= Session ] 7|8AY / AFTE

DI210|ed (AN E S0l At DR

L A T

O ok
S

ATEo] AW} JMEEL 71 B3F S0l Foddd ok R&D &%
Hrthgel stee AdAA dARA MEA FAHn g =3I R&D #FlA 23
A8 A2, AdFee] A Fol ZxHERA FAH R&D AAR 77 782 (R&D
management)®] $83% °|f7l HuJct. 18vk 1FF R&D A 7= R&D ¥
AA7F BEARE /e SAHoz Adste AR HZol o]FARA Rl gon H
2ol Eo R&D AuH7t HFo] dF7aE 2 JlgAddEore =43 dFAA7 g1
ek & dFE °18% R&D B#HAE/E %A H2¥ AIA e it 43
A} WE, AFHARY Ay 2 ATEA, FF AFHAAE FHLER AA D

2 479 ARRee gew Uk

A, A7) AFNLLTS APl A 8obed Brtel £ E(framework) 3

27 (perspective) & ANt 712 B7lRgel i FUnRE wiRoz FYH, A
AR BARNES £330, 3H/F5E YIANEEE ANFAY. @ YANEES

* KAIST siax=Z9uistd ¥us
** KAIST Hl2x=3ged 2haaty



S 712w $RSD 2 2Rl Bt 4875 AAATLE AN,

e

A, 2 719E 54¢ neistn AIAFH] AAE B & F e AL A
HREE /NEelr] st 4TAe] R&D A3 F7IAE ALAAE =& RT

A, BFATE 98 AUB7L AFEo T8 ATANEE 52 skl AA
shgiet.
1.4 &

5 ol ATAL(RED)BEANE 97t ° + 9. =@ R
ARe9e #A0 229 4T nA7 Wl R&D BT WE 5 43 L

A7) Rolel Fa3 BRI} oYt (Foster et al., 1985).
EE HIZEo FEND e 2F %G Y3 o|EEL o] AlF HYPL B 2
#}2 o} AEHQ FGriag & %sﬂ Bagto 2y waA s AYFH kAT =

U7t z2Z g 713 8% adlojgm #3a %ol (Argyris, 1992: Redding &
Cataranello, 1994) 4353 < 58 Wridge $848 &AAA F3 Ioh. £F
Jennings(1996)5 AZFHFE AAHrtel o] dTSHA olFolH I A7}

& AZFFYol wdgojof I AAsHA

o] R&D H7te A7 d4A 224 AAFHA 3en a2 FFHY FHL
R&D Aol 537, 584 AM29 R&D A Alzges e 230 R3ojd
tH(E=HEr1ED, 1990). &, R&D #7bt ZAle A4 JdF5d R&Qj;a}j%_:?ial
33 vlgje R&D ¥%9 WIS AN & oAl FeaA 249 RS Azsta,
AAE A7UE L 78 F e A4 BYASDE AFTFEN ATANE F
E&S Fu dH@FHEr1Eed, 1993).

gz olepzte R&D % #rte FeAdE EFdx R&D &F AAZ 7HE
By BQla Ab&zte]l AZEAA Tog st Aol Aol HA @¥skn 28
R&D %ol A#g7pt F2 Aadde] BoldM 88 FHARES ©ol A& 371

_46____



ol &} R&D B%o A#*E Ao R HriskA R3AtH(Baglieri, 1997). 4
A2 A 199349, 19959 Fatdlel 2% IRI(Industrial Research Institute)®] 3
AAL ZAIME R&D  ABA/ERGe] 33 iAol 718 olele A7l Eoke] &
Azn ZAPEATHElLs, 1997). =g RZE7Ge A%, ALAEH 7S] AA
7eEgEe] F8¢ 4Faddel B SAT E7stn R&D &% H7H "] o]
213 2AES gut2A wtdstn QA EEiot

olgXeo]l R&D &F H7HEole oA = AAAA A7} o FofA)A] Ratn glen o
dupet FF@elEere =314 A7 F stvz dHdgn Ao & AFE ol @

2ubdsh 4ozl Yee ANST R&D Az BANES £2ny% ¥ A7
Besta 9l

it

0. o]24 w7 2 €3

1. R&D AlaH]

AFae) ATh 444 Wke 740 44T 2E 9 o4, Wt 2 Wridne @
{EAd A dEbol R, A77|H-E AAH T olgsts o] Hrto dA uf
$ F83Ht

shutel 2FE odiste dHle A 7EA WHel dou AlxEl HIH(system
approach)o] 7} ®o] o]&5 1 gt} A|AHL QRS0 ZHE EQgAE HlolEd]
WH-ol AaAAdE AR #4202 AEdlle FsEHola FTH[AH 848 F
FAE BT, d771HE Aladeg Eod d7UidEe A, 7R, AENEREE,
NEEE T FULAE 'foted HAE st WAL AA 3P(paper,
patent, product)E A& Ue A2 24E9] JFA D o 5+ UATH

T A 2EIO]2ollA shte] AlaEle TAl R A9 sigAARle g FEY § o
olE3re H3AES FAlA Alzdd d¥FE vAon st R&D Al2®E o9
89l AlzRle g FEE AUVke 18-S olsiste BRd "t 22k 4 ith(=3}

._47.



