Appendix A. Survey Question Wording, Response Categories, and Variable Coding
This appendix documents the original question wording (Chinese and English), response categories, and coding scheme for all key variables used in the analysis. Data come from the Taiwan National Security Survey (TNSS), a cross-sectional telephone survey conducted periodically by National Chengchi University since 2002. Survey waves included in this study: 2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, and 2025. Chinese question wording reflects the original survey instrument; English translations are provided for reference. Changes in question format across waves are noted.
Table A1: Overview of Key Variables

	Variable
	Description
	Coded Range
	Survey Years Available

	future / future_n
	Cross-Strait Prediction (Dependent Variable)
	ind=+1, tie/DK=0, uni=−1
	2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	ind_cat3
	Independence Preference Type (Key IV)
	+1, 0, −1 (NA excl.)
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	TaiwanID
	National Identity
	+1=Taiwanese, 0=Both, −1=Chinese
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	army
	Military Self-defense Capability
	+1=Yes, −1=No, 0=DK
	2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025 (not 2002)

	chn_att
	China Attack Likelihood
	−2 to +2
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	usa_def
	U.S. defense Expectation
	−2 to +2
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	twn_def
	Taiwan defense Willingness
	−2 to +2
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	eco_more
	Economic Ties Preference
	+1=Strengthen, −1=Reduce, 0=DK
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	eco_for_poli
	Economic Coercion Perception
	−2 to +2
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	peacescore
	Cross-Strait Relation Score
	0–10 continuous
	2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025 (not 2002, 2004, 2005, 2008)

	tundo6
	Unification-Independence Stance (6-cat)
	−2 to +2
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	Hongkong
	HK NSL Influence on Independence Support
	−2 to +2
	2020 only

	age
	Age (years)
	Continuous
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	edu
	Education level
	1–7 ordinal
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	male
	Gender (male)
	1=Male, 0=Female
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	fathershengi
	Mainlander father
	1=Yes, 0=No
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	BLUE / GREEN
	Pan-Blue / Pan-Green camp ID
	0–1 binary each
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	KMT / DPP / NONE
	Fine-grained party ID
	0–1 binary each
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025





Section 1: Dependent Variable
Table A2: Cross-Strait Prediction (future / future_n)

	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Operationalization 1: Probability Comparison Format  (Years: 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2025)

	Question
(Unification Probability)
	我們想請您用0到10來表示將來兩岸統一的可能性，0表示非常不可能，10表示非常有可能，請問在0到10之間，您會給多少？
	On a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means very unlikely and 10 means very likely, how likely do you think cross-Strait unification will be in the future?

	Question
(Independence Probability)
	那您認為臺灣獨立成功的可能性應該是多少？（0表示非常不可能，10表示非常有可能，請問在0到10之間，您會給多少？）
	And how likely do you think Taiwan independence will succeed? (0 = very unlikely, 10 = very likely)

	Coding
	Respondents rated both questions on 0–10 scales. future = "ind" if P(independence) > P(unification); "uni" if P(unification) > P(independence); "Others" if equal or both missing. Recoded: future_n = +1 (independence), 0 (Others/tie), −1 (unification).

	Operationalization 2: Direct Choice Format  (Years: 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024)

	Question
	對於臺灣和大陸之間未來的發展，有人認為兩岸統一比較可能，也有人認為臺灣獨立比較可能，請問您比較同意哪一種看法？
	Regarding future development between Taiwan and Mainland China, some think that unification is more likely and some think that independence is more likely. Which view do you agree with more?

	Response Options & Coding
	1. 兩岸統一比較可能 (→ −1)
2. 臺灣獨立比較可能 (→ +1)
96–98/95: 看情形/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Cross-Strait unification is more likely (→ −1)
2. Taiwan independence is more likely (→ +1)
96–98/95: Depends/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	Note
	The dependent variable future_n is coded consistently across both operationalizations: independence = +1, tie/DK = 0, unification = −1. Not asked in 2002 or 2004.



Section 2: Key Independent Variable — Independence Preference Type
The key independent variable ind_cat3 is constructed from two conditional independence preference questions following the nonseparable preferences framework of Lacy (2001). The two questions present respondents with different scenarios—whether or not China would attack Taiwan if independence were declared—and thereby identify three distinct preference types.
Table A3a: Component Question 1 — Independence If China Does NOT Attack (ind_no_attack)

	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
	那如果臺灣宣佈獨立，而大陸不會攻打臺灣，請問您贊不贊成臺灣獨立？【訪員請追問強弱程度】
	If Taiwan declares independence and Mainland China will NOT attack Taiwan, do you support Taiwan's independence? [Probe: strongly or somewhat?]

