bt
AR E N RATERIRTRE (Page 1976, 742) » 41 Nimmo B Savage(1976) S{E{5 % A5
(candidate images) FFERI17E B BN PR M am 2 — 01 - BEY - B RIE AT A
—ZEHIGY » 401 Chappell(1994) ZEFERME AT VUSRI IESE » & HifsiE R fiohn
HIRRR ~ BIRFUE - FRECRIRI M S BULEE - BB EER « HIMEUE Aragones
B Postlewaite(2002) $& PRI Z 15528 RO AT 38\ Rir s I fme /T - HBRARL(ESE 2
TEAEARE JTHEYINBOR LS | o 5 2 » BORPEREn SIS ERE IR - RI
SEERR TR BELANE € PEAR ARG AN EIPR AL - 18 SR RORIER SR 75 208 RAR A e 15 5
FORRIIZ RS - 1 R SORR BT IEE R Ve am - (HISE— 512 iha 28 -



P REAEMT AR T ROAH 2 2010 3T RER FAETERLEHE 9]

— SEARBHITDZRY T RE m i B RIE U [ERVEREY

SR Shepsle B Page @ A Frf B R IF] > (HESF M2 E RN B OISR at 7
HERENEE - B E AL EEM AL R BRI EN HRT > #EEA v Re A/ ERCETE PR
HORIBHER o R s e e B R e EH 3 i > B2 & RS
FRRINT S ~ B E R AR ERCR - HE R E—R - DUT Rt S 7T Em R —
o

Tl w2 E > BR T Shepsle ~ Page 7R SR ~ &R Y A B HE FF 1F 1] BUEE 91 -
Alesina B2 Cukierman(1990) H—7 §2 58 Ay 4 Rl 7 5 o B8 A (b Ze - R a)
JEAE R I — (B 20 T > LR 2 3 AR V7 455 2 B B 1 ) B R 5 L% Meirowitz(2005)
RIS 258 A2 KPR » 8 TH—Bitn R R R RIS DR E A F
HARSBE FHI 7 S5 PR B C AL 500EE » v DOE BN BE 2 & AR - N8 a1
McKelvey(1980) ~ Bernhardt B2 Ingberman(1985) S5 Hi B fij 3wt~ 72 3 3AUE FH A2 OGS » 1E
i E A AT M AERIRAAIRTER T > M2 2 HES IR S TR MES RN -

SR ETE AR R A L HR A —BUhSaR - HE NGRS EH AR
R FR A B i B LA o AT XU 2 B S R AR VR SR > BT ST
(P S S ML HI 26 R (R B o B4 > it Bartels(1986) ~ Brady 52 Ansolabehere(1989)
Alvarez(1998) 537 M B 38 73 M7 %1 Shepsle £ Pk - #8313 KO8 B B 1A 8 E sy - Hhry
T i AFHE LS (BE S R > k@A E 8 NI AN E - g
% SR TE o JCEZ Bartels(1986) BRI 1980 [ HE 7 S AR BIRAME R 28 > WA
W7 AT IS i BRI R BB DK BOR B S A 2R A IE A + T
Waldman B Jamieson(2003) #{%% /iy T4 3¢ BIAEME A @2 G SRR - M2 EAl]
(B IE R R ESOR S B3I B e M 7 BE R 20 B R - (BT O 38 R ST A5 (Y TS Rk
Bt A BTG v 228 RR HER -

B T BORERINE S > TR — LERH ZE AR AT (0 B AR R R H B RO o A
Sellers(1998) fft 2H B B AL B HPUTE W E T Sfc sk R B2 - g2 iRE A2l
AI1E E5 & kAR R O HIEN SR » FREVE R R MRS B T R B SR R B o
H o [z B E BRI E Rk s o M McGraw ~ Hasecke B Conger(2003) 375 364/ (3
B ERR S > ERE A SER T R A H N BN - e SEERE AR
B HFFME o

2B AR T 5 SRR R I RE Y > 7T DL Campbell(1983a; 1983b) (5 {X3E o &1
g S E R - (R TR A S [ E 2 (salience of issues) Wi 2R E A E
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GIRFBRINISS » MR I HIAE 30 2 SCFF Shepsle HUBTEG » 527715638 A RIME 2 1 ¥ 2
PIEURGRRE) 8 ErERBIMATIMOE o EAF > Campbell B HH U7 S50 SRR R R » &L
FE2 8 WA FRIHE (winning candidates) ~ HAINLIGEAZEGARE ~ DUk R R 4ar B
Sy IBIRE o S A A M BRI R SR o 45 Tomz B Van Houweling(2009) e
HIE N - TR HBAN A BOR R R R BERCR - M B R L5 258 E AME mT LU
SRR AR HE R - 35 (A BB AR RO R B -

TEFHBRFER BRHA B A I NEERSER 2 WO (R EE 1 B e B TR S
FRBREARGELT » MM EREL i Ry IR F (3 AR AE AR - ME e P am B s [ > &8
FERRRIVE ST rE R FHE A (A R s B IR (U ARt R —2 » RIES—2L
IFEE o 'St EHE % RE KAE PSR BN I > 3F 2 IR AT Szembrot(2014) BRI
18 FE A SR R A R S LA R PR RS S RS B Ot Al 7 LR 73 miE
RARTREI - v AR B ARPRE AT & e AN IR E BTl R B 1 - B AR
RIRA 52 o Ho— > 4[] Krenn % (2015) {5 ] LISS panel survey BRI ST 18
HRIE BB TR RERIRE (ambiguity attitude) (IS IE L& G ATZ S © Tymula 55
(2012) #3513 BIFIFCERIF 7T - HIZE S S RIE BRI E A5 37 - S I Az e R A 1
(life cycle) M » HApRLIHEALE (30-50 %) 18 F /e i 73 E bt : 2 > Callander
i Wilson(2008) HIFi H7E B AU L A IRy » R T 21328 4% 2 B i R AR R B AR
(context-dependent) H5Z 2 o JEFRIGmAT - ALY B AR 2% & IR E B L
5~ TERENL ~ EEa A BHEF R R R T X - BB RCERREAPE CHEE - LIS
MR AR » 1A B ot AT LA Fe 2 R th R e 32 AU SRz B 1 T T 52
FIFEEA—HI52E (Conover and Feldman 1989; Trautmann and Van de Kuilen 2014) °