A7718E A2"ez B 7P dEAQ 472 Brown & Svenson(1988)¢] AT
T @718 ATIAVE AAl P50 A AFol FAHe #BA O FY
(input), @ F*PA|=®(processing system), @ ~ArZ(output), @ FEA|=E
(receiving system), ® A3 (outcome) st Zt FHFdxe] s = (feedback) EEY ®
377 T =9 (in-process measurement and feedback), @ AZEIH=M (output
measurement and feedback), A} = (outcome measurement and
feedback)®l Z%F 8/ 229 JFAZ Hos Aot =& 1993d vFAFA TS
(IRD2 3 AKLHQA IRIMER(IRI Measurement Effectiveness of R&D)E F4
(input), %331 (process), AtE(output)d HAIFAA Alxg] WAl 7] 2=
(foundations), A3 (results), °1& "Mste 71€dFHE AU Al2=gS At
oH(Ellis, 1997).

3 Ellis(1997)+ Brown & Svenson(1988)2] Al~glE¥o] R&D FAj¢ th2
Baete] AFa&(interaction)olghes $83 842 H98lSS A #Hss IRIMER
o 2yg& Fx3tq F<Y(input). FFHF (process), 2FZ(output), Z}(outcome),
sl =9 (feedback), F5 28 (interaction) 842 FAE A2®2 Attt

P IRATEL R&D Al2dle) 4348¢ Z2stn Ut Bae(1989)% R&D Al
28E O AFS Sty FH 2 &3 ¢ ol AVHY A FXE FHde AT
Ag/7wde] A 2d, @ AA AFFHAE st dFIAARY A2’ © A
?33—3:.?‘]%3]'—‘& tekgt 7% (function) & E33he A7A QT Alx"e] 37kA] 9
Azdlog FEREIPor =3F 9(1995)E R&D Al2"E& @ F3 A& FY3=
R&D aAAIzE, @ #A]le F33& Bejdte 2B M 2-, @ 7239 ¢
sy 297, 2AE 52 YEE AR4Ed sigradlor FREUT. £ o
AF(1995) & vuiARE S F3lM R&D Al2d& @ A58 vAF £RF, Mol
2R3HE A, @ AT7E€F AAA A #=NE uisie ATAF Y, @ }F=F
FAA A 223t R&D 85E FXste ANAIEA Fxe 44 2 2392
onjghs dFx-dde, @ 8 2 E 4718 FAE7] 93 duie vt
€ 9Huee YA sl ares



2. R&D HIIAH|

A771#E Frke] ¥ R&D  B7HAE B7HEH, B2 2 g, 718

W, A9A2, R&D B/} #ES A8 A9 7128 23 59 dANsPos

2 Ageolv 918, du] & R&D AU 5&d, 94 &8
. AF4a 239 HrldMe AAHQ R&D 43E Totste o
o029 AFHEE AXste FA AF7|HY] @438 Hote Aol Fo} BHolgn
& Atk Bk A7] 2 A FH7EEF O HrEAY Y, A% "9ed, Bt
9o &4, v 2F9 Hrtey ¥ old dig 29 ANAFHE 1ty Hgsto]ol
gt g o] S wet FHrpdy, #otR, BUHEE 58 2Eldtoqof

VA2 Hotel F4, BUPEE (Er1Y, #o1EE, BopiE), EoHe S 9ot
9 gilo] He oy AYA2ELE R&D H7IE dAlete A gLeg 23 Hr}
Zte] Aoy H2tE A AR, Hrtde 3], W EAAY 55 vkelzih
R&D H7P} FESH 7153871 AT 71240 2P0 2= A7E kel dig A7H 7kl
e A 2 #xte] o4, AFHY A=}, a8z AFEAY F5A4 Fol Utk

R&D #H7Pt FAHE AFe FA 718 (planning  phase)®t H7baA|
(evaluation phase)2 72 % glom Holo] dg £8A7E Aoz s} Brla
o] AAvigoz FuUA o FAHORE AgdAde A8Ar, MILA, H]-‘%;Q_.‘

o

A" B7y, B7HAYS] FRAP S 7Y JridAde BrrEAEd, dAAE 4%, =

7Y 23, BUHA, BN 4 AS A9 ANt 3y E s

——

3. R&D 43xig

B ES ¥ A= 71#, £3 Ee FHoY T2 Fo 7Y FFo dijt
FAHQA SHsdelz FAHH (=3HE 9, 1995) H/REE A EF7I1EC wet
o2 72 YE F U

BAAEE TES dEHI £7E AASE g 2ot x3F 9(1995)= BHA|
HE & M2l 3 (Performance)oll &3 2k} 223 Ao 7120t e F29)
g ARE FEIA o] ERVIE w2d AR Vs dF, 71d3 A



F, ARALE 59 AFEE AAA R oleo AT £, R&D FA T AZe F
ZA#7F do}.