	Response Options & Coding
	1. 非常不贊成 (→ −2)
2. 不贊成 (→ −1)
3. 贊成 (→ +1)
4. 非常贊成 (→ +2)
96–98/95: 看情形/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Strongly oppose (→ −2)
2. Oppose (→ −1)
3. Support (→ +1)
4. Strongly support (→ +2)
96–98/95: Depends/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code
	ind_no_attack = recode(Q, "1=−2;2=−1;3=1;4=2;else=0")

	Years
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025




Table A3b: Component Question 2 — Independence Even If China Attacks (ind_even_attack)
	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
	如果臺灣宣佈獨立會引起大陸攻打臺灣，請問您贊不贊成臺灣獨立？【訪員請追問強弱程度】
	If declaring independence would cause Mainland China to attack Taiwan, do you support Taiwan's independence? [Probe: strongly or somewhat?]

	Response Options & Coding
	1. 非常不贊成 (→ −2)
2. 不贊成 (→ −1)
3. 贊成 (→ +1)
4. 非常贊成 (→ +2)
96–98/95: 看情形/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Strongly oppose (→ −2)
2. Oppose (→ −1)
3. Support (→ +1)
4. Strongly support (→ +2)
96–98/95: Depends/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code
	ind_even_attack = recode(Q, "1=−2;2=−1;3=1;4=2;else=0")

	Years
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025





Table A3c: Derived Variable — Independence Preference Type (ind_cat3)
In the full sample, 5,012 respondents, or 27.6 per cent, are coded as unconditional independence supporters; 7,028 respondents, or 38.8 per cent, are coded as conditional supporters; and 5,923 respondents, or 32.7 per cent, are coded as unconditional opposers. The small group of logically inconsistent respondents who support independence if China attacks but not if China does not attack, 173 respondents or about 1 per cent of the sample, is excluded.
	Category (ind_cat3 value)
	ind_even_attack
(support if China attacks)
	ind_no_attack
(support if China does not attack)
	Coded Value

	Unconditional Independence Supporters (ind_cat3 = +1)
	Positive (> 0)
	Positive (> 0)
	+1

	conditional supporters (ind_cat3 = 0)
	Non-positive (≤ 0)
	Positive (> 0)
	0

	Unconditional Opposers (ind_cat3 = −1)
	Non-positive (≤ 0)
	Non-positive (≤ 0)
	−1

	Logically Inconsistent — Excluded (NA)
	Positive (> 0)
	Non-positive (≤ 0)
	NA (excluded)


Note: The logically inconsistent group (support independence under attack but not otherwise) is excluded from analysis. Years: all waves (2002–2025).

Section 3: Additional Independent Variables
Table A4: National Identity (TaiwanID)

	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
	在我們社會上，有人說自己是「臺灣人」，也有人說自己是「中國人」，也有人說都是。請問您認為您自己是「臺灣人」、「中國人」，或者都是？
	In our society, some people say they are "Taiwanese," some say they are "Chinese," and some say both. Do you consider yourself "Taiwanese," "Chinese," or both?

	Response Options & Coding
	1. 臺灣人 (→ +1)
2. 都是 (→ 0)
3. 中國人 (→ −1)
96–98/95: 很難說/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Taiwanese (→ +1)
2. Both (→ 0)
3. Chinese (→ −1)
96–98/95: Hard to say/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code
	TaiwanID = recode(Q, "1=1;2=0;3=−1;else=0")

	Years
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025



Table A5: Military Self-defense Capability (army)

	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
	如果大陸攻打過來的話，請問您覺得我們國軍有沒有足夠能力靠自己保衛臺灣？
	If Mainland China were to attack Taiwan, do you think our military has sufficient capability to defend Taiwan on its own?

	Response Options & Coding
	1. 有 (→ +1)
2. 沒有 (→ −1)
96–98/95: 看情形/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Yes (→ +1)
2. No (→ −1)
96–98/95: Depends/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code
	army = recode(Q, "1=1;2=−1;else=0")

	Years
	2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025  (not available in 2002)



Table A6: China Attack Likelihood (chn_att)

	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
	如果臺灣自行宣佈獨立，請問您認為大陸會不會攻打臺灣？
【訪員請追問強弱程度】
	If Taiwan unilaterally declares independence, do you think Mainland China will attack Taiwan? [Probe: definitely or probably?]

