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Abstract

The research in PA has long been troubled
by its “value-conflicting” background.
From the beginning, the idea of
“politics’administration dichotomy” isa
good example of this conflict. Recently, the
idea of neutrality has been raised in
promoting administrative ethics within the
democratic society. Thereis astrong
connotation of “politics/administration
dichotomy” behind the idea. This renewing
interest with neutrality is obviously
conflicting with the mainstream perception
about the reconciliation between
democracy and administration. In this
research, we use 2008 TGBS to regress
bureaucrats’ perception with their behavior
in order to explore the way and the
direction of this reconciliation occurred in
the bureaucracy in Taiwan. The result
shows that the value of responsivenessis
splitting between responding to ordinary
citizen and to political masters. And, the
more a bureaucrat believes in professiona
responsibility the more he or she behaves
neutrally. Last, obedience to political
master has a negative impact on
bureaucrat’s neutral behavior, however,
this negativity is conditioned by
bureaucrat’s belief in responsiveness to the
general public.

Keywords:. Politics Administration
Dichotomy; Competing Values;
Programmatic Commitment; Political
Tolerance; Bureaucratic Neutrality; Taiwan
Government Bureaucratic Survey (TGBS)

PRl 13
cHLED @’%E‘ B TP

}E ,—:Lsrﬁi];@ 5 EH\ ,%gﬁ ’Ei‘%f@i
Y L‘gjfllﬂ,‘f I3 FIEI@@T&JE



_ﬁi_ rgu[ ;JEE gkl H SR

e PV R E 0 3
Eﬂ?f}' lfrifl[ee@ﬁl Ry B Y FT
b RL TR e, Y
5 R e I 2R Y RL R 5 B
AL [rp] 1ot fﬁil%?fﬁj% C Hygr o F?’ﬁﬁ =
o i oY 4 |7L—?‘l§[}]:|l_f R F[ JdEE S 2R
LY IR BRI 1 5 s I ’“JE%E%
&@@%ﬁ@ﬁﬁWﬂﬁ@%%ﬁ@’ﬁ
%ﬁp[l?ip:ﬁiﬂ FOplish S E o RLEEH R i
I - AR T
HUFRYR RGN > ZR I%*F”J‘?Jiﬁ@':‘ e
ST T R SR
=20 %iil—fp‘f@ﬂ; =T g I
RLA = LY 2 4+ HRIARE T 2008 7
P AR 5T g
AR WH@Wﬂ%mW%%W%’F
VOS5 e P RS 5 s I R
A BLIRE ) (evidence based) -

(-)F% B ch

A B S R e T
2 4[“’ pi@ﬂﬁﬁ B oSl oA e o By
it m%@ﬂ>m bmmﬁﬁ%ww
@’,hfﬁqﬁu$ﬁﬁénﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁm

’ E%E' ?fr;@gﬁlﬁ'ﬁ P Hvdr o
ff }E“uﬁﬂfﬂ ﬁﬂﬂ Jrf?nﬁ&iqﬁ S H
P'F PP AR EAVRLY 0 2 i

UG A (L U [@%U??Lif%i (e Iff:
pHLﬂ ? T PJ‘ S = ;{éﬁu[ﬁ SRS S
& "F F RIS Ry FIJ—F‘“FILJ;f;&éﬁ“E”B?LfFUQ/ ['Fﬁ
T {? :|‘:E1FEI H&:"FHHIH%HIF?I: J Ef[: EILJ@E

%J 7 AR L e > PR R
TR E RV R LA J@Eﬁ? T

j 5 ( bureaucratlc neutrality ) - iR (75
FOF I 2 IR (the

consol idation of democratl C governing

mechanism; 7 B0 ARG RV = 1D v

6% FOMRA PR B

AR5 89 9 F| FIRTHREHIY [ Py il
ﬂ@xﬁ%* #¢pﬁ’**ﬂ%ﬂﬂﬁ%

TV E'I U}ﬂ&[f =) ~[-~‘ TR
( 2000) ?ﬂ/ (2000 J* P ( 2000)
A ( 2000) Al F1 (2000) ~ #5171 (2000 )

J=f{] ¥ (2000) -~ ﬁ,’ﬁ‘%’ (2000) -

£ > BRI 2 RO - SUE
:EZ”E[I[ I—E{Td/ FIFJ_ ,?FTJEJJ\ Ii{ﬂﬁﬂggﬁfrlj[ﬁﬁ[%‘f ,
Mﬁaﬁﬁéﬁwéﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁé
et e AT
mufl{‘jj @{“:r?ﬁf'“ 1}17[: WHF_H%;L o

e EN S Jbilr, Ul 3 VR ) RS

BRI o PR e s
HHpiﬁﬁﬂﬁiﬁu}m - A D
ST -

@)éﬁwﬁ

5 Herbert Kaufmany: #1565
(S IEEEE > SREEHLT S [ Eh[ﬁk[ﬁ" B sl iy
ER il ctJ?.l*ilfk
(repr%entatlveneﬁs) HH ﬁ“‘} ( neutrd
competence) ~ I'| ¥ =% J THEL (executive
leadership) - A% ELZ% el = ol pu i
R SR ARy E e

HES ,"—TﬁfEl'sr}j',ﬁE'[E[FMI’%]I['@@?%EE
e pUTEIASERL epu PR AR Rl T
bﬁ“ﬂ Ew *F”Eﬁ'?f@ T [ﬁrﬁ?&ﬁu
(YT > SR (B I o] 1
5<J1 I J’[E’ 'Jr;ﬁ; lia‘*iﬁn_ﬁﬂ 1 ’iﬁﬂﬂﬁ’ﬂr
[—TU—‘H% (e En FOTh st s FEEF e TpYf!
i B E@%?ﬁ“iﬂ%lWﬁ~
I iﬁiﬂ Flixt g0 R L E
%Héﬁi‘}ﬁr 2 1%mlefm E}Q'LF”Tr
o bl i SE I BREAORE - =
%ﬂ@%ﬂiﬁﬁwW%’ﬁ%ﬁ@@
[t 7;,+,R 18] Uﬁf YRy E[[L—SW,JT-JL I

ﬁ‘“ﬁfﬂgu 9 T A ;?Er:ﬁa%ﬁgl%i@
[;Eil’ ﬁlﬁi’_&i’ IIFE'T”HI_I JIF?[;EJ’
,ﬂﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁipu%}@qﬁﬁv /LD u FaRveafid
rTm& Y %#ﬁfﬁf i l[ﬁrﬂﬁf ’

BEJEENER- oI JiORN

(e) P]E]éwﬂa‘ﬁ?’ml T EREEY

Y= ﬁJEﬁ f:[%lﬂjﬁ'ﬁaj TRVl

( responsiveness ) ~ [ F#H EFU ]

( accountability ) I'] » T BoE
(responsibility) < 35kl Fyig plieh g2
AR BN = P o (R IFEI