Kerssen-van Drongelen & Pearson(1997)-& Kaplan and Norton(1992)°] 71
29 AT B ARAFEY 2HE AFsH AAG 73R Z}7]1EHE (balanced
scorecard) & R&D ZFe| #&s3kidct &, AAAEE AFH oy AHE(financial
perspective indicator), 22 #FX] & (customer perspective indicator), WA &
A E(internal business perspective indicator), ¥4l 2 g&@Y AR
(innovation and learning perspective indicator)® F&3te] AAlStAT AFH &
e Axe BAHEAR S FHse AFEo, nABYAEE UAF] AzEI FA
AZSoltt. YHARIEY AEee AFMEnEe AP e A AFSola A

g58d Axe QY 7ied JAE, A7 st E, R&D B9 a4 53

Ellis(1997)3= R&D Al2#e] A7#A AR AA 42 (output) olH9 2
A2E5% 233tE NEES vPA E(leading or precursor indicator)2 4+ (output)
%o AHLAES FY%te AEES FAXHE(lagging or result indicator) 2 F&
gtk @¥ Vantrappen & Metz(1995)= AAAFE vieix Xt FAXE2 7Ea}
k. Granger(1997)& & A v#AE, AAA K (real-time indicator), FAA
E2 FEIIY. AR FEE A7HA YAl 2] M E]TA (process) ol | dste F&F
9 ARE2A AGoH] A A E, AYdy] AE71, 0 JAEHE Foloh

2 dFqMe A¥k R&D FH/ARE FoAAME 53 AHAAXE(performance

indicator)dll ®:H& %

L8 = i
9. 1993). BF7HEAZE AAFFA FEA Aol ARl [dFsd=(Fay 5%
A), AEEY F(ER, BaA, AA), FEE] A(AEEY A8AF), A2 B9
e oA

=
P& F2 Bkn gom o ARSS W 2
A

zodEe £39 BrldME ZedEY 2EE Avht BERo2 FEIAALI e
S84 e AT A8 B Ao BEA £9¢ Uehly RN F2 2%
d1 9t &, ZzAEsd £9% F@ 494 ade /1ed mve AAd &9, 3

_-.50 -



be Z2AES JAIIR/SE/AE), 22
AE FHALE, F2)d gt Hrigs g skEX7 dEbAo} g

T AEEe & A, FYR AFE it IR AL
ojuf AR st Agstn lon olejox FAle] MWk FX

rﬁ)‘l
¥
fifa
&
ozli
)
0
0
iz
i
2
It
4
AN
1o,
o

2
T84 AREEoH dWNE Y HEELS d7UY, d7AE, d7AY W E

299 AESoln AF/H PRGN BAYEL APFYADL HoASHE AER 74
Hol gtk A7he AHHHE AFael YA BE L 04, W7t R FAARe B
§2 A0 whehy ARgol Getdol et

4. R&D dntmItAl aafAtet

R&D H7t 3k oz AA 1 B71anst d7delse dAdgel 2457 s
oy 7K 27 Lesch (@R, 1990). R&D bl W@ d4A2
ARAY WAEDe B2, R&D BelzAe ¥, R&D ¥z #%3 R&D
FYAA Y, R&D B7+E 9% 48w, PuBeAsu 5 R&D #rkel YA
~ds) 289 A¥) So| Basith WriAE ARIA 2 YRR TAR AL
g A7 Fool, ARR WA ASoE HiR 57 Holx HU B9 Lo
% W7k 5L 10209 FEE WrpAel 28 ol s Aol et E# WA
ol Wrkel ATA - FHAS TR AslH HrAY WEe FAsE Ao Fasty
(F=74E71+4, 1990: =737y, 1991).

R&DAA BriAe] gitaQl meAere o 2oH(aRnes)ad, 1993). AN
R&D FFWE olyz FHHA oA U BRE 2o B WP JFEES 18
st} Hrlajor ah, EME R&D AAMT ol oelo] AdHsIZA ABYL 3
eisto] Wrlslol s}, R&DS Aoz HPL TG TeAd BIS sob dt
w3 439 Frlege Hrlo o ¥RE Add] g £3 2 Ko} obn,

2

ir




7VAdste] #82 BAZA vl (negative feedback) BtheE FAA F=F 9 & (positive
feedforward)”} 7128 go] =|ojo} g}

R&D %7t #3349 n2Atdte a3t 2o(d=HEried, 1993). ©A, Aty
A7t B42Q AA Wl FEE F UAEF djof shH, 1AF & B ohd 23
A&7 mejalA Bolsor vk EZ o AN F gle FA7F Bista ¢l
FAYE it Brisfor i, 9A FAEAI YE&E A F HoES 4%
ot g}, el BrirlEe]l WEskE Hol(bias)7h §lojof st ZAe] ExFo $sn
A3 B§1d/do] glojof gt oldolx, HrHEZ, 79 &4, H7hd9, R&D /3%

TR 5o uet Grixt, H@opste 9 g9rbiE, 3riE gdel dgsjor g}

£ore

rir

. R&D YA &%

19939 IRI(Industrial Research Institute)®] &AL ZAlol] olsid tiRE9] 7]
dol AARQL H/MA 2L ZFA] Fatn AT =T AHAFGIAE AFH BorE

' ¥ANE @At ROI $3d o&Esta ded olaid B7hAa 2% A
2 989 R&D FA Ao} /1EA%5Ye] o8 m YA SFeHElls, 1997).

