11
THE PERFORMANCE
REGIME OF PUBLIC
GOVERNANCE IN TAIWAN
From enhancing implementation
to improving bureaucratic
responsiveness1
Bennis Wai Yip So

Introduction
This chapter provides an overview of the developmental stages that have
led to the application of performance-related management to government
and examines performance movements in Taiwan through a critical
review of the evolution of its performance regime as an institution of
public governance, moving from the authoritarian era to the democratic
one. This experience is compared to that of Anglophone countries. Taking
advantage of and expanding on the insight from the performance regime
framework offered by Colin Talbot (2008, 2010), this chapter explores the
institutional context of performance movements in Taiwan and thereby
identifies how various performance interventions were developed to steer
public sector performance.
1
This study is sponsored by the Ministry of Science and Technology of Taiwan (NSC 102-2410-
H004-163-MY2).
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Taiwan’s performance movements have their roots in the Kuomintang’s
rule of mainland China and paralleled those of Anglophone countries;
however, Taiwan’s path, agenda and institutions were unique, despite
being influenced by the concurrent Anglophone development trend.
The author argues that Taiwan experienced three waves of performance
development, where the emphasis was initially on enhancing the capacity
to implement development programs before gradually moving to building
up bureaucratic responsiveness to the citizenry in public service delivery.
The institutional context and its implications for the performance regime
should be viewed in light of its developmentalism and paternalism.
Democratisation then multiplied accountability holders and reshaped
and complicated the original institutional context.
Although Western performance management models, including new
public management (NPM), have diffused into Taiwan, this represents
an instrumental learning intended to help the country realise its own
purpose rather than simply a convergence with the Western path. Three
specific shifting techniques of performance interventions, which combine
local and foreign wisdom, have been identified: tracked monitoring,
achievement/performance evaluation, and for-the-people service/quality
management. These interventions were adopted to varying degrees
in response to the aforementioned shifting emphasis on bureaucratic
responsiveness.
These points are illustrated in this chapter through a historical review
of the development of the Research, Development and Evaluation
Commission (RDEC) – a ministry-level agency in charge of performancerelated management – and a snapshot of the performance evaluation
of social welfare programs. In the following sections, a modified
version of Talbot’s performance regime will be first presented as an
analytical framework and, subsequently, the institutional context and
the performance interventions adopted in Taiwan will be examined to
facilitate a comparison with the experience of Anglophone countries.
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A modified version of the performance
regime framework
Studies of public sector performance are weakened if the focus is
exclusively on the measurement and reporting of the performance
of public organisations without considering the complicated public
governance domain in which they operate. Talbot (2008, 2010) suggests
that the unit of analysis should be expanded beyond the organisational
level to encompass factors outside and around an organisation that may
influence its performance. A performance regime, as an umbrella concept,
has been raised to realise such a macro perspective.
Talbot’s ‘performance regime’, as a framework, is composed of two
elements: institutional context and performance interventions.
Institutional context refers to the ‘institutional environment’ of individual
public organisations, but Talbot uses the term in reference to institutional
actors that steer the performance of these organisations. In the United
Kingdom, apart from state institutions such as central and line ministries,
the legislature and judicial bodies, these actors also consist of professional
associations and user organisations (Talbot 2010: 92–96). This forms a web
of principal–agent relations with accountability arrangements between
the actors and the public organisations, wherein the organisations must,
to varying degrees and in varying ways, respond to these actors.
‘Performance interventions’ refers to any means and action taken by
institutional actors to influence performance, including performance
contracts, targets and standards. Further, taking the UK Government’s
approach as an example, its model of interventions contains not
only top‑down performance management but also market-incentive
mechanisms, the participation of users, and the capability and capacity
building of public organisations. These four functions are officially
claimed to spur ‘better public services for all’ (Talbot 2010: 102).
This chapter follows this framework to examine the case in Taiwan,
but the author utilises the ‘institutional environment’ definition of
‘institutional context’, which not only focuses on institutional actors
and the complexity of accountability arrangements but also takes into
account the state–society relationship, as well as the ideas and purposes
behind performance steering. This definition is especially relevant to
countries with non-democratic and non-Western settings. For instance,
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when the aim of performance steering for the United Kingdom is claimed
to promote ‘better public services for all’, this is not necessarily the case
for other countries, even when they have adopted the same instrument.