REFEARIRA o > R SSEERBIEE B Ry BRI EE AR/ NEHEE - (E5
IR ERRERES - £ (20122, 85-87; 2012b, 165-166) L E FE R 8 48 11 1 77 138 22
FERE R RN - B EL ~ OoRFIBERRTT (2013 ) e B R R ER 1 B {28 A 5t
BUR A BEEBAGRIEERS - thEl AR LITIREIE - rITERUR - [CRERIS SR R BT
ande] - BRI SRR FETILEEER A B vk IR ER D R - R AR ST e
Fft &8 i B35 (two-party competition) 18 R &L HT » 58 B TRE 75 4 32 UL AH A SR
HI 8 > B E AEERATB TSR MIRE L FEER » HaER R 2 R g X
PSR BB RS 2 ASCIELCE e A — S S BRI A 7 i - — 3R
2010 F e T REER RN ~ DU RAE A ST FHRE TR -

' Tomz ¥ Van Houweling(2009, 85-86) 4% 5|45 i B & L o4 [ e L & 8 f, 0938 £ > R4 T A8 B &
RORE » TRV EXRBAER—RHELGIZREA -
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2 - RIERMEHE 2010 FHRESTIT

2008 IS HAELIR - FEMEENf TR B A ~ R A R - 2 2009 A
BERIEXF R E@E IR ~ PR ~ Zrian - RE R i fy g8 % - 15 2010
o1 H 27 HE BRI il - 2 - & > SIS T BT R R R R E
B o AL ERR T & HH R 2 R T R R E R BRE > —PRE RIS e I -

LB R IATE - TERS5R B B RSIK R & D) R AT A 208 » RARIE R
BRZG ~ Btk LR BEHANE =58 AL 2 2 - AR RAE R AR S - £ = HERRAU R R -
i PE S B LA A S R T T R AT PSR Y O S RS i R R
FEERFTHE » REERNESRZ ERmAENRE (B HRREFH > 2010 F 5 H 28
H) o >t i FHE FE 000 EHEBCZR s T Ar T > AR S R i K e e o R B R BAE
WP - BB AR E B )R I B BE TR - WUR AR TSR (BT
amATEIAE > 2010 -3 A 13 H) < "M REERBRAGHHARRERSE - AT
IRk B SR 8 - FRARIRSY ~ APk B ~ BEEEHENE = K /31 52.8% ~ 26.7% ~ 20.5% &
52 MEIRAGRK BN b BRI SR B (RS » (EAR S AR E SR P I AR -
TP B A B — P E T

[l ERS FA BREEEE AR » AMEZRSRFE T AR 2 s | HUBSHR DU R HEA £ ~
[FIEEE (H MR EE 4 > 2010 48 H 10 H ) @RI —{8 H 5 3 Az 85 K R A Fvk 2
JIHE » ELEE R TR B HERR AT R RS 2 TS & SR & - BB THER R
151 HIAIE » — MR B R TR A s TN E S R X (5 R4 > 2010
11 H27 H il - MEEHEEZE 2013, 4) « HFRENGKEFRIRERE @R > i
22 2 1758 R AR A S R FE AN RE M BELP TR BRLR - & 5 ik B B ELB S [ B
[EH S ERE - IR 2 LR A A A BRI SR RIEft B AER TEE ) B
L UABR Iz ML E R R ER N OB g B PG - MBS CREmS
2REF 210 (BKE wEEALZZR &) BHFRETR S5 A 28 B http://news.Itn.com.

tw/news/local/paper/399158 » #x & B : 2015 F4 A 22 8 »

ORI 2010 (KA FARAN RRAIFHGEANRL) TAFRHMM-3A 138
http://hk.crntt.com/doc/1012/5/8/3/101258306.html?coluid=7&kindid=0&docid=101258306 * # % B
H:2015F4A228 -

©RFEF 2010 (HAKEBRESE) AREFRE TR 8 A 10 B » http://news.ltn.com.tw/news/
focus/paper/418198 > A& B : 2015F 4 A 22 8 -

S HWERETR 2010 (REMAMBREE HHEKTER) AWHRETR 11427
B > http://iservice.ltn.com.tw/2010/specials/5C_election/news.php?no=447240&rt=64&typ > #& & B
201647 A 188 -
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BRRAG K RIS Aot it B 3 2B R S R AR > 5 B Bt SR B P R P 5 1) 2
1% > K th g e A JE N HE L R AR A NER 7 J ORE © ©
BRI 2010 A e e RO BRI SRR ME SR 45 P 8L (HEEHA T E R R 2 & g |
RN E MRS o 0FE Liu ~ Chiu B2 Tan(2011) ~ #id ~ MMEEEEZE (2013) &L
7 A B B R A A AR B~ BGE RS BR (partisan defection) 7 FF{t & {7 2 A AR
Ut e 401 Liu ~ Chiu B2 Tan(2011) #EL{E ) B R E1)E R S5 ERA ZIE > miEm R
o AN e o S et B A s BRI > M MIRORH SR RN He i =L ~ &
Hh R — R TR - BB T B R E R RIS BORELSR - B EHD ~ M
R TZE (2013) HIEEHR 7 2 BRI AN (R BB S 1 2 e 3R IR S RIS 5 AR, - (H3
FrEfEiR B EE G NRc 8 » e 2B 201G TS - E0d B a AL
P L (7 A ey AR 2 RS - (S B AR B S i BT 7o SR BV R > S
T EIIF S BER KT S —— GBS 5 E SRR B R R A 1Y B -
SR [T RERE A SRR S 28 B — ZE A [RIBR ] BIVERZ20E T BAEE HBBUCR B e i e
AR > BEMRBIA R TEI )T i RERIVE TR E AR (MIERESHEZF E55 2005 ;
SRR (ZEE 2013 ¢ PEEEMEELIAIE 2008 : AIGIEELFERE 2008 ) o fEHGHEGERL
TGk B 7 | AR (A R fth it 22 8 85 Bl 2K - /i i B % AN A R e —
PGSR - ASEEEE B SEIBR G T RR T & DHRIE SR B BT 2 [ S it BBl
AT PR RS A B R s i B - 1T e R A AR A B AR > B R
st G B R T  (ERR T & 0FE R (pool data) T fEIAHIE #1522 » BR T AT
Ik B B R T 202 AR ZEAT - 2010 LR T & OF &R0 ER ZERE > NG 3 5S
— RO AN S MBS - FRIE(TE LRI - A T AR H— RV E KL 31
O RARMLAM M ERE > AEHORBBRTY > REANY FHETHAZRERT RAGBR o
HHFSREABLZTTALRBETF > B THSKERETBIBER A : RAREIS 0 B
R HFN—HAKEBRKE AR FAORELZEEKBERE R ZRBEFRFHET » EHL
THTHBRF - AMERBRGAMM A MRG » THAUBEAM 2010 > (FEE 2 K2 EFEA
FAFRIKE) > ABEFREFR 11 A 27 B » http://iservice.ltn.com.tw/2010/specials/5C_election/
news.php?no=447302&rt=64&type=a > ¥ & B # : 2016 58 A 16 B : F & ¥ > 2010 { B &
Brak BRAZRMATEL T)> B dERE TR 11 A 29 A > http://iservice.ltn.com.tw/2010/
specials/SC_election/news.phpno=447805&rt=64&typ * & B : 2016 8 /1 16 A °