Griffin & Page(1993)& ui¥&2] 7I19E°] R&D €%5¢ H7tg ©, &= ROI, 4
AZE 2, FAZTS 5% AFERE S, A9 AAE 5 B9 AU AR
A EHE AHES-3L itk B3tk Kerssens-Van Drongelen & Pearson(1997)¢] &
T= e S AFY sden, 4PN A7) ERE(balance scorecard)E
R&D &% #Hrtoll $8% R&D A7 ZFE(R&D scorecard) FoAlM= WRAIIEA,
A 2 g5ade ANE= A ARtz AR Futm BT Kerssens-Van
Drongelen & Pearson(1997)2] |@32437}F (& 1)o Yeht Ut

Vantrappen & Metz(1995)& d7& 53l 4F2J R&D =& 4#H7te] §A=
o3 29kstal gl

O AIg®A st R&D FAe] 44

@ AIHAF/ZRE g3 ATHAE A

® R&D &9 EJAL uteidt B4o A E o

@ ZHRW7 R A&AQA M E 2HE T3 AT dF3



d

o2

® AHE7tE B3 g B HHEFHE W AR

® 8713 %7t 2 R&D #B 58T dd AF2AHE7A FriE BAdS 2
& Z2A2E FAZRA Ao EZA fAAS e YH)E T EAYY 24
2 BY EF 2582 B ARAE ol & AFUHES T3 2ol AFsY.

O A3 AFET opd A A= Hr}

@ TdTA B opd FHA XEE L ARPE FF

@ AAANE B ofd MYAEE &

@ %EA & (aggregate indicator) ¥% obd AZA|E (grassroots indicator) ] AHg-

(# 1) R&D dotx|Ee A

ZRHAE | d7aERd | dauazy

A. %3 (customer perspective)

AR ATHEE 25% 33%

AN BE3S AF - 11%
AE3 A4l - 11%
B. W3] #3 (internal business perpective)

FoE ZRUET 25% -
#8589 FA/AF 5 63% 50%
AEFNEEE 13% 28%
AJAEF /T &4 25% 11%
AE2E] 3 25% 11%
ATFHEES P 13% 6%
7189 A& ~ 11%
C. 84 ¥ %< #73H (innovation & learning perspective)

£33 & 13% 11%
ofo|t]o] /A7 A £ - 6%
22A/8A04 & 13% -
HEND FEAE ~ 6%
D. ;%3 #4 (financial perspective)

ZId/Ad8E ROI 13% 11%
AAF Sy - 28%
dTad £ - 22%
AAF AZH /& 13% 6%

ZA249 : Kerssens-Van Drongelen & Pearson(1997)



Vantrappen & Metz(1995)0 93t FEA A= HUAGSANA Ba=o] AA 7
g o] JHE HAFE AAFLEZREY &Y HE FY 2HF4H ARES T
A EE QYA ololdo] da 53 Zo] AA| R&D & 3te FAolA wid S48l
V¥ A= AHAgE ARE LIt FEARS FARNEES M2 F2A/=F
2 AZse AA AFEEC] shte] AAARE IM =(pyramid of performance
indicators)& ¢]Folo} It} Jennings(1996)= AARAZE|l FAste X2 EHH|
Lol gz wEoAok & AASIAT. Ellis(1997) & s¥ste 7% 3
AXNE Boe vlgA R S B4 6§ 22 B Ve A Fatact.

]

o
N

V. R&D AFAx #45 ¥ R&D AFAZTL =%

1. doX|E M2

ATF7N1EE 1 Ao R ZHERS W, B2 AN ER FEE F UL 9
A 2" &9 AN E 247 JoME £= vk aEv 7€ R&D 8F ke
R&D A& E1(Input), 4% (Output), A (Outcome) 8459 BrP7t F8 ol F
ATt

dA77|1#el R&D 5o g 2ulE YrtE A E R&D Al2dls FAse &
sAl Al ARas Ztztel A3yt AR o2 Wris|olok gt} Tarpley(1996)« 4
HE AUZ 25 s P G 5ERE dAsts £9Y R&D Al=d<E 3
gatA Aok S Tatn qUrt. wetd £ AFolA s R&D AAEE AIARE 24
S AT T8 EHERA AN

ol A AHEgERe] R&D Al=® o2 7hA] st amle s 7 4 glok £ <&
TFolMde R&D A2"E& (2R 1]3 Zo] HAH(strategy) AR, HAFHY
(activity) 31412l 734 (management) StAI xSl 3714 stjA|~glo g FE3}
o AHANE FEER A AT