IS SRS P
T H A RE Jli = icyﬁlilﬁ?lﬁfﬁﬁhﬁ Ik
S RL R T [



- ,AWEaﬂi B
‘ElrEr?ZEFf &3]
fG‘F[LJEL'J@_{\
JE* gjb A ?rf’??ﬁﬁﬁ' I [P 15
a2 [ Pareto optlmallty) L. ri/[l
WP ARy - BERLFUIS ) o <) e
%“ /S| J‘MF’?T lﬁir% S HF R
Pl rgus - im Yo g s
HE&“@‘FT’JH\E_FE VHIEA, E: ﬁ
g > 25K Herring(1936) i - rJB“jﬁaf”
H'Euffﬂam S ATk e SN rsm‘:f-,ﬁ
10 VI iy H AR B E
RS~ AR = AR AR T (1 e
T FEn b PR FIRL T TP
[’ﬁjE‘*Hﬁ | (value dilemma) > 7+ ‘:ﬁipﬁ[v'al?
5 289K Cooper(1998)1v rlﬁ * f%ﬁe
H%’JFJ | (individual ethical decision-making
model) ARSI | ST EIRE! + SRR
o Py R T F R J(dlscretlon Schubert
1957) vy 4 =+ 9 lﬁpji'r‘f&lﬂ@ﬂ#
rrﬁﬂﬁmﬁHF@ P2 H S
TUlf‘u , [:[:_ETI-E”EJ =R L—;H ﬁ&ﬂ F
£LIF7J$9IFEJ¥ CH I?Lﬂf[ﬁ Jﬂ;/ J
sﬁ%‘ ) %7 = F(pluralism) £l ﬁiﬁf@ﬁ fljﬁ
B %*1'53 | (stakeholder participation;
Leach, Pelkey and Sabatier, 2002) } L& =
FIEOTPTRLE] > 20 SUF 3 7 W55 AL
Herring [ IHIE[JTJmﬁf' pses R SIS
:Wﬁ@%”ﬂﬂEﬁTﬁfFfwﬂﬁ
Rl FEEY rﬁf %’EH?EJ%E’EBFFET
TR KL IR - L ]
Y18 ﬁ@rﬁﬁﬂﬁ S s
50— HEIRLE bﬂfiflffd’?‘f Byl FQWE
B> HEEER A R
), I /F[jj\ﬁ'll‘lg{kﬂ}d _H’I*gf/,F[J %ﬂﬂli
R IR A I
s @ﬁjﬁﬂfféi* TR EEE >
Eﬁ 'Jr [EGEITE Se i ABJ@F‘/HJJ [y
T = I[ﬁ'rJrP“??F S IEETE R
% [l F e ILser /}} JJF[ JLSF“ZF I—HJ [FI'JZ‘[F'JH:
PR LR SRR - gl 1
ISP PEVE S - Flﬂﬁk
= [ﬂjEr SR e

f
5{‘7 i i [ IS Jﬁﬁrﬂrﬁ’@ﬂlﬁfjﬁ

RIR EA S H

\

-, |
ey

%

mANC) (gl
T-—_yi—m

_r

0y

|, Y
R ji
', ¢
(F o« —
I —=] |
i%
‘_rv

HAEREK - i T Py o g -
SR TR 2 ) (neutrd
competence) Higr "i* ﬁf'trv% AEER T,

Fllzsi 5o Fr J d»jg #l 4
}EI ri1E. i - FIE[[ :L_.J IEIJ]E ’ ﬂ%ﬂclj}‘[
B T ﬂjﬁﬁ T;"[‘w J%Z’gg B

1o yjﬁ‘iﬁ Fl e Jjﬁft?'d’ EHE %w*

Fubf, LA R ST L
Lw‘ﬂmée$ ﬁﬂ¢ a2
f r+LfJﬂ?F,|:ﬁH *E'IEJEJT[{ Iﬁtrﬁp[
ﬁﬁ’ R §N k*%iiLﬁFlqu’?; sy
[P SERLER TR T TV
(Loyalty-competence trade-off; Edward,
2001) -

Z-H Hugh Heclo(1975)7 £ » F;“]F F
;[J’ﬁ%ﬁ;?%l[ B S F RIS o II—
Mt YRR I‘E"f%‘ﬂiﬁri " e
WJ’ﬁaﬁﬁﬁ“ - W R
ﬂ“?j "fPJEFIE“%‘f '/FEEEJFAE]I; %p %g@
Gt TR
- *bpl e TE iy [g‘fﬁﬂ_rﬁﬁip%&?ﬂ

7 [l Eﬂjm[ 15 PR K
m%flfk IR0 2 Terry Moe(1993) % 3
IV > PRS- PR E 2 [ek
Eﬁﬁqﬁ@ﬁn ; %I E’ﬁ%?:r %ﬂjﬁp"ﬁgi o
25 i’t?&@ﬁ'ﬁ'u\?ﬁ]’ﬁl H }‘EJH—P @[—P B 25}
Fe VRIS~ & i”';}{fﬂ%ﬂ %J &l
RS e /%?Fm??m
Fe ey o g APy R SO S R
Robert Maranto(1998)fvsp[ 1 2 e T 7l
Py PR E:E“??FI NPk EEETE
SE LR - T AR 00 S
P ?

Maranto £ = (G-l 7% 55 1 55 ekl
R R QJEVLFP?MHEJAJ ES |§[J
fﬁl’E?%i [l lﬂi Maranto Fuﬁ,{ﬁip fe i
=7 71&'@?"‘”@ EJJ: ’?‘;'EJL—T’-{]‘—,FJj{SF

e R
H$%m[ TR T Ol

nﬂ?ﬁfﬂj’iﬁt bels S5 g Fﬁuﬁ. JEE%
B~WEweiOJM*ﬁww¢@mm
O - S
PAIpVEES = (A o Pl ””‘Jil_ i
BRTF N H S RS SR EAR RO - (e

J o



= S s
Bl B = T 1 EILJFJ!FJ » NHRE
TEE TS P |J| FHIRE - R
R ET ril*rflrji'rr 3tt I EET;\*
r:fBFFIJF ﬁﬁ(ﬁxjy F A2, 1996; ij‘ ,.]ﬁ
1992 ¥ 2%, 1992; S 71, 1994, Bﬁ& il
1,1992; £ U, 1996 ) = RHEFI N
I’“@% U o I}ﬁjgi [%?FE‘TEISFE'IIE[ YRR
p 22 7+ﬂ:ﬂf”5<1 R R R PO
& E A ﬂ‘ guﬁr% & ﬁ B =

(Asmerom and Peis, 1996; Baker, 20(?1
Wiatr, 1995) » 4% | = el ElfJE"‘J@};Kﬁ]‘
[ E;'IEJ‘%JL.\(Peters and Pierre,
2001) > i Ik Wﬁ{[ﬁﬁ'f«lé PV
HyrEr HH ﬁ“‘} ; (neutral competence)f™ £
L G TR T AR P e
L (I—Feclo 1975; Kaufman 1992; Miller,
1994; Moe, 1985a; Rourke, 1992; Vinzant,

1993; West and Durant, 2000) -
bINTOI |7L—5FHI_f EF&L;; R ?Jj\[ﬁj
Eﬁ;}j# LEANCSOr s A Tnf g IR NAE §
By R TR QE%—U S B
i:’t’ljiﬁ”jﬁjfj fuéll#ﬁl_fﬁrr(]‘ﬁr_' ’%ﬂﬂ
L ﬁlHI ! EJZ‘I*L*THI_f IR WIFH"A
feg * — [l 3 3= 52 (tautology)  THA F s
?'[;;tfdlpllgu[ o Pl SRR F;I%%J%*
ST R S P R R
(E! éﬁﬂ‘f ] fixﬁ"ifﬁJ %W‘é’n%éﬁﬁﬂl Pl
ixﬁ_ﬂﬂiﬁﬁj s EWDI’FE‘W‘UP S

AT A I B A
A R S 3 Pﬁﬂﬁ
r@ﬁiﬂmwwn ARL

V?F* J(incentive) I F 1A l‘fPTHW ?

I*LATHI_f ﬂ{gfjg*[ftﬁﬁgf[ﬁjﬁf
Wﬁlﬁﬂ—ﬁ%wm?rﬂ@%fjw
} EEMHJ [EEYRT SN0 PN T
HVE g EFE I"’:@J@ [*Eﬁ“*?“ =y
(TS5 P 2 s R b~ Emrirfrj
[ (policy space)fliff il [T R TR
(s IR -

HIPERLE E[%‘f?%jf NS
RS Fﬂ?f Frlp JTJ?J@ ’ #‘u’?‘/[fjl— A I
(accountability) [ » fl— v
A AU A Y RUH > P8

(responsibility; Levi ne, Peters, and Thomson,
1990) » *fiERLT » Hifpy AR ST =
[ PTIE » PERTE S 7 A
(ERL - E'}T‘]‘J?ﬁéﬁﬁ B2 e TR
AL R i
plizk <o

AR EATE IS P12 7] Levine,
Peters and Thompson (1990: 188-190) f
W 3 R A 2 VR RIRERY = ok B
P AP AR AL T
(responsiveness) [Y[EI[fi| » PTFAEIERL
réathJ (‘accountability ) ﬂjpifﬁ ik

