K EBAEP fae] o =4l 3 PPBS

1. Baot5MAgel 4Iol [CIXtel ot ol SR S
HE (1) FrrEsslze) SHEER
1) BEgel BEe reAdl () BERES BN (29 ,.
(@) HAWHY eholeles] sk #  (3) PPBSHkel 98 BHES @ |

BATE S £ mAS EA
@ el AF et @R o 3. KBEE @RH PPBSHIES |
% 2l MASHEE OB AL PR

OF ‘T CREER IR (1) PPBS @Adl 9% B
9. XEEEWH [CIxfol |7 PPBS  (2) PPBS MAd] w2t RIEE:

...............................................................................................................

1. Hiyfamel el o Aclls Al

(1 BYERAYQL Fel Toixill

ARl <])3le] ABfartifica o 2 5ol R #RS HEMD Mikste 28 BOEAL
_o) Ba%i(pi rposeful systems, goal secking systems) 2l Zlo] 4ol vh. 2= ElESE
el Bl WA e o sl BEd BRY FAERge s B whtdd Ao el
oA, ¥ FEEHE BES R A2 Qe okt #il FrEEe HEY s #Ed BEE
drht RO B BRE s Yk st #le] [ElAlsh FEe] FCRIk (cffectiveness)
2 fegspk(oficiency) ] RIS A gEES A = eh @

A |IRssrmel el BEE RES By o R B AlolA M) BF ®iE
S FEEi(rom)d odte el HulA = ddezE BH BHRAE FEN KiE Al

(1) Russ:ll L. Ackoff and Fred E. Emery, On Purposeful Systems (New York:-Aldine Atherton,

Inc., 1972), pp. 117-132.
(2) Herlert A. Simon, The Sciences of the Artificial (Cambridge, Mass.:The M.I.T. Press, 1969),

pp. 5-H8.

— 128 —



&gl @ sho] FfERRE = PRERL ) o & Bt el $8iEny B (dialectical process)
L2 F r 9o ® wetA BEERre il BET HBfvelx Wl o9 HE
< 2 BBV RS BRI s HIfFE Ribete, = BB BEE AliEsl] 98 BE
7F A= o] FErel FRERE = e @ (interative process)o] e}, @)

oleh ] FEY HEEL oF HIFEL REst z AMEAR Exe A oz,
of &EE BEEE dviv BEMo 2 FEL sk dhe Bk #R7T olol XA 4A EESe).
olH e B HES BEET = #HV Red HES ARNS 2 FR =T [H24]
HRAow, o WHlZ ¥RM, wEFRMmoz EEsz gl ohed webA 2§V 2A
FeiAA "o $elsh RSE We Bk EED Ml BE R e e e
Al 15t jigel] o2 JdEe] Ay B/l o

PARel ] EZS ohst o] BBHS oAl 12 A9 EE BRI ofF Lyl fiL
ol old. vt [HAl)e BER HES FReY] 93 #fartifacts) & R
#@fgol7] 4 Fol et

23"l A FHEE wEdogic): FoA7t? o wmEdogic)E #itd BEEKk
Eol v BRREEC FHTE 49 R@Eft Jdk(optimization methods)e] FHEe) o}, ©
Bi@f 7 k(optimization methods)e] REE oS-t o] EiyE F k. [HA]
RsEl o1 1A RIS BIES(nner environment)-& —idi2] {7859 8% (a set of alternative
action) o it Folzlet, BATEA Fol FEEINCI A S #(F 8B (command variables)o] t},

g5 [t xpel ] g glel A SHyl B (outer environment) & —fki 0 2 HE G2
#mEE —ie] [selv]H (a set of parameter) 2 KR & ZABEEEA MR, o7
of pustiy BRESS M8t AT —idef ik constraints)ol Ffnd ot

wheba] Rt kel RigEE e SRR BEEE Mol U0t FoH e« BHH
RS ¢ g0 BFmE Jhed RE (utility) & BEAE A7 E e BrEmEe ks
(values of the command variables)-¢ K3t= Sz BEE= o,

reAel o M= e [shevhl e Bisi o5 2ok

M= 1. RE{E F%2 ooty j(paradigm)
AREERY 155

(3) Pete- L. Berger and Thomas Luckman, The Social Construction of Reality (New York:
Doul leday and Company, Inc., 1967), pp. 60~62.

(4) Johr P. Van Gigch, Applied General System Theory (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers,
1974 , pp. 57-59.
M. (yert and James G. March, A Behavioral Theory of the Firm (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Pren ice-Hall, Inc., 1963), pp. 126-128.

(5) Simo1, op. cit., p. 60
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(1) #fE% B . FB¢(means)

(2) EEs Ieely ] gEiidaws)

(3) HIFIE ¢ Mo BRELS ik

@ ZHAL ¥ B

wteba] [e 2l Jo] R (the logic of design)el =& B AIRES HIFEES Aa 7H¢
A FEE RES ol Ul Ao, Y BEEEEC] MAE oF REL2A FoA
A Fed e A28 RESZA o5 FRIEMHE S Hif(synthesize)dto] o] & Foll 4 %
AEEE & kfestes A& Zopll = Aol

(2) ¢ -Ba%I2l Tsi010 23] ot MESFA Hig

HAR BHE T4 el e =4 2 EAEH MRl A3 o3 7h= ddm
ol Biks WAl @odd okhdeh. ® ol gl HARNIS Bl e mrel Hethel i
He =A o EAEH BE L o9 M BEE aiir 999 |

wamal) Ak B 78 Te Akl ot Blfictel A BEst BiHe olHT el
7L o [shelojgd] 1% AR glvbe Aotk F HAMHTE HEAY TR % (subsys-
tem)Z fEEiE ol gz, ol TR BHT v b oA zEel ERS FEoe Tl
2 RS gk wehbAd EABN MHAlls ddAs & BHERHE £ Birmd &
Threl iz 4rf(decomposition)dte] 28 vt el FTMEHIES TEE S B
sz, of% 4 ol & THMEE e HEMGRSE MBlstzEA 2% THEH st shviel
17RESL 2R BHINA A AART REES BRY LEA .

ol el g §iflel HfBEAA e A MEe TAEYE Ad-AA Sfs) doter &
A7t &3 - el IRE pEel vk [teloeial [E 7H3 HARHE o7t s &
S FArfHEEs 25 THigbik (among subsystems)e] fHE(EA ¥ shvhe]l TFAZEBHIP
(within suosystem)9} 43FE5<] HEIER el Al o] Fl 2wt o] & FHrEH (subsystem) &
L& B MEMFRY BEA weA “oE Tk }rﬁhﬁﬂoﬂ BRI RS IR
(decompos ble system), “z& THLEEHE 7Y HHE R T o] #EEsht iR + 48" A9
Stk BIRE) ¥4l (ncarly decomposable system), 3 @ TMAZEBHIS MEESE (EE) fifee] Wik

(6) N W siner, Cybernetzcs (New York: Wiley, 1948).

