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Abstract

Policy outcomes are the outputs of a
nation’s governing structure. Scholars in the
field of public administration often study the
process through three major approaches:
democratic responsiveness, bureaucratic
professionalism, and interest group politics. -
However, none of the approaches can help us
to understand the constant changes of “powér ‘
maps” in the process. Recently, a series of
comparative study on “veto players” seems to
shed some light on the problem. Under :
different institutional rules, according to the
new approach, we can identify critical veto -
players to depict and classify the power maps
of the governing structure. This study will
follow this idea to study the changing
relations of forces between three major veto
players: executive leaders (elected and
appointed politicians), congress, and
bureaucracy in the field of Taiwan’s National
Health Insurance policy. This study can
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produces answers to the following three =
theoretical a_nd practical quéstions. First, it
can offer an unified approach to participate in
the debate between arguments about
“executive dominance,” “congressional
dominance,” and “bureaucratic autonomy.”
Second, after the year 2000 party turn-over in
Taiwan, the critical issue of whether ‘
bureaucracy is “running away” can be
answered empirically through this study.
Lastly, for those who are searching for ,
“localized power map” to analyzing politica-‘lh_
feasibility in Taiwan, this study is a primary
but useful beginning. Our preliminary .
conclusions are as follows: (l)Constitutionéi

~ veto plays (executlve and legislature) are

keys to public pohcy making; (2) The unit of
analys1s in executive and legislature is
department and individual legislator; (3)
Veto players are playing in a dynamic
executive-legislative environment; (4) Who
is veto player can be a good follow-up
research topic; (5) Which one is true? :
“executive dominance,” “congressional
dominance,” or “bureaucratic autonomy.”
Our answer is “it depends.”

Keywords: Veto Players, Public Policy
Process, National Health Insurance,
Executive Leadership, Congressional
Oversight, Bureaucratic Autonomy
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