TIHRL rEFh =, (responsibility )

pjpiﬂ iﬁ—%ﬁ VREIpuaES » Tl A ’ﬁ%}
fagr Kaufman [} s 8L o |35 e
o
Putnam, and Rockman IEI\J}EJQ';@FHEJ%‘HIIE[\J:
(IR R

- SR
TR R £
F;,IIEIF LA T#“E"l FERE M J)FPIZ[DF%?\[ HI ’ E
fzf*ffgl Joel Aberbach, Robert Putnam, and
Bert Rockman (1981) %*“ééﬂ?ﬁ?”‘,ijif@f
F[Fuﬁf Fﬁﬁg‘l o= EIPEE - PR HE|
L HOTIL ) BRI 9 (P
Fﬁjﬁ) FVPHIE RS lgfﬁﬁ‘??ﬁ[‘ » BT

[ﬁjz[%‘\'[:ﬁiréT+rﬁA 7%%ngﬁﬁjij(fj#“ ) E E’[
gg,@wﬂﬂﬁaéw34jmugﬁ
p‘fﬁf rJu o T R T A

ﬁ“i IFEJi/D[? 2L NI el
Eﬁ?’”iﬂﬁ’g 31 3 T | ﬂﬁfE EE e
Rl "‘—mu#ﬁr; SR SRR
_1‘?1’: u'_‘Ff“#\LﬂF[F“H& '_‘:LJEISrE'F'JF»IFJ
 (Gregory, 1991) ; JRjf] @ﬁvﬁ% ot
VBJ: % [l Fuﬁﬁ‘g_kﬁgﬂjpﬁftfg. ) FI FLEF

B PRI i B f
pl At TR (e
it <EF Fl&[‘ﬁdifﬁ “'>, 75 N
BT AL ) ﬁb@w f/D
?JLE_‘? B VA i f“w ﬁf/UFL« (u
%i@?iﬁ , Fljjjﬂil}.m é—ﬁj A &rAF l[ﬁg% Fl
[?&[Ll—'*‘ﬁ’?‘éf :_[/—F{] l# ]E[I?;[NHF] I/ o [EI‘F[ | EJ SR
T 3k ‘7;§’~F \\\\ qbrf{; ;;,HJ H'J E[[JJI/
P i Jw

lj\é s A E!
J—FUI:L[tV -7 /F[m\ ]Egélﬁf ﬁJtJm[[i{[

I:

ML



B BERE |50 P [ [ e
ﬂ%ﬁﬂ?ﬁﬁﬁimﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁwfh
( Schroter and Rober, 1997@ > RIRE ]
Eﬁﬁkﬁﬁféﬁ%@ﬁﬁ<WWﬁ
1974) -

HEIR Aberbach =™+ L‘ﬁ”ﬂ@*‘ﬂ(’-‘: i
Y IR ) ﬁﬁ%(mm
24-45) ’Laf;,’igﬁ*%ﬂﬂS[ SR 215075
71 Ejzﬁclj}‘fr*l &\kﬁ:”ﬁi?}\“ﬁjfﬁf{g ’ ‘fut[i_m
U *%EI Iﬁiglc lpJLerI‘I:tr, . {f’;él
e FIZS I HIp R T E'@‘ B EJZﬁz[SFE[IE[fjil»_';q
R NSE AR AR ME%‘E*E?{ Philip

Converse (1964 255) w%ﬁ' % A Hﬁ{
IS AR the

history of |deas) g ﬁﬁw\};’@]ﬁ éfgj
O i - TERLSEST AR ? Lw
TJMAI; %*FE'* [ﬁu#%ﬁ‘ r :| A ek
(belief system) -

7[: E }{ﬁ]’ Aberbach, Putnam and
Rockman’ﬁlfé[“ R %? AT (75 R B
cuﬁ,rﬂﬁ j % (Toleranceof litics, TP) ~
+ Lji F(J‘” ( Programmatlc Commitment,

wﬁ' ( Elitism Index, EI)
t',~ , ,ﬁ’[ﬂuﬂ? ,*f Ed F”F“@F”F%ﬁl ;
EE j%i‘\[a&ll ’S[asnlﬁ P cIJ?F
B B 7] ( Aberbach, 1990; Aberbach and
Rockman, 1976, 1978; Aberbach, Derlien,
Mayntz, and Rockman, 1990; Aberbach,
Rockman, and Copeland, 1990 ) = [ ~ ffi s
e NF (Putnam, 1973) 5 EEEEES R
( Aberbach, Derlien, Mayntz and Rockman,
1990) ; [!' A== B ( Aberbach, Krauss,
Muramatsu and Rockman, 1990) ; I'] K
Y= (Gregory, 1991) =

IR ol i e 1= g c A
- lfr;[%‘f?%} ] Il FF? I e o R
PRSI B B N e
IFER R T [ﬁJﬁEFQ ; ® ﬁﬁfpﬂ@i@
F[l[’ [g‘fﬁ‘g_ﬁﬁﬂﬁ“@}iﬁqg Folp E"‘J & s ’Hilﬁ'l Jff;rj:i

PP g SRR T E*IJE@?%‘FTF%
I %ﬁkty%wF”'~*’ﬁﬁk
Popplsf= I%‘f*ﬁﬁ'fﬁiﬂi[* TR
Jﬁ%‘;—r I”ngﬁ Y7k o AgEp JL—TZF ke Ei [ff
?E',;—rlﬂg I » Aberbach =75 £, JEJ
LTF'F‘ . (creative dialogue, 1981.: ZGONESL

6

ELEES e

B R AW

F AL F1BIR] 7 2008-2000 77
? DAY Ff[ﬁijﬂj [%Iig&ﬂ P

< HF - MR EpETEEY E'[HH : rju
F[ fﬂiﬁlﬁ gﬂrf?%/:]i?%"ﬁ 4{“, e
PR s i o +_JEI (iR

[a&llf&?l/ Enﬁﬁj Fodh  RERRTL l’pt'ﬁﬂ*ﬁ'
'?’IWWEF””ﬂ

- @*E'[:g'\ﬁlﬁgkl Efjﬁﬁ‘iﬁ;ﬁ

F R I IR Y-
= WP IR OIS S
FRE HRIVE g’ﬂa Bl ATty ’}H % b
SRR P "’[’?féfg TP A
o PR Ao JEfUE'Eﬂ R =
B L S B
@f“

e F s = 8
L B B PRI - e
FIVRGE ~ Jp7 AT 2sde i
ip#?*#?% ﬂfﬂ*”;?SE‘EW“’%'@E'@E%[’FEJ#L
PRI o 5 P RHRE 4 it
*] » £} 20070701 ﬁwéﬁ%u;u 20080115 +
‘F"[_Flﬁ"_fk}'s

o %ﬁﬁlﬁ?&%‘

AP | 2 BIRER PR

o I’

E'JE'I?@@?@?{EJ“‘JT 2 - T B

: aslgﬁ;@w iz Pl g

pjr:hvf Juw IV g“[ﬁ*pJﬁLi”FJ@ |§"f
il rﬂﬂjmﬂ“u‘p%ﬁ%”?“& [‘S’%‘lgr ffi’gh
SR N N (L
RS [ -
‘i i*hwu IR lﬁ*ﬁliaﬂ ¥
i:ﬁ[ Hi[l 4J< f LJ'—T'*E- =l | LJ’TJ‘ J;_U% ﬁ{l
E’_Il—ftu A 11;]f'| FIHH [[H“E ' Il
7&/](51‘7{]‘—, Ij‘«'?‘@

5 @I&]Wﬂh@%ﬂl Fiétf‘sfg b’g"zaquﬁg} =4
e EJW\EHE, “ ity J-‘\%Eib’mibiﬂ 8
PEIIE#E I[Lsrk NE S

= F"ﬁi

RIS 18 Hr;cpz



E{Piﬂbaﬁ% il il e
1. ij?ﬁﬁ:%“?ﬁfﬁﬁlﬁl

F[?ﬁ%lﬁré"ﬁf ﬁ“r{]‘FgﬁE’e [Esstiald
ﬁl Eﬁ%rl £, ,\ﬂjitk F ?’ﬁt'b 4,\4\:};1%?\
H JLJJF‘EI ¢7JIUI§EF E/IE}?FF EFGET HH\PT

r{]‘ﬁ‘rﬂflﬁf ﬁ?ﬂf rfr{]‘ & ﬁEIS%@j
By 2 Y
2. ?Elﬁl%}%-

PO 2 025 )
ey S AN D“H\#ﬁﬁfﬁ%%gg@ (D)
Fifp <T*’*’ﬁf?€‘9 CED @A FEE (F
% L SRS @@ﬂ@@%@
33(4)?1 (T AFHD 2 1
2 335,274 * > HI;F}TFUM%— 4\;%5;&
B 20355 2 ) 216422 1 0 A
PI- RE R 3 IR (PR E
TRV SR S - )0 130,559
AR ﬁﬁ\%F\%ﬁ\éF\
FITHEL 255 - BY ({7 i
i) Ep u—“ﬁ‘“ ’ Pf‘*?%%ﬂ%e A (Pl
**“‘Jfﬂf >‘4’3’F”* CRES YV ~ S ST -
TEFIT NI EPERTE A F )
SHRI(EE Feff }i‘;’? THBEES IR 2 53 TRl
Ptk .

