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ABSTRACT

A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF LEGISLATIVE RATIFICATION PROCESS BETWEEN
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My dissertation is a comparative analysis about the difference between the ratification
process of Economic Cooperative Framework Agreement (ECFA) and Cross-Strait Agreement
on Trade in Service (CSATS) ing

party (KMT) fail to pass the C
literatures, players have. desue

gislative Yuan. The Core question is why did the ruling

S in ratification process'? In perspective of theories and

theories concluded that play
political games in order to ir
answers to my research questi

In the theoretical framewor ssume the ¢
Yuan is the Causal Mechanism (CM) that prociuces outcomes through the interaction of a
series of parts that transmit causal force from the explanatory variables (Xs) to outcome
variable (Y). Therefore, I concluded three factors that affect the players’ attitude and
interactive strategies in ratification procedure. The explanatory variables are the structural
factors and strategic factors in the ratification procedure. The factor of time is the antecedent
variable which prior to the Xs and Y. The structural factor diminishes or enhances the effect of
the Xs and Y. The outcome variable is the difference of legislative ratification process
between the ECFA and CSATS. It includes two issue dimensions: the degree of the policy
transparency, and the degree of trade liberalization.

The results in this dissertation show: first, the lawmakers of both parties adopted
structural factors to change the ratification process of ECFA and CSATS. There were two-
difference way bwtween the ECFA and CSATS. Second, the legislators of both parties
manipulated the strategic factors for the ratification of ECFA and CSATS. The 8" Legislature
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decided to take “clause-by-clause review” and a series of public hearings in consult amo
political parties in Legislative Yuan. Third, when the policy transparency and t
liberalization which tow issues combined with two dimension, some players’ attitude haj
changed; especially the legislators of ruling party who are the institutional veto players in th
ratification process. The executive branch (agent) had never changed the attitude and strate ‘
in both issue dimensions. However, the legislative branch (institutional veto players) an
policy stakeholders had changed the attitude and strategies to counter the agent.
lawmakers who want to reelect especially the members of reuling praty. As the result,
ruling party failed to pass the CSATS in ratification process.

Keywords: ECFA, CSATS, Ratification process, Mixed method in case study, Causal

process-tracing.
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