B BNEA AAFY FAAN2ES FA7Y 2 A% (planning & selection), F
% (input), 333 (throughput), At&(output), AMHsH(transfer), ZF(outcome)

rlo



Technology Strategy $3 :f_:

_ e

| | \Ra.n ProductNity \ R&D Yild 1
|

| Strategy

1 Project Through LAl o T 1
[ A s Performance
Activity Pianning & Input ut 9 Output Transfer ) Outcome _Eg}:c""ur,) !
Selection :g: oix o:g ::3?’2& ’23§§
4] of N * X 2+ * o
bl * X3 SLENS o=z CeTHUSHA eHENY
Bo PR *aa &5 snzy

4 R&D Resource Mgt System : of &F

|

1

! Svst @ RED Protessional Mgt System - 858 40w ¢ AL i daaa !
stem ® R&D Organization Mgt System - T2 Z 3 4 A |

; y Technology Mgt. System @ R&D Knowledge Mgt Systeam - 9 ¥ X B4 X f$x14 5/ Hagxy 328 |
LR -E R 521 :

1

1

(T3 1) 42x|E FHEZA 2 R&D Al2H

T HAE Fdde AH AL E FYH A4E, 42T Ad, B<l7 dye #AE v
He R4EE olFoA vt T HY HAXN 2L AAFY 9l xElo] g&FH o
2 &92 ¥ J=F st AW AdALE st AxHlez z2 38 (oranization
management), <18 #&] (professional management), *4] &2} (knowledge manag
—ement), AYF2](resource management) SAEZ o|Folx it o] A RE
R&D Al=de] #7134 &F& BalA d7xAL2 Va9 85, By, @43 3¢
o2M AHERES G4t Ut

2. R&D ditxjgd

(T 119 BMES HiRoz td# e AAXETE AANSAT. Faage @7
& ZAYHE dAeR sfiov A7 FPA Ay AREe ZRAE G99 JAH}
Al 288 4 gl

538 HArPA2d AFE R&D ZZAE $PHF L Ao diF JHAERA,
(28 1)d dehd & 858 AAANES 2 250 AAAE2 7RI S5 43R
#EE Foster et al.(1985)0] #AA& R&D F&(R&D yield), R&D A4 (R&D



productivity), R&D Y& (R&D return)d] 713d-&

(E 2) MALH XE

Iz gttt

e Teea
A A 26 TAH AR e
AdRS e AARE 5
AABA7Y AL §F o
A €718 BARE Folg= 5
F | pge [[JENHEA 4449 FAE< O
! deel 2997 PR 5
> R&D SAHEE .
e NAZI 7)1 ZAE 34 Ex8) & =
AAED A ZAFE N2 v g 5
<§£ 3) AYA|AH X|E
Ex
: - FAH AR AESS
A A AH) | B B
R&D o1 %ol AAAALY BEHE 5
olel a) PEFEANTS] E&F LA O
HAA A" d3728% AR T O
drasl HAH 2HE47
R&D ;-2:9444335 A7) 8
O eoee vews 5
:)i ATrA#He] 54 g :o%%ygE 0
A R&D A7 Ee AL )
2 ZNEAA =S 7]%11% P o
g |Awea | 0
AR BA 28 AP O
7oA gy 5
E&D A 7o AFRS] AFATFE FE O
o) 2k 2] ApAdre AEAE AL 5
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Research Contribute to Profit
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Effectiveness Index

AY71ZE e A FAFY7]3E

AZE B

AZHE oin] A A FPu]g

F 1) R&D <€ : 71¢3E / R&D &
2) R&D 84 : R&D 49 / 7I&XE
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V. 719 54E 233 R&D AAAR AL

1. MOX|®E FHLEEAL

Kaplan & Norton(1993)2 o'l SAHA2gold 1 Bxe BE HIAEFH $4
FEAA AdAFE AFHoZ FYPITE FrIFdsted Sz E7etn B 7
HEol FAFUE, ddeold T FHUET V1A AFARES AL AL oA o
gE AFEo] A rIdAEH FdsteAd dANE A &S AVEA FeS
AFstn do.

olz}g 7L R&D BF Wtz 3Bt A&Ho $tth. Vantrappen &
Metz(1995)€ R&D &F°] 4342 7Idd dg A7& F3t ozl 7Ide2 47
A®7E 714l R nd S wdste] vigdel duhg gHA e A ERE @As

71 g F UEF AAH gvhe 2A3E $xa i

Kaplan & Norton(1993)& ol9}za& EAH-E FE3Im SulE 2| H9 /ML-g 93]
H]d (vision) 8l 2ute e, H|He] 4FE& A AL ¥t 7de 2a4S ARE
T, 2AFE, JFA B, ¥4 2 5 Je, 4 EX 242 9% 94
7F82l (critical success factor)® %, #7189 ZRHA K /Ndte] AAL wal TS
e AE AGedt. £ Kaplan & Norton(1996)2 A#AAFEE s dels 3
ol A HFE W35t ZF AEFEAMY AP o WEse HHo|ojot s F
BRY 4FH71ER& (balanced scorecard)7t @3l HrA A8 olite) AeErdal/ A A
Lelog &8&8  slojof It AA3ATE. Tarpley(1996)= R&D &% AAXE
o WEDAZ A7EEY F8AH oldl, 2 ANE A&ste AP Az o)y,
Z+ R FLGACNAN AEE] FH9 3VAE ANz Ut dFEFe] FoAFH
ol ATEEFE T HEY NEFEL ofdsle Aoz ATERY £ ol:slA|
ojct.