(7) #4 % (Complexity)-& #ifi{tdl 2 (Organized Complexity) # Mt A & Aoz K= =,
@A A2 HaBHE T8 Be BRS TR S8 Hd o8 BRGT BT —F{iﬁ;";_
M o) R o] obyl wiwle]l EMbd WAHBYE ART #e TiMHs Smhdd.

W. Weaver, “Science and Complexity,” Americam Scientist, 36:(1948)536. Mansanao Toda and
E.M Shuford, Jr., “Logic of Systems: Introduction to a Formal Theory of Structure,” General
Syst ms, 10 (1965), 3~27.

Johi P. Van Gigch, Applied General Systems Theory (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers,
197.), p. 279.
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o2 okt Tkl BEs nAAY = o8 THBHA 2o KEFEIE SR
A BE#E % on-decomposable system)§ 2 & [Er HEw® [Flo]o &7 |& 713l B 4
B ‘A iR IHES TOEHAR SfFE el viab ke, o) skke] [Bfelel @yl jE Al
B A S Y TG A Sfgs vrbd olF TREHAS MEREHRRES
s (linke ges) 5-& TFluigdiiel s (linkages) 2 o} 3te] o] FRE ol BB MELFA
g 7HA Te-olojely) | ko) FREHES 294 e THBHZ 5o S8A2 5 oA

gt olsbgo) wte] BHIE A s WY TAHEH ER ST dide ol &
TREBEIS o) (e Ael | o FRriEse HAd g b BE BUMe2 FT2 5 3
AR udd o5 4 WU & MRS TEL TE0 EiTshe HED BESS W
sho] ZEmivEicl HeREol FMII: ol @ 4R MEES BT MBS TEIA PR
u] 2 7] wizol . @

(3) #hHE| cH B ECut Dt sBIRON O & Ol

ERiEE N HABES MHA<]e o4 Brpts sl HEE B Hlg Rl (state
description ) ¥} B#] ol gk ¢k (process descriptions)o] o},

FlIEE", “shiel H( circle)e Fo13 & Aoz FH L A dv BE HE
olcb” el il MRAECl THEF Eafelw, “shubel e zElYl HEAe [Evb=le] & 2
S el FE Az 98 g He T o (CE sEol Swlvbe A Aok g
T e EFEC] e Aol ).

HAME S HES B st gleld olE F #X(mode) & AR 2B FrHH £
(mode)e):| = sheh, JRfEel of 3 Alufie ARe]l BT zdize #R(world)E pelvie,
VRS #etE FeHge] Bk & AR W E Eike fTHBE Mg (acted upon) f:HE
Vel H, o] wbgbd e gEES sFRl B (objects) & AV E FES Rty F.
Al BHigsMe BHI RED BEE BE] ddAs 2 80 B R 9
Ao Hf: (goals) s ARl o A gleiAe] f7/(actions) Abolel AARHRNR
(correlatic 1) % #JE A A of 3t

ol2l3 ARG BERmez dEolAx TR KBPW oAl w2 B B 4
{means-en1 analysis)gl Z o]},

vlebd g REESH BifFste MREEVE FoiAS A HinigEpel Rl Xird ok ¥ e

o3}

4 o

(8) Her ert A. Simon, “The Architecture of Complexity,” Proceedings of the American Philosophical
Soci ty, 106, (December 1962),467-482.

(9) Her ert A, Simon, The Science of the Artificial, op. cit., pp. 73-74.

Chr stopher Alexander, Notes on the Synthesis of Form (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,

196’ 3.
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ol E T Ak EHY ERE Fohz, o)eld BRE gl At MHBMGA AT M2z
(process) & Ztoplj & Ao o}, 10

ulebA fORES] fRpR-e ko] M BLEC WY REES RS e FEuthel e
of Bige SEE k. ARl ¥ B MEMARS A% EBEL v ¢ BEZ 9
Fol7be K #gel h g Ef2e] Fik(process description) & #|R. stxAl st TER—HEY 7
el WEEE Ha ol ofel gk —akavd l—-ﬂr‘“/}u}ﬂjxpﬂmdlgm)c’ “or] Folzl AAabA
(blueprint) ] glo, o« #pEsts B BRI E Aol

(4 #8312 Cixel ot FiEEs

BRRE 99 BHCT Ed BEE ERer] SldAe o] BESS ERe R ERT
o) EEH Hloutput) FHEEMS] =223 b2 2 @ AAck . W ofF [=
229 My 828 |5 HEREANY #HC BE ERS 931y FT8 B activities) &
Bl TR BBl wheh S Aol ¥

whebA] [ 2229 o] Fhr [9he] 522 [(subcategories)= M2 23] | [he] e | Zffol o
o Bl IEE ERCl EEMoE EEste S MEmed M BEE ERE B 5
B A8 e Aot oHd [Z22o¥] ity 22 &% FHT3r] 98 H#ER
&y FHHRT 9 %5 |(decision-making framework) 2 A = o},

o3t ¥ Bhol A % o [Zzow) igisid &atste [HAQd] EEe vz HERS S ¢
g BEHRD Y & (framework)-$ #Et3les WBEICREE & ¢ v Rl ™ F& [=2&
2 sy ol & FHfE A% BERSS BERES [E124 G A B8R
HRE S B 2ol A8 Bt (political process)-& 5223 BEBRIF=AL obvch dte] B
ol Ao BERSE o B RIRIE THEGIEM HEMA ¥ (power)d] 2 3
aA kt=E AE HEY] Aol W

(10) Herb¢rt A. Simon and A. Newell, “Sirnulation of Human Thinking,” in M. Greeberger(ed.),
Mana rement and the Computer of the Future (New York: Wiley, 1962), pp. 95-114.

(D T=z z2a ] T78 2 [2h FAEE Al T=2 29 | #%4 (program structure) 2HE Aoz fif
A Ezd 4714 F.EEJ%J%EEP b el S A ERs = BEA webA SRS
oS- 1Y Figoleh o8 @ M=ozl #Ee o & S8 EHH A% ER v
B EfrSe] W—3 BEY BRS a4 KA £HE ¢ A4 5o & BB (across organi-
zatior al boundaries) o = #EEK = k. Van Gigch, op. cit., p. 386.