Moreover, the performance movements of Anglophone countries should
not be considered as a wholly static process (van Dooren et al. 2015).

Institutional context: A comparison with
Anglophone countries
Performance movements in Anglophone countries
According to a historical review by van Dooren et al. (2015),2 Anglophone
countries have witnessed eight performance movements since the
20th century. These movements can be clustered into three periods:
1) three between 1900 and the 1940s; 2) two in the 1950s to 1970s;
3) three in the 1980s to 2010s. They can also be grouped into two
orientations: policy and management.
The emergence of the social survey movement (policy), scientific
management and the science of administration (management), and cost
accounting (management) in the early 20th century are identified as the
earliest attempts at informing, understanding and standardising public
performance. The rise of performance budgeting (management) in the
postwar era further indicated the state’s intention to build a mechanism
of financial accountability.
The parallel effort of collecting social data for evaluating the development
impact on society generated the social indicators movement (policy)
in the 1960s. Fiscal hardship in the 1980s generated the well-known
NPM movement (management) that subsequently spurred the evidencebased policy movement (policy) in the 1990s, which prescribes that
facts and figures on outcomes rather than ideologies or opinions
should inform policymaking. The latest movement was revisionism
(management). It witnessed the revision of the financial and performance
framework in the 2010s that further emphasised the use of performance
information and tried to integrate it into accountability, budgeting and
management processes.
2
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Despite Anglophone countries experiencing more than 100 years of
development, van Dooren et al. (2015) argue that the basic ideas of
performance management are stable. This point is exemplified by the case
of the New York Bureau of Municipal Research (NYBMR), which was
already engaged in performance measurement in the early 20th century,
with many features consistent with the contemporary version
(see Williams 2003). What has changed is the technological advancement
that helped materialise ideas and improve measurement, as well as the
increase in institutionalisation and professionalisation of performance
information usage.
Another aspect of stability noted by van Dooren et al. (2015) is that the
policy and management orientations coexisted rather than rotated during
each period. The process of the movements, however, reflected a pendulum
swing between the strategies of depoliticisation and politicisation. The first
wave of the movements was to separate politics from administration
(e.g. scientific management), while the movements concerning budgetary
reforms demonstrated the intention of political executives to exercise
control over administration. The promotion of an evidence-based policy
movement appears to depoliticise policymaking (van Dooren 2008).
The increasing significance of enhanced fiscal accountability as a core
aim of the performance movements in Anglophone countries should also
be noted.

Background of Taiwan’s performance movements
Taiwan has its own storyline of performance movements, albeit under the
shadow of Anglophone countries. This story can be traced back to the
Kuomintang’s rule in mainland China during the Second Sino-Japanese
War (1937–45), when the idea of performance management was initiated
and experimented with. We can see its continuance in Taiwan, where all
government agencies dedicate a unit (or at least a staff member for streetlevel agencies) to address tasks concerning performance management.
Since the establishment of the RDEC under the Executive Yuan
(the highest authority of the state’s executive branch) in 1969 (reshuffled
into the National Development Council (NDC) in 2014), this function
has been known as ‘research and evaluation’ (R&E). Local governments
duplicate this setting and all special municipalities have an RDEC for
R&E tasks. Without an RDEC, a county-level government assigns R&E
tasks to a staff agency, usually a planning bureau.
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The establishment of R&E agencies/units and functions in Taiwan’s
governments arose from an administrative reform to enforce the idea of
the administrative trinity system (ATS), coined by Chiang Kai-shek, the
then supreme leader of Kuomintang and China, in 1940. This can be
considered the first modern reform in China to focus on the topic of
‘administration’. Why ‘administration’? Because Chiang was discontented
with the poor enforcement of national policies at the time. In his seminal
address to present the ATS concept, titled ‘Principles of administration:
an outline of the administrative trinity system’, on 1 December 1940,
Chiang defined the principles of administration as implementing political
orders (Chiang 1954: 1).
He further noted that the most serious defect in China’s politics at the
time was a shortage of talent to conscientiously enforce these orders
(Chiang 1954: 2). In another address to a cadre training class on
6 December 1940, Chiang attributed poor performance to ‘the absence
of a well-established supervision system and the failure to develop precise
and practical evaluation methods’. In addition, the problem also lay in
the ‘disconnection between implementation and planning’. Overall, his
diagnosis was that planning, implementation and evaluation (supervision)
were not well linked. The ATS aimed to effectively connect these three
parts (RDEC 1989a: 5). In this regard, the ATS was policy-oriented,
especially concerning the enforcement of policy or implementability that
was supposed to be enhanced by using evaluation or monitoring tools.