Jennings(1996)+ ZZ°] Deming® PDCA(Plan, Do, Check, Act) #o]Z
(cycle) S EFHH o2 F#Y37] e 4 FEERZ AL AHolgdy FAlo o9 @4

& 53T AAARE Mdste FFAQA FIWE AHEsloF &g FASh 29
n2 PDCA AolZ(cycle) oA A vARE RAARXA7A &84 (top-down)



o2 =253 ARXE/ AEE ofF, ARY L ZAAHT AT TAARE F
Aoty AE2 FAYe 4 (bottom-up)oE F3Eojof IAth. Atkinson et
al.(1997) = A3grp7h Adtaez 7] fdaixe 7199 AgrdA AAA B A
Agslolor g-& AHskn ek

olfg JIEATES THE W v, 2HER, AF 59 71sHFHA F(technology
strategy hierarchy)°l ¥93tA AoxFo Jdehtz wredsojof a8 & & U =
& EZE Aol wiAe S ARARER AFH o} vhpolol i FHriHdez d A
A7 &3] HFU AZE wkdstm gERld g AT Holop & &+ U
meEtd B AP e ol2g =9 uigez gy e 4949 AYAE AANE
ki

(1) 71&edzgke AAA et

AAAEE eyl 98 A AR SARA J)edYg AR 2E-FUTA
(ends-means chain)& 71 BA 58 APAY7A 2gsiof @oh. iF-£9 71]dd
A olm ZlsEr AlZo] FAHY Y& = ok 22} Atkinson et al.(1997)°]
Rl sRPoz 57 ANNE J1de) ASFFAAGA FBAES A Asiol
of gtk st Kol AHRAE AAAG S AE W A AMEHA o TS Fxshe Zo
123 ' .

7N1eAEg AFE vA, BEX, A, APAY7A] Jdepdot. ¥ A (vision) & X2 0] A
grate vlRARE v)Ee] 245E Jvehls X (objective)® Aol FA =2etuzt st
€ FAAA A 2= BAAE 2T AF(strategy)S 2HS FXE 33 A3
Hote d59 7|2 en FHEN L JEAE Y3 oJFA AUE ]8T Aol

oARA BAY FAALE AAMMFE ArrEA oIt EF A&A F (action plan)2 AL

ARty oz A zAo| Atz vAd met FXE AR 5371 AFE olF
22L& 2ol A3 A3 WFeH g #AE B FRE 24 AT Age
T3, o)F, AFE AYY F U=F APAYE Az AYshA Aot oA A
AZ Wl vz, 58, A%, AYAYL ZE2-FEHAE "2 AAHCE FHHR
AEstelojor sy oA APAgor FAFH o dh. ol THAAAE AL F

._60__,



A AFBEES WA FYY ARAA PAA 121 & YA Dok
geh ZIgelnE ol @ AeAsde FAAY MR, BE, A% ABAYE X2
slojok se] ol @ AAZA stold Aol Brlrt LAz olFeid + Yot

(2) R&D A= 4

BAAANREE ML) A F MR DAl ZedF AF 4 HE&S 2dsh] 8 4
7& Fsle 239 R&D Al2¥E 43k Aoltt. Kaplan & Norton(1992)9
733 A7) EX (balanced scorecard) & FAdste AAR, IeAHAS 4 HE&S
23571 Yl R&D AlzEle] o= REo] s F8¥ #AHrt&<(critical
success factor) A E Lolol atH o8 A 7199l & R&D Al&® £40] Fa3)
At

Gl EFEJIRC] R&D Al&E2- o 717 gpgrl2gler FEE + o, B 4
FollA= R&D A" (28 13 Zeo] A siazdld, ATy A28, 3
Al 2ol 3717 tgAlArlo g FREGTY

£ d79 R&D Alxdlollx] A4y A A6 A £ FAF A
2dlo] HAE S, EF AY FAANAH L AATY YA xElo] FeHow &
4 F J=F ALY, AL, FERY, AR T AIALE I o] AR
£ R&D A2g9 #7173 852 534 a3z Jles 85, B, g4d=s%s
P gct.