	Response Options & Coding
	1. 一定不會 (→ −2)
2. 不會 (→ −1)
3. 會 (→ +1)
4. 一定會 (→ +2)
96–98/95: 看情形/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Definitely will not (→ −2)
2. Will not (→ −1)
3. Will (→ +1)
4. Definitely will (→ +2)
96–98/95: Depends/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code
	chn_att = recode(Q, "1=−2;2=−1;3=1;4=2;else=0")

	Years
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025





Table A7: U.S. defense Expectation (usa_def / usa_def2)
	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Format 1: 4-Point Likelihood Scale  (Years: 2002–2020)

	Question
	如果因為臺灣宣佈獨立，大陸攻打臺灣，請問您認為美國會不會出兵幫助臺灣？【訪員請追問強弱程度】
	If Taiwan declares independence and China attacks Taiwan, do you think the United States will send troops to help Taiwan? [Probe: definitely or probably?]

	Response Options & Coding
	1. 一定不會 (→ −2)
2. 不會 (→ −1)
3. 會 (→ +1)
4. 一定會 (→ +2)
96–98/95: 看情形/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Definitely will not (→ −2)
2. Will not (→ −1)
3. Will (→ +1)
4. Definitely will (→ +2)
96–98/95: Depends/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code
	usa_def = recode(Q, "1=−2;2=−1;3=1;4=2;else=0")

	Format 2: Categorical Response  (Years: 2022, 2024, 2025 — variable usa_def2 used in analysis)

	Question
	如果因為臺灣宣布獨立，中國大陸攻打臺灣，請問您認為美國政府會採取什麼對策？會出兵援助、只提供武器、只提供非軍事援助、還是什麼都不做？
	If Taiwan declares independence and Mainland China attacks Taiwan, what do you think the U.S. government will do? Will it send troops to help, provide weapons only, provide only non-military assistance, or do nothing?

	Response Options & Coding (usa_def2)
	1. 出兵援助 (→ +2)
2. 只提供武器 (→ +1)
3. 非軍事援助 (→ −1)
4. 都不做 (→ −2)
96–98/95: 看情形/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Send troops to help (→ +2)
2. Provide weapons only (→ +1)
3. Provide non-military assistance only (→ −1)
4. Do nothing (→ −2)
96–98/95: Depends/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code (2022–2025)
	usa_def2 = usa_def  # carried over for 2002–2020
usa_def2[year %in% c(2022,2024,2025) & usa_def==1] = +2
usa_def2[year %in% c(2022,2024,2025) & usa_def==2] = +1
usa_def2[year %in% c(2022,2024,2025) & usa_def==3] = -1
usa_def2[year %in% c(2022,2024,2025) & usa_def==4] = -2
usa_def2[year %in% c(2022,2024,2025) & usa_def >4] =  0

	Note
	Responses are mapped to the same −2 to +2 scale as Format 1: the most supportive U.S. action (option 1: send troops) receives +2; the least supportive (option 4: do nothing) receives −2. For 2002–2020, usa_def2 equals usa_def. Models use usa_def2 throughout. [Corrected June 2025: original code had the direction inverted.]





Table A8: Taiwan defense Willingness (twn_def)
	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
(all years)
	如果臺灣與大陸（中國大陸）發生戰爭，請問您認為大多數臺灣人會不會抵抗？【訪員請追問強弱程度】
	If war broke out between Taiwan and Mainland China, do you think most Taiwanese people would resist? [Probe: definitely or probably?]

	Standard Coding
(2012–2025)
	1. 一定不會 (→ −2)
2. 不會 (→ −1)
3. 會 (→ +1)
4. 一定會 (→ +2)
96–98/95: 看情形/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Definitely will not (→ −2)
2. Will not (→ −1)
3. Will (→ +1)
4. Definitely will (→ +2)
96–98/95: Depends/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code
(2012–2025)
	twn_def = recode(Q, "1=−2;2=−1;3=1;4=2;else=0")

	Early-Year Format Differences
	The following two periods used different response formats. Direction is consistent (higher = more resistance), but scale structure differs.

	Options & Coding
(2004–2011,
3-option scale)
	1. 不會 → −2
2. 會 → +1
3. 一定會 → +2
else (含 DK/NA/一定不會) → −1

R Code: twn_def = recode(Q, "1=−2;2=1;3=2;else=−1")

Note: Only three response options were offered in these years. The residual category (else=−1) captures DK/NA as well as any remaining negative responses.
	1. Will not → −2
2. Will → +1
3. Definitely will → +2
else (incl. DK/NA) → −1

R Code: twn_def = recode(Q, "1=−2;2=1;3=2;else=−1")

Note: Only three response options were offered in these years. The residual category (else=−1) captures DK/NA as well as any remaining negative responses.

