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The Reliability, Validity and Future 
Prospects of the Assessment Center 
Method Adopted for the Training of 

Senior Civil Service 
 

Bih-Hwang Tsai , Jui-Lan Wu , Pei-Hsuan Shih  

Abstract 

The “Take-off Program for Senior Civil Service” implemented by the 
Civil Service Protection and Training Commission (CSPTC) has employed 
the Assessment Center Methodology to select trainees and perform 
assessment of the learning level and effectiveness after the training. Among 
the major issues that arise when using the Assessment Center Method is how 
to effectively assess competencies of individuals. This paper discusses the 
position, the goal and the process about the Assessment Center Methodology 
employed by CSPTC. Through a review of the development of the 
Assessment Center Methodology applied recently by foreign firms, CSPTC 
has conducted studies to verify the reliability and validity of the Assessment 
Center Methodology. According to our findings, the Assessment Center 
Method indeed possesses a high level of content validity, inter-rater 
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reliability and criterion-related validity, but is short of construct validity. 
Finally, on the basis of the findings and the development of Assessment 
Center Methodology, this paper suggests some ways of improving the 
Center’s efficiency, including standardizing the assessment and making 
assessments on a fully scientific basis.

Keywords: competency assessment, assessment center, development 
training for senior civil service 
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On the Reform of the Public Service 
Pension System from the Perspectives of 
Remuneration Structure and Retirement 

Income 
 

Hui-Ping Feng * 

Abstract 

The Civil Servant Retirement Annuity System is one of Taiwan’s four 
major annuity systems designed for military, public service, teaching and 
labor personnel. Since the programs of reforming and planning the 
retirement annuity will not only influence hundreds of thousands of 
incumbent and retired civil servants but will also become a concrete 
indicator as well as a comparison to other annuity reforms, it can be foreseen 
that after the Act of Reforming Annuity System is sent to the Legislative 
Yuan for approving, the government will definitely face plenty of suspicions 
and challenges from the outside. This article will first focus on the structure 
of civil servants’ remuneration and retirement income, which can be derived 
from the upcoming act (drafted by the Examination Yuan and delivered to 
the Legislative Yuan on April 12, 2013) governing both the public 
functionaries’ retirement and the compensation given to their surviving 
dependents.  

Meanwhile, controversies have arisen over whether the Principle of 
                                                      
* Executive Officer, Legal Affairs Committee, Directorate-General of Personnel Administration, 

Executive Yuan. 
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Legitimate Expectation may apply while enforcing the reform on annuity 
system, especially on those who have already secured the property rights 
under the current legal system. Is it necessary for us to protect these rights 
based on the principle? Or how do we ensure such protective mechanism 
while enforcing the new retirement and annuity system in the future? All of 
these concerns about our future annuity system are discussed here as a 
reference for our legislators. 

Keywords: retirement annuity, income replacement rates, the principle of 
legitimate expectation 
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Inducement and Public-Private 
Partnerships: a Case Study of Privatized 

Community Colleges 
 

Pei-An Lu * 

Abstract 

The policy instrument, derived from the spirit of “new public 
management,” public-private partnerships (PPPs) ideally ought to be based 
on public and private sectors undertaking the public accountability 
reciprocally and, furthermore, transcend outsourcing, privatization and 
contract-out for building a sound and long-term relationship. After the PPPs 
with good intention have been initiated, the government plans and 
implements inducement for strengthening the relationship between the 
public and private sectors. Surprisingly, it has resulted in many unexpected 
shocks. 

This study is grounded upon the planning, implementing and outcome 
of policy instrument. First, the author makes a description of normality and 
variation of PPPs; second, he probes what impacts have been made on PPPs  
from inducement; third, with a case study of privatized community colleges, 
he uses literature analysis and interviews to induce the context of 
development of privatized community colleges and its PPPs, and how the 
inducements (i.e. campus, grant-in-aid, performance assessment and degree 
meriting) influences PPPs and the performance of coproduction. The finding 
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of this study is that the inducements do have some unintentional and even 
dysfunctional impacts on PPPs: first, the private contractors without their 
own campus would bear higher risks; second, the relationship between the 
public and private sectors tends to become asymmetric and reluctant 
collaboration; third, the advantages of collaboration such as service 
diversity, community-based services and deinstitutionalization would be 
reduced; fourth, improper encouragement for myopic behaviors and hasty 
task planning could happen; and fifth, there could be unbalanced and one-
way accountability of the private contractors. These situations show that 
both public and private sectors have to deliberately deal with the orientation 
and legal foundation of privatized community colleges. In the meantime, the 
government should lead a symmetric and reciprocal partnership positively 
and try to keep the private sector from being controlled and dependent, and 
to keep the relationship well-balanced and interdependent. 

Keywords: policy instruments, inducements, public-private partnerships, 
community colleges, privatization 
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The Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (FedView survey) is a tool that measures 
employees’ perceptions of whether, and to what extent, conditions characterizing 
successful organizations are present in their agencies. 