TORSIE R 2010 F A AT RGEREAT O 0 £F BB E R B M Nimmo 2 Savage (1976)
Aragongs 2 Postlewaite(2002) FTi2 MIZEA RS H L RAEZES > FRERAELRAREAT Z
ERARERHN A EZEDERBEHTRIEEARITORMAE - BEEEOTRERI I H ER
352014 FEETROMEF L MRERZARFHLBREERAMUBEELZGORE - KR
BEG I > MfEH G EABHELLZRME o AIH RO E > LIER A ZEBEZARG
RM o ARRPENIN LA BMERFEFABGERE o
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R Dl &R TR -

B2 tisRiEE - SRR D 0

% i Feldman Bt Conover(1983) ~ Conover 92 Feldman(1989) [*) £ ¥ 1~ & #% I » +H[BH
B REOT A B B MR M Y S R R AP (R HERR - ELRE A & AR
o e BRI B 55 A7 FrF A5 (projection) B2 Et iz (persuasion) {FH ©
WKL > [ B AR AR T SCRRFT AR B B FE AR 20 B/ D BT M 1 3 R AR AN
RIS ; CH A A R AR E R A & A2 A F A2 BLET A (401 McGraw, Hasecke,
and Conger 2003; Tomz and Houweling 2009 ) » 5 25 (1] HI| j& 3 3 ¥ 12 A R A A ik L2k
1T (40 Alvarez and Franklin 1994; Bartels 1986 Brandy and Ansolabehere 1989; Campbell
1983a; 1983b; Gill 2005; Sellers 1998 ) © ZX MMz &P — R 722 1E » H AT LRl
HIRERATE F ADoK R —2RRE « R - BUA RIS H E A R R R TR B H Bk
TR A RE E 2R H VUL (proxy) » HARYRE REMIVER R E S BOR IR 2 £ > INIEAEHS
Bartels(1986, 726-727) {ENFF 2 i L EKTE H Al Le A (S HIBRHITE -

(o] 2 2010 FF /& b 7 R B ORE - 282 A0 BUR B @ AR th M1 0% 58 2 1 AR S T
i 1 32 B R R T o A5 P B 2% 5 A 2K A 5L R B Nimmo B Savage(1976) ~ Aragongs Bl
Postlewaite(2002) Fff a5 A5 28 AT 52 52 Bl i 7 T RE LSRR DL » =F SR T i R A v
Ul A AN MO AR o FEFIE 5 B BERIVE A R IR S 0558 N HBORALYS,
ASCHIRER A JTIEAHEZE - SeRi ARt e 2 E R I R A E AR
P R R o B AT HURR A H I - IE— 7R S E S Bt T SR IR AL DL A
%% > S AT PRI R B 1 S — AR AE BOR AR R BT

I AR TR e R E L3 & TEDS2010C ) fRAEAIFHEE R > MR EHE
—RIE R IR ENVEAR - 37 HAH ALK i e PR 2 P B SR RERE PR ARG AT >

S Thr AEBRALEE BEREINSAESS AHM T EHR T K F 9 Z Waldman 2
Jamieson(2003) ¥k » Ml £ B R GHE S RBRZETEHBITAZ SN » BB ARTFE
BlA8 g K BF Ry B AR B A MM o

O RXAE Mg EAMAIRE 2B ERAR FTIAL TREAALTAFEETTRERDZ ) (HH
TEDS2010C) ( Bl#H€ 3£ 4 9% NSC 99-2420-H-031-002) » 31 & TH AR R & KX E % Fh3ka
MHEERPERARF O RRRBBIEZ A - RERBBEEZART WRZHSEERRIT £
Fl#47 > #2010 5F 1 AZ3 A s BT TR X 28 ERAR /AL (TEDS) % 5t
THUBEARB L BUE KB R > F A A5 4B TEDS # A : http://www.tedsnet.org ° 1F
HRH LR MARRA BT AL N EMBELAITAT o
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FERINTERR 1,177 13148 » fIRERR I BRAN S Fl A b e B R JRE S o JHC o [ v JRE R o7 A St
ARER 5 525 B2 652 173 @ S Z 8 e A i & R s BUE S S S R A e 2 h o B
TR AT S H & OF @R A2 > AL BIGRI R & RHRBE 734 2

