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woOE:

A B IRAAT K F F B H M BAF AT KB IRAL— — DAk Fah g
SERE TR EAA G BT AR (Tik), fEFAHTX
FHREFRIBIHEN. ZARA “[FHE MBS Fo sy 2B B AR Fo “Grak
Ao E6) K" XAAT @, *5HFHE TG 0h s o) f ke EARXEATT R
I, JrfEskiiak B4R BT AR K A9 BUREIX,



UGS AR SFHE ZRTE: LR ANSHT
ZEaN

L5l&F

B EMREE LR W EEHE M BORY, It BB R E M AU AT
FAF . VLEE N6 (Serban, 1998b), 1950 A RBFHK AW EAAR N VB REEH
HRIBEH AR, 1960 FREHN TRE 2TAEK, 1970 FREN THRIEF BN
AT, 1980 FREN TR FENRERHERETRE, 27 1990 FR, 2£F
SR BN E R TR T A E Anid R AN 1] ST B K (accountability ).

BEHELEFESBAARB T AT HEHEREMRET. REGEHZFT MK
BARE A, % EMBUR 8 5 20F 8 #2585 WL 2 M7 R #E4T (Serban, 1998b).
1950 2] 1960 £ F E R AT AKX FHHE (formula budgeting ), A 1960 | 1990 1%
i L T B EHE (incremental budgeting ), 1970 %| 1980 45X 3747 5 B &
T H % H & ( program budgeting and planning-programming-budgeting ) I % & 3
FH& (zero-based budgeting ), 1990 4F DLJ5 % B &M B L3 46 K 49 G B 4% K

( performance funding ) 1% & ( performance budgeting ).

ML TERRIT 48, BB BURIT 46 7 7 45 A0 00 45 ) K 5 o 2 DA G 4 2%
Rl By FE IR 2B (Joseph C. Burke & Minassians, 2003; Joseph C. Burke & Serban,
1998), TEAF XA KRS fumm SR A E M + R A SOREE (Hartwig, 2004), £k
FARIN /377 BORE B IR B 8 % HOE o B R R SR AR AR A ALy 2kl (Schenker-
Wicki & Hiirlimann, 2006). #: % & & ( performance-based allocation ) 3% %5 2% 4% &

( performance funding) o4t 34 ( performance budgeting ).

fofe G FTE R A, SORBE M m TARELZAZ N, TAE T
B SR 1E % st 8 (Joseph C. Burke, 2003). 453K it B #9 (£ 378 T & ¥ BFF
K foER T g REEKER, MARMAFHENFA T IBHEIKE. SURE



BRSO A R e AT EY B AR ROAT b R MR [F] S ) 69 B Sk AR i 0 B R

GRRECAEL2HBEANGEE) ZEA. XERIANFENFTREXE L+
TN S B Bk Ak R = /N W3 4T B S A T E (Joseph C. Burke, 2003;
Joseph C. Burke & Minassians, 2003), 2000 £F DL k4% & 1 19 /M 52 7 B 57 304K 25
B (Dominic Orr, Jaeger, & Schwarzenberger, 2007; Dominic. Orr & Schwarzenberger,
2007), g EK ) A F 89 51 %4 7 (Schenker-Wicki & Hiirlimann, 2006), A&
1999 45 DLk 3 = BOR 4 B B9 o a4y 7 % (England., 2003; Higher Education
Funding Council for England., 2007).

ZOASMER, FLERLEEGRMENRSZI TR T EM GRS B
F. XUHEALARSIE R, GlwTE NI LTS, ZRGEREETE
8 SR E H AF—TE 38 B SR R 5T B R B9 ] B AR YRR SR B (R R, e IR
R ek AT B2 @ L B R AR . R, XSS B B T E e BOK B
e BORE R SORBENIRENLE. SGRATTE. KANERFTAOEE
BENEZR. REEZFRWTEEEICHSE. WK URSFHF oM
Kk LBgZ . AHSTHEE H R & SR IR i YR BL B R R A
PO DA RAE o L S AR T A B B R A R S A R L

2. BMEHE WHA UG R o F A E

B AT AL TR W FRA T U AR K 78 55 B A 0y B8 SO o e
¥ #%F. Salmi and Hauptman (2006) W#F R -2 T Z M EEHNER KL 0BT N &
—. B HE (Negotiation or ad hoc budget ) = “B i Fir 8 & BL AR DL 7 o
W B e R AR . B TE A ik R A EUE H R RS, B AR
AL ARG BT — S B 3K A B AR B BUR e BT . 7 (Salmi &
Hauptman, 2006, p. 84) . % —. %34k ( Categorical or earmarked funds ). X%
A — MR MBI AT A BT EHH ERFENRREL T HSRE NHE
P, XUZFREEANAERENRRTEHB. F=. 2R#EK (Funding



formulas ). AR EAAIE T EHE. FUMS, DU R & E K FAKTH
ARSE. TE AR Z BRI fo k6 Z i 89 25 K (Serban, 1998b).