- U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 2012  
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A Study of the Relationships among 
Organizational Power, Organizational 

Transparency, Organizational Justice and 
Performance of Government:  

A Case Study of the TGBS II, 2012 
 

Chia-Ying Lu* 

Abstract 

Government information disclosure and transparency in decision-
making are important indicators to measure the democratization performance 
of the country, but the transparency of decision-making within the 
organization for the government performance remains a mystery.  

This article uses the 2012 TGSB (II) survey data. It tries to understand 
the organization of the public sector by looking into whether there is a causal 
relationship between organizational justice, organizational transparency and 
organizational power for government performance. This study is based on 
evidence-based public administration research, using multiple regression and 

survey research methods with 1,475 valid samples of the central civil 

service of Taiwan. 
In the research, the organizational transparency and organizational 

justice as the main factors which affecting organizational performance. 
Although the organizational power affect performance too, but in a high 
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degree of organization transparency is not applicable. Recommended in the 
organization management must focus the information transparency and 
distributive justice exercise, which can motivate the behavior of the civil 
service, and Promote better performance results. 

Keywords: government management, performance, organizational justice 
organizational transparency, organizational power 
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登」，而乙審查人再審後決定「不同意推薦刊登」，或者甲、乙兩人再

審的結果分別為「推薦刊登」與「不同意推薦刊登」），則仍須再送第

三人審查（比照第五點辦理）。 

五、「第三人審查」之處理方式： 
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（一）審查人審查結果差距過大，例如甲審查人勾選「不同意推薦刊登」，乙

審查人勾選「推薦刊登」或「修改後推薦刊登」，則須送第三人丙審

查。 

（二）第三審查人應就第一點所定四項情形選擇其一，勾選「推薦刊登」或

「修改後推薦刊登」時，該論文即視同獲得二審查人（乙及丙）評選通

過，同意推薦刊登；若勾選「修改後再審」，則依第四點規定辦理；勾

選「不同意推薦刊登」，該論文視同被二審查人（甲及丙）拒絕，本刊

不予刊登，退回原作者。 

六、每一審查人（包括第三審查人）就同一篇論文只有兩次審查機會。再審結果只

有「推薦刊登」或「不同意推薦刊登」兩種選擇，是否另送第三人審查以及第

三人審查結果之處理，均比照第四點、第五點規定辦理。審查過程至多到第三

審查人審查時終止。 
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《文官制度》季刊論文撰寫體例 
 

 

本刊為統一論文格式，自 2009 年 1 月（本刊第 1 期）起，訂定本刊之撰寫體

例，敬請遵循採用。 

壹、來稿需包括下列要項 

一、首頁 

（一）中、英文題目名稱。 

（二）中、英文作者姓名。 

（三）中、英文作者服務單位及職稱。 

（四）聯絡地址、電話、電子郵件地址。 

二、第二頁 

（一）不含作者姓名之中、英文題目名稱。 

（二）摘要：中文文稿，中文摘要（500 字以內）在前，英文摘要（300 字）在

末；英文文稿，英文摘要在前，中文摘要在末。（摘要應涵蓋研究之問

題、目的、方法與結果）。 

（三）中、英文關鍵詞各 3～5個，對照分別列於中英文摘要之下。 

三、第三頁 

（一）不含作者姓名之中、英文題目名稱。 

（二）正文（自本頁起）。請以 12 號字體撰寫，中文請用「細明體」，英文請

用“Times New Roman＂字體，請編頁碼。 

四、參考文獻：請列出正文中所引用文獻之完整資料。 
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貳、正文格式 

一、分節標題方式 

（一）中文標題以「壹、  一、  （一）  1. (1) a. (a)」為序。 

（二）英文標題以「I. A. (A) 1. (1) a. (a)」為序。 

二、引語用例 

（一）直接引語，用冒號（：）時 

【格式】中文加單引號「  」，英文加雙引號 “  ” 

（二）直接引語，不用冒號（：）時 

【格式】中文用單引號「  」，英文用雙引號 “  ” 

（三）直接引語，但另起一段 

【格式】不用引號，字體改為標楷體，左右縮排 

（四）引語中復有引語，或特殊引用時 

【格式】中文單引號「  」在外，雙引號『  』在內 英文雙引號 “  ” 

在外，單引號 ‘  ’ 在內 

三、附加原文專有名詞用例 

中文稿引用外國機構名稱、著作、專有名詞時，應譯成中文，並於「第一次」

出現時以「括號附加原文全名」。 

（一）一般用語 

【格式】括弧、小寫、正體 

（二）專有名詞 

【格式】括弧、首字大寫、正體 

四、註釋用例 

（一）文中註明出處的註釋 

【格式】（作者，年代：頁數） 

（二）文中已有作者姓名時 

【格式】作者（年代：頁數） 
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（三）若有必要以附註說明行文涵義時，請用腳註 