(12) Graer e M. Taylor, “Designing the Program Structure,” in Harley H. Hinrichs and Graeme M.
Taylc -, (eds.), Program Budgeting and Benefit-Cost Analysis (Pacific Palisades, California:
Good: ear Publisling Co., Inc., 1969), pp. 32-34.

(13) Richs“d A. Johnson, Fremont E. Kast, and James E. Rosenzweig, “Designing Management
Syste 1s,” In Robert H. Trent and Thomas L. Wheelen, Developments in Management
Infor ration System (Encino, California: Dickenson Publishing Company, Inc., 1974, pp. 168-
180.

(14) Jeffer; Pfeffer and Gerald R. Salancik, “Organizational Decision Making as a Political Process:
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~i%1 0B M R 9ol A Mk Bkl (the political model of organizations)
< &l A%de HEES SolA KPW TLEEEME Ee J18)ER (power
dynami:s)& sl e FHEel, E{HHEEI(the bureaucratic model)-2 3l Ao &
W] Haeo 2 A RMEST BBEMES BEHstE Ao oo 1®

olel} A HIFAlS HAh HEEEmrel #ilel [ Ael L& Ao HERSe X
S (et ectiveness) <] ERIZ Fd&E (scarce resources)® {4 (conservation)o] 2} [EHI,
Pizie B R4k (cost minimization) o] FFH HHeo] fHHH =, 0O

2. KBERHEFI2 [CIxIQl jot PPBSH 2|8t ®BiIR B

(1) Fhrsagi=e| S#2 B2 (decomposition process)

FEEH faihel HERHe MeA jo] “A9 &M FRES 4 Baril Thee] BiH"s 2
opfz, ol# gt THro MHICT HiTeE WEES o F TRMEIEe 2B #Hess M
t& B ff#ft(information) o 1] (energy) 3 Hfi(resources)®] 5-F(flow) & Ya & fEgkel
A HE S o)A g HIF EAS AT BREREY [E](frame)2 /] 3lod of gr}
o BEEAMY XBEEEEWY [4A0)3 BHEY Eas olsd —mme =4
AIFELS o #EiRgel A = FIsAF 2 T dvh olHd B@Bf H A3 BERS Y REs
PPBS(j lanning, programming, budgeting system)ol A #ighe] BEES #B A5t o] AL #R
el ybElzel 12 st oldd Tza e | HiEE AERSY M) (rame)2 f#H
A s —FIEt.

PPBE & }vho] HBHIZF 3Es BHiE EREly] ste 78 REES fEREE o
T & EET FCRMES g TS ot BEEE B RES RES BEde
ol EEER REY MTE At HES WHste e Jikolvh. PPBSy —five =2

The Case of a University Budget,” Administrative Science Quarterly, 19 (March, 1974), 135-51.
Aiaron Wildavsky, “Budgeting as a Political Process,” In David L. Sills(ed.), The International
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (New York: Crowell, Collier and Macmillan), 2:192-199.

] Victor Baldridge, Power and Conflict in the University (New York: Wiley, 1971). Donald
G :rwin, “A Process Model of Budgeting in a Public School System,” Management Science, 15
( 969), 338-361.

(15) Caarles Perrow, “Departmental Power and Perspective in Industrial Firms,” In Mayer N. Zald
(. d.), Power in Organizatians (Narshville: Vanderbilt University Press 1970), pp. 59-89.
Carles Perrow, Complex Organizations: A Critical Essay (Glenview, Ill.: Scott, Foresman, and
C mpany, 1972).

(16) Horbert A. Simon, The Sciences of the Artificial, op. cit., pp. 69-70.
TSRSl o) Mz zad | FES ded RS s Bigh 48k FEEES SRM%
(ffectxveness)»} ﬁﬁ{éﬁ(gconomy)ﬁ- =<4 9}, Sintaek Kang, “Dimensions of Raitionality
a- d PPBS,” {TER#E, HAE, HIW, /‘“] SAEE THROAEEE, 1970, p. 467.

(17) Jchnson, Kast and Rosenzweig, op. cit., pp. 172~176.
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=B B (D BEES REL ol & BES BRITAE #HY (=29 i lternative
program struc :ures)E-& ¥R MR, (2) o] (=229 158 A7 3 st 7t %
Fivolz Ak e s BES BRY & e l=Zzay ¢ Bigsls, ) #El (=209
9 #f7(action implementation) s} &l}g—;— AXA = e o]l vl 2 KRl A] B Wl
(e}l #}9] j¢] = %% (the three phases of the system design cycle) 9} = /EM #EE7T —F= o

PPBS o] A4 B e BES S REINZ, ofF BEES BRI gEnes
ERT F i 78 (22239 102 @AY ed olf M=223 | e Fl=z 29
(major prograus), (=22 shdlazel | ®£E Ffre =233 |(program categories or
subprograms), ¥ =2 22 | FF (program elements) 522 WFA ] 9ot 08 o714
=29 e —@mpmes shvte BEmmm BHe BB FAdrteE RBste

o e Efloutputs) S uEhiH, [=noe RS e EE Eu(omratlonal
UmtS)ﬂ-% B2 BIRE ReFsteZlol Haleld.

PPBS9| Zs B ol HEY EHES E@Relr] 93 A2 o8 gl =229 8¢
S FE HEEEY RED BEE ERsed Jb BRIl Y MM =2
2 RS E 7 St Bfgoldh. ol F M=zl B #Ed BES ERSed oA Ert
U FBEel e BAMIILE FE ddAe SEe A & REY ElHS Rtz
(identification of outputs), = ZEEM:=l e FPET FEKLBES FE (selection of
attributes, criizria, or measures of effectiveness)dle}of Fck, o] EfEd A &= BiH
r=zo9 )¢ ¥Fsted LB 2 HEL Ut #AS [shel e (costs categories)
g &Estz B A (unit costs) & HEY, ofd HES [=2a9]s BIMLR X
fisted Fdhols s BAEFZ(pivot cost elerﬁents)% SPlE W3 o) B8 e Hs
o EES Y% WHES HEReR ERYH.