AREFFREE L FE, HPREENEEEHE (Salmi & Hauptman,
2006): FANHEF; £HEE; REREHF SGRARKK. GHARKAER
ERERAFRREEREAN E IR RER, TRREAFHZHER, K
BT B BB B kR SR A AR R —

— Mk, BORBEF T UNER =M A RLBHELFETHOER: SL
Y2, R TE A543k 4 (Joseph C. Burke & Minassians, 2003). % 3% 4% &%
( Performance funding ): ¥ BT & % fo A L g ERREGN SR LRI E
BB EHBKRAE R, SRKFMNETHELIRN2ENE. SHHHE
( Performance budgeting): & A BFH 1. LiE#H . BEHF AN EER
RERBETNRIMERN I RN L GEHRE R A —NFREE. SGRAEME
FTHRENELFAGTNE, CHE A%, EEANTENLBENE. SRME
( Performance reporting ): X S E MR E SR T 2NN NEN NG EHFT AN
AL EGFHE B EG R LRI,

HEFARAT F VT BB 5 X GRS HEAT T ## 4-2 (Salmi & Hauptman, 2006).
I B F R E 7 A A k3K SkA TR (Performance contracts ): B Ao
B F A AL A A E N B RSk LB AT SRR
( Performance set asides ): B ¥ —H AR SEN LT, REBERR G GR
ShF RO E AW A4 (Competitive funds): %30 E A A FE 4T IE WA 32 % k0 F
KR, RERZFEERGEROXARL BXOBRE R REE R
(Payment for results ): BJFARYEZE Rk R, @I ARBRETIKA, Kok g2
REH QN EHRHTE (Salmi & Hauptman, 2006).

AR AT B S HE MEAL G oSO B E TUE 0 — 5, FE —Smrm
i, F—. MRHFFEMELL, EREFLAATELSRABN. TR B



foRRE MHEDBAIIR R, WA FRMERF EAE. BH AR 5K R
HREE. F=. SRFAEMGREAEER TG REIAMRER, eIIRBRT
BB E R FARFRMTI N E. £ = SURTH G K T WE L A-E
b9 [E] 15 Ao BOR 5.

. WSS N B KRR E
a)  HUKELE ET

Xk GR B SOR L E R AR EZ LM B (Joseph C. Burke, 2002;
Joseph C. Burke & Serban, 1998).

B, RITSRELE R LW F — W BOY RBOR B AR 8% € 0o 2 & S iRy &
2| XS E TR EN K 2% K. Burke FEAF /N AL BB R SRV SR BLE B N E H
Fr—ER 38 B S 3015 5 ) 0 E R PR m E R W & 3L (Joseph C. Burke & Modarresi,
1999; Joseph C. Burke & Serban, 1998). A&k i, XEMBAFEE < OEFE LA
BINKF S, RFENFE RFWTRERE. RFEHAE RN R, 5%
HE WU, fo k¥ AR X KR (National Center for Public Policy and Higher
Education., 2006). R#EX LB K B AR, BOKH EH 4 T AL L BRI E
L

BB B RS S . SURTRAT IR R T ORI R R At
B, UEMAIIT RGN ERERER. eaEEA T E.

Bh, GOREE BRI AR X R W EI 4. ARYE Burke WHF R, BT
— A B W A 2K A S5 20 46 4F (Joseph C. Burke, Minassians, & Yang, 2002, p. 20) .
FNFEAR Clnputs Indicators ): A3E X HME . EAHFREHWEMRAST . SRFY
BRI, Blandtse. FAMBIMIHME. B (Process Indicators): 45 F F
SEHEE . ES RS TR AR F B R R Bl A SR BORN R fo
A . P A8sF (Outputs indicators ): X B3 A7 R BL T S2FF A = B 7= & 3k



B, flansg P . AEERMEVER, WRZRBNFATTEZE. KEHE
( Outcome indicators ): X BFgFrik R B ¥ & . BUF o NGB IE . 765 fo
BEdEaRENRE. ks, v Aamlb. HEFRELEE.