The evaluation in turn provided feedback for planning purposes.
Chiang’s initiative can be considered a Chinese version of Woodrow
Wilson’s Study of Administration (1887). This Chinese version did not,
however, call for developing a field of administration that ‘[lay] outside
the proper sphere of politics’ (Wilson 1887: 210), which later evolved
into the notion of a politics–administration dichotomy. What Chiang
contributed, rather, was his identification of distinct functions between
politics and administration and his calling for the development of the
talent of administration.
This initiative was not followed by the establishment of a politically neutral
civil service. Interestingly, the then prevailing scientific management
movement also appealed to Chiang, but it was promoted not only to
enhance administrative efficiency but also to serve in building the nation
and to establish an ‘omnipotent government’ (RDEC 1989a: 10, 35, 90).
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In this sense, for Chiang, an administration equipped with scientific
management was only an extension of politics for the state-led purpose
of development.
During the period from 1941 to 1947, two institutions were established
to realise the concept of the ATS. One was the Central Planning Bureau
(CPB) and the other was the Party–Government Work Evaluation
Commission (PWEC). The CPB took charge of the state’s general policy
planning and examination of political and economic development plans
of party–government agencies; the PWEC took charge of the evaluation
of the performance of party–government agencies. The new institutions
had a limited impact during the wartime era.
Despite the failure of the reform, prototypes for many R&E practices
advocated by Chiang in his ATS address were already sprouting and were
later transplanted into Taiwan. The Rules of Evaluation of Party–Government
Works, promulgated in June 1941, stipulated how an evaluation exercise
for government agencies should be conducted. The evaluation involved
reviewing written work reports and an annual site visit. The rules already
required work reports to present statistical data that would help project the
work’s progress. An agency’s evaluation report was expected to compare its
performance with that of the previous year.
Cross-agency performance comparison was expected to be conducted
for subsequent sanctions and rewards (PWEC 1941). To further
realise the ATS, in 1943, all party–government agencies were required
to establish a Planning and Evaluation Committee for performance
management. Moreover, to enhance work efficiency and skill, agencies
were encouraged to organise various job competitions (Li 1953: 202–04).
The aforementioned practices appear surprisingly similar to the concept
of a ‘competitive government’, which was advocated in one of the major
NPM works, Reinventing Government (Osborne & Gaebler 1992).
During the war, the ATS had already embraced the principles of
contemporary performance management, such as in the case of the
NYBMR. Its lack of impact was due to the absence of techniques and
practical skills to fulfil the given principles. However, learning and transfer
of knowledge was not undertaken until the Kuomintang’s rule in Taiwan.
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The R&E system in Taiwan
The CPB and the PWEC were abolished after the enforcement of the
constitution of the Republic of China in 1947. The fall of the Kuomintang’s
rule on the mainland in 1949 further suspended the development of the
ATS. The émigré regime in Taiwan relaunched the evaluation exercise in
the name of ‘achievement evaluation’ as early as 1951, but administrative
reforms were not salient in the first years of its rule on the island. Indeed,
an across-the-board administrative re-engineering was not launched until
the end of 1966, when Chiang ordered the Executive Yuan to carry out
a thorough administrative overhaul. He further suggested that each party–
government organ should establish a research unit to study methods of
improving their management operations and of utilising monitoring
and evaluation for improvement (RDEC 1989a: 179–80). Chiang’s idea
was later crystallised into the founding of the RDEC in March 1969
and subsequently into other R&E agencies or units in central and local
government agencies.
The founding of this staff agency marked a new attempt to realise the ATS.
The RDEC, to a large extent, combined the functions of the CPB and the
PWEC. From the perspective of its institutional context, in addition to
the basic principal–agent relationship between levels in the administrative
hierarchy, from June 1969 the RDEC, together with the Council for
Economic Planning and Development (CEPD) and the National
Science Council (NSC) (both being ministry-level agencies under the
Executive Yuan), formed a systemic monitoring mechanism to respectively
oversee performance in three functional areas: administration, economic
development, and science and technology development. The RDEC played
the role of coordinator among the three oversight institutions. Moreover,
the RDEC was the government’s think tank, conducting research on
administrative reforms and taking charge of various reforms concerning the
overall performance improvement of government agencies.