PPBSe| u}> = Erh %89 {V%(action programs)E-& #hiTshe @ffeld, of Tl
fRol A #Hius = BB (2o BMRRAA RBEe HER 2 Fge e #
galol 4L BuHle BiES HES BIES vhrhe(rolling plan) MREEK = EHSA

whebd] KB (=29 18 2 ERALCR S ol M2z oy Jfigd weba] #
S fisrsty = PPBS @RS vlz EEEMMe ABEEEGS BES ER] 938
&l TH =hel Jo) B Aol

o]} ro] Kk B4l PPBSE Azl = HiyS HHlel AdiaRte] RN RENs
FieowA F4 wgtdslz, o 2 EHfgloutput) S £EE 5 JEF kB IS

(18) Graeme A Taylor, “Designing the Program Structure,” H.H. Hinrichs and G.M. Taylor(eds.),
Program Budgeting and Benefit-Cost Analysis(Pacific Palisades, Calif.: Goodyear Publishing
Company, Inc., 1969), pp. 32~47.
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LA e ghek 99 shvkeldl GEEBRES RS KB oy (2229 52 98t i

& rElEke AolH, KAE oW HMS f8ld oldA HR eltt 3l whebAd kB
o Elyel WESY] "ol obge] KBl PPBSE HA fozA HEES 4H
o wrela. ol AL BES BEE A=A BE ERS HENS MEY FERS 9L F 9
o, g 4 T[22 Bl @RS Wl 45E glof @

KERHE 2 Bl ook S o7 RBER, B BAREE(student life), ¥
& By (ins ruction), WZEiEE) (research), o 2A:ZH:i% 8 (public service) 52 71X = ¢}

Taw 22 ARl whEbA] K& obB ERC Qe E oo, KEBEBY ke 94 #
BB struction) o] 2} 3 @ olofdk 7 o]},

ul}A KEEEC PPBSE HA stz el #ISiEE(instructional activity)o]
Bt f1A (229 o wets B Heok @b ik & kB & A HiEd = g
FIEE (instruction) ] [Z 24 o] whE e 2 KBo] fBAete BEE whebA o
Adz rdg 4 g

KBRS = BRshe TBHE S8 vrie BiRdAe o o Tl X
#e(level & =174 phiEstz ob-ge] #iF(instruction)s} REfE #f BEES) K¥E(leveD &
Eete o Fheh. KEBEEIAA TREEE k¥ A HE®, Bii(department), ¥ ¥
Y28 (odscipline) 5 Al7le) sk¥e = EAPTH G AW A EE(biology)ol A BhipE
(zoology )& BL¥ 3hi-v}, fl#E(botany)& I shirtol] wheld A4pEgl k¥ 4] A
o M 1 B MU, EHE WS HIW 5P (discipline) 2 vpol A A mlch, o] sbolg
7] (32 J(course) kUi, B KHE, HIFIHHEE (instruction types), ##g2) P (faculty ranks),
FoElz o] [7hel g (staff category), 3l 7| ele] INTMAES. BIEFES Bl M=9 ) e
Bfel 2 vwlE] RE ook g}, @Y

(2) AEBRES ®Al (28]

ol gk kEEGS] SR 45M:(organizational characteristics)o] s s viel, BB

{degree program)s} #HIZH| Efl(teaching departments) L& HE 41 (disciplines) 12 R

A
1.
=

(19) J)hn D. Millet, Decision Making and Administration in Higher Education (The Kent State
1 niversity Press, 1968), pp. 100~101.

(20) Jimes Farmer, Why Planning, Programming, Budgeting Systems for Higher Education (Boulder,
( olorado: Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 1970), p. 4.

(21) 1) Tz AkdEs BA KRS O/ 1884, 284, 38E 4BE, LB KBRI, Hits B
crEl 3, (2) #ige) Telq 1 #3, 33, B%, BBEWE(ndependent study) Hffiz E4=H
'3) BEigel M Ed%, FIESE, BhEES, EW, U His: EsEd, ) T2d¥ e TRE
g, BE, Hite Bz, (6) Je9 HRUERRE BiE, 223, KB, ANE BER,
CEHB S TR E
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Fob BE HoF gk A gk, du @S BB MRS 2, o F
o HREMY] JgA AT ohE BB (degree program)o] Eots BAELNA ERE R
fralz 7% PETS LEAF Uk o] MRE KBNS oSN (=e HE SEIA
Bl BH e P 40 98 BEEEd Bt BASd Ad4 B o ZHEE
mLE (7 (credit hours)2 A Fod + o

LT A& o BIthE RESE BRe 4 Brrese GIEEe RYHA Bk, @

O el 2= -DIES A 9] /R

BRE s #IgEH (instructional discipline) 9] #fRe #HiEd (2422 cofug x|
(Induced Cou: se Load Matrix: ICLM) & {#f o224 &Ed £ . A Zsd, ICLM
L % 14 (vl ol £ BERB B e oL S B & Bf(xs
W5 A 4R Bele 3 By B3 (average number of units)E viEbA o}

(F 1) FWE T3 22 - 0t EE A J(ICLM)*

e e (W
2R M
Blash: e i3 8 & 7 ES g i =
B LD UD}GD LD}UD\GD LD |UD | GD | LD UDlGD
Brmme ki — - ) ~
LD | 118 [ 6.7 4.5 6.0 4.3 4.6 1.9
7 #1 UD 1 42 113 4.5 29} 2.1 2.3 7.6 7.4 23 6.1 4.7
| GD I | 183 ’
i 3.9 4 1‘ 2.5 19 a1 13 54 |
i P 5.8 13.7 2.0 ! 4.0 2.8
GD 1 2.1 20.4 |
'Lp| 37 =27 2.7 1.3{ 10.9{ 0.6 3.5
% 4 | UD 6.5 3.0 3.5 2.9 6.3 10.3 1 1.4 1.3
'GD o [ | 19.3 |
Lo o4 28 | zd o5 | 03y 17 128 11
@ & UD 2.6 4.2 46 20 43 10 3
¢p| | | } | 1.7 212

-—fﬁr’ﬁfam‘%ﬂt’eﬁﬁﬂ 300\ 300 300} 30.0 300, 300‘ 300 30.0, 300 300‘ 300( 30.0

*PTE (Full 1ime Equivalent) B39 —FR] MR
LD=2# 184 (Lower Division)

UD=4# &84 (Upper Division)
GD=-k2[ z(Graduate Division)

ICLME £ 23 88 B 9t o Sme Bkl BREEABH(EE HXFHI4 —&
RS S L B

o2 A4 BESRES ML, EREE B boa Epe Wids ool B ST K
SEE 1EAE HE hod BELE ERHD 3
(23) &9 fF B Hl @) W# A& David G. Clark and Robert A. Huff, Introduction to the
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T RS B DS} 2ol BBRAT, BAKER, & BHH, 9 [mo KuE
of 9% ICLMIdlo|st1% #:% 4 Q& [2d e Bwd ok o 7oA ER=s 0

fir= 5 BhRF (credit hours), B 24 BRI (Weekly Student Contact Hour: WSCH)
ol % A HAvt 2 BiBe £ kB Fid wa HEH o
dtk ol gzto] FFiHiE 3. 2= . rede (ICLM)A fEfE 2 o BRE %9