7199 d R&D Aladld digd FE#3 E4o] F3H
R&D Al&®lE o83t F2 43898 =&ste o

W sledeaT 2
A= doizi},

MoK

(3) YAH7I8A =&

BAAANEE E3t7] 4 A WA dAE 7|edFEAST R&D Al28& o438ty 7]
<A AF 4 WEE 245 A% S4%1e9S Fe ol

NEAFAS 2 WES 238 938ME R&D A&de Be 8480 gutzA &
d=lojof &t oldmel o T NEEE A3 Bolx|A doh. a3y vF B
ARES B HE Brlez ed Algte] Heln tdE FHZAE 83 % 8
& AR A sy F5E A BY ¢x otk mEA JledegASe 4 W



£8 G5 SJeiA FPE 228 Wrigole] A S BME: 2L Eaa] A
%7]'_8-?_].9] }__{E’—]—’é% %—76]6}] 47}0]: -ﬂ_q_
Jledg AZ
R&D Al~# A% A | AF B | A% C | AF D
¢ O
32y 5 5
2z

43 49 Ahd 3k 5
Al ~H) 21}

R&D & 0o -

R&D A4 - .

R&D &4 &

Azt Z A

R&D 18 #e o o =

z2 3

Agn sy LuD AR © O

R&D A4l #e] o 5

R&D o4tz

A 2EA] A NeA= 5

Z O ABHo HS- e

O B4 =&

(O0d8go v

(T3 2) WAL oHERLS of

a'q/gjé7}'.8_?_% 7—7(2'0]'1‘““\—__; 7}\4'19_‘ @a‘-/\]_/;ﬁé]l DHE.E—J,_{:% }\}_%2-‘5}1:}_ 7\(1‘}};“/‘]_}:.% EHE‘-‘_Q

£E EAF A% 7 WS Edsel @ 202 Hu GE $& R&D A2d 4 2

22 745 AEzolth of dEY2d FEARAS W Aol L RED

A28 vz EASEEA 7S 2 Ues DAs] g8 288 Alaadl



S ZopiA B4 9] (2¥ 2)9 AE-Alaw] vE- A &7t vehy St

olgigt F & B & rIde E40 wEt FAHAL ARz o] DA B
o olld Ago] Jgg nxe 8UEY dale FUHEA A+ desid

Ellis(1997)= R&D %%9 A#ZHM= Malcomn Baldridge National
Quality Award®] EFAFEAH ZAATE Hriste AFAFET opzt R&D #H3 &
B7tg F e AHE ARES xFeoF & N Fstn Uk

%3 Brown & Svenson(1988)% 7Hg $2 H7FA 219 7% 67HA 8749 H7t
FEoz o|FoA glon ofed HIFEEC] A, FH, rplidel BFE Bzt U
ojo} it @atm it wEhA olFHA HER-Alagl wjEY2E AFESte] Fohd A A
AHRAREC] 2H, ¥F, drPide] BF Bt dla 1070 vy #Fe 2 p4E

=S so B},

(4) BAB7Le FPAE =5

BIAAEE MEstrl AT Ul 1A SAE ol AAHTIeYE Y SFAE A
WFate Aotk B4Rt AE FohlE ol& ZAs] AT AXE wEoo gt o]
o koA AF AU|ARZT o] oln] EEH e AXE U e FHE
sl AMHEE 5 i, ARl MEF S Uk &As] A= LAY v AR
Hol de ARE £33t AMgstiete Kaplan & Norton(1996)¢] g% AXH
EFAEE 7 & A4 ARUHE KA1 Jledg A% 4 UEs € 5 UA=EE 73
wojo} g},

w3 SHARE o] st HA FHE st AEE 23 ol AR
g F2 oFdde 7 E ARyL&d g I} Ao, AF Ay, &347
A 7E, ARE 7F5R] (Weight) 4 £ 2% (Importance) 5ol A o|&ojof gt

2. MoK E E8A DALY

AUE Brhgel Qo BRI AVAA AsA 9,
Wgeden A4ds Bde RERTE Bed ARNEe] gYez == BEe)



AE@dol vehed & gt

A, 40X EE 39 & 23T F e 2Fold = 7189 AEEES £
d 4F YT T B 2"l BY JdiER] Ftd F4HQ AAES WM F Qe
FAHE <ta ok

AR, wrebr] s§zkbe A8 A 9% B 7713 Wi A3EFedE
o] FFS Bt glo] AAAREIT LT o]l 2 F 1oy, AANEe IR 7
71Fel AF713t 550l <1 e EAE Arista WtE AY FES ARE AT
3 2 7 gle Foo AR &S Fostd AAANRE E&3oF Tt

ol9]e]l Vantrappen & Metz(1995)7} AFPD ZAAE, AIHAEE AdA =T
APAol A&H o2 AFHD F3H] A AFsH oo It

VI. %% A7IHA

R&D &5 7199 7FXAl&(value chain) Aol Sl R&D, A4 44 5 Axtg
FZoA 748 AF (upstream)dl e EEFCIEZ, 7o ZE A4 9 ALEFE
272 Uehde A ARHA Adsele 714 i) dolx g, oeld R&D €
59 A ESHdle auF FEAl Bol o7t 53] AFARE(metrics) AHElE
A2 %ol Stk IMelE BFET, R&D ¥ WA F84el e AFAES
53 tztxe] H7lE R&D % daiE 873 wee Flo] Hu glon, &
dx ol W AFE ©S EdHld AgoltH(Werner & Souder, 1997). & A7
AXE XF7HA ] =g uoz R&D AHAR uig FF ATIAE o3 2ol
57W 2 &3t AAI@Tt