The RDEC, as well as other R&E units affiliated with various agencies,
formed nodes for coordination with external accountability holders,
including the Legislative Yuan (the national legislature) and the Control
Yuan (the state supervision organ). The R&E agencies/units at various
levels of government were assigned to help follow up on the concerns and
issues raised by state organs and to issue timely responses (see Figure 11.1).
In this regard, tracked monitoring became the first important instrument
for exercising top-down implementation control. (Further details are
provided in the next section.)
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Figure 11.1. Performance regime of Taiwan
Source. Bennis Wai Yip So

With Wei Yung, a US-trained professor of political science, assuming the
role of minister of the RDEC in 1976, the function of the RDEC further
expanded, especially in terms of capacity building of the government. This
included strengthening comprehensive and long-term policy planning and
introducing computer and office automation technology to government
offices. Foreign impact became increasingly manifest during his 12-year
ministership. US public administration and policy science and its stateof-the-art policy research techniques (e.g. the use of opinion polls) were
transferred to Taiwan. This second wave of performance movements
remained policy-oriented (Wei 2004); for instance, policy implementation
remained a focus point for the RDEC’s research up to the early 1990s
(RDEC 1994). Furthermore, under the authoritarian setting, the learning
was instrumental in strengthening the state’s capacity and the rationale of
policymaking, even though the for-the-people service had been instigated
at this stage. (Further details are provided in the next section.)
The RDEC was a powerful arm of the Executive Yuan before
democratisation, directly monitoring and shaping the performance of
government agencies nationwide. The Executive Yuan also assigned the
RDEC ad hoc tasks to settle various public policy issues and bureaucratic
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conflicts, exemplified by its effort to help integrate scattered health
insurance systems, which had been developed or overseen by various
government departments, into a uniform system in the early 1990s
(RDEC 1996). However, the RDEC has never extended into the financial
domain to become a super ministry. Hence, its authority is somewhat
different from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in the
United States.
In general, the role of the RDEC can be compared to a ‘technostructure’
of the ‘machine bureaucracy’ under the structural configurations of Henry
Mintzberg (1979). The technostructure is located between the ‘strategic
apex’ at the top and the ‘operating core’ at the bottom, but it is not part
of ‘middle line’ management and lies outside the basic flow of operating
work. The technostructure serves as an analytical unit to standardise
the work of other units and to apply analytical techniques that help
organisations adapt to their environment.
During the democratisation process of the 1990s, in the third wave of
performance movements, the RDEC’s power gradually declined in
parallel with ebbing authoritarianism. Workload pressures on the RDEC
also entailed the concentration of its functions on key missions. The rise
of local autonomy made local governments more accountable to the local
people than to the central government. The RDEC thus repositioned
itself as a facilitator of administrative reforms. Government agencies were
required to monitor their performance with pre-existing management
tools, except for those issues and policies spotlighted by the central
government.
The RDEC/NDC only provided incentives to improve performance
(such as offering government service awards) and started promoting the
use of performance information for indicator setting. A former minister
of the RDEC told the author that the RDEC/NDC is now engaged
in ‘coordination rather than control, service rather than tracking’.
The machine bureaucracy has been transformed into a ‘divisionalised
form’ of structure whereby the central government only designs the
overall performance control system and local governments have their
own technostructure to steer the performance of their agencies
(Mintzberg 1979: 390).
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Furthermore, the concept of NPM diffused into Taiwan and the
performance movement appeared more management-oriented.
The notion of direct responsiveness to the public was introduced. The
RDEC promoted a customer-oriented total quality management
approach that required frontline agencies to develop diverse, tailor-made
services for their communities. After the Democratic Progressive Party’s
(DPP) assumption of power in 2000, the government further revamped
the outmoded year-end achievement evaluation into a performance
evaluation by imitating the Government Performance and Results Act
1993 of the United States, associating the ex post facto evaluation with
performance indicators set under an ex ante strategic plan. Performance
evaluations outside the domain of the RDEC now also adopt a similar
model. Despite the imitation, this wave of performance movements was
less driven by fiscal restraint in Taiwan than was the case in the United
States, even though performance-based budgeting was adopted (Lee &
Wang 2009).3 This can be partially explained by the fact that the RDEC/
NDC has never taken charge of or overseen a budget and finances, unlike
the OMB. After two ruling-party turnovers in 2008 and 2016 and the
restructuring of the Executive Yuan in the early 2010s, the basic structure
of the performance regime has, to date, remained intact.