~, JE.F ﬁjf};glﬁmp’Ft ; gjéﬁﬁﬂ\éf
( 2004> TR PR A (A9 RS )
o, > AR R ~ Bk TR
FHEE IE B 2,000 ka4|3fF, (8,000
b RS S e e e
7 A RS EE 'I;ﬂf;;q;

o, T PRI T W W
i" IR S e e S b
et T TT?’ T ﬂ‘““{é@re 843 i [
*Pﬂi P RE * EX TS Wedfel | 419  H11sg
Eﬁ’inaﬁi ) =419 fib sf:gfhp;“ 105 b 5[] 7, J—Fw,
IW’ l§¢ E’f:@ﬁ'i% A (1)1f E
?4’ ﬂ,% (2 Twaf P PR
iﬁ?ﬂn%[ﬁ‘/[ J‘!’jak j ﬁ £(4)s<vr
fﬂ»l I&H R js«ff J:L glfp,[gﬁ
*&M’F e ll u L f+ sr:gﬂg Uy
Eﬁ?xﬁﬂi{lﬂaﬁg s ,ﬁafr%

= RSLFAOHEE s
ALy %Elfr?:ﬁ%ﬁ?affﬁw o Fl
2008 F 1FJ 24 F 1= E 14 11 (L
TR - SRR B RS AT
%’Féﬂgg %%Eﬁﬁ"’ifﬁ{ﬂ 3,042 & > FEEvR|
ﬁ%&%—@iw&% e HE) 1,962 [R5 TR
> EFpfs sk Y 64.5% > Ak 1,080 [7)
E‘Ut %EEWI‘?@
P~ RS [REIAEE
1853 PO B
NN jt’ﬁIIZI“’EILJI’M@TEt@@”H
HIﬂ i EY pl FFIJ r)”ﬁiql»‘jl_‘t"J AT
B, == TZRIT SR - E‘@TF“ P&
§Ji[Ip| Ry Feg= [leé(L M)
TAZ [H“%(“*J) % =
%?JHI MRS I Eﬁau R i
FLA AT (EH@WEJ PRl = Bl

% u

MR~ 7 86 R - 2 = -
I 1 (BRI ~ = T~ BRI

ff" D .=r:rg%§j@:jggrﬁ@8 o

53 DR = {7 [l o AT ERL AR
iyai"lﬁn % ﬁlﬁgﬂﬁi b]ﬁ 1];_'51;}[; %,
7111;_%1?‘}7}% ( "[JFAHII/?’?'@TEFIJT]"Eﬂ 10) Ea
] -

ﬁlﬁcﬂjﬁﬁ uE [Ll[“[# AR 17
i ""E'bﬁfﬂﬁ%ﬂ@ﬁ%%ﬂ%'ﬁ”[r“@

BT sy~ Pl

%3 = iﬁ%a A S i R
&Wa%*ﬁﬁfmﬁgﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁi’ﬁip
i Hvﬂﬂw%%f%w3W%uw)
F'@FFJI,.\E@ FLIEFIf -

® BRIII0 PO T PRI ) ~ 2 IO (U
:g L - PR 0 AT
*?& TWED ~ TR0 FAPIE 1l*%<f/ ) -

S i s LR -
104 -, T“li:{ﬁl%'] FITESIF [Ijrj«'YF,Ji_F o %FI[]:[“,
@fﬁf‘?ﬁﬁﬁ% ! et (L) | Vi
f1 R AR R 1> '@«FItj‘]I[II/??@WE[E B,
= '@#’tﬂ*@ﬁﬂ UMERARL 1 lﬁ’@fgj*ééj—
[SRETE | RS (3)F' eIV - VaNi El@raé?
l“%“?‘ﬁ“zul? O 1+ 1Y R A R
B o o SN R | IR RE, U A R
W WEEE L TS S IRRCE |
fEHJ%g%WFA] J%El% (E1E At oS 1 i
ﬁ’}:l it F?z ST ISR sy o R H@;;@

JJEFJ £ P‘*@“ [ftﬁﬂbﬁ” G R g EPILE
Fro plpﬂf’%%w 7 959 wwe ;
P=0.045<0.05 - #| £ 1 fi j S -



T PN [le‘%’:’?t;j« kf[ﬂpj
N [Hl’_‘%%jﬂl_f .jtr,iﬁlrﬁ?{ urﬂp
EENE = TR FPyREHE I*t"l‘ ’
ﬁﬁ@ﬁm@?ﬂﬁf%@ﬂﬁﬂﬁU@Eﬁ
Py HISRC P - (RS
@ﬁﬂﬂl{[t". (EEE Qs e T
(N f ok PR i F?[:*EWEI’JHD‘ i
tr,;ﬂﬁ;ﬁli[ ﬂjf 1% (qu/[ = FE Tl
B .jtnf[liﬁfii[ ”‘J[ ) NI B
B B L
- [le‘@ﬁk P MR I ERORE A fi

H TR A [—H }{ﬁj’ =] f]ﬁ IJ[:F[I’_‘%FII [EhL
?jiq‘” IJ~ Iﬁ W zl“ “lﬁﬁ[ Hl_f N
EnF o

HZ o B U?;D ok ﬁj’E
’?ﬁﬁ*?iﬁw%$ﬁHﬁrﬂ"3 L
kf{ﬂ}%gﬁjj Ao ST e IR
27k Pﬂ’ Pl TR ot
ﬁtﬁw@{gﬁmﬁﬁ ﬁ%_“:*ﬁli
AU il
i S N P - i

FuREEREY H?}Efm ) u; Sk ‘gﬁjaﬂ %m
?@QQ%H%JF[I%THM (7 RV _ Y EI Y
Pdlf—“ R u;jiﬁr” IJ§JI[I » RLEI S
F NP [J;lﬁmﬁﬁﬁaf[ﬁ mtr, u;[glf[l;,
REN
oy ,}trjq&,jtr,iﬂ/ |[H|—f 7 ET H[F”

IR IR [ TU“«'«I [l
(R e L e A IS I
o [UE R T AR > AR P
PRI T (1 S S B
fﬂjﬁfiﬂﬁ'ﬂ@ﬂ' v Pl _‘Ljflj\% KVH’
PR RS N MRS 2 [RUEEEIROAETS Y,
ﬂ’ﬁiﬁwé*w”}%%jf il

wﬁﬁ@gﬁf%ia pdw*ﬁlﬂ T sﬁ_@ﬁﬁiﬂﬁﬁl’
ﬁﬁ = u§=§[ £ *Jﬁ UFEHH o

LIS L

C VR PRHBE ISR E 15 oz

=

S AP Y
, "EJ”jﬂfl\(#lﬁ ﬁ H=F __E?
BE Eﬂﬂjeﬁll]ﬂ%

1@

HZ o BRSPS R e

IRITT PR
[ A B o IR B R
ONEIEIR S it

B2 R e (T
R JHLH SR H%ﬁlﬁ@ugm Y
?*'¢mHﬁ?§%%4wa’~
LI oS P B ¢TJI”J“ p ﬂVFFF[ES“'
2 B P P ﬁnwufwaﬂivﬂ