	Options & Coding
(2002 only,
reversed-negative
ordering)
	1. 不會 (→ −1)
2. 一定不會 (→ −2)
3. 會 (→ +1)
4. 一定會 (→ +2)
else: 看情形/DK/NA (→ 0)

R Code: twn_def = recode(q27, "1=−1;2=−2;3=1;4=2;else=0")

Note: The 2002 questionnaire appears to have listed response options in the order 不會/一定不會/會/一定會 (mild-to-strong rather than strong-to-mild for negatives). The recode assigns −1 to option 1 and −2 to option 2 accordingly. The variable still ranges from −2 to +2 and is directionally consistent with all other years.
	1. Will not (→ −1)
2. Definitely will not (→ −2)
3. Will (→ +1)
4. Definitely will (→ +2)
else: Depends/DK/NA (→ 0)

R Code: twn_def = recode(q27, "1=−1;2=−2;3=1;4=2;else=0")

Note: The 2002 questionnaire appears to have listed response options in the order will-not/definitely-will-not rather than the standard strong-to-mild ordering. The coding assigns −1 to option 1 and −2 to option 2. Directional consistency is maintained.





Table A9: Economic Ties Preference (eco_more)
	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
	我們社會上有人主張應該加強與大陸的經貿關係，有人主張應該降低，請問您比較同意哪一種看法？
	Some in our society advocate strengthening economic and trade relations with Mainland China, while others advocate reducing these ties. Which view do you agree with more?

	Response Options & Coding
	1. 加強與大陸的經貿關係 (→ +1)
2. 降低與大陸的經貿關係 (→ −1)
96–98/95: 看情形/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Strengthen economic ties with Mainland China (→ +1)
2. Reduce economic ties with Mainland China (→ −1)
96–98/95: Depends/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code
	eco_more = recode(Q, "1=1;2=−1;else=0")

	Years
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025




Table A10: Economic Coercion Perception (eco_for_poli)
	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
	有人說：「如果臺灣在經濟上太依賴大陸，將來大陸會利用經濟來要求臺灣做政治上的讓步。」請問您同不同意這種說法？【訪員請追問強弱
程度】
	Some say: "If Taiwan becomes too economically dependent on Mainland China, China will use the economy to demand political concessions from Taiwan." Do you agree with this view? [Probe: strongly or somewhat?]

	Response Options & Coding
	1. 非常不同意 (→ −2)
2. 不同意 (→ −1)
3. 同意 (→ +1)
4. 非常同意 (→ +2)
96–98/95: 看情形/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Strongly disagree (→ −2)
2. Disagree (→ −1)
3. Agree (→ +1)
4. Strongly agree (→ +2)
96–98/95: Depends/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code
	eco_for_poli = recode(Q, "1=−2;2=−1;3=1;4=2;else=0")

	Years
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025





Table A11: Cross-Strait Relation Score (peacescore)

	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
	如果我們用0表示兩岸關係非常敵對，10表示兩岸關係非常和平，請問在0到10之間，您覺得目前兩岸的關係是多少？
	If 0 represents a very hostile cross-Strait relationship and 10 represents a very peaceful relationship, where on the 0–10 scale would you place the current relationship between Taiwan and Mainland China?

	Response Options & Coding
	0–10 連續分數（直接記錄）
95/98: 拒答/不知道 (→ NA)
	0–10 continuous score (recorded as given)
95/98: Refuse/Don't know (→ NA)

	R Code
	peacescore = Q  (continuous; 95/98 treated as NA)

	Years
	2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025  (not available in 2002, 2004, 2005, 2008)



Table A12: Unification-Independence Stance (tundo6)

	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
	關於臺灣和大陸的關係，有下面幾種不同的看法：1. 儘快統一；2. 儘快宣布獨立；3. 維持現狀，以後走向統一；4. 維持現狀，以後走向獨立；5. 維持現狀，看情形再決定獨立或統一；6. 永遠維持現狀。請問您比較偏向哪一種？
	Regarding the relationship between Taiwan and Mainland China, here are six different views: 1. Unify as soon as possible; 2. Declare independence as soon as possible; 3. Maintain the status quo, move toward unification; 4. Maintain the status quo, move toward independence; 5. Maintain the status quo, decide on independence or unification later; 6. Maintain the status quo permanently. Which do you lean toward?