Shifting techniques of performance
interventions
The emergence of the performance regime can be reviewed by considering
the transformation of performance interventions. The following does not
describe all the tools adopted but examines a selection of those major
tools that illustrate the shifting focuses of accountability relationships and
the impact of foreign developments.

Tracked monitoring
As noted earlier, tracked monitoring was the first instrument used for
performance management. It contains self-developed procedures to
ensure the implementation of policy programs or orders and can be
compared to a form of ‘process evaluation’ (Weiss 1998). Any policy
3
The evaluation of budgetary performance in Taiwan mainly measures the spending ratio; it does
not have any practices for cutback management or savings.
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program, public issue, official resolution (including the ruling party’s
during the authoritarian era) and assignment by higher up authorities,
can be identified as a target for tracked monitoring. Priorities are set for
various targets. Higher level R&E agencies track key targets, while the
agency-in-charge self-monitors the non-key targets and regularly reports
on progress. The attainment of these targets under tracked monitoring
are counted in the year-end achievement/performance evaluation. Since
2001, targets have been classified into three levels in accordance with their
significance: Executive Yuan, ministry and sub-ministry. Those classified
into the Executive Yuan level are tracked by the RDEC. The R&E units
affiliated with the respective ministries or the agencies-in-charge track
the remainder.
Tracked monitoring is not simply a control function and was originally
considered a method to facilitate the implementation of development
projects. In its earliest practice, the RDEC transplanted some US enterprise
management techniques, such as management by objective and program
evaluation and review techniques, into the executive agencies during the
process of tracked monitoring (Wei 1986: 2–3). This contributed to the
Ten Major Construction Projects in the 1970s (RDEC 1980: 73–88).
In addition, once a program or project encountered a bottleneck, the
RDEC would be directly engaged in problem-solving and sending
officers to the site to help settle problems. It was especially effective for
resolving issues involving inter-agency coordination and excessive red
tape. Chiang’s ATS address promoted such site visits for monitoring work
progress (Chiang 1954: 40).
The procedures of tracked monitoring remain in use even now; however,
its positive effects and impacts have been challenged and questioned
in the democratisation era due to a growing formalism that does not
adequately report actual performance (Tsao 1999). Recently, frontline
officials reportedly condemned the procedures as time-wasting paperwork
(Yu Kai 2016).

From achievement to performance evaluation
If tracked monitoring is a process evaluation, then the achievement/
performance evaluation is an outcome evaluation. It is a year-end
organisation-based evaluation that assesses the overall performance of
government agencies. Its origin can be traced back to the evaluation
exercise promoted during the Kuomintang’s rule on the mainland.
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The version in Taiwan, originally called ‘achievement evaluation’, was
launched in 1951 and managed by the secretariat of the Executive Yuan.
The RDEC took over the exercise from its launch and conducted it in
collaboration with the CEPD; the NSC; the Directorate-General of
Budget, Accounting and Statistics (DGBAS) (the state organ for fiscal
control); and the Directorate-General of Personnel Administration
(DGPA) (the state personnel agency).
The performance scrutiny originally involved a written report and a site
visit, but the site visit was only carried out once because of the time and
resources that it consumed. From 1971, the evaluation exercise mainly
focused on the targets of tracked monitoring (RDEC 1999a: 101–02),
and a site investigation was conducted if necessary. In this early period, the
assessment was descriptive and subjective. Agencies received comments
on their performance but were not privy to their rating grade (Ho 1993).
In the 1990s decentralisation promoted self-monitoring of performance
and the evaluation exercise only focused on the targets prioritised by the
Executive Yuan. Personnel and fiscal performances were separately and
respectively assessed by the DGBAS and the DGPA (RDEC 1999a).
During this stage, an incentive system was introduced in which the
evaluation result would incur a reward or penalty imposed on the officialsin-charge (Ho 1993).