(5) R

o #i Ei%?f Eﬁ[’f,@?ﬁ@
P ,ﬁﬁi*wQﬁme%w@
EIJ

P i et s I
[E.U’,\J Hlﬁkljt b [, jj;ﬁg ;—fF[JTJI
@& Efi%m J%g[;jﬂ[ﬂ% pJ J[@F*

HZ o R SpuprRa s T BT
F”E}*\Ig[yﬂ;j ) EIJ}‘FWFTE._[.E']"?ISI ok ]35"3_1\5

iaﬁ V)R AR H Ay
ﬂ,,t%fﬂﬁpﬁm@Ff&Néﬁ
SFIBURL 0 [ FOSL A R -

SRy
(= )2 “bf}i'l

L M 201991 (205~ EY Ak
(R AE R ad i SR N 8
H =P o

i
2. S 21019940 (1§

- 1904 (G B
ﬂ@?%kﬁﬁh ) i ?T

LR MHW,&
3. SEERS - 1996 - <13\j‘ﬁﬂ F'[L&rj il
b é‘r'ﬁ“ﬂﬁﬁ' S F'IPT?’[JH
T fofe ) o (9 PRI T
4‘“}) B4 :ugﬁ: o J[Ju. [H\muﬁ%
4. HgHofice 19920 (F& B Pyioh pjighty

m;%ﬂﬂw@%§wﬂﬁw,m
7 %%R“ﬂlfmﬁﬁf@M

k"‘H[u o

5,@@@Vm% (é?ﬁﬁw*mﬁ%
SR ) o A IR E ST RGO

\—‘i\

SO {1l A gl



Zeld 219960 (FHI A N B S
V) {0 ]
whA | F ’?ﬁéjl—{ TU{D o

SESETE

1

Aberbach, Joel D. (1990) Keeping a
Watchful Eye: The Politics of
Congressional Oversight. Washington,
D. C.: Brookings Institute.

Aberbach, Joel D. and Bert A. Rockman.
(1976) “Clashing Beliefs within the
Executive Branch: The Nixon
Administration Bureaucracy.” American
Political Science Review 71: 456-468.
Aberbach, Joel D. and Bert A. Rockman.
(1978) “Administratives‘ Beliefs about
the Role of the Public: The Case of
American Federal Executives.” Western
Palitical Quarterly 31: 502-522.
Aberbach, Joel D. and Bert A. Rockman.
(1988) “Mandates or Mandarins?
Control and Discretion in the Modern
Administrative State.” Public
Administration Review 48(2): 606-612.
Aberbach, Joel D., James D. Chesney,
and Bert A. Rockman. (1975)
“Exploring Elite Political Attitudes:
Some Methodological Lessons.”
Political Methodology 2: 1-27.
Aberbach, Joel D., Hans-Ulrich Derlien,
Renate Mayntz and Bert A. Rockman.
(1990) “American and German Federal
Executives — Technocratic and Political
Attitudes.” International Social Science
Journal 123: 3-18.

Aberbach, Joel D., Ellis S. Krauss,
Michio Muramatsu and Bert A.
Rockman. (1990) “Comparing Japanese
and American Administrative Elites.”
British Journal of Political Science 20
(4): 461-488.

Aberbach, Joel D., Robert D. Putham
and Bert Rockman. (1981) Bureaucrats
and Politicians in Western Democracies.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

Aberbach, Joel D., Bert A. Rockman,
and Robert M. Copeland. (1990) “From
Nixon‘s Problem to Reagan’s
Achievement: The Federal Executive

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Reexamined.” In Looking Back on the
Reagan Presidency, Larry Berman, ed.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press.

Asmerom, H. K. and E. P. Reis, eds.
(1996) Democr atization and
Bureaucratic Neutrality. MaCmillan
Press.

Baker, R. ed. (2001). Transitions from
Authoritarianism: The Role of the
Bureaucracy. Greenwood Publishing
Group.

Gregory, R. J. (1991) “The Attitudes of
Senior Public Servantsin Australiaand
New Zealand: Administrative Reform
and Technocratic Consequence?”
Governance. 4(3): 295-331.

Haidar, Ali, Lin Hong Hai and Len
Pullin. 2004. “An Impoverished
Neutrality? Public Manager Valuesin
Local Government, Penang, Malaysia.”
Local Government Studies 30(1):
88-107.

Heclo, H. (1975) “OMB and the
Presidency — the Problem of ‘Neutral
Competence.”” Public Interest,
38(Winter): 80-89.

Herring, P. (1936) Public Administration
and the Public Interest. New Y ork:
Russell & Russell.

J. D. Aberbach ~ R. D. Putnam ~ B. A.
Rockman(1981), Bureaucrats and
Politicians in Western Democracies.
Harvard University Press.

Kaufman, Herbert. (1956) “Emerging
Conflictsin the Doctrines of Public
Administration.” The American Political
Science Review, 50(4): 1057-1073.
Kaufman, H. (1990). “The End of an
Alliance: Public Administration in the
Eighties.” In Public Administration: The
Sate of the Discipline, Naomi B. Lynn
and A. Wildavsky, eds. Chatham, NJ:
Chatham House.

Leach, W. D., N. W. Pelkey and P.
Sabatier. (2002) “Stakeholder
Partnerships as Collaborative
Policymaking: Evaluation Criteria
Applied to Watershed Management in
California and Washington.” Journal of
Policy Analysis and Management, 21(4):



20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

645-670.

Len Pullin, Ali Haidar.
2003.“Managerial values in local
government — Victoria, Australia.”
International Journal of Public Sector
Management.16(4): 286-302.

Levinge, C. H., B. G. Petersand F. J.
Thompson. (1990). Public
Administration: Challenges, Choices,
Conseguences. Glenview, IL: Scott,
Foresman.

Maranto, Robert and B. Douglas Skelley.
1992.“Neutrality: An Enduring Principle
of the Federal Service.” American
Review of Public Administration, 22(3):
173-187.

Miller, H. T. (1994). “Post-Progressive
Public Administration: Lesson from
Policy Networks.” Public Administration
Review, 54(4): 378-386.

Moe, T. (1990) “Political Institutions:
The Neglected Side of the Story.”
Journal of Law, Economics and
Organization 6(Specia Issue): 213-253.
---. (1993) “Presidents, Institutions and
Theory.” In Researching the Presidency:
Vital Questions, New Approaches, G. C.
Edwards 1, J. H. Kessel, and B. A.
Rockman, eds. Pittsburgh, PA:
Pittsburgh University Press.

Peters, B. G. and J. Pierre, eds. (2001)
Politicians, Bureaucrats and
Administrative Reform. Routledge.
Putnam, Robert D. (1973) “The Political

10

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

Attitudes of Senior Civil Servantsin
Western Europe: A Preliminary Report.”
British Journal of Political Science,
3:257-290.

Rourke, F. E. (1992). “Responsiveness
and Neutral Competence in American
Bureaucracy.” Public Administration
Review, 52(6): 539-47.

Schubert, G. A., Jr. (1957) “’The Public
Interest’ In Administrative
Decision-Making: Theorem, Theosophy,
or Theory?”” American Political Science
Review, 51(2): 346-368.

Vinzant, Janet, (1993). “Strange
Bedfellows: Public Administration,
Neutral Competence, and Strong
Parties.” Public Administration Theory
and Praxis, 15(2), 11-24.

West, W. F. and R. F. Durant. (2000).
“Merit, Management, and Neutral
Competence: Lessons fromthe U. S.
Merit Systems Protection Board,
FY1988-FY1997.” Public
Administration Review, 60(2): 111-122.
Wiatr, J. J. (1995). “The Dilemmas of
Re-organizing the Bureaucracy in Poland
during the Democratic Transformation.”
Communist and Post-Communist Studies,
28(1): 153-160.

Wynia, B. L. (1974) “Federal
Bureaucrats’ Attitude toward
Democratic Ideology.” Public
Administration Review, 34: 156-162.