	Response Options & Coding
	1. 儘快統一 (→ −2)
2. 儘快宣布獨立 (→ +2)
3. 維持現狀→統一 (→ −1)
4. 維持現狀→獨立 (→ +1)
5. 維持現狀，看情形決定 (→ 0)
6. 永遠維持現狀 (→ 0)
96–98/95: 很難說/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Unify as soon as possible (→ −2)
2. Declare independence as soon as possible (→ +2)
3. Status quo → unification (→ −1)
4. Status quo → independence (→ +1)
5. Status quo, decide later (→ 0)
6. Maintain status quo permanently (→ 0)
96–98/95: Hard to say/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code
	tundo6 = recode(Q, "1=−2;2=2;3=−1;4=1;else=0")

	Years
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025







Table A13: Hong Kong National Security Law Influence (Hongkong)

	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
	最近中國政府通過香港國安法，請問香港這樣的發展，會不會讓您更傾向支持台灣獨立？【訪員請追問強弱程度】
	The Chinese government recently passed the Hong Kong National Security Law. Will this development in Hong Kong make you more inclined to support Taiwan's independence? [Probe: definitely or probably?]

	Response Options & Coding
	1. 非常不會 (→ −2)
2. 不會 (→ −1)
3. 會 (→ +1)
4. 非常會 (→ +2)
96–98/95: 看情形/無意見/不知道/拒答 (→ 0)
	1. Definitely will not make me more inclined (→ −2)
2. Will not (→ −1)
3. Will (→ +1)
4. Definitely will (→ +2)
96–98/95: Depends/No opinion/Don't know/Refuse (→ 0)

	R Code
	Hongkong = recode(Q, "1=−2;2=−1;3=1;4=2;else=0")

	Years
	2020 only





Section 4: Control Variables
Table A14: Sociodemographic Control Variables
	Variable
	Chinese Question (summary)
	Coding
	Years

	age
	請問您是民國哪一年出生的？
	Survey year (ROC calendar) minus birth year; continuous.
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	edu
	請問您的最高學歷是什麼？
	1=Illiterate/no schooling; 2=Elementary; 3=Junior high; 4=Senior high/vocational; 5=Junior college; 6=University; 7=Graduate school and above.
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	male
	（訪員記錄性別）
	1 = Male; 0 = Female.
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025

	fathershengi
	請問您的父親是本省客家人、本省閩南人、大陸各省市人…？
	1 = Father is a Mainlander (大陸各省市人); 0 = otherwise.
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025



[bookmark: _heading=h.jfatoteo960d]Table A15: Party Identification
	
	Chinese (中文)
	English

	Question
	在目前國內的政黨中，請問您認為您比較支持哪一個政黨？（回答「選人不選黨」者追問「非選舉時期」整體較支持哪個政黨；回答都不支持者追問有無比較偏向哪個政黨）
	Among the current political parties in Taiwan, which party do you support? (If "vote for people, not parties," probe for general party preference outside elections; if none, probe for any party leaning.)

	Derived Dummies
	BLUE = 1 如果支持或偏向泛藍（國民黨、親民黨、新黨）；否則 = 0
GREEN = 1 如果支持或偏向泛綠（民進黨、台聯、時代力量、社民黨、台灣基進）；否則 = 0
KMT = 1 如果支持國民黨；否則 = 0
DPP = 1 如果支持民進黨；否則 = 0
NONE = 1 如果無政黨認同；否則 = 0
	BLUE = 1 if pan-Blue camp supporter/leaner (KMT/PFP/NP); else 0
GREEN = 1 if pan-Green camp supporter/leaner (DPP/TSU/NPP/SPA/TPP); else 0
KMT = 1 if Kuomintang supporter; else 0
DPP = 1 if Democratic Progressive Party supporter; else 0
NONE = 1 if no party identification or leaning; else 0

	Years
	2002, 2004, 2005, 2008, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2019, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2025





Appendix B. Decomposition Method and Full Numerical Results
This appendix provides the formal calculation underlying the descriptive decomposition reported in Section 2. The purpose of the decomposition is to distinguish changes in aggregate independence expectations that come from shifts in the relative size of preference groups from changes that come from revised forecasts within those groups.
Let s(g,t) denote the share of respondents in preference group g in year t, and let r(g,t) denote the share of respondents in group g who predict independence in year t. The aggregate independence-expectation rate in year t is:
Rt = Σg sg,t rg,t
The change from 2019 to 2020 can then be written as:
ΔR = Σg (sg,2020 − sg,2019) rg,2019 + Σg sg,2019 (rg,2020 − rg,2019) + Σg (sg,2020 − sg,2019)(rg,2020 − rg,2019).
The first term is the composition effect: the change attributable to shifts in the relative size of the three preference groups, holding each group's 2019 independence-expectation rate fixed. The second term is the within-group reforecasting effect: the change attributable to shifts in each group's independence-expectation rate, holding group sizes fixed at their 2019 levels. The third term is the residual interaction, which captures the fact that group sizes and within-group expectation rates changed at the same time.