AESE LI B2 BUH T ERPRERRAF PR - il @EIR 2 #EE ZHE S
3R FL 26 ZE7E R (Condorcet cycle) FIIRLGR - it fs— ) fa GURB I ZE SE U FE 1S (Aragones
and Postlewaite 2002) ° Fif 38 fL. % 2 i %% (Condorcet winner) & 1Y & 2 B T WY A FH L
w2 EE » FIRILRER M (ransitive) % F 4 - RITBFLZ% ZBIHIREIL L EiF N
(Condorcet paradox) » [HLIRESR T 7% 152 A EEHEFE AT (collective welfare) FUEGEAL » ITREE R
EEHEE AR B A R EEN - 21 Yong(1988) ~ Van Deemen £ Vergunst(1998) %
HIEEt > BATHEY TEDS R ) 2 35 i R AR AT T 160 P i t 1 7L 2 ZE i 2 RERLAT 5% 1 P
T MHBHR R EE TSI 8% — » RN R R A\ BE T T 25 ek — -

=1 ReHESFMHILDZERZK (Condorcet winner) FBfE

75 =353 E=id
Y] 15K =ElE BR% 15N =BIE BR%
B (F) 500% (H) 73.1% ~ (F) 300% (H) 555%
(Z) 500% (Z.) 269% (Z2) 700% (Z) 44.5%

EE (F) 50.0% ~ (H) 74.1%| (B) 70.0% ] () 74.6%
S (Z) 50.0% (Z2) 259%| (Z) 30.0% (Z.) 254%
B (H) 269% (H) 25.9% ~ (F) 445% (H) 254%

(Z) 131% () 74.1% (Z) 555% (Z.) 74.6%
?gﬁgﬁiﬁ 0-1-1 0-1-1 2-0-0 1-1-0 0-0-2 2-0-0
HeFp
(LI A5EF) ’ ’ ! : : :

BRIFIE : TEDS2010C © & F{Ta144 o

RN T AT H 28 AW tH L 2 R SR e > IR a8 MR 51
CTTIENE » FIEEE — S B & 2 Al 51 - iREBEFCER T LIRS e B O
ek IER - BHES = (HRE A > Ef]— \NIES RS E TGS L2 ZEmAR - & 14
10 dy % Bl # £ R 3 £ K Marquis de Condorcet 32 i 8942 2R M F /& ~ AR PTG 3L 5 B 24
(Condorcet voting) » 7T 4~ Douglas(2000) ~ ¥ 5 (2012) $894-48 -

1R R R AR 4T 8 BB/ TEDS P& P &L E2b KB E2b BHASHEZ A REEL > AERR
—EHERIMITFOIEZEAN > R E2e IR F LR EAZRE —RITF : AR FERO P =EE
A BA CAHE  EAR AT B AN % B R E L RA I EA o {2k T i s BT
R A o
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RERBAERR T AT R oK > (EFTE S LRSI G T 2 o AR At o1 75 1
SCEIE o A ANERE A o 1 EAS PK BE T > (EAE R R B - BB I £ % 280K
(Condorcet loser) ° AR A1 Aragones B Postlewaite(2002) FIf#5 » 117 28 A B[ 5 W 4 1) 28
FERRING S - DA PIRERUR L 2EmaK - 15 2 » BV A EAIGIR T G - (ke ) GE M
HIRERITEARES FTREFEAE  DAER | HURERORERER » e E (A AR EAME SRR - H— &
Je it R Ty BTG IK SRR B HEIER IR A B - PUE S /A F] B - & B G—
PIERRSCR ¢ B R RR BEHE AL S AT > BRG] DR
DR AN - EAE iR T S FE BR A AR - HK - M A= ANERIRTE T - BERGTA
B dmAa s - (EAERRERYZER (10%) 52 (B T (46.2%) » — 5 R IR SRk B
@E@ﬁ&%’%—ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁfﬁ%ﬁ°

BB L2 BT B 75 MEPREISR BRI BN R 258 ] ~ AN[F] il ]

7 B B E TE  (H ) ATAOAS AN B AR - @@ﬁ_ il H TR LIz
%%%ﬁﬁ%%? BLE PRI TLRDAE AR — 2 » ARG SR A AR 2 T R AP

B R AT R AU BIE - B ROR P L M R B R B - (% ] U B —FR Bk
@%ﬁﬁﬁ HAERIEAHERER] BRI - N — A e HEREHRR AT - 2
BRI TR B A b E

b~ KREEZERIIEDH

it ot % BARAF T B RS > AR EI RS2 3& B FAT AR » E— D e &
A& B (distinguishability) e TR o N EER R A SRR L BB A
TS - 2FAAH T E REE ORI ERB AU (R ERBHET RZF 2005 ¢ iR
EHBEE (S 2013 : PHEEMEEEKIE 2008 : AFIAUSEIEEEE 2008 ) » A SCHI A B #%
W ECEEERIE] ~ MBI ~ MR NEE A E RNEE - A5 Tl - BE -
5~ VEREIETHE RIS > EM7E TEDS MIRIARIBFETIRAMT 8k — » Bultiit 2%
Bifgk = o HISIE SE A I AT R N R B JE AR 0 £ 8 - 5 6F TR —0FaTam 5 LA
N E S LA AT JE S S R > PR R /T 3K DK E RS S E
1 B AT DA AN R R RS -

— ~ MNLM &8 1A #87E

2 S BLA Y ( Multinomial Logit, ffjfi MNLM ) 7E 4387 i 5 W {[6 58 1] 2 IEEHEI’]
FEFIHGRIE - R B TR AR RAHE R o —#eG i) MNLM B {5 B R AR



08 EReRE

£ BRI B (density function) £ -

exp( ﬂ)

B =Pr( .—]|x)
S e (8 o

Horpj R g o J @ a8 20 N 1 BATRE TRRER - y YRR
EH o x BB 43 B IR O, B G E 2 16 & (vector) » AT ix,8,=Y" B.x, K
TR -
MNLM & Al fify 5 X H 1l 200 — 35 58 B Je TR M6 —— TS FH B 0% 2 0 37 1

(independence of irrelevant alternatives, ITA) » 75 H[ & A 28 {4 E—2 (inconsistency) FJFH