AR, R&D &5 AAHNE A Ant AAX BT} AHEH e, olFolA ow
AR E} vlAFA B} WG B Sl AHEEojol stk st Aotk old] #F
TEL AAEFY &5 AAtn, 2 J9EE AW ZHAAEE At Jed, §
g2 Fele AFTXEES AN o9 AHEe ADH, A8AF, LAY gries
EAgd. R&D Agrke g € d9o] met AR me vAZA RS FAA F
240l EA3 olE3te] FHol "Wasith o] Rolo J|EATEE Elis(1997),
McGrath & Romeri (1994), Schumann et al.(1995) °] .

=3

_._64_



=X, AS7HA S R&D A#AH7te F2 A4 23 Y AFZZAHE oA gl
ooz gon, 53] ABARE o|&¥ Hile FE AAFNLHA 5 ATZEAE
2ol A o] FolA gt Y HAZGAMY AFEZZAE GAFGrte NEFHA S
e Z9F v XEZY(portfolio) VA Be Zof AAFQ 5474 H4&E
A zpetd + does HlA oS dddel vk @M FHAHAFHY (project
effectiveness), A J&A4(project efficiency) Hthe FRE &7 (platform
effectiveness), EREF F &4 (platform efficiency)} Zo] ZEEZ Q@] AolA
R&D B#E 3= A= (Meyers et al, 1997) § Eot dAZA o] A% 2
Ao g Helrt

AR, AFAEe FHrleA Ad 717k A7AA ek ope} vl 4dE A7FY
= 2¥HE AAMH, R&D A#AF7IME on 48€E A (performance) W7 ohY
g oz AA/ed FAAFH(potentia)= H7IhA Egsle Aol ulasich
Vantrappen & Metz(1995) & ADL®] dFdxe AFARNEE AAAE, dAAER,
vlgRlge FEST veAErt o2 v Fedd Aoz Bu . 53] g
St B9, A48 T H2Y F8 olfEN AARANEE dAstke A7 8t

U, 43AREe Ad AHE 34 2 2 HrleFAY 2= o2 e
oAugt A4S v dAHFE 8L dvh. g JIdeAe Bt e o]
2 ABES AHEsted, #El i B Lo et AR FY M=ol gezof
g 53 719 2SS, 2EALYA MEY ALAA ] whep AR Mo
g, metA YA ge] et 4 YRR S vXE 2AS i dF
7t Basith. Baglieri(1997)& H2el o3& Al=e] =2 R&D 434539 "
(A7 e #4)FH 99" (R&D &% Fx ARSFESF)A o 4R AAREFoR
T2 olEut ARRIYS AASHT. R&D A&EwE 1T A9 AldReel 4
AGE7A X HAR BHA Brlste 29 5 Hrbdele] ot ArgsE s 43
Ee Aol gt

gAl8, R&D &5 AASHde Fog0] B HE2 571 24 Fristevt

3= Hrtabgel wlg- F938ch HZodle R&D A#Erte] st HoubgSo] A
Ha len, 53] n79] FHAN Fristee Aert Z2Hn A, o4E 549 #3933

]
8 J71EF BES R&D AH#ZH o 83 Kerssens-van Drongelen(1997)9] <



7} olol H@ct 53 AW AANESE AET A9 DAl APE YRA
SolAle w5 st

oz o)d@ ATIFoR RED YANEe U 454 A7 A%D Aol
£3] 71959 7|&AYT AANA olF ARZe Fo] Hol2 Aoz sy

VI BE

E A7E R&D AFJA TS B3 SlAEe A3zA 71E2AT9) JGAEE uE
©2, R&D B9 A%Hsbl wal oA F2Y AAA B F2PET AAAE
9 WE ATAE ABIE, BT AFAASS Ao ANSGT. E AT T
ARNEE e 2

A, 71 AHEH/AARY 4 FARBS oz Jd RED BES HTHE
Hol HE7b5d FTHoln AAAL BNED 37k HHL AL, okee g
5 R&D #59) ARAEES old HPEe] Baol ANSAT. A, 7 79
8 AGATT ANELS TP FAEY ABARE AE WL Asked, 42A A
AAE AVANE SEAUT. 58] AYEY 5 old EE Apsel 4B TAA A
EQEAZS AAHET AN, 2EATE 98 AR 7Yk ATHAES 57}
Az Bl AL

aJEh} B ATE ol AZEe BNL AN %o BYFE wAd dFole go
2 RN Aol S Buh FA3Y Aot R&D B AANEN Tl o
# Be STOE BPn obd R&D ATBAES U A7 S Sl ol
A old@ FHoE BE AT AEHIIE S

w
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