Table B1. Inputs to the decomposition
	Preference group
	s(g,2019)
	r(g,2019)
	s(g,2020)
	r(g,2020)

	Unconditional independence supporters
	.271
	.674
	.341
	.779

	Conditional independence supporters
	.344
	.223
	.355
	.404

	Unconditional opposers
	.386
	.049
	.304
	.140


Note: s is the group share; r is the within-group rate of predicting independence. Entries are proportions, not percentages.

The aggregate independence-expectation rate is obtained by multiplying each group’s share by that group’s independence-prediction rate and summing across groups:
R2019 = (.271)(.674) + (.344)(.223) + (.386)(.049) = .278
R2020 = (.341)(.779) + (.355)(.404) + (.304)(.140) = .452
ΔR = R2020 − R2019 = .452 − .278 = .173
Thus, the aggregate share predicting independence rose by approximately 17.3 percentage points between 2019 and 2020.

Table B2. Numerical decomposition of the 2019–2020 increase
	Preference group
	Composition effect
	Within-group reforecasting
	Residual interaction
	Total

	Unconditional independence supporters
	(.341−.271)(.674) = .047
	(.271)(.779−.674) = .028
	(.341−.271)(.779−.674) = .007
	.083

	Conditional independence supporters
	(.355−.344)(.223) = .002
	(.344)(.404−.223) = .062
	(.355−.344)(.404−.223) = .002
	.066

	Unconditional opposers
	(.304−.386)(.049) = −.004
	(.386)(.140−.049) = .035
	(.304−.386)(.140−.049) = −.007
	.024

	Total
	.046
	.126
	.002
	.173


Note: Entries are proportions. Multiplying by 100 converts them into percentage-point contributions. Because the underlying group shares and rates are rounded in the table, components may not sum exactly after rounding.

Expressed in percentage points, the decomposition is:
17.3 = 4.6 + 12.6 + 0.2
The composition effect accounts for about 4.6 percentage points of the increase, while the within-group reforecasting effect accounts for about 12.6 percentage points. The residual interaction is small, about 0.2 percentage points. Within the within-group component, conditional independence supporters alone contribute about 6.2 percentage points, compared with 3.5 points from unconditional opposers and 2.8 points from unconditional independence supporters.
The decomposition therefore shows that the 2019-2020 surge in independence expectations was driven primarily by within-group reforecasting rather than by changes in preference-group composition. In substantive terms, many respondents did not need to move into more pro-independence preference categories for the aggregate expectation to shift. Instead, respondents already located within existing preference groups, especially conditional independence supporters, changed what they regarded as likely.

[bookmark: _heading=h.cs64l7qpkx8p]Subsequent Waves: 2022, 2024, and 2025
The same group-share and within-group expectation data also summarize what happened after the 2020 surge. Table B3 shows the aggregate distribution implied by the group shares and within-group rates. Independence expectations remained at the 2020 level in 2022, declined modestly in 2024, and then fell sharply in 2025.

Table B3. Aggregate expectation distribution implied by group shares and within-group rates
	Year
	Will Ind (%)
	Not sure (%)
	Will Uni (%)
	Change in Will Ind from prior wave (pp)

	2019
	27.8
	20.5
	51.7
	--

	2020
	45.2
	25.6
	29.3
	+17.3

	2022
	45.7
	22.0
	32.3
	+0.6

	2024
	41.9
	25.2
	32.8
	-3.8

	2025
	30.8
	28.9
	40.2
	-11.1


Note: Entries are calculated from the group shares and within-group expectation rates. Because the source percentages are rounded, rows may not sum exactly to 100.

Table B4 applies the same decomposition logic to changes in the aggregate independence-expectation rate between adjacent survey waves.

Table B4. Decomposition of changes in independence expectations across adjacent waves
	Interval
	Total change (pp)
	Composition effect (pp)
	Within-group effect (pp)
	Residual interaction (pp)

	2019-2020
	+17.3
	+4.6
	+12.6
	+0.2

	2020-2022
	+0.6
	+1.2
	-0.7
	+0.1

	2022-2024
	-3.8
	-4.9
	+0.7
	+0.4

	2024-2025
	-11.1
	+0.4
	-11.6
	+0.1


Note: Entries are percentage-point contributions. Positive values increase the aggregate independence-expectation rate; negative values reduce it.