- CALRH L R B4R A D ASPA E R A3 § 4F 2 (2000/3)

Delving into the Mystery of Neutrality Ethicin a Consolidating Democracy: A
Preliminary Exploration from the Taiwan Government Bureaucrat Survey (TGBS) in
2008

Don-yun Chen, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Public Administration
National Chengchi University, Taipei, TAIWAN
donc@nccu.edu.tw

Tong-yi Huang, Ph.D.
Associate Professor,
Department of Public Administration,
National Cheng-chi University, Taipel, TAIWAN
tyhuang@nccu.edu.tw

Hsiu-chuan Tsai, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Political Science
Soochow University, Taipei, TAIWAN
sutsai.joy@msa.hinet.net

Chih-kai Chang
Ph.D. Student
Department of Public Administration
National Chengchi University, Taipei, TAIWAN
f680818@ms17.hinet.net

11



Abstract

For many democratizing nations, the establishment of the neutrality ethic in bureaucracy is
crucia to stabilizing democratic competition and promoting governing effectiveness.
However, for external or internal reasons, it is very difficult to detect how the neutrality ethic
emerges and what are the believed substances of it are in bureaucrats minds. For both
research and practical purposes, we treat Taiwan as acritica case to answer the previous
questions for the following reasons. First, if the emergence of the neutrality ethic can be
attributed to imposed trainings (internal) and party turn-over (external), both el ements have
just presented in the Taiwanese case. We can test both arguments and their relative
importance in one case study. Second, Taiwan" s bureaucratic system presents a high
continuity before and after democratic transition. We can observe the change within one
survey by using the cohort analysis. Lastly, because there is avery rigid examination systemin
recruiting civil servantsin Taiwan, it is relatively easy to identify who are bureaucrats and
conduct a bureaucrat survey. By using the data from the first national survey (Taiwan
Bureaucrat Survey, TBS) sponsored by the National Science Council, we try to answer the
following research questions. (1) What are the substances of bureaucrats’ neutrality ethic in
Taiwan? (2) How can the attitudinal differences among bureaucrats be explained by seniority,
rank, gender, and other explanatory variables? (3) Do external party turn-over or internal
trainings contribute more to the change of neutrality ethic in Taiwan?

Keywords. Bureaucratic Attitude; the Neutrality Ethic; Democratic Consolidation; Taiwan
Government Bureaucrat Survey (TGBS)

@ Explain how your proposal fits the conference theme

The establishment of neutrality ethic in bureaucratic system is one of the most important
governing issues in newly democratizing countries. However, very little research has been
done and the outcome of this research can be useful to countries around the world other than
the industrialized democracies to meet their diverse needs on their efforts to build effective
governing bodies.
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Quotation...

“Loyalty isafine quality, but in excessit fills
political graveyards.”

Neil Kinnock (1942~)
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A Living example of Taiwan: The Former Bureau of
Investigation (FBI) director-general Y eh Sheng-mao (& &% %) was
sentenced to ten years prison terms by court of finding Mr. Y eh
guilty of leaking confidential information from the Egmont Group to
his former boss, former president Chen Shui-bian (fifi~ ij) :
However, Mr. Y eh denied that he was trying to protectirrg his
position to lesk the information. He said that “I thought that it was
only ordinary information for president to know.”

Comments: Serving the nation is equal to serving the leader in non-
democratic era, but after the party turn-over in Taiwan, for
bureaucrats, to serve the nation is beginning to be separated from
serving the “temporary” leader. Neutrality is beginning to be an
important ethical value for bureaucrats in appointees/bureaucrats
relations !

.0 Various Terms used: Neutral competence (Heclo, 1975),

What is Bureaucratic Neutrality?

Political neutrality (Kemaghan, 1976), Impartiality (Rothstein
and Teorell, 2008), Administrative neutrality (used only in
Taiwan)...

o Conflicting Values: It is said that the civil serviceis “above
politics’ (Miller, 2000) where civil servants should be non-
partisan, obedient, and anonymous. However, they should be
politically responsive and accountable to politicians at the same
time. Although neutrality can be politically optimal in strategic
term (Huber, 2007), it isalso an ethical dilemmawithin
democratizing state as well as democratic states (Mengistu and
Vogel, 2006). Itiscalled “the neutrality ethics.”

o Six components (Kemaghan, 1976): (1)politics and
administration, (2) political patronage, (3)political activity, (4)
public comment, (5) anonymity and ministerial responsibility,
and (6) permanency in office.

14



Research Strategies

0 Objects. The scope of neutrality ethicsistoo broad. In this research,
we focused on the politician/bureaucrat relations from bureaucrat’s
viewpoint.

o Definition: Adopting the non-partisan, obedient, and anonymous as
neutrality ethics.

o Styles: In the past, most research are non-empirical and afew have

surveying asmall group of local government. This research has

collected a representative sample of Taiwan's local

governments.(Pullin and Haidar, 2003; Maranto and Skelley, 1992)

Questions: In the past, the questions were about the content of

neutrality ethics and how bureaucrat (and politicians) have opinion

on them. In this research the behavioral redlities are the key
dependent variables.

o Modding: Using Multi regression as statistical tool to decode the
information behind the data.

O

The Research Questions

o 1. How can the attitudinal and behavioral
differences among bureaucrats be explained by
seniority, rank, gender, and other explanatory
variables?

o 2. What are the substance of neutrality ethicsin
Taiwan’slocal bureaucrats?

o 3. Do party turn-over contribute to the
difference of neutrality ethic in Taiwan?

15




——————————
Methodology: Surveying Bureaucrats

O Project Name: TBS (Taiwan Bureaucrat Survey)
sponsored by National Science Council

0 Population: Civil servants at the local government of
Taiwan (excluding military personnel, medial
personnel, school teachers, and employees of stated
owned enterprises.)

o Time: January to March 2008

O Type Faceto faceinterview

O Total Sample: 935, weighted with local governments.

—————————————
Variable Defined (1)

O Dependent Variable:

= 1. BE(1Q): Evauation of Paliticians/Bureaucrats Relations (6
point scale; attitude)

<1.Very Good-2.Good-3.A Little Good-4.A Little Bad-5.Bad-6.Very Bad>

= 2. BP(4Q;V-0.44): Parisian Actions (5 point scale; behavior)

= 3. BO(3Q;V-0.79): Obedient Actions (5 point scale; behavior)

= 4. BA(3Q;V-0.72): Anonymous Actions (5 point scale;
behavior)

<1.Almost Always-2.0ften-3.Sometimes-4.0nce-5.Never>

16
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Variable Defined (11)

O Independent Variables

Values:

o PT(5Q; V-0.82) : Political Tolerance (ARP, 1981, 6
point scale)

o ET(5Q; V-0.97) : Elitism (ARP, 1981; 6 point scale)

Personal Characteristics:

o GD:Gender (1IM/0F); PS: Partisanship (1/0); Age
(Conti.); MG: Manager (1/0)

o PCF: Palitician Contact-frequency(7 point scale)

Structural

o TURN: Party turn-over (1-at least once/0)

—
Results (1)

Table I: Factors Influence N eutralityL

Var.« ModelI (BE)- ModelII (BP)- | ModelIIl (BO)- | ModelIV (BA)- |
Beta- Sig.- | Betac Sig.c | Betac Sig.c | Betas Sig.e |0

Const.s 33354 0.000¢ 1.8024 0.000¢ 26354 0.000¢ 40554 0.0000  |e
PTe 0.112¢4 0.012%% 00214 04330 00234 0.563¢ 0.0094 079 |0
ET~ 00014 0.196¢ -0.0014 0.155¢ 0.000054 0.911¢ 0.000084 0.838¢  |o
GDe -0.1064 0.060% -0.0864 0.041%* 0.1534 0.002%** 0.1744 0.000%**4|
Pse -0.0524 03682 0.1444 0.001%=*2|  -0.0774 0.128¢ 01074 0.015%*% |
Ages 0.0104 0.003*%*2)  -0.0044 0.1300 0.0104 0.001%+*. 0.0044 0107« |
MGe 0.1374 0.054% -0.0464 03332 00354 0.572¢ 0.112¢4 0.041%*0 |o
PCFe 0.13%4 0.000%** 0.1454 0.000%*:|  -0.0344 0.103¢ -0.0534 0.003***4|
TURN<  0.1084 0.196¢ 00724 0.231¢ 01034 0.162¢ -0.0814 0.2060  |o
o | B2=0.095» R2=0.046.» R3=0.031 R3=0.0450 o

Note: © ***!!, 990/0; [ **!!’ 950/0; [ *!l, 0%
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o Value: Bureaucrat’s value of Political tolerance will have a
positive effect on his or her evaluation of the P/B relations.
However, hisor her value of elitism has no effect on any of the
evaluation and behaviors.

o Characteristics:

= GD (Gender) : The most influential factor. Statistical significant in all
four models. A male bureaucrat will evaluate the P/B relations | ess than
female one. He also will be more partisan, less obedient and anonymous
in his behavior.

