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Abstract

The present study explores the patterns of the
distributive policy making from the 2™ to the 4"
Legidative Yuan in Taiwan by asking three
questions. First, what is the pattern of distributive
policy making in the Legidative Yuan? Is it bare
majority or universalism? Second, is the
decisiona pattern of distributive policy related to
the trade, if any, among the lawmakers or parties?
What form does it take? Third, what are the
relevant factors determining the position and the
extent of participation of lawmakers in the
Legidative Yuan regarding the “ distributive’ bills?

A variety of distributive studies in Taiwan
have been developed empiricaly in the recent
years. Nevertheless, most of those studies
emphasize the consequences of the distribution of
governmental grants from central, provincial, or
city level. Studies aiming a the process of
distributive  decision-making in legislative
institution have not yet been conducted thoroughly.
Accordingly, the current study intends to
contribute empirical basis to explan the
characteristics of distributive policy making in the
Legidative Yuan in Taiwan.

Operationaly, first, we observe the roll call
votes of distributive bills from the 2™ to the 4"
Legidative Y uan to identify whether the decisonal
pattern of distributive policies is minimum wining
codlition or universalism. Second, we scrutinize
the trade among the lawmakers and parties by
looking at every stage of the process of distributive
decision making for every distributive bill. Third,
under the framework of multi-level analysis, we
design multivariate models, including Panel Probit



and Poisson Regression (or Negative Binomial
Model), to determine what factors contribute to the
positions and the extent of participation of
lawmakers in distributive bills.

In sum, athough no single study can do
everything, the present one is designed to analyze
distributive palitics in Taiwan in terms of telling
the inside stories in the Legidative Yuan and a
longer time series than has heretofore been
attempted. It should provide a better empirical
basis for assessing the validity of distributive
theory about the decisional patterns and political
characteristics in the policy process within
legidlative ingtitution.

Key Words: Distributive Theory » Distributive
Politics » Policy Benefit > Legidative Yuan ~
Minimum Winning Coalition ~ Universalism
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