The 2022 results show persistence rather than further acceleration. The aggregate share predicting independence was approximately 45.7 per cent, almost unchanged from 45.2 per cent in 2020. The small increase came mainly from a slightly more favorable preference composition, while within-group rates were stable or slightly lower.
The 2024 results show a modest decline from the elevated post-2020 level. The aggregate independence-expectation rate fell by about 3.8 percentage points, from 45.7 to 41.9 per cent. This decline was driven mainly by composition, especially the fall in the share of unconditional independence supporters from 35.4 to 27.5 per cent. Within-group rates did not move strongly against independence in 2024.
The 2025 results show the clearest reversion. The aggregate independence-expectation rate fell from about 41.9 to 30.8 per cent, a decline of about 11.1 percentage points. This drop was driven almost entirely by within-group reforecasting: conditional supporters fell from 41.8 to 28.0 per cent, unconditional independence supporters from 77.0 to 62.5 per cent, and unconditional opposers from 13.5 to 6.9 per cent. The composition effect was near zero. The 2025 decline was therefore not mainly caused by respondents moving into less pro-independence preference categories; it was caused by respondents within existing preference groups becoming less likely to forecast independence, consistent with the reassertion of strategic caution.

Appendix C. Regression Check for Study 2
This appendix reports the ordinal probit models used as a parametric check on the CART analysis in Study 2. The purpose of these models is not to reproduce the full branching sequence shown in Figure 4. CART identifies a sequential pattern: the post-2020 split appears only after unconditional independence supporters and respondents without an exclusive Taiwanese identity have already been separated out. The regression models instead ask whether the main subgroup pattern suggested by the tree also appears in a conventional parametric framework.
The dependent variable is respondents' forecast of Taiwan's future political status, coded as independence (+1), uncertainty or residual response (0), and unification (-1). The models include independence preference type, a post-2020 indicator, Taiwanese identity, assessments of Taiwan's military capability, party identification, other strategic-assessment variables, and sociodemographic controls. Unconditional opposers and nonpartisans serve as the omitted categories for preference type and partisanship, respectively.
Appendix Table C1 reports three models. Model 1 includes the baseline covariates. Model 2 adds interactions among independence preference type, the post-2020 period, and Taiwanese identity. Model 3 adds parallel interactions involving assessments of Taiwan's military capability. These models provide a regression check on two patterns suggested by the CART analysis: first, whether the post-2020 association between conditional independence support and independence expectations was especially strong among respondents with stronger Taiwanese identity; and second, whether the post-2020 shift operated through a strengthened military-capability channel.
The results are consistent with the focused subgroup interpretation developed in Study 2. In Model 2, the interaction Cond Ind × post2020 × TaiwanID is positive and statistically significant (0.129, s.e. = 0.056). This indicates that the post-2020 association between conditional independence support and independence expectations was strongest among respondents with stronger Taiwanese identity. This result corresponds to the CART finding that the post-2020 change is concentrated in the Taiwanese-only branch rather than distributed evenly across the electorate.

	Appendix Table C1. Ordinal probit models explaining cross-Strait predictions, TNSS 2005-2025

	DV: Cross-Strait Prediction (-1 to +1, future_n)

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	Uncon Ind
	0.411*** (0.018)
	0.365*** (0.030)
	0.381*** (0.027)

	Cond Ind
	0.145*** (0.015)
	0.107*** (0.020)
	0.077** (0.028)

	Uncond Uni (Base)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	post2020
	0.323*** (0.014)
	0.171*** (0.025)
	0.199*** (0.035)

	TaiwanID
	0.169*** (0.012)
	0.127*** (0.022)
	0.169*** (0.012)

	army
	0.163*** (0.009)
	0.152*** (0.009)
	0.148*** (0.021)

	
	
	
	

	BLUE
	-0.125*** (0.015)
	-0.125*** (0.015)
	-0.125*** (0.015)

	GREEN
	0.067*** (0.016)
	0.062*** (0.016)
	0.067*** (0.016)

	Nonpartisan (Base)
	
	
	

	chn_att
	-0.071*** (0.005)
	-0.071*** (0.005)
	-0.071*** (0.005)

	usa_def
	0.039*** (0.005)
	0.039*** (0.005)
	0.039*** (0.005)

	twn_def
	0.067*** (0.004)
	0.065*** (0.004)
	0.066*** (0.004)

	age
	-0.001 (0.0005)
	-0.0003 (0.0005)
	-0.0004 (0.0005)

	male
	-0.066*** (0.012)
	-0.065*** (0.012)
	-0.066*** (0.012)

	edu
	-0.004 (0.005)
	-0.004 (0.005)
	-0.004 (0.005)

	fathershengi
	-0.017 (0.019)
	-0.020 (0.019)
	-0.019 (0.019)