HOR, BURE B 4647 1 2 15 2 )8 BOR BT BN Z R e R ARBHR Y A
. A G AT R AR T RSB E] ST B B R A A B R R

R, HntgEELRelEemBoRNE. SRR BENEREL
EH®E. AT BFEMFE. %3 (Choice) M — R 7|t &HI B F I bk
Ji. Blind SRRkt B OIS R SR, R FE (Efficiency) W BT H %
NFRABAFRRZ B R R, BAATRAR DT, REREIE LN R Ao
TR, AF (Equity) R T %K LA P EANFRZE 0 2 A, f
o, BEARE BRI Z M. TE (Quality) $8i4 2| 342 R & B9 UK T

RJE, SMBTNEFLEREGFHFNM N EHEA LR, FAEDNGHE
TR/ FAA, RRERA Er el ReAEX. FE/ FEE: —ARR
HRART HERATCHRAANTREAIRNFE., X2 —MERTHN. DK
BHAE OB, RRRRA: MR AN BT £ BB T AR A 4T
W RAERINE B FERET NN, R —MBUT AT B XA, KB A
FithmF ey xdl. Ereol: ZreeBESHe TaSgaReas i
P EBUE BB P PO . R — A DL A Fu O B R e R AR AL

FAW BN ETHSREE QAT E TN E NS, BATERE T 4
2 5 SRR LI (Serban, 1998), B T B % WAL LB G R H AT B 12
RGNS, e, AR T BEREF NS LN ES,. AREFEN
BRAE ] Z A 7 KRN B T A AR IEES (Institutional
improvement over time ):  BUK %] € & # & & F AR AR 4 4r LK I M &
I, UFECAITRERN#H LS. FELEK (Peer comparison): X f# 77 ik th B FA
B A W S M A R KR AR iy PR, 5 % & B AR E (Comparison



against preset standards ): ¥ 755 5 Bt AR 09 3k I A0 T 26 74 % 6 B AR AR L AR

—BAARER R TR, BORHRH R EARFNGREANNE. HANE
BB T X SR AT Y B AR A B E . B AT DUR R P A SR R T 4R AT Y AT
E: PENERLFERE, FPERELARTMARGRE, HkED5 RS
W (ERFEREMURBAA KR LS. B —MHEFT I AT FERE,
EHPRNE. FARELEFNGREATANEZE. T2l HRATA.

EREH B, BRI RERRRZ LR A K. Bk EA R G e 2
B R F— M RAN SORBLE B2 Bz ok B AR FUE, TRk B BN
Fh. GRHEEMIZIABITTE TN EFITE . £ IR AN GO AT S AL
KA FERTH I — 8, SORE KRBT Z B G TE R .

BAh, BRI SR E T E KA E UK. B SOREE T E B R4
KFERBMK. BT EFZ RN, ZHEENBITNGBREAA N BT ALEEH
FAEMESHE0.5% 8] 6%,

ETRFETE, AR ERE., F—, BRITUESE —FRTRINEHR,
WEZREHR. XAFTRENT 0EMBRA, BT EN LR, 5=, BFTNU
KA #BHAN T X, BERE T ER MK A (Serban, 1998a).

FHEWNBY REGRTUE i fh. Pk fo R R 2 3R & An iR ILE OUE ok
g, WHESREFNIEN . SRR FZ. TE RN, B oFEERRT
DAPR B T E By — S0, D S A T E R K

b TE %L

AT EMGEREETE, BUOKH EH T UEBE=MF K. R Burke B3t £ EH
R, X AT R E N T B 5L I ) SR AT
( Mandated/Prescribed ): kAR B LS R B ETRE, 1878 LARH 5s



Fro BIMK PR RN E AR E , 58 H| AR 4 %38 (Mandated/
Not Prescribed ): 3% % % 30 B 69 5236, 182 2 MBOR 8 & S 208 1R HLAg o
ERAN R A1 R BB GG B FHE RN AN KB DU DR S IX
S E . B X554 (Not Mandated ): & F 2 H NS & £E#1 g T T
—REVOIFHE G REERE, MAF TS Lk NEEINT £,