M4+ &= .ote2x |(Instructional Work Load Matrix: IWLM)E sl BEypold)
IWLM & {EB3l7] Slstel e mlA & B, % KEN BHEENES #E ook 3.
Fize, BB BIEE) BEHEEE MM BAMAD)S 1434, BEEEE @M BEl
(UD)%- 1864, k& #FI(GD) B4#E sofolet 714 o B 29 #g Y - =
E vk (9] BB BRREd A Biuld o BRI 9A 3o

(R DelA Tetesls o] gtlho 2o &ite 4 BEBRAS & KEHZ —4£d 2

(‘2 8B 8l -2 D}EE-IAJ(IWLM)*
FTEZ# L&

143 186 52 121 94 45 8 61 17 180 206 124
b4 ! 4 i i L4 Lo

\\%%E 2o [ N
BEARE| OE 0 0w & o#m | % @ ®
g - | e ‘ — | & B
g LD | UD GD LD |UD|GD LD |UD GD Lp|{UD|GD
2% Ak,,_"_ﬁ , o Ny | 1 I
LD | 1,687 i 811 423 | 5100 262 828 391 4,912
B | UD | 601 2,102 234 367] 95 195 464 126 414/ 1,257 583 6,438
GD { qsz | ( , | 1 952
LD | s58 763 1 512 ; 357 2511 22 om 4,435
& 4| UD 702 1,288 122 824| 347 3,283
GD ; 197‘ 918 1,115
LD | 529 502 a2 169 926 108 721 3,283
% 4| UD 1,208 156 320 130] 536 628 288 161] 3,436
GD , | 328) | l 328
LD | 915 521 278 47| | 26 103 ( 2,304| 227 4,421
® %|UD 484 218 207 38 774 2,122 3,839
GD | | 350] 2,629 2,979
SRS R 4,290] 3,580 1,560\ 3,630] 2,820) 1,350 2, 550\ 1,s3o| 510, 5,400] 6, 180] 3,720139, 420

*LD= 8 {KEBF (Lower Division)

UD= 8% #2844 (Upper Division)

GD= kKB Bz (Graduate Division)

IWLH 2 ER4E (current year) BE#id:s ICLMol #d8 (ERT.

J'esource Requirements Prediction Model 1.6 (Boulder, Colorado: National Center for Higher
1 ducation Management System, 1973), pp. 3-29. Warren W. Gulko, Program Classification
, tructure (Boulder Colo.: Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 1972) I =.
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M OBEE RIS dEbie, Bhe Y AE & BRMY % KENZ —EEd stz
oFE K BB BRS vielW o oA 2elw, EESRERRLe B KEE WM B 2k
ol fEM BT M BB RRRI 4, 20080E, - Brlo] v, BESRERElo] A EHme] KB4
Fioll Mot E15g Slshe] 4R 7h2 4 obd 4 BT 4, 912885 - ifio] of.

olel gt BEE AAMA fERH #FZ 19+ 2=« vpug 2 JIWLM)E % EHe [=xql
3RS g IBERES BRSS9 ZERIFIR 8l Gspace utilization) S 9] ML € o,

(2) &% EHe ICixtel 18 fIst EX [HI0lEt]2] 1ER

At IWLN o] R ol A S KR 5o & BRE (HA018 ¢ e FHE 98
T et

AA, & BrAY Haoerz NEd FTE S #ES O3 289 &8 F 5
e 23 555, Bl EBEL . 8 (number of credit hours to be produced) & gl A&
{:HeA (produc iivity ratio)® vl & = gleh @ Hl | 25T, EHEBRE 2 K8
£ #Mower division)ol A1 ¢] FTE ### 4t A o] 359(credit hours/FTE Faculty) g}
FESREEL B (KB4 BT BRD ool LES FTE 398 13.66, K 912084 -
ERRG RO - 300 (BB BRI/ FTE#E) =13.66(FTE #30] #+t.

A, & ByRe [ms KEH 24 (Student Contact Hours: SCTH) % B2
4o BB R B (Student Credit Hours: SCH)®} H&Ee- Eld:o] 3t BRI HiFslr] 98
BE R R #F% mr KB RS P ok steskE welEeh. fizie, B B
KB PTO] 4 4 Bk ARSI (SCTID = 4,91201 %, # BERSHIB(SCIDE 4,012 o
W 2 HESCTH ¥ SCHYL 1.000) 51, £L#Spte] B (GBS BTl A i Bk B
B (SCTH) = 7,4060) iz, 4 Bkl (SCH) = 4, 43580 = [LZ(SCTII % SCH)-2- 1.67
ol .

A, el Eupeh ol F BRI, # T DKHEH B R R (SCTHD & #48H
RE(instruction type)ol whz}A] =e}zjA =),

Pz, RS \EEEEe} AR MREME SRMTe) Z) 4,012Wf0] B G oI BT MaEs)
1005 A B G50l Al v, A#pBRpl T (KERAE0] 7¢ MU EEEM 7, 1068 R 338 4,435
Frfl, BB 2, 71RO e BIUENZ o % 609 ME, LR 1004 es EsE g

AlA, & BN [arz KRR, EBUPRENIR ¥ #REel MR (Faculty Contact
Hours: FCTH) & & Bife &% dAbzhe]l ¥ hexl, = #3% 2AL Lo 3 jo]5 ¢
7422 EA (¢t am teaching) Fof whe} geE= . ol #ISWAES (instructional type) 2

(24) 7] *T? 2&94 g HA (productivity ratio) & 3t Ble] & #He] B FTE #ig BRI
A LiES e TG 2R BERE Bk
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=

B4 % BEW(ratio FCTH/CMTG) 8} #IMAER BEME Rd AL HITEmpLol
=3

rid,

Bz, FESHERL B REE e A BREE 12300 2, 3 BRE #HE(atio
FCTH/CMTG) & 1.000] 22 #FE@i(FCTH) & 123052, AH@El B KB4 ¥
o] T HERERC glolA BEEE &% 74855 1498F0 2, T B ¥ HEERS
#4 1,007 2,000 2 #HIZEMmIEHE &% 749 2980]h

oJAA, d=b §F #F) FHERM(faculty work load)e] & #im¥ HgEE (Faculty
Contact Hours: FCTH) o 2 s, % BpRe 4 lzapkEdz yEe FTE &83K
b B gieh '