【格式】於標點符號後，以插入註腳方式自動產生於右上角 

五、圖表用例 

（一）圖號碼與名稱應置於圖下方，表號碼與名稱應置於表上方。 

（二）標題之說明需清楚，所使用之文字、數字須與文中引用之敘述一致。 

（三）若引用他人之圖表需註明清楚資料來源，方式同內文註釋。 

（四）圖的寫法 

【格式】圖編號  標題 

（五）表的寫法 

【格式】表編號  標題 

六、數字用例 

（一）統計數字請以阿拉伯數字表示。 

（二）非統計數字，如年代、表述性數字，則以中文表示。 

七、引用書名、刊名及篇名用例 

（一）書名 

【範例】《行政學》 

 《正義論》（A Theory of Justice, 1971） 

（二）刊名 

【範例】《公共行政學報》 

 Public Administration Review 

（三）篇名 

【範例】〈社會資本、政策資源與政府績效〉 

 〈新公共服務：服務而非導航〉（The New Public Service: Serv-

ing Rather Than Steering） 

 “Social Problems and the Quality of Life” 
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參、參考文獻用例 

一、專書 

【格式】 作者（年代）。書名（版別）。出版地點：出版商。 

【格式】 Author, A. A. (1993). Book title (2
nd

 Ed.). Location: Publisher. 

二、期刊論文 

【格式】 作者（年代）。文章名稱。期刊名稱，卷期，頁別。 

【格式】 Author, A. A. (1993). Article title. Journal title, Vol. xx (No. xx): xx-xx. 

三、專書論文 

【格式】 作者（年代）。篇名。載於編者（編），書名（頁碼）。地點：出版

商。 

【格式】 Author, A. A. (1993). Article title. In B. B. Author (Ed.), Book title (pp. 

xx-xx). Location: Publisher. 

四、研討會論文 

【格式】 作者（年代）。論文名稱。發表於研討會名稱，主辦單位，舉行地

點。 

【格式】 Author, B. C. (1993). Paper title. Paper presented at the Conference Title, 

Place. 

五、研究計畫 

【格式（未出版）】 作者（年代）。報告名稱。行政院國家科學委員會專題研

究成果報告，未出版。 

【格式（已出版）】 作者（年代）。報告名稱。教育部委託之專題研究成果報

告，出版地點：出版商。 

六、學位論文 

【格式】 作者（年代）。論文名稱。○○大學○○研究所碩士（或博士論

文），未出版，大學地點。 
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七、譯著 

【格式】 譯者名（譯本出版年代）。書名（版別）（原文作者名）。出版地

點：出版商。 

八、報紙 

原則上，報紙不列入參考文獻（除非有確實作者姓名），放在正文敘述即可。 

【格式】 記者或作者（年月日）。文章名稱。報紙名稱，版別。 

【格式】 Author, B. C. (1995, November 15). Article title. Newspaper Title, pp. xx-

xx. 

九、網路等電子化資料 

【格式】 作者（發表年）。篇名，****年**月**日取自（單位名稱），網址：

xxx。 

【格式】 Author, B. C. (2000). Title of work. Retrieved month day, year, from: 

source url. 

【格式】 Author, A. A., B. B. Author, & C. C. Author (2000). Title of article. Title 

of Periodical, (Vol. xx No. xx). Retrieved Month day, year, from source 

url. 

十、其他注意事項 

（一）參考文獻之排列，先列中文文獻，以作者姓氏筆劃依次排列，再列西文文

獻，以英文字母順序依次排列。 

（二）一作者有多項參考文獻時，請依年代先後順序排列。 

（三）一作者同一年代有多項參考文獻時，請依序在年代後面加 a b c等符號。 
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著作授權同意書 
 

論文名稱：                                     （以下稱「本論文」） 

 

一、 若本論文經《文官制度》季刊社接受刊登，作者同意非專屬授權予出版

單位做下述利用： 

1. 以紙本或是數位方式出版； 

2. 進行數位化典藏、重製、透過網路公開傳輸、授權用戶下載、列印、

瀏覽等資料庫銷售或提供服務之行為； 

3. 再授權國家圖書館或其他資料庫業者將本論文納入資料庫中提供服

務，或開放於網際網路提供公眾瀏覽； 

4. 為符合各資料庫之系統需求，並得進行格式之變更。 

二、 作者同意出版單位得依其決定，以無償之方式再授權予國家圖書館或其

他資料庫業者。除無償合作之狀況外，出版單位應以本同意書所載任一

連絡方式通知作者其再授權之狀況。 

三、 作者保證本論文為其所自行創作，有權為本同意書之各項授權。且授權

著作未侵害任何第三人之智慧財產權。本同意書為非專屬授權，作者簽

署對授權著作仍擁有著作權。 

 

 

此致  《文官制度》季刊社 

 

 

立同意書人(作者)簽名： 

身分證字號： 

電話號碼： 

電子郵件信箱： 

戶籍地址： 

 

中 華 民 國    年    月    日 