BRYFFEREA TR, LmMBF 5 ARG E R RATRAEE LA
. Salmi and Hauptman (2006) & i 7 Ak 34 526 6 3 e 3% 2507 S\ = AN &1
(Salmi & Hauptman, 2006, p. 65). 1TE & /7 ( Administrative Capacity ): X — &5
FEfn s S BN NATRGEE S, BRI R E M 0 A B L A S o0 BE AT
B 47, FHUAMAEIME (Transparency and Objectivity ): X ¥ B4 %K IR & 7 A M
Z P F e, DA B O R Fo R G T BB . e EEY T AR (Political
Feasibility ): & JF| 376y IR B & 7 R W KOG B VAT, B3 A IE B 18 5T 00 & S 4%
% iy XU fn B

c) TUHFE

Salmi and Hauptman (2006) # % 7 & % % & #9 &M A 3 K FAH, 1L &
B MPERE R FEHHEA, LA, F— SGRBEETUFBREEHRTNS,
RAZELAT. HEZEBRBETMNE T HABLEN2 BT LT, Al RKFANFE,
REHEER, FERSH. BAMEFANANTYE, £, SHRRETURIRE
BEHEREMRAGERTE T TN R ERBFHEIBRE. FL5K
BRI E T AR, Al BRI EXHFAEY N, EEEREM
RHHRE. $=, SREAMERTALECAIRGRERE. R KM
REHE R ERNIRE,

BISCSIN T Burke AT SRR FUE Fuif B By 4e4s. T i& &4 T Al
AGRETA N AR E SINTREG A, URMNGRBED WA, 4
MNEESRBERTNSANENR, F—, NEFERERE, IRMTHEFESK
BEFSAEFMM. £, PTETHTRENBAEFTE, LA L REUEAK



SRR T BN, B2, SRR EARE, B, Gk%%
TE b B R E S B R, SORRARH A R T B R BB AR/ A
BRSO E R, MR A RIS, AR ARARE (RRRARE
PO A ) HE A,

A —MEEHERYETEFINNHN. EANAEEH, £—, SREAI
mEGEREE LR, £, BENEXPHEINTEARIAE. £=, HER
HAK AT E AR R . 1997 FaEH 16 MERA T SHRTH, 10 M
RS B 2001 47, 25 28 MM SURTE, 19 AN SRk k.

HH SR BT H 8 SRR AR T F—MESERI. L. TS
BIEANANGERFN; 5 —HEABRREALBED WA LN . EABETFE
WHEHZBRENIEMERAT. XEGFHAFM S E R (SHEFOs) HiEE
BIR: F— AAGHEA2RGHERARKRENE R EEE . F=, NEHFEH
W5 RAGRMANEEZRRE . %=, INBOT o BOR 82 #4145 SO R
DAHE W AR EEAHBOREAT. MRS AN EELBREN, 1A
A GO ETE B A K

ERIANGRMEGXENBREEFRFTEROPHEIN, £—, NEFS
RECENEAARRA. —RETHFHETTHG % AREL AN E WHEAT
FoT R A0 E 40 Wy B IE 1 A2 A & (Serban & Burke, 1998). % =, %4k sk
TFEENMREAHE. MBS GFHE THEOACT I 1995/96 4
1. 3% B 2] 1996/97 41y 2. 8%, T H 44 T e Sk K F— EREHE 3. 5%,

AL B, AFEEN:

o RERGURBLEITUE B K& LT RN U B B R AniR WA R R E
Ko BORBUEH T LBREM T AW WBOK BAF, BIFBPOREmHSEE. BXK
FR BORNEMSRAGATT & 2 i B A

o HUFFEREIITEREBOR HATMB B ENAGATE, RZE BA A6 LW 2 AE
V. BUR BLIZ# G0 i 0 BB BRI AT, S R R B ST i R



BR R AT AR I B A . BOR B B2 H B S B E mUKAE Ao R A
B, AR B E RN HE G 1T, o E T HE AT F AT,

o HTHREBRERMEREA, BOKHZE T UK ATE 0 AAmAmEfn 4
FEAE . BB K Fodf s 09 2 45 B2 SO 35 4 A 0RO U 2 B AR R O

o BAEHEHNIZERASGKEENDR. SRETTLALIAGRTENL
M DL B AR, B, BT R4 B3R B R 4 oy = [ R BN An B AR (4
R By SR AR AT, (R BT i R B S Ak

o BURMEMRGBATSEH N LIF—AHEICKH ZEMHRAT. BRAT
By 55 X GURBL B TUE B S+ R HE

o HGUMIRAIE MZKM T ETKAK, MAREMBE. wRGEEAKE TH
A, SORMAAH AR ZRFERMAAT £, DURIETH GRS ool
TULYE. B BLZ AT E A7 S0k O R E R AR, DUk 4840
BRA, BREERRNSS .