= PCF (Politician-contact-frequency) : The more a bureaucrat contacts
with politicians the more he or she will evaluate the P/B relations
positively. He or she will also behave less partisan and more anonymous.

m  PS(Partisanship) : A bureaucrat with apolitical preference will have
more partisan behaviors. Also, he or she will be more obedient.

= Age: The older the bureaucrat, the more positive he or sheisto evaluate
the P/B relation.

= MG (Manager) : A bureaucrat in amanger position will evaluate the
P/B relation more positively. Also, he will behave more anonymously.

FRy 12

Result (11): Identify Intervening Variables

PCF
___; BA —> oo
+’,” /
==---=-> w0

Using Model 11 to identify intervening variables:
1. BOispartidly intervening between PCE and BP, PS and BP.

2. BO and BA are perfect intervening variables between GD and
BP.

18
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Result (111)

O The structural factor of party turn-over has no systematic
effect on the difference of attitudes and behaviors among
local bureaucrats.

o Oneinteresting finding:
= If TURN iscontinuous (0-1-2-3), it is negatively related to PCF.

O Severa possibilities of thisresults:

= 1. Wrong Modd: Statistical model need to be change into two-level
model with adding more structural variables.

= 2. Mobility of Bureaucrats: Bureaucrats can move all around
Taiwan.

= 3. Better Measurement: Need better measurement for party turn-
over.

———
Conclusion

o 1. Gender and neutrality: Gender is an important factor influencing
neutrality ethicsin P/B relations. However, itsinfluence on PS can be
perfectly intervened by BO and BA. That isto say, male is more partisan can
th better explained by their activities of non-faceless and disobedient

aviors.

o 2. Value Conflict and Neutral Behaviors: PT and ET have little systematic
influences on bureaucrat’s behavior might be explained that there is a more
complicated relationship between ethical values and actions. It might be the
case that the “conflicting values approach” to neutrality ethicsis not
sufficient to guide behaviorsin a complex world.

o 3. Non-faceless Bureaucrat and Partisan Activities: According to model
IV, the more PCF the less BA. However, the less BA means aless partisan
activities. It might be the reason that transparent bureaucratic systemis
necessary to be politically impartial.

o 4. System Factorsand Neutral Behaviors: Thereisno statistical
significant relations between TURN and all the B’s. More efforts are needed
to uncover whether democratic institutions do not have systemati c supports
for bureaucratic neutrality.

19




YA 15

Thanksfor
Y our Attention

AR ==

References

[u] Aberbach, Joel D., R. D. Putnam, and B. A. Rockman, (1981) Bureaucrats & Politiciansin
Western Democracies, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

o Heclo, H. (1975) “OM B and the Presidency — the Problem of ‘Neutral Competence.” Public
Interest, 38(1): 80-89

[u] Huber, Gregory. (2007) The Craft of Bureaucratic Neutrality. New Y ork: Cambridge
University Press.

o Kemaghan, Kenneth. (1976) “Palitics, Policy and Public Servants: Political Neutrality
Revisited.” Canadian Public Administration, 19(3): 432 — 456.

o Maranto, R. and Skelley, B.D. (1992), “Neutrality: An Endurlng Pn nciple of the Federal
Service” American Review of Public Administrati on, 22(3): 173-8

o Mengistu, Berhanu; Vogel, Elizabeth. (2006) “Bureaucratic Neutrahty among Competing
Bureaucratic Values in an Ethnic Federalism: The Case of Ethi opia” Public Administration
Review, 66(2): 205-216.

o Miller, Gary. (2000). “Above Politics: Credible Commitment and Efficiency in the Design of
Public Agencies,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 10: 289-327.

[u] Pullin, Len and Ali Haidar. S2003) “Managerial Valuesin Local Government — Victoria,
Australia” The International Journal of Public Sector Management, 16(4): 286-302.

o Rothstein, Bo and Jan Teorell. (2008) “What Is Quality of Government? A Theory Of Impartial
Government Institutions” Governance: An International Journal of Policy, Administration,
And Ingtitutions, 21(2): 165-190.

o Ridley, F. F. (1986) “Political Neutrality, the Duty of Silence and the Right To Publish in the
Civil Service” Parliamentary Affairs, 39: 437-448.

20



ALR N Z Y e AR 4 D ASPA & B3 ¢ 3R £ (2009/3)

Delving into the Mystery of Neutrality Ethic in a Consolidating Democracy: A
Preliminary Exploration from the Taiwan Government Bureaucrat Survey (TGBS) in
2008

Don-yun Chen, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Public Administration
National Chengchi University, Taipei, TAIWAN
donc@nccu.edu.tw

Tong-yi Huang, Ph.D.
Associate Professor,
Department of Public Administration,
National Cheng-chi University, Taipei, TAIWAN
tyhuang@nccu.edu.tw

Hsiu-chuan Tsai, Ph.D.
Associate Professor
Department of Political Science
Soochow University, Taipei, TAIWAN
sutsai.joy@msa.hinet.net

Chih-kai Chang
Ph.D. Student
Department of Public Administration
National Chengchi University, Taipei, TAIWAN
f680818@ms17.hinet.net




Abstract

For many democratizing nations, the establishment of the neutrality ethic in bureaucracy is
crucial to stabilizing democratic competition and promoting governing effectiveness.
However, for external or internal reasons, it is very difficult to detect how the neutrality ethic
emerges and what are the believed substances of it are in bureaucrats' minds. For both
research and practical purposes, we treat Taiwan as a critical case to answer the previous
questions for the following reasons. First, if the emergence of the neutrality ethic can be
attributed to imposed trainings (internal) and party turn-over (external), both elements have
just presented in the Taiwanese case. We can test both arguments and their relative
importance in one case study. Second, Taiwan’ s bureaucratic system presents a high
continuity before and after democratic transition. We can observe the change within one
survey by using the cohort analysis. Lastly, because there is a very rigid examination system
in recruiting civil servants in Taiwan, it is relatively easy to identify who are bureaucrats and
conduct a bureaucrat survey. By using the data from the first national survey (Taiwan
Bureaucrat Survey, TBS) sponsored by the National Science Council, we try to answer the
following research questions. (1) What are the substances of bureaucrats’ neutrality ethic in
Taiwan? (2) How can the attitudinal differences among bureaucrats be explained by seniority,
rank, gender, and other explanatory variables? (3) Do external party turn-over or internal
trainings contribute more to the change of neutrality ethic in Taiwan?

Keywords: Bureaucratic Attitude; the Neutrality Ethic; Democratic Consolidation; Taiwan
Government Bureaucrat Survey (TGBS)

@ Explain how your proposal fits the conference theme

The establishment of neutrality ethic in bureaucratic system is one of the most important
governing issues in newly democratizing countries. However, very little research has been
done and the outcome of this research can be useful to countries around the world other than
the industrialized democracies to meet their diverse needs on their efforts to build effective
governing bodies.
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Quotation...

“Loyalty is a fine quality, but in excess it fills
political graveyards.”
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Introduction

0 A Living example of Taiwan: The Former Bureau of

Investigation (FBI) director-general Yeh Sheng-mao (& 5% %) was
sentenced to ten years prison terms by court of finding Mr. Yeh
guilty of leaking confidential information from the Egmont Group to
his former boss, former president Chen Shui-bian (f@”f“ﬂ) :
However, Mr. Yeh denied that he was trying to protectirrg his
position to leak the information. He said that “I thought that it was
only ordinary information for president to know.”