BS54, FTE #ds HASEECTH) S grsiel o dohsd, BHER BHERE R
PIe] #iE 98ted LEE #HIWE 13.66%0 2, 4HHBR B (KBE M 99t %
H OIS FEagel OBRME, HERl 1shERelet doidd, MEIE FTEZEEE #% 8.224
%} 19.9440] #Hrf, &2

AFA . % BEARY T2s KER #we) FEE 4 2 28R #M7 & FTERE
BEel #de MRS 5 7R E(faculty rank distribution) & o 2A o4& F gloh

LIk BRe AAA KBEHE o Ft £ TMEHe BBREEES Elidye, LR
T RERL ] BRE Bl ol s ol MFIE & HIEE EM TR KEE F oA T
B Tzl = BRle £ BAS WS 93t LER IR BES EHT ¢ A
A A

() PPBS A0l o8 BmHRES BEY BAS &S

7t BES BEE

#fg g2z .nfedx |(IWLM) = @3ozn s & BRY [HA & 58 BRE &
Hate 1580 3 = B e g mHBRES KES BRESS EtesA #HA
ot

(25) B 33 M2 KEY Bigmie
BURTRRT BT EEAEET FTE 2ugel HER:g FTE BIEEEEK

B L PHEBE R — R 123+9 =13.66 _
ke pBRRHEREH M —ER 74+9 =8.22
F g BRHER T WA R 29815 =19.94

(26) H:5BR B EBERFS BEES FTERE 2REY #E
Bt f8 FTE BTEEUS B9 FIERBEEEY

s B 0.20x8.22 =1.64
BlEgis 0.30%8.22 =2, 47
BhELE 0.30%8.22 =2.47
i 0.20x8.22 =1.64

Ky ¥ 1.00%19.94 =19.94
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EF Y 2= el |8 GHEBRERCY BARSS £z A #RY] gAs
A o] AL (& DA BE v e BT {HE(degree coefficient) s ZBH}AR (discipline
coefficient) 2 #§#A A oF et odr|elA BLIFREEE shte] B{r@#(degree program)-g-
A8k BECT At 8ol M REtHE #BRLE Jeb T 5oL webd, BHE
EEE 3 BE UL R E M EECT o8 B BREE 93t o994 mBEtsle detE E

(£ 3 BHIBRE(Degree Coefﬁcu nt)ﬂ @ﬂ%&(Dlsclplme Coefﬁclent)*

— ¥ e e ‘ :,,;,,,,, . - ; .
BpsFEp —— w0 % 1w | o - | m o & -

5,576 f 1,696 1,557 E 3,473 12, 302

iid = (48.8)** (21.8) (31.9) (22.7) | (31.2)
(45. 3% | {13.8) (12.7) | (28.2) | (100.0)

\ 1,321 | 4,617 752 2,143 \ 8,833

LS # (11.6) | (59.2) (15.4) (14.0) | (22.4)
(14.9) | 52 3) ; (8. o) j ’24 3) l (100 o)

2,395 955 2,418 1,078 | 7,046

% i (20.9) (12.2) (49.4) (8.3) 17.9)
(34.0) 13 6) (34.3) (18. 1) : (100. 0)

2,138 | 532 | 163 8,406 } 11,239

e =1 (18.7) (6.8) (3.3) (85.0) (28.5)
(19.0) 4.7 (1.5) (74.8) | (100.0)

! 11,430 | 7,800 4,890 15, 300 E 39,420

# it E (100.0) (100.0) (100. 0) (100.0) ' (100.0)
| (30.0) (19.8) (12.4) (38.8) | {100.0)

K 2l A s fRK
L [82 J(box) N9 A ( )HNE AL BrifE (degree coefficients)
Hrg [H 2~ [(box) Mo 4 ( )N wAxAL ERHREdiscipline coefficients)

FHEA dE-d Zlel, webA] BfrRECE o B R e B4 Sl od Y #HA
9} [#2 |{conbinations of courses) &S fifsctz B{rE WA = =12 el 3= uy
of EBRHRE:- 3 BElel HBE #iEol 18O WY HS 2l HREREHE
Aojel oful By R M BAEEC] FE Bl HRANE 26 E
dt ol BEE AAHA BAHRES BRERECT doAd ol R & Ko FiE
ol =~
(K 2>l A 4ff BES) M BAEE 1,3144]2, T E
bR g BE -9 # WAL 525,600,0009 0] =Hwl, oA
FRel o2 o] BES % mﬂ%i%%ﬂl,ﬁvﬂf%}@ﬂ1iﬂx_ﬁ BEL o]
g 10054 =(%) = 23 BEREC dstd % Bl #HIEY BHBES O9A & 2%
BREME B OIEA ok ojshRe] F BEE AMA g (R LY & B2 ](box)fy
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BAY £H BHES 400,0000 2

o
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f
ot
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#L
X,
i
EF



o e o1k F HE BT ol F HE BEBERS 9ed dern
Ehich, of Tz Jbox) o] @AnS Bl EfRl whelA e —“13}‘1_
Azt Cobntd BEG del=desrs & 5 QA " e

FE L BEUEH X PRRB KE EHEEES RBNFEE
GCOESNGED

P O #ok oo | % A ot
T4,286.2 7] 22,630.2  20.826.4 46,2414 [163,087.2
5.3y 7 |U15.8) (12.7) (28.2) 1(100. 0%,
s &£ | 5
1 : o | as7.
J‘/// 1 : P ’ } 163’ iq )0 \
17,8424 | 6L,575.1 [ 10,007.4 7 28,669 53/‘11, 134 1”’"
{14.9) 1(52.3) (8.5 7 (24.3) ;uoo 0%
i 7] f e | A ,
I F B FR R T
31,988.0 70 12,795.2 | 32,270.3 0 17,028.9 - 04, (A2
L 4o {13.6) 1(24. 3) (as.n 7 {100.0%;
% i 1 1 | AT
e - . |54 - ,‘/,/ - g =2
284615 - 70404 1 22469 12,0474 149, 705
(19.0 wn (1.3 (74 (100.0%)
= & | - ; |
rd . : 148, 796
. o i// [ A e (OE\ /’a\
~104,040.9 6 SUUEENI: N
(19.8) / ( (100.0%)
& it e :

A el (fif‘?} il

4;_ /JU .‘EL' 4 1:\ .

