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Abstract

Nowadays, the administration is strongly driving self-inmnovation including public sector to solve
problems continuously pointed out as issues of public sector such as the low management
achievement, the low productivity and costliness structure, the low ability coping with market
changes and ineffectiveness in managing organization. The core of such renovation is the systematic
performance management. Provincial public enterprises are also required to furmish system that can
measure management results accurately and make payment according to measured results under

autonomous management  system  to raise management efficiency and strengthen competitive power.
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In this paper, we design framework for measuring management results of provincial public enterprises
based on Balanced Scorecard and show the example applied to Gwangju Metropolitan  City
Environmental Installations Corp(GEIC).
» Keyword : Performance management, Performance indicator, Balanced Scorecard
1. AME
19904 o] % RIZMES Falo® ED] APEe 2 meba] Ao BAEEEAS Folu AAEE 4g)

794 g S 20008t B9 FTHE F538] &
R A LE N =S R e
VS

Al s % R S A 3

AAZ FFE ol FFFEAME o]
oo AR vy Paradlgm)oiol ﬂ s a7stn ¢
o} mepA] AR 1 Eeh 3RS BRI R AAHo &
9 ge AgMal A WA, aHlg 1R e A i eE,

g

24 £90) M EeA 5ol BAE 23] 8] FFHE
< B AR Q0L FAA a8k 5

o BEVRAE QRS A= 4857 slo
W, SR AN B 3719 94 ANALHAL
Falo] Aol wsle] AT avela sk olsh o] ¥
FHES Feld AAL $49) WEE A7 e S
U T 59 A o) RolAE ARWARA= WAE 27
o Qe Teh} 7 BSH FRYES WARES) das) 2
W, 237} chskslo] slu e A ol A%
Z740) o|olxA] Eahg WAl ohle} Eo] olFold
o @Ak 574 Al ol A} ow, 4 el
28 o TED

A 249 Bhsh ASS $A] AR FHoE
24 welde Ads 2Ae JYA Aush 444 AxE
DI FHBEL WA ol vl A2 AL BEL
I BRedow Bed AANTTS Brlste] WS
Al ol 24 2492 Grol v Su) 99
U 5218 Fopk Tk el AAA Sl A
RECIE S D RPN R IEEEE L
IR S A A A A ] A
A9 Qs Bl B R BARE 45
o= B85 T el Whte) BRE FF 2AU5 ¥

Jluk 8 270 FMoleke 838 9fgte] agsle] Hyle

R iR

a7 AaiMc FARHE AL A AAEA A

43ks] 245 2ol we BAAAE ok o}~ 5ol 843
olck. AYF7IYE Al Ak weldte] HekmiAlE 47

S BAHIALE Aol 1 2HIRE BrskE 29
Ao AAE AT ook ek B AP 249
3 QA BAAR ALe F 220 WskE Pelsha 4
Pshel e D3 ALIAE7e) EHY 2D 7

HA3 % (Balanced  Scorecard)oll 71&8te] ohgsldE By}
FAo HEgsleE FFFLA FAANAFTE Al E E
2 AF71del Az Al disk E& AdAlskuA: stk

II. o|2& i

A AR
sdold gtk 2
% cﬂu} zE ﬂ%%ﬂ%g] w% wﬁ o 2 HFE T
=4 el ohjeh GERANA B
YA e 595

011

%, EB%@V‘ 7 7\%8
ofal= ol2lga okge] 2Ao] Frale 3t vhstE
o] 917] whiteldt. 131‘% ol#gk ofgleol B8t
HE B5A 240H, o)F alME thes Araa
7IHEC] JiEe] Agrjofor gt 1le] Fily HE
olel] tigh B2 A7E0] o]FXaL itk A FFHAE
2 o] elmje} A, 9S4t ol Ade
ol&fid TWar}t SrHsl.
**F’Jr(pelfonnance)h
(Hoffmann, 1999), =
dTE Yok 7{4 #H=E= A