	
	
	
	

	Uncon Ind X post2020
	
	0.170** (0.061)
	0.191*** (0.043)

	Cond Ind X post2020
	
	0.083* (0.038)
	0.191*** (0.045)

	Uncon Ind X TaiwanID
	
	0.014 (0.037)
	

	Cond Ind X TaiwanID
	
	0.008 (0.030)
	

	Post2020 X TaiwanID
	
	0.078 (0.041)
	

	Uncon Ind X post2020 X Taiwan ID
	
	0.014 (0.073)
	

	Cond Ind X post2020 X Taiwan ID
	
	0.129* (0.056)
	

	
	
	
	

	Uncon Ind X army
	
	
	0.066* (0.027)

	Cond Ind X army
	
	
	-0.025 (0.028)

	post2020 X army
	
	
	0.017 (0.036)

	Uncon Ind X post2020 X army
	
	
	-0.127** (0.044)

	Cond Ind X post2020 X army
	
	
	0.015 (0.046)

	Number of Observations
	13,789
	13,789
	13,789

	Note: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001



Model 3 provides less evidence for a strengthened military-capability channel. The interaction Cond Ind × post2020 × army is small and statistically indistinguishable from zero (0.015, s.e. = 0.046). This result should be interpreted cautiously. The regression model does not reproduce the exact CART sequence in which the military-capability split disappears only within a specific Taiwanese-only branch. It does, however, support the more limited conclusion that the post-2020 change among conditional supporters was not primarily driven by a stronger association between military-capability assessments and independence expectations.
Appendix Figure C1 visualizes the key identity interaction from Model 2. The figure shows that, among conditional supporters, independence expectations rise most clearly after 2020 among respondents with an exclusive Taiwanese identity. The corresponding post-2020 change is smaller among unconditional independence supporters, whose forecasts are already anchored in a pro-independence direction, and among unconditional opposers, whose forecasts remain less clearly pro-independence. The predicted-value pattern therefore complements the CART analysis: the post-2020 shift in expectation formation was concentrated among Taiwanese-only conditional supporters rather than spread uniformly across all respondents.
The identity interaction is somewhat sensitive to how non-response is coded in the preference classification. Under the stricter specification that treats non-response as missing and drops those cases from the preference categories, the interaction weakens from the .05 to the .10 significance level, although its sign and direction remain unchanged. The military-capability interaction remains substantively null. 

Figure C1. Predicted cross-Strait future-status expectations by independence preference type, Taiwanese identity, and post-2020 period. The figure visualizes the three-way interaction between independence preference type, Taiwanese identity, and the post-2020 period from the ordinal probit models. Values show how the association between Taiwanese identity and independence expectations changed after 2020 across preference groups.
[image: ]
Multinomial robustness check
Because the dependent variable is coded as a signed directional forecast, the main regression models use ordered specifications. As a robustness check, we also estimated multinomial logit models that treat the three forecast categories—unification, uncertainty or residual response, and independence—as unordered outcomes. These models provide a stricter test of the Study 2 regression pattern because they do not impose the assumption that the non-directional category lies between unification and independence.
The multinomial results are directionally consistent with the ordered models but weaker. In the identity-interaction model, the coefficient for Cond Ind × post2020 × TaiwanID is negative for unification relative to the non-directional category and positive for independence relative to the non-directional category, but neither coefficient is statistically significant. In the military-capability model, the corresponding Cond Ind × post2020 × army interactions are also statistically insignificant. These results indicate that the ordered-regression evidence should be interpreted cautiously. The multinomial models do not independently replicate the three-way interaction pattern; rather, they support the more limited conclusion that the regression results are consistent with, but not decisive evidence for, the subgroup pattern visualized in the CART analysis.

Appendix Table C2. Multinomial logit robustness check for Study 2: focal three-way interactions
	Focal interaction
	Unification vs. non-directional
	Independence vs. non-directional

	Cond Ind × post2020 × TaiwanID
	-0.073 (0.209)
	0.207 (0.274)

	Uncon Ind × post2020 × TaiwanID
	-0.293 (0.325)
	0.143 (0.337)

	Cond Ind × post2020 × army
	-0.047 (0.186)
	-0.068 (0.186)

	Uncon Ind × post2020 × army
	0.209 (0.212)
	0.004 (0.189)


Note: Entries are multinomial logit coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. The omitted outcome is the non-directional category. Models include the same covariates as the ordered specifications in Appendix Table C1. None of the focal three-way interactions is statistically significant at conventional levels.
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