4. &k

AR AR 2 5] B 58 A0 Xk 4238 (Joseph C. Burke, 1998, , 2003), A8 58 2 W BUK 4 &
HFERUTGRME T FHE R T EE:

(1) & S oI RIT 2 0 80 TR ARFE A . EINGREET FZH, N
POt FHE EE BT B E A X B A 5T F ok LB ALAY R L8 R AT T
i, DUE T 9 R UMM AR A GO TR 2 & 72 i R IX B SR iy f 277 K.

() 44 4B B 7 E A ) B 2 SRR, S BRI B K A1 7
LT TN U ONES T A PET S PUPEL TS P YN PN
DI B R B AR B E A S, AN E AR S R Uk T
FE 2 T L I R A S B

(3) BRI SURBLE . W7 A e R SURIE AT B P S Y T B
DAIRAT K 5 S R BEAR By 2 A A ]

D RNEEWERENT. KENGURT BB FRAT XA, ML
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EmaEsif— L EZNGEAFTH1HZ R AR E &, Burke (2003)38 H: # 51 3%
A% B NZETR =+ RN,

C)ERBFRENLE S AN, R RFREL L4040 T H N 5RIEAT.
BFEHFECH TN ZAT AFRBEANE ZARFHENGREGT. KERTNK
KERFEA AL, BMAFALIILEFTE .

(6)  H A R AR, KB4 fn RNERS AR, BORH 2 # Mz K &
— Z 5 BAZ 0 18 AR R R B R OR B AR E R Fn KR B AR, 3R] DA 5T R B R A8 A Y
A, FRFWERNEFERF VG RN LT @.

(ﬂﬁﬁk%?ﬁ%%% FRELE . MZBMRFER. R ERERUSGN
TR B IR B, AR S B B R DK TR ST B ONAR SR A R 2 B S A AR AR T
(Joseph C. Burke, 2003).

B ERAFFEIMBRAHIAEREEL 5N, X EFEREETE H
M, REEHBIR KGNS BT AAREMIEE R EN R &E.

(9) FE BEE BB TR B SRR, SRR B AR SRR R K
BT L B, MM R E R SRS AR 4 0 R R
T4t O L, ARG SR A A 5 M B (R B T B R

1) ¥ ABAEARINTEHFT NERE., FERIERANETEHF AL e
SR HNFZ BT, o, ZIMBERREEFHT AT RE.

X THERFHUTRRARGARLE, FFRREN:

%—, BURH EHNIZE RS H UGBy Ay R IREFLE . Salmi and
Hautpman’s (2006) # STk 45 34 5 B N 3 Fo s 35 0 A A, SR Bl B & E B
W R R AR R 3 8. SRR R K STRRE T B K 4 0 0 B An e AR By Wk 55
BRAMK, NTEEMRSTEHEHFTRALEANT. REMKEEFHNELN.
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%=, BEHZFEEWITINZAM NN EAR, T2 BRILE KT 2
T EHSERRMAT AR, BTEHEFHFTETHEARE. BFRRLAN S 4+
M. R R BoaEtE, UWRARDSFRENRE B AR (L2 SN 56 E kg
RN FERE ), HREETE N X ITEIEEEEE (Joseph C. Burke, 1998). &
W, BURH|EH M IZAABRNES, HEE ARG ETFIKERLRK.

%=, BUNRIZAEREENIE R, RESREER T IET I EE
T, BEALME. SHE. RERA. SHFH. RETTMERMA. KA
B, EaR g, XEARARTHUMETENH®S. eA1EE T 5K
BL B 50 H S T A B R A AR, KPR E BT R R AR R

FW, BORHRENIZERTESFRETWHERGERERL. ALFAFE
EFEGRMETE, BNEFZHREE CHHRLES B WA R DLE A
Bl BURM L5, FE S FHE MR R 62 B 0 T4 BT &
REH#GHUMETE N ZRME. RN ZLEFERE YNGR E T A kB LA
BNEHERE BT SRTENEI N ZERBE . FRAE LN ER.

¥, BEAFTEEH TN ZAGEEAGRBENEE. REETER,
TR BLZ NG AR T e AT B S IR R R ST i, B P 5N SR T o 5 34K K.
Burke and associates (Joseph C. Burke, 2003; Joseph C. Burke & Minassians, 2002, ,
2003) HE G RMECERAXEZNBUR IR E N . TRANETH T E. GK
wEMBERT TERAFEENDE, (R UEIE S N7 s R LI~
EHBENEYE. BN IZEREERNGRRE, BIFF AL H[E 5H 0
XA, —E &S B b 5 e AV SRR AR R AL B ATEAT A, EERE T B
5 HNERT, BORH EH T #t— P45 T fole R IR & AL k.
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