Since the accession to power of the DPP in 2000, the evaluation has been
renamed a ‘performance evaluation’ and it is linked with key performance
indicators set by agencies, with common targets shared by all agencies,
such as achieving at least the cost cutting of a service, service-standard
promotion or customer satisfaction (Chang 2004). The evaluation is more
quantitative and result-oriented and involves independent scholars and
experts, and the evaluation report and result is disclosed to the public.
This laid down a foundation of ‘accountability for performance’; however,
the performance information has not attracted much attention from the
Legislative Yuan. Legislators do not take it into account in their budget
review because the budget allocation remains a consequence of political
bargaining rather than rational analysis (Chang 2013).
Despite the poor use of performance information arising from the RDEC’s
evaluation exercise, the practices of evaluation have diffused into other
domains and have had a substantial effect. For instance, the performance
evaluation of social welfare programs since 2001 has been conducted with
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a similar model and helps project a complicated institutional context
under democratisation. This annual exercise to assess the performance of
social welfare programs run by local governments involves a written report
and a site visit. In light of the burden involved, however, since 2005, the
site visit has only been carried out in alternate years.
Various central government agencies manage this evaluation, including
the Ministry of Health and Welfare, DGBAS and the National Treasury
Administration. For the site visit, evaluation teams are sent to each local
government for one day to scrutinise their self-evaluation reports and,
if necessary, to question the officer in charge. The evaluation teams are
composed of officials from the central government agencies in charge of
the relevant policy, as well as scholars and delegates from social welfare
organisations. They examine the self-evaluation report and rate every
item in accordance with given performance rating criteria. At the end of
the process, the performance grades of all local governments are publicly
released. Those local governments whose aggregate scores are less than 80
(full score: 100) suffer a cut in their general grant allocated by the central
government.
The setting of performance indicators is not solely determined by
the central government agencies. Review committees are formed for
formulating the indicators for different dimensions of social welfare.
All committees are composed of delegates from central government
agencies, social welfare organisations and local governments, and scholars.
They make adjustments to indicator settings for each exercise based on
majority rule. The formulation of performance indicators resembles
a participatory process, with all players able to shape the mechanism used.
This results in a complicated stakeholder evaluation model that multiplies
those to whom local governments are held accountable. Although local
implementers can participate in the formulation of indicators, they are
held accountable not only to the central government (vertically) but also
to other stakeholders (horizontally).

From for-the-people service to quality
management
If the ex post facto performance evaluation continues, to a large extent,
responding to higher up authorities, a complementary approach to
introducing the ‘for-the-people service’ was supposed to enhance
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responsiveness to the general public. The idea of for-the-people service
was put forward by the then newly appointed premier Chiang Ching-kuo
(son and successor of Chiang Kai-shek) in 1972, and it was enacted by
the RDEC during the ministership of Wei Yung. A special taskforce under
the RDEC was formed to hasten the service improvement of frontline
agencies, especially in terms of streamlining administrative procedures
(RDEC 1999b: 23–26). Note that there was no causality between the
idea of for-the-people service and democracy. What Chiang wanted to
promote was an ideal attitude of public servants towards the public that,
he thought, should be ‘like parents treating their own children with
a benevolent heart’ (Ministry of Civil Service 1986: 56). In this vein,
we should consider it a sort of ‘Chinese-style paternalism’.
Wei realised Chiang’s new order by accounting for public opinion
(collected from an opinion poll) through an instrument of ‘system
analysis’, but he defined for-the-people service as ‘government making
use of its resources, manpower and policies to maximise the welfare
for [the] majority of the people … [through] enhancing administrative
efficiency, streamlining legal and administrative procedures’ (Wei 1987:
56). This seems an elite-driven ‘welfare economics approach’ to judging
what the people’s wellbeing should be.
The idea of total quality management diffused into Taiwan in the mid1990s, transforming for-the-people service into a ‘program for enhancing
total service quality’ in 1996. The notion of customer orientation was thus
introduced. Subsequently, the Service Quality Award of the Executive
Yuan (1998–2007), Government Service Quality Award (2008–16), and
Government Service Award (2017– ) were organised by the RDEC/NDC
to encourage government agencies to actively improve their services. This
practice is, to a certain extent, similar to the Beacon Scheme for local
governments in the United Kingdom (Radnor 2009), which aims to
disseminate best practices by encouraging applications for the award.
