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Institutional protection of for civil servants’
rights is an important institutional tool to
balancing democracy and administration in
modern democracy. Administrative neutrality
can’t be sustained if no institutional
protection is backing their neutral actions.
However, the question of “who wants
administrative neutrality” is an important one
if we want to know the logic of origin for



these ingtitutions. This research intendsto
answer the following question: “Why the
establishment of the Civil Service Protection
& Training Commission isduring KMT’s
one party dominating era?’ By using “critical
case study” method, this research also intends
to answer the long-standing theoretical
question of which branch of new
institutionalism is best suitable to answer the
question of institutional origin, rational
choice institutionalism or
sociological/historical institutionalism?

Key Words: Bureaucratic Autonomy,
Administrative Neutrality, New
Institutionalism, Critical Case Study, the
Civil Service Protection and Training
Commission
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