T o A B A - 2 e & EE’J?&?&% » A R AR O IER A BGR H
idkid ; #1522 SEEEENRR O E TR BN - PR RO & 208 A
ebzERE TR B T BN 1 <£%#ﬁ% 2012, 113) © MNLM SZ[Rfi> {64 -
AR BRRARAU S B L (odds ratio) #EZ o BERHLE m Fl n BRA72EH EH > (€0 (1)
A HAE R B AS TR LR -

exp(x/f,) /Zexp(xﬂ)
exp(x/f3,) Zexp(x,b’)

€K ) BHEART I > SERIFE m M n W2 AR 2R - B (5 g (UEE 2 85
IR o HE—BRAKRAA BII2EE A ~ IREEE R g 2R 1
m B n WA AR A 14 5 HE A S50 » Train(2003) IS 1A Y328 T VERE & £ 25 L it
(proportional substitution) ©

PRI £ TIA B9 F7 P » McFadden(1981; 1984) 5 3 MNLM 1) 38 55 K6 A1 7% 2G4 1) 75 22
PE - i BT R S 8 A A& %ffﬁﬁ%ﬁz{lﬁ‘ﬁ{ﬁhﬁ > {tiLEH Hausman $2
H A% B Hausman test PR E RS » DUBIEHRRR I — SR & o B I 2 B (i BAS R

im

=exp[x/(8,-5,)] 2

12 E ok Fb s N fE 694 38 5 3 & 3% £ 45 (identification) 89 P18 » L3k & 2545 R 5069 4 8 B, 1%
AR —FAL AR N o 43 B Rl AR 09 B R4 A (Long 1997) ° & MR ki 45 B » F 4%
ey 7 XA RAEL LT —aERBAE > 5 BAEEIRBE 0 BREHA— (=1) AR
#A B =0 B MNLM 2 R B & 35 7 ) -

I S

1+/Zi;exp(xi'ﬂj)
xp(¥8)  forj>1

J
1+ Z exp (x‘.'ﬂj )
j=2

Pr(y[. =1|xi)=

Pr(y, = Jjlx)=
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ERCRIRTER IR EE » © A NITEFEALEERRE - BUGFHMEERR GO - & - B=F A
FGNTHEN + (HE—M I F] MNLM RSB A B A EEﬁAZIK)UFx S I BL T 2
R RBR - SECERERAR AR B - DI P R &5 1A -

2 RSHEEME MNLM #5582 Hausman-McFadden 11A #7E

Omitted 2 2 > "
Chi d.f. P>Chi Chi d.f. P>Chi
5K Bl 2.9x10* 11 0.000 3372.245 11 0.000
HHANE 9.318 11 0.593 6.107 11 0.866
B 2 518.954 11 0.000 161.413 11 0.000

BRIAE - TEDS2010C © {EE AT -

MNLM A 45 S EE RS 8k IY - 75 % 2 BT RR 1 & 2 Huasman test 18 7% 5 SR
23 2 o TR ENIE > HP Hausman test 1Y) fEBGRE AN FLEHEE BH MR EGRS R —20 K
PERETEZH 2R JTRERT & A BUTEE - S o e i H 83 /K HE S T Bl R % AR A &
S TIA {BRE% o mibsIE A RAHE BARE - MEE (R e a a2 > [RaRn 2 8niie 77
REANEE  ATE R A AR E R 8 22 » (2 55— A B AR MNLM {55
T it ) MIEHE R e G EE U - #1525 A BER REEH 2010 F i RKEH

B RO NS S A R LS e A M Y » RIS ST R S 45 A 7R R 1 B
Eﬁ%ﬁ“@ﬁ?“ﬂ‘% °

NEEEE A e - (EREERERIURMINE L E B S s) - H— e R
AT iea7 PEaS BBIEF'HEJT R ARNT. > 338 R M B 28 AT 75 SR oK BB % L
RS » NSNS LR e r R AR M — (2% A - RIEEH B AT A (ke € 73 -
fli5 2 > i A fE VAT 1 eI — {5 E A BRI > (H & s 2 %
PP B B B R Z A E R R - R — R A IR T T B R M R R R m1 ik NEm e AE
HEmBUS ER L EREE— DRI L BN - HAXMZHEEZEN - ;7S MNLM RAL A
iR A PGS > FAh BLAS RN BT LA —30E - 1fE ik DU i RO AT
Ry o RIS S — (5@ U A R A B B TR A > B R e M sk tha LA B -
13 Hausman $2 McFadden(1984) #% 1 8 #3148 T ffi 4= T AT 7~ -

it =(By=5) [V, (B )

AP RRAMBLREZAF R éﬂ/\«i #9 % IR H] F # (restricted-choice data) » F X & 7 % &8

4 4 89 4 3% & # (full-choice data) : B RARBFEAFREHIEGEE AR .
V B & R FiE iﬁﬁm%/\éﬁ—“i%:ﬁﬁl‘%ﬁ (covariance matrix) ° b — A& T A LA F 7 o H

113534353435343132242515 ©
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Z ~ SLM &8 phi ZERIERIITHEE

RE N SRR A E & F AR PRI E SE AR MY 8 Anderson(1984) $2 Hi 1)
Stereotype Logit ( fi&iffi SLM) o SLM 188 —[fr@ B 1 IENE 5 B EH A (Ordered
Logit Model, f&i#§ OLM ) ZF17{8#% (parallel assumption) LA Fz MNLM fif 322 ¥ % 1 i
8 o AR R A A 2 R tg > EHS _LnUE A E S0 OLM LAY B MNLM AU (Long
2015) ° A iEEIT/E Greenland(1994) ~ Long i Freese(2006) S£H) /T T » SLM 7 F ) 484#
NG e AR IE A E B RHIIE X (level, dimension) [RIRE ~ H1EkE KA BHT BRI - #
NGRS A BB AT T o SLM ARG RS 0T -

exp(-0,x,5)

S exolox8) (3)