*(1\ /h| y_- tﬁﬁ}ol {Jw,,j,-(_.:;
FE ol KT f?l%;% o) A2
2 Axe B

Lt. EFi2 &Hn

BiEel- | oWl % EERH Tl ARl PiEE o 9A (sl E ik gAY st o]l
ARE Eele] 4 BRI FEEEF BRG] 49,196,0009, EHERL 35,320, 0004
frEERl 22,224, 00090 B iRETERRlel 44,938,00040 o]tz FA etz o] sle] IWLN-S i
2 ogfe] UERE [22-5 12 s s BRE O stz @

(R elAl e vksh Zo] o3k B flzle] BlBRe BE, £y, B 9

o EUEREES fote]l K4 15.3%, 13.8%, 12.7%, B 28.2%°] R} Mol %

14

L F

(27) °1 BiEel A& vl AT FHFE He A=
Vic or Ordonez, PPBS for College: Avoiding Pitfalls of Trail Blazers, (Workshop on the
Pla ning and Management of University Reform, Hosted by Soong Jun University, August,
197 ), 2%
(28) @Y. [zel = | (transition grid or crossover network)3 {#i/Hshe] HAG EHE Mmoo | %
Feow mipAds = ARG Fikd HAAME Ibid
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2&

Be R 2 oDz olF ERBEEA BRBH HERT WEtd Gk A
ol £k G Aol
e WEOl whob 4 BEHY EENE 449 BEBEI WAT HIA (K B
HyE o ¢ o, |
k5 BREWE EE X BPHH EiER & BERE(AY 0 BEE*

puiA

9] - W)
e BE - 52 & : ES 1’f &
_?:,F.,._,;; = \\ ; " )
. g 45,156, 000) 22,285,788{ 6,789, 048] 6,247,892 13,873, 27
| 45.3) - (13.8) (12.7) ! (28.2)

n 4 35.920.000 5,262, 680 18,472, 360 3,002, 200/ 8,582, 760
’ , ‘ (14.9) (52.3) (8.5 (24.3)

v | 22290000 7,556, 160 3,022, 464) 7,622,832 4,022, 544
| : (34.0) (13.6) (34.3) | (18.1)

. a5 44, 935, 000 8, 538, 220 2,112, 086, 674,070 33,613, 624
i ) (19.0) 4.7 ! (1.5 (74.8)

;&§§<AJ } 43 649 a48f 30 390,958‘ 17 546 994[ 59 642 290

sra) i‘:_{(B) ] 11,430 7, 800} 4,890l 15, 300

S (A/B) [ 3, 818 3,897 3,588! 3,898

7 *7( ST rﬂiFH;‘{ %Jdlsmplme co&fﬁaents)

R 5y =3 BNEARH] webaA A SRR s EHE#EAC #C o4E £ 4

rie

Plbel A 2 viepzlo]l # B¥EERH| EHEES FHS LEW A5 MRS o9
# BREEET A E Jol A SRk dhvllel & of Bl /b WS RV A7 o s vk R
VT ol 7] EELKME, WBRKEUKE Sol whahd ol & BEHC 8547 Zdo i
Vs Rt

Jraal okats., ofw JRAlel whebA MIEHE & TAEBHCl S AAIHE WES of 85
& Fo} ¢l

ol A& Bl EEAA AL e e e ol 4 Mish7l 2 BhaL of 7] A=
o 2] P 5 ol WAl APl HigeestE: AE X2 g

oF, [MiEHs #Ests Hittez = (1) FTE(full time equivalent) 489 It
Z () % Vil els)A Wel=al Al WAl F4Hi(percentage), (3) # THrEHlol
A4 BAE EEEe Holtlpercentage), 3 (4) # [MHHEH - HEC oy £80 g8 &

lo

(‘79\ 1bid.
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EEAE GI7lY WEHEL & TMEBHCL TEsle v B, EREHEE £ T
BET Rt gl HERkel MKk 550 o] s, ¢

Al HEES BET AdA e AL & KB HiFS FEd 2oy djae 4
Tzl el A @S EEES 54 L (percentage)o] whehd MBS HE = 3t

ol Piffmslel o KER¥Z Midk WFCHTS MEEE M 20,000,0009 o] 2 744 e

o] A% [ERES & BRI 2 WIS WS T R 28.6%, 44 20.5%, 7 12.9%,
FRE 20.2% 2 PMHEFHIERT 11.8% %-°] o

olel k Tartbel Slel A M MliEE 373,922,000 #E shobel, & EBF 0 WIS
of EHIE & REEET B 106,941,6929 01 32, 44 76,054, 0109, 57 48,235.9384, &
97,657,5649 2 INERIAZEAT 44,122,7969 Sorh

ofelrtet #% Bflel HEH 3 MMEE #42 BEBESD BHS S5 (E 6o B
AT

(K 6 BRENE B FRHF BEE ¥ HENe SLEEENS e

(39l - W)
e ’%‘%@ﬁ\ - L | e
szﬁ' Fa"‘lééﬁ | 5 o ) | E3 i E #® #®
BE ~ N P R -
: ~ B arr = Q Pr‘
- " [ 156,157, 692 70, ,fo 375 21, 547, 001 19, 829;48‘ 44, 030, 829
@y | a3 o oazn (2.2
" B UL3TLOI 16,/ 504, 727; 58, 248, 607} 0, 466,791 7, 063, 881
| | (4.9 | (52.3) | (8.5 (2;. 3)
o = Q ) o =
% i \ 70,450,938 23,956,379 852, 552 24, 167, 759 12,753, 248
| ] (34.0) (3.6 (34.3) (18.1)
%7« . 142, 905, 564 27,152,057 6. 716, 526 2,143,583 112,037, 962
(19.0) | .7 | (1.5) (78.4)
FLE R ﬁ;@ﬁaﬁ { 138,433, 38[ g6, 304 76*863’ 5, so;eoo 195, 885, 923
‘@1%,@ 9z ((B) j 1, 430, 7, soo[ 4,890 15, 300
fsm . R (A/B) i 1 111] 11,372 12,803
- ”7 = BEHAN

(6 1A T BEE P BAS REREERAA T =z, oo A4BEER,
R AR, 9 EWEEEE 59 FE oy

o2l 4 BREEMA] BALEA (unit cost)e] B AERE % BUERRC] wlelA] My mEre
HwEd v o LES HFC 20 vraue o] S . oA T HEN BmE

v

(30) 1b:2d.
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sgEel LR HEe] (1) B8 Sl A— & BES LEE 2, (2) &k

s A o], (3) Hmel ¥ Al wet Bl ®vhe Aahs HAEy of . oY
ole}l [Mpgol PPBS Jjgkel o3 ENGRMAF Bl LY B mitEfdE o &