Different from for-the-people service, quality management now requires
the participation of frontline officials in devising innovative services and
directly responding to the public, whereas for-the-people services were
devised by external experts, with recommendations subsequently
forwarded to the agencies for adoption (RDEC 1989b: 23).
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Discussion and conclusion
At first glance, the performance movements of Anglophone countries and
Taiwan are similar, especially in recent NPM-styled reforms and Taiwan’s
performance interventions have not gone beyond the UK Government’s
approach. This is not, however, simply a diffusion of the Anglophone
experience into Taiwan, albeit with explicit instrumental learning and
sharing of similar rhetoric. Both have worked in tandem with each other,
and Taiwan has its own path, agenda and institutions.
First, the root of the movements was locally generated, and some
fundamental notions behind the performance regime and means of
performance interventions stem from the Kuomintang’s rule in Mainland
China, such as the policy-oriented ATS and the practice of performance
evaluation exercises. Interestingly, certain basic ideas resemble the
contemporary performance movement. This coincidence may reflect
some universal principles of performance interventions.
Despite this coincidence, Taiwan’s performance movements have
proceeded in a unique context, in terms of a transition from an
authoritarian regime to a democracy. This demonstrates the different
demands of performance management that led to an alternative path
to that of Anglophone countries, which sheds light on the performance
regime of other transitional states, especially Communist China.
Taiwan has experienced three waves of performance movements since the
founding of the RDEC. These movements gradually shifted from a policy
to a management orientation. Implementation was the first concern and
it underscored the state’s intention to build up the function of vertical
accountability through process controls during the authoritarian era.
Incessant renovations of ex post facto evaluation during the first two
waves of movements, albeit less significant, realised the same function
as outcome evaluation, but its transformation into an NPM-styled
performance evaluation after 2000 has turned it into a function of public
accountability. The rise of for-the-people service during the second wave
of movements marked the first attempt at building public accountability
during the late authoritarian era. The third wave’s encouragement of
innovation in frontline service through quality management further
hastened direct bureaucratic responsiveness to the public.
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In terms of the agenda, however, the movements were less fiscally
driven and did not serve any purpose of depoliticisation, unlike in
the Anglosphere counterparts and some Western European countries
where professionalisation, in terms of developing neutral competence
and professional autonomy, was a critical element (Kearney & Sinha
1988; Farazmand 1997; Peters & Pierre 2004). Taiwan’s movements
only expanded the bureaucrats’ political responsiveness, with the ruling
party responding directly to the public. It seems that the performance
movements during the transition from authoritarianism to democracy
have not passed through a process of depoliticisation.
Furthermore, Taiwan started its performance movement with the purpose
of establishing an ‘omnipotent government’, which is a catch-up form
of developmentalism engaged in by a developing country, but also a sort
of state paternalism. This legacy is apparent today, even though Taiwan’s
democratic governments have never resurrected this symbol or slogan.
State interventionism sponsored by developmentalism and paternalism
has been sustained and further upheld under the enhanced legitimacy of
democracy, especially as Taiwan has experienced an economic recession
since the beginning of the 21st century.4
Lastly, Taiwan established a unique performance regime, in terms of the
R&E system that sprang from the authoritarian regime and continued to
evolve during democratisation. The RDEC/NDC and other R&E units
have been playing the role of performance coordinators between executive
agencies, decision-making bodies and other oversight institutions. Their
powerful role in monitoring and directing performance in the authoritarian
era, however, has faded. Now, the R&E system offers instruments and
incentives to agencies to improve performance.
The system remains the key engine that triggers administrative
reforms, even though it is less connected with the fiscal aspect. To be
sure, democratisation has complicated the institutional context of the
performance regime, especially with the increased engagement of various
stakeholders in performance management. This phenomenon is still
evolving. Further research is warranted for inquiring into its consequences.
4 Taiwan is considered to be one of East Asia’s ‘developmental states’ in which a high degree of state
interventionism spurred its economic takeoff during the authoritarian era (Wade 1990; Vartiainen
1999). Despite the growth of neoliberalism since democratisation, the state attempted to maintain
the statist approach to development, despite its lack of success (Chu 2002; Wong 2006). When the
thesis of illiberal democracy is applied to East Asia, some scholars argue that democratisation would
not lead to the decline of state interventionism (Bell et al. 1995).
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