Py =Prly, = jjx,) .
Z exp(_ ¢j'xiﬂ)

e 20 (3) B 5 (1) 0 AT A 2 F] SLM B MNLM f 33 #5 P © MNLM T i 519
B, 2 BUAEN SLM ) =¢,8 » JRENER (2 (1) H B, =—¢,6 HJ AN [A] > SLM R AT » [ i
Lunt(2001) BA— 71 32 R (constrain)MNLM R AL 2 = {H SLM A & HeH % Kk 2 id : 5
— » {£ MNLM & S8 B R38R it P B 5 (- 1)(K+1) [EZ2 B - 11 SLM BN
T ¢, AHRIRGIAAEENRE 2 KL SLM (£ 2(J-2)+K+1 S BE - DIASC J=3
(15~ 8~ PR=A2E8 ) ~ fRFE I K=10 B » 72 MNLM &5 22 {H 2 Bl B 55
£ SLM RIFTJEAD 2 13 [ © 55 0 ¢, 7@ SLM RRHIGEH 28 SCRE RANE 4 - 40
scalar factors ~ scalar parameter ~ distance parameter ~ B{EFZHELIH constraint » [K] /3 E PR %
TRECE AN [FE R BT AR EE ¢, Tk o R RAU(G BRI (8538 (identified) » SLM 7
TEERFTEEE):3 AR #] (corner constraint) » Bl g=1~¢,=0 (A EER s=0~¢,=1) > &
{8 Anderson(1984) MIIIIRHILS 1 = 41> 6o > ... > 6,1 > 6,=0 » L A[fFELGRPEGRE ol —FENEST
AL > HANSZ G Tl (parallel regression) (BRI o 55 = » phi BR AT LU AR —1Hi
[ 2H5F > SLM 2 Tt ] DU 78 ER AR 26 MEI M) (multidimensional) > 2% E] J-1 [Ff
SLM TRAURIEA[F]fS MNLM #ERL o AN36 22 #H i (A0 1Y) SLM SE IIREAE - B2 A TR SE 52 0 )
HERAUME R > (Kuss 2006) : B ZAEEREHET B - Bk Agresti(2010) ~ Long(2015)
FMERDLI  — IR EE
SLM HREIEE G # 5 H8 ((G3F 2B D) R EME (TN kR R0 2 el il
) §URE - HE B ENLAE phi 2HEIERE o NIESEE AT SLM 378 2UFF St
{TRrARRE AR « EE A FREAZ [R] ¢, (MR E - 5 Al e ) e fr> A o g B 1338 25
[ @S A LI 72 2 o f BAZIEEE - 05 m B m WA (8258 AR phi —E0 k@
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$n=0, 5 - HSHEFREEE g (REUS BN » BLIFE (3) i FE R & MBS G Bl P,
= P, > IREE REEAA R A& AR E o BRI - ASCER Luny(2001) S5 42 R IR
2o B LI SLM FRAU R S5 AR VIR L6 22 1588 35 1 vi] DU 1) ~ W6 SR v A e 7
[ e

&3 RSHERHER SLM fER phi S8URE

Wald test
FESifh FESi#Ek
=R— =L BR= ER— L BRI=
Null Pi=0u P =P Pu=0Pu Pr=0u Prs= 0w Pu=0Pu
Chi’ 3.61 62.28 68.28 1.82 5.63 9.73
P>Chi ? 0.058 0.000 0.000 0.178 0.018 0.002

HRIAE - TEDS2010C © {E& HITEE -

JF v e P R T SEML AR AY (T A 1R A 8 4136 3 T o A SLML 237 s SREFHI T B 8%
T BEE A EIT2S - FRIIANE > ORI AT AR > #h1T SLM &R ARG 3 o 7k
phi AR EEIER 1R 0> (HEPAEE 0 1R R (base outcome) » BLIRE phi
LB E B TRRE - RIESR 3 FPRRRBI I HIERAE By ~ b ~ dighn Bl » DUBIE S I1 Rl
phi ZH 2 R R > (HEEE L =B aR S BN K 2 BE R M [FIRY -

AN AT i e S 3R o s SRR — 2 > 1 — B = S TR AE T U B FK
B 5 B HANERRY phi 282 — BRI IERURGER - Bo&E RA] LA SRS B 5 R (7 35t
BRI TS IREIBR S AR B 12 A R EIRE o SRR — RS SRAE M A BAR

SRR RIS SLM BUH R (e R RS AN R — B F
RREETRAS I R BE (T - 52 ML - MESEEEE (2013) 58
R B B R T RIS » (RIS T I -

f= ~ 2010 FREMREEIRFTRDN

TEHERE 18 B e 17 R OB T R RTRER:  AETE— P B R ERE
TR PR ZEL TR - BHE I > AUKE Weisberg B2 Fiornia(1980) ~ Bartels(1986) 7 » #
S 7R S TR TR B SR P 15 SR T B KA ¢ UL Bartels(1986) 3272 i S AU it B
FAGE > BB S 75 A T R A RS B R T R AR S e R BRSO ATl



102 ERH R

NERRMIRHENZ & > R

TR ERE AT AR A AL - AR E A EIRRFAE
iy e N i (TP e [ IPUTE - <

RHRTUE — 5 R R M TR T

ﬁ:‘, o
=4 BENESERIEIE (measures of fit)
IF=Y: 4] =04
MNLM SLM MNLM SLM
AIC 340.44 334.68 341.37 355.26
BIC 418.60 380.86 416.72 399.78

HRIAIE : TEDS2010C © {E& HITEHE -

FEHERALERE [ - ik DA beE #E C 38 E MNLM 5 R3S B —200E - EREK
TE & » % 4 F§ UL AIC(Akaike’s information criterion) ~ BIC(Bayesian information criterion)
W98 B HE 5 SLML B MNLM 52 80 Fg 5 51 - DU s 458 S A R g 1Y) 5 — JE A ME o M 7
AIC B2 BIC BUBAKTE » Wi F A S RF SLM PR BRI B0E & R R = L i OB RE - (H 3 I v e
RRE R 5 AR A A 722 52 > AIC fR A MNLM & A » 1 BIC HISE SLM 5 R#AE o #EIR
W 4 BT R R R R ) e 2 B BB RS 2 K/ - SR04 3 R Ffi > {HLAT Neath B2
Cavanaugh(2012) I L - ALC B0 F S PRAR AGHE SRAURRAY » BRSO H e R
B A S KIS DL BIC $8 RS FRAR o [tLAh » FEFY AIC & SR8 HE (complexity) FE7 & -
B B 2 BUBRS 1) SLM FHER » MNLM A& 5 RIUESS - R & R AL ] AIC
il RECN S LR © ° £ DL BIC BAFIRALER /750 > K Kass B Raftery(1995) £ Hi
HIRRYE > B )77 00 6-8 LU L (E B2 R » B AFTHERTEN SLM 73 i i il i A #%