FIob Bl ol 97l W el BERAEIS) BEel slolx, —EH WO BT £ 9

o] A e Taa Sl wlah e S whebd o B BEe G Bl LI
4 opeta Zfskalel = A/ ety Ar G dFa gt

e 7 1A= Yonge] &letel pHEEH PCCM(Program Cost Contribution Matrix) %

Rl BUR 2ol D @Eje] 4 Gtel © A% WEYY HES SHY BRE ne o

(2 e flAA del T glis vieh el [EEES el BEE ZEIEHNS T

N

(e 7 BEARERHO & BR2 MEHL fIEN OX=s BE

L o@moom owm ol ®E @
~127FTE 116 ~ 154! ~81' —84
| —30, 000 14, 000 —60, 000 +21,0000 53,000
¥ —13,000 +12, 000, —15, 000 410,000 — 6,000
—10, 000 + 7,000 —12, 000 4,000 —11,060
— 2,000 + 6,000 —20,000) + 5,000 —14.000
3 o —83,000 12,000 —23,000] 7,000 —87,000
% s 0o 422,000  —114,000 ~ 5,000 —87,000
I3 e — 2,000, 70, 0001 —15,000 03,0000 56,000
it bR — 3,000 + 5,000 ~5,000 +56,0000 53,000
A %@ — 2,000 -~ 2,000 — 4,000 + 5,000+ 1,600
SLs fio* 41,000 -+ 66, 000 —68, 000 +38,0000 — 5,000
& =t 187,000, -+216,000, 336,000,  +152,000 — 156,600

Te L7 AR BE 44 95,000 BT BT 2le
#% \lichael 1. Young, Program Budgeting: An Applied Model (School of Business, San Fernande
Valley Stite College, ‘Nerthridge, California, January, 1970).

Hso) BBG HMEE FAREsHA shel, olel§ BMbi FAZEMEIZE #H (control} ¥ 4= Qe E
W oubol BT E Ao® 4 TS olefsl skel M BEL Hll LiToted, =

w= gnm s A S TIRES 6 T4 ) HERES 9 9% B9 % ol

3. -CESIE BIR0) PPBSHIEE #ASH=H CHEt KifFet MERS

some) o bo] PEMEAGS MHEA BED BED 9ot KEMmeR BE Sk o

o

(31) James Farmer, Why Planning, Programming, Budgeting Systems for Higher Education?
(Boulc er, Colorado; Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 1970) pp. 11-13.
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B aE R EEBHE 9A MEA1stn B sk we = s o

KB BEE BEme BT REd BES SR 3ed goA s LM
ol EFols, KBEERHS [HAQ 17 I BES HE ¥ = oA ksl ie
T BEEE USAelH, AR ‘i‘-)ﬁ@fﬁ aAE Aoldh, RiLe o2l d HEelA (1
T elbelel GARLS] A S AT o]zl PPBS S olwA #E FIH =l glow,

o PPEUGHEES HA St=2A ER WHAF o9A 4 Trsse Mo e itass
‘)r°}7}/‘31‘3 A& THEEHEE 2Bl B (synthesize) el LWEREA ERE RS
ST L e ith

2wl REMETE ARl PPBSE sfAsiz A T S WHEE 4 9on, o [REE
. N i

(1) PBS#A M S B

PPBSUE Tl A s #%shs M52 29 ] (instructional program)e] HeRE ol M-S @
FlAZIE 24, T=zodjel Edgel 113 ®R BiliEl HRS SHndEs == &
el Tel Aqle joll Al ik stz A iyl BEES el [ Ak 19 TREsAl @)

FT.

£

ol A - EVEMIEHI PPBS & A dlmaa 95 ¢ olE PrhR MRS el me

L

!

e, KEEEE G BN Taxelello] ol Al 4w Folxl BES} HMd B T
STHE AAZ el KEEHIL el SRS QS 4 o WUT [E2ad] TR
#14y (the appropriate “mix” of varlous program clementsyo] -l 715 ol 4 914 &
= #ike 7} s}, 6

T

L, R ERE Tl W ARl f5Eilndex) S B A mRA BT
S Rpek T 3 BB RIS TR 1B B - ZiMiNel LLEE 2
Fobel MU WhETl ShmEA REMBHEEHe] =2 o o) 118

Sl WoAs B TONS g ShmEa 48 IR SRR MEGUY e T
—'D.!-. {23)
) BUYGARRS] SRER BT, 40 S 4ER

sso] Mok FiRIS B9% 9. B .njEas

/32° D. niel H. Perlman,“New Tools and Techniques in University Administration,” The Educational
R cord 55(1974).
(32 (O donez, op. cit.
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i B (weekly faculty contact hour), % E4:Emrs(weekly student contact hour)E-of]
Righ FEE Ao A B, BEAERN HES " oz, T =2
ZRegahlel M4 Ml A7, kB Bk Jimel wriEd At =d.

A, PIBS 4475 (EHEEE S (management information system)E- [F@gol i/ )
DA BUR- WERE LEE ki BRRERA RET & A 2, B e #
& (integratio )3} Hilel TR wel A A, o

@ PPBSE;LG{I mEs= Eﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ

A=, HE RO @BFe] HHE 48 M={Aql s PPBS o] Ao gadie] mibidye) i
Bi=h EE WS o SIRE bz glov EmFEHERNS Bl Tdeltk stedl o
Al BRol Ao yA G&E obvizl @i B WENEe BEEAE WLigny
g o]z, glA] Stabeh. O

EA, KEBE ok & THEBHE @rtAe] -3 ENSE EliEtA Seg. fF
o HpEERE o] AL BMU S e Wl wel EEIEhE Aol ebvlm, o= BRI Wikl
e, o & HEAERE - Bl pEilel Fugtel=t. =t el FEEISE 8 tel
e TIRERE M4 =H% EH Sobyd PPBS o] (EHS ol AH T Aol

A=, PPESol o] A iz EHHS T T2 BED A¥M Rls & S
= ogadel DAl ol Eieshvh AR EERES B Tl jo) HREE
e AL D n Bus, whE, oyl filie] aaA] EEE] o] oF dr}, 88

olgfbte]l I'PBS I E GBS fEle M= = B g TERoz ViAs
= RE b OO Wlgell bstE R o) & IERES] #Zashz, PPBS o IEIH B
B (LIBS) ol HIEiseis 3Haatel B0 o] = HIEE BUIE A imHetel oF & Zlo] ok

34 Ibld

(35) © A2, 8 Zugkel #3843, John Keller, “Higher Education Objectives: Measures of Performance
and [ fectiveness,” Management Information Systems: Their Development and Use in the
Admin stration of Higher Education (Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education,
Boulde -, Colorado, 1969), pp. 78-85.

(36) Sintae . Kang, op. cit., pp. 462-472.

(37) W, “PPBS st REBREHES HE”, THGRE, FL&, 9, A& TR E,
1969, op. 223-234.
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