Comments: Serving the nation is equal to serving the leader in non-
democratic era, but after the party turn-over in Taiwan, for
bureaucrats, to serve the nation is beginning to be separated from
serving the “temporary” leader. Neutrality is beginning to be an
important ethical value for bureaucrats in appointees/bureaucrats
relations !

_

What is Bureaucratic Neutrality?

.0 Various Terms used: Neutral competence (Heclo, 1975),
Political neutrality (Kemaghan, 1976), Impartiality (Rothstein
and Teorell, 2008), Administrative neutrality (used only in
Taiwan)...

o Conflicting Values: It is said that the civil service is “above
politics” (Miller, 2000) where civil servants should be non-
partisan, obedient, and anonymous. However, they should be
politically responsive and accountable to politicians at the same
time. Although neutrality can be politically optimal in strategic
term (Huber, 2007), it is also an ethical dilemma within
democratizing state as well as democratic states (Mengistu and
Vogel, 2006). It is called “the neutrality ethics.”

o Six components (Kemaghan, 1976): (1)politics and
administration, (2) political patronage, (3)political activity, (4)
public comment, (5) anonymity and ministerial responsibility,
and (6) permanency in office.
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Research Strategies

0 Objects: The scope of neutrality ethics is too broad. In this research,
we focused on the politician/bureaucrat relations from bureaucrat’s
viewpoint.

o Definition: Adopting the non-partisan, obedient, and anonymous as
neutrality ethics.

o Styles: In the past, most research are non-empirical and a few have
surveying a small group of local government. This research has
collected a representative sample of Taiwan’s local
governments.(Pullin and Haidar, 2003; Maranto and Skelley, 1992)

Questions: In the past, the questions were about the content of
neutrality ethics and how bureaucrat (and politicians) have opinion
on them. In this research the behavioral realities are the key
dependent variables.

o Modeling: Using Multi regression as statistical tool to decode the
information behind the data.

O

_

The Research Questions

o 1. How can the attitudinal and behavioral
differences among bureaucrats be explained by
seniority, rank, gender, and other explanatory
variables?

O 2. What are the substance of neutrality ethics in
Taiwan'’s local bureaucrats?

o 3. Do party turn-over contribute to the
difference of neutrality ethic in Taiwan?




Methodology: Surveying Bureaucrats

O Project Name: TBS (Taiwan Bureaucrat Survey)
sponsored by National Science Council

o Population: Civil servants at the local government of
Taiwan (excluding military personnel, medial
personnel, school teachers, and employees of stated
owned enterprises.)

O Time: January to March 2008
O Type: Face to face interview
o Total Sample: 935, weighted with local governments.

———————————————————
Variable Defined (1)

o Dependent Variable:

= 1. BE(1Q): Evaluation of Politicians/Bureaucrats Relations (6
point scale; attitude)

<1.Very Good-2.Good-3.A Little Good-4.A Little Bad-5.Bad-6.Very Bad>
= 2. BP(4Q;V-0.44): Parisian Actions (5 point scale; behavior)
= 3. BO(3Q;V-0.79): Obedient Actions (5 point scale; behavior)

= 4. BA(3Q;V-0.72): Anonymous Actions (5 point scale;
behavior)
<1.Almost Always-2.0ften-3.Sometimes-4.0nce-5.Never>
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_
Variable Defined (11)

O Independent Variables

Values:

o PT(5Q; V-0.82) : Political Tolerance (ARP, 1981; 6
point scale)

o ET(5Q; V-0.97) : Elitism (ARP, 1981; 6 point scale)
Personal Characteristics:

o GD:Gender(1M/0F); PS: Partisanship (1/0); Age
(Conti.); MG: Manager (1/0)

o PCF: Politician Contact-frequency(7 point scale)
Structural
o TURN: Party turn-over (1-at least once/0)

_
Results (1)

Table I: Factors Influence Neutrality}

Var.» Model I (BE)- ModelII (BP)» | Model IIT (BO)- | Model IV (BA)- |-
Betac | Sig.c | Betar | Sig.c | Betac | Sig.o | Betar | Sig.e ¢

Const.< 3.3354 0.0000 1.8024 0.000¢ 2.6354 0.0000 4.0554 0.000¢ o
PT» 0.1124 0.012%*%0 0.0214 04330 0.0234 0.563# 0.0094 0796 |o

ET~ 0.0014 0.1960 -0.0014 0.155¢ 0.000054 09110 0.000084 08390 |o-

GDe -0.1064 0.060% -0.0864 0.041%*%4 0.1534 0.002%*F*a 0.1744 0.000%**a(s

PSe -0.0524 0.3680 0.1444 0.001**=*o|  -0.0774 01280 -0.1074 0.015%* |

Agee 0.0104 0003 _0.0044 01300 0.0104 0.007%**, 0.0044 01072 o

MG« 0.1574 0.054%« -0.0464 0388 -0.0354 0.572¢ 0.1124 0.041%%0 |

PCFe 0.1394 0.000%***a 0.1454 0000+ -0.0344 0.103» -0.0534 0.003%%%010

TURN+ 0.1084 0.196¢ 0.0724 0231 -0.1034 0.162¢ -0.0814 0.206¢  |o
o | B2=0.095¢ R2=0.046;¢ R2:=0.031¢ R2=0.045,¢ G

Note: © ***l!, 990/"’ i **!!, 950{0, [ *!l, 90 %«
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o Value: Bureaucrat’s value of Political tolerance will have a
positive effect on his or her evaluation of the P/B relations.
However, his or her value of elitism has no effect on any of the
evaluation and behaviors.

o Characteristics:

GD (Gender) : The most influential factor. Statistical significant in all
four models. A male bureaucrat will evaluate the P/B relations less than
female one. He also will be more partisan, less obedient and anonymous
in his behavior.

PCF (Politician-contact-frequency) : The more a bureaucrat contacts
with politicians the more he or she will evaluate the P/B relations
positively. He or she will also behave less partisan and more anonymous.
PS (Partisanship) : A bureaucrat with a political preference will have
more partisan behaviors. Also, he or she will be more obedient.

Age : The older the bureaucrat, the more positive he or she is to evaluate
the P/B relation.

MG (Manager) : A bureaucrat in a manger position will evaluate the
P/B relation more positively. Also, he will behave more anonymously.

R 12

Result (11): Identify Intervening Variables

PCF
——_—; BA —> BP
+’,f’ /
==---=-> w0

Using Model 11 to identify intervening variables:
1. BO is partially intervening between PCE and BP, PS and BP.

2. BO and BA are perfect intervening variables between GD and
BP.
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Result (111)

O The structural factor of party turn-over has no systematic
effect on the difference of attitudes and behaviors among
local bureaucrats.

o One interesting finding:
= If TURN is continuous (0-1-2-3), it is negatively related to PCF.

o Several possibilities of this results:
= 1. Wrong Model: Statistical model need to be change into two-level
model with adding more structural variables.
= 2. Mobility of Bureaucrats: Bureaucrats can move all around
Taiwan.
= 3. Better Measurement: Need better measurement for party turn-
over.

A T I —
Conclusion

o 1. Gender and neutrality: Gender is an important factor influencing
neutrality ethics in P/B relations. However, its influence on PS can be
perfectly intervened by BO and BA. That is to say, male is more partisan can
be better explained by their activities of non-faceless and disobedient
behaviors.

o 2. Value Conflict and Neutral Behaviors: PT and ET have little systematic
influences on bureaucrat’s behavior might be explained that there is a more
complicated relationship between ethical values and actions. It might be the
case that the “conflicting values approach” to neutrality ethics is not
sufficient to guide behaviors in a complex world.

o 3. Non-faceless Bureaucrat and Partisan Activities: According to model
1V, the more PCF the less BA. However, the less BA means a less partisan
activities. It might be the reason that transparent bureaucratic system is
necessary to be politically impartial.

o 4. System Factors and Neutral Behaviors: There is no statistical
significant relations between TURN and all the B’s. More efforts are needed
to uncover whether democratic institutions do not have systematic supports
for bureaucratic neutrality.
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