IRIGHT— BT ERS R » & 5 IREHT SLM 7R 2UR RAAHE L3 IR ¢ =4 )
fefE=l - PRATEEZIR (constraint)SLM AL 342 » A HIFS % LR SZ IR AR5 4G SLM &
Ao AEfHE s T35 5 fREEE R ek - /3 3) FH R HEIEE m R n IR
BHARE -

14 3R & & ¥ (information measures) F 89 AIC $2 BIC A /A 38 5% 5 72 48 4 % J& ] 3k Jk 09 AL AL 1% 342
B H LA LI ARAZ 6915 B Al bt 0 7T 4% Raftery(1995) ~ Long(1997) % SUEK ©

15 AIC=-2LnL+2k » LnL B AR 69 4% X 4G % S AL % 3K (maximized log-likelihood) » k & 42 % BT & £+
F %A : BIC=-2LnL+kLnN * N BB A E o © 7 18 B AT 0 2k S ALoN 9 314K
AR 1 AN 4G 4 E 69 #3178 (penalty term for model complexity) * E R 4~ # 5 e oy B #5108 69 1k
TR 2 # R AICHEHMFE S REFEEL BB S OBEA o FF Mm% T 4% McQuarrie
Tsai(1998) ~ O’Hagan $Z Forster(2004) ~ Vrieze(2012) % °
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1og[’;j]=—(¢m 05 @
1522 5 3% ¢ 1y=¢ 5B IRGIRE > 50k BHLEL B HANE RN & [ 76 2 AN 32 2R3 B (covariates) 152
B BERE AR N IRRER T 22 o BN R ZERR RSN R 4 8 — e Bt A )72
o H IR RIER phi [ERZERR 1 BB R ERCR v i B (R EE p E R R

AR B O phi Z28E -

F®S5 2010 FEHMRBEIREDHN : B SLM 28

=353 =3
B S.E. B S.E.

ESfENEA1E -2.159 (0.528)" -1.492 0.461)
EAE R 1.801 0.524) " 2.011 (0.464)
I ER 0.853 (0.305) 0.767 (0.268)
T BURGBRRICR 0.987 (0.551) 0.542 (0.508)
T E RWEE 1.004 (0.494) " -0.309 (0.349)
Tl 0.610 (0.662) 0.258 (0.598)
AR -1.460 (0.944) -0.931 (0.740)
HE 22771 (0.270) -0.386 (0.235)
s 0.062 (0.083) -0.119 (0.075)
Eegi 0.419 (0.425) -1.015 (0.389)"
P 1 1
[
P 0 0
N 258 227
Log likelihood -157.34 -171.95
Wald Chi’ 72.49 58.91
P>Chi’ 0.00 0.00

BRIZE : TEDS2010C © (& A T8 -
#H : "P<0.01 ~ "P<0.05 ©

RRATT AL > it 0 HE 70 T i ERTE 2010 47 5388 R v 2 7 AL BRI 5 o SR W RS U 5
B SE B MR E AR ZE T () REE AR ATIR - R £ R
o FEAIEREAC ~ MREEEZE (2013) ~ BR(EE (2012) FHEHEAD 2010 5
SR B R BT BRI > ASCHIA S S — DR B AEG T » POt E R
ke A G B BRI T » 208 AR EE RS R e -
SLM SEAHBR TS R - EIFHITT RS » AR R ERE R
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B KB E EA 2R - (EHGHEE T ARERS ) HURERE - I HAEEBEN
HIBGEFHMEI B S » LUk T8t B = o SR A8 B B i S R P Ui T S8 2 B e K
ISR > HOE @B T IS RS B Z A A A R BRI &R - BB R A B Ak
B (128 52 o PURRAURN B RE RS > BL—f SRk I (40 Tomz and Van Houweling 2009) %
B PSR SR SRS P EE SUECRIERANE (policy ambiguity) B T 225 » WAL
Nimmo E Savage(1976) ~ Aragones B2 Postlewaite(2002) TN 172 AR F TR E 1B
BT > GECERIGE SRR BB - SEA O8RS AN F 5 R RT -
{E 3% it Cordorcet winner ~ MNLM [ IIA f &€ ~ Lz stereotype [ distinguishable test ¢ fiff
Feas it Bl oA TR 2B - A SCHLRE B R B i R L v R R BR8Pk Frall
FEFIRAFT » IR R 228 - BRI B P SR A R AT

HK » FHE Callander B Wilson(2008) 5 1F HAMF FEHE e B » & 4317 358 BR AR 4 3 it
ISR - tWFRAIAES B ERRR 2 IR B ER i B 75 & (context-dependent) #H 3T 4% 5
HISZERER o IL—8UAE 2010 ST R > (WIS TREEREE - E—P%K
A FF S BURBIRSAEERTHE H E R L R T R AR oh - 5P B R LIPS
BB SIRCBRIAE L [ IREIRCR - R ERNER S R A RS SR W LR
FEERYIEEE S (AR > 2010 /8 H 10 H) + " 9% TiFam (k& 2010) tHiEs
B LR ENER TN E B RS QLA ZE D RedubEIlup Ll AR > &
HIGIK AR 252 > FERIGIRE ~ 2T » RERAMBHES 2 HRISHVRET
B A% S & B 57 B R 1 M T e 202 AR o BROR - B IRy R A 88 ) ' Al R
EFROR - ASCHI IR th Ve SR BRI 72 (ANEAd ~ MREHEZE 2013  REE
2012) HYBEE > DURHEEDRE o

