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FEA R G SRR 038 . TR B IS B SR B — A BB L. 1 H, 3 s 3R A
FAE ST M — B bR, B oS am i A S5 38TTE G K vE g, 3mSR A S R

ST ) St AR IR 4 PSS Y (discretionary budget) I, KAy g il 1 52 HH & F A
FEPREIEI N 5E 1, 107 FF A A A 30 17 A B0 87 A v PG Bk AR 5 (Joyce. 1993; Pitsvada &
LosStracco. 2002). #AT. M4 K7 2% TLIA R % 22 Z5 R} (Pitsvada & LosStracco. 2002 ) [ 95, £ % 2002
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TR REAR (42 ] (R TRUEE ), 3 3 UG 45 A VEAly Gt B TR SO R 0 Fe T X 6 538 e B
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Abstract: This paper explores five major budget reforms in the U. S. public budgeting systems.

including line-item budgeting, performance budgeting, program budgeting, zero-base budgeting, and new
performance budgeting. This study shows that the focus of measurement of budget format shifts from

input, output, to outcome. Meantime, the functions of budgeting have been concentrated on planning,

management or control. Spiral evolution is the basic feature of the U.S. budget reform. It also reflects the

competition between realist theory and rationalist theory in public budgeting.

Key words: public budgeting; rationality; budget reform