RHK > BN RR R B A e T R R A 5 PR R o 8 - AI@ ml it
AANT = H— ~ SRR BCE R [F AIE R AL i@ Rl 7 MR - {2 e A5 3B R G R B (X
5 o B REEER IR eI m e T P9 SRR T REME (SRS EL(E) FRAK T 88.5% (=(¢™'™-1)
X 100%) » 7 J5 5 Bk P9 BB AR T 77.5% (=(e™*7-1)X 100%) 5 11 JiT i 1 17 P9 B 3 K S %
T B AR I AT BE LRS- TF 7 506.2% (=(e"*-1) X 100%) » 1F J5 8% /9 55 A 32 71 647.1%
(=€*"'-1)X100%) ° H = ~ # i RAT 8 2 BV ) B B R E A - RS
JTBURR PR A o BUEBL MR HE R > AE o PR B IR Y SR R A H T RETE S A2

16 EAAT s REE S BREN 20100 (BARESE BB BT EHAME) AR HMES
A 10 B » http://pnn.pts.org.tw/main/2010/08/10/%E6%A5%8A%ET% A7 %8B %E8%88%88%ES5 %
AE%A3%E5%B8%83%E9%80%80%E9%BB % A8-%E6%8A%95%E5%85%A5%E5%A4% AT%E%
AB%98%E9%9B %84%E9%81%B8%E6%88%B0/ » # % B : 2016 58 A 14 A o
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B 134.7% (=("¥-1)X 100%) ~ 115.3% (=(""7-1)X100%) > =~ A MEEIIHE
3 e G PR R S > A T PSR R U SRR I AT RE PRI 172.9% (=(e"*™-1) X
100%) » FHEFARR A5 Pk B o 7 i ISR B2 R L T R TR 0% © 260U » i ey e A8
R E R BRI B REE R VSR AT REME BB TR 63.8% (=(¢*"-1) X
100%) ° Ff% » TEEE TG FES RTINS B B TN BAE T kM - B E
BRI 7 A SR 2 > SRR IER DT - A8 R 2 A B9 Bl
ROEH > I—BBHEER » TMERARIE DA

B 1% TR I PR LT 22088 > RS B R R sk EL s b am AR SR« U 13 R
S LS B A I RE E TE R A ST B T P9 (77.5% vs. 88.5%) » S P9 B3 E 3 57 5 3 K T LU AR
17 PR BE R S R4 (647.1% vs. 506.2%) » 1R B BEMIAS T BILE T 0307 R BE AR SRS R HUE
BERR o HK > 5Tk B | DL R B AE U B e e FE AR AR R N R BB e ) > MR
ARSI TE T R A PO B B SR B A 117 AR (ELSE St AP P A v e | 1 A
PR o FEFEAICET » 7R S g FE A o L e B v ) B L {1 288 A IR - (HIE R
TR RIS RS B BT RESR  | N [F] e S (e 7

2R ~ fiGsa K EY

SEELI BRI B TR R R RO R R RS - (B8
SITEHIRERISENS + BOA AT 7 RSO R LS4 » Page(1976, 742) FRRBELA A
PIRBETE BB O IERAE » (R TBOA TR E B E EH THER] - ST
37 (20120, 87) ~ JEME (2012, 58) HEIE » EEEMHOIIBHRIEET  (FEEH
R R A SR R P 8 R E BB - 1K
I o AEERFRI AT S - AT A SRR A BRI « W IRSY e A
TR » WA T — I TR -

TEREMERRIEENYEEZT AL R E RSN T AR AT « 4 SERFF AL
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Mgk 2010 ERLEMRILFEL Stereotype Logit

(unconstraint SLM) 231
Feih FEei%
B S.E. B S.E.
B R B -1.968 (0.488)" -1.095 (0.506)"
AR 1.811 (0.496)" 1.783 (0.396)"
2 0.782 0.277)" 0.358 (0.284)
U BUREBE AR 0.815 (0.488)° 0.513 (0.311)
T E RWE 0.596 (0.469) 0.309 (0.261)
Efn 0.348 (0.595) -0.281 (0.413)
A=t -1.690 (0.791) -0.703 (0.430)
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s 0.077 (0.074) -0.049 (0.051)
ey 0.420 (0.379) -0.340 (0.365)
P 1 1
¢ 1.298 (0.157) 2.315 (0.976)
P 0 0
N 258 227
Log likelihood -154.34 -164.63
Wald Chi’ 61.73 46.78
P>Chi’ 0.00 0.00
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An Analysis of Ambiguous Voting Choice:
Electoral Uncertainty in the 2010 Kaohsiung
Mayoral Election

Ding-ming Wang - Ming-feng Kuo

Abstract

This paper, based on the 2010 Kaohsiung mayoral election, explores
candidate ambiguity during the campaign and the corresponding voting
behavior under a veil of uncertainty. Current research limits the ambiguity
to the candidate’s unclear policy standpoints and disregards the notion that
the ambiguity may simply reside in the voters’ own uncertainty. To relieve
these constraints, several statistical examinations, including estimating
the Condorcet winner, the IIA test under Multinomial Logit, and the
Distinguishability test under Stereotype Logit, are proposed to observe how
voters directly respond to ambiguity. Among those, Stereotype Logit is
especially emphasized and is anticipated to be the most fitting choice model
to estimate voting behavior under uncertainty.

According to the estimation results, there is couple ambiguity observed
in this mayoral election: First, despite the outcome of Chen Chu as the
Condorcet winner, there is no defined Condorcet loser in this campaign. It
indicates that voters’ preferences are not completely organized and transitive.
Second, candidates in this election are not mutually independent from the
voter’s perspective. People are likely to respond differently if one of the

candidates stops the campaign based on the test results. Third, it is especially
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difficult for voters to distinguish between Yang Chiu-hsing and Huang Chao-
shun. Chen Chu, on the other hand, has no ambiguity concern with the other
candidates. This paper substantiates that Yang Chiu-hsing, defected from the
DPP, mainly to attract pan KMT ballots.

Keywords: candidate ambiguity, voting uncertainty, Condorcet winner,

Distinguishability test, Stereotype Logit