OH
—'J_u F-l“

O_L; OJ\.YL



BSCE o83 AWz71dd 4uAR 44 B A+ B
1 47 2 MolEizlel oid
table 1. Concept of performance and performance management
T= N =
Hoffmann(1999) TAlo| ZEEHOf Chst 7of
(perf:fir‘ﬁe) Otley(1999) SMTl= Znjol| 2Et 24 oh2t HRE 8lisle Zint diaisl= A
2EES(199) Hio= okl HIRE= HiZESH AolSEY - ZRKY, Soi, TREP 24 ¥ M5oE
Pt STE0| M M= A o= j._f_.l_j\ OlF Z&| T} JHHRI| PAHIAQl Muj=x2
Bl 2
Rashid(1509) CIES (muti-leve) 0|2 CIZ (multi-arena) X9l EI502M MUIE RLERSIT H7I61H,
o il OIF AL-EIo% 85 A7l MIEINE ofgA et 2DIS K X
o S HRHOR S013 SaST U= AZT) BEMNIAS| &, T tiet HplE
Manormn?ﬁe) Husl= S 2t 720l Mojof| cish =72t j} BMIX|A| = A
aeme Sxol €l ¥ XS AP HBHEl XS 2Ot SER0|T sIoR Algsoms $iel
2503 Xl =
M|~ gt ES SAAPlE A
o M2 FLE oM 7Be| AR 5 - | =X, T 2 Y MuX|EE FRlsin O
SFETP IR0 FSoys o 7S 2 - SEA - 5m Sof ol Pelske 2ol 85
Aoz A3 vEHE Al AI(EEA - BAA, T 2 Adsin gk oldd E4 gelES Auud Ax
A, TR 24 2 AFHFEEREE 198) Sor #eElv 249 EaAd, A AuEEEsh), 23
Ao vk webd Ade dRe AR J2g b 835 52 xdehe Aom vehta gtk oxNE Axiwel
d £y2m gFd 3 e W AEE 20 an = d g3 gst ddlde Estn éﬂrﬂrﬂﬂ ZkZolor
AQl &3 ¥ AASH Tl FoE 4 e, thld  JjEHelu FFAY] AR () ez A%, ) A
Bildeas 24 18 TATE &01394 thkael el 584, a3 " QdaldA AL A3 Alde] =4
uiebd Haldth Avbs oy shA Q9B deiM P " #Hrl 3) A dF R 388 § 4 vk
He 4 oglom 1 QOERE 94 a9l duy 29l H
Q91 AlxEl 99l A 9918 = 4= glTHi0]
Al . (#azals] za |l an | #s | 2% o nza |
A A2 (performance  management)d] #3F AoJw
Al Wk 2o zolE Holw gk Pollitt(2002)= A yann | %9 | g
A5 TR AFA XS AH sle 3 o] | y7aa ‘
2 24 AdA <} A1 FAAQ] AT Wik ]h 3}
R"0 7 Rashid(1999)E “CRemo)w thdel Hol BFo I3 oot F nial e
fig 1. Scope of performance and performance
24 A RUE-Ysln Hrleln, o8 AlagloR FEA s —
. AIAzRE w A% A9 sé 7'3
lu, USAR STEA ST SRTE SRS R mage 2a, 2ane, 2209 o) A5l g 4
Aolatyitt. w3 ORCDUIelA w73k B 23} . as) . oy ;w-} =xsr 27
L F 7 o SFE =718 Z2A5l=¢ 3z
W SRRY GRIReR Sold pRan dE Aga o T T SRR Se
< Fa 9k o3 AuEge AU ord Wik
3 Faulag A wAnEEd et UL Aushe . o - \ y
o= 7t Q=R It Z=AE 2= Aot} o)A #
5 7 J)pe) 49 tiel AR Aamr) A Fe Hel7ia SI=Ael Hisk S7AF 31 Aol oA
- . EAE] Ao ARl Fdel slejr] Fatmie gS
A o2 Fejsln vk W, L4003 Axtadd 00 2 dmsl - o
&= dlo] =28 F1, o|d|@A Al A AT J= 7=
23} Agh 0 AQL AANA AR AQL ur 5EA - ML - fuﬂ’ j"ﬂﬂ R
= s o] MY A i 1 )
o3 E3A0w ALTomA o] s ok} A by o Asdt 3 A7 performance  evaluation) =
w 3oL} AlAA = 3 4
Al elzkn AsedE Reaad w1 ad A o Lot A °%<?Cmalmperf°mw) e
kv 3T =
%8 AR IRy A2z Asgel ela Az *‘”E‘”@fﬂ’bm“e cblectives et perfonne)
. s - o} Alashe FridAlolnt. wEbA 37 wlEe] 2AkE
2GS AT glolM ZlEe Y7 F - A BR, O
- - } 9S Zldske d dolx 83 Juk] B fud ARE
2% 2 A3ARE Systy 2 199y 2 292 A
N N AFgt olydt vz Fu= Hddivge) HAA ons
A TEA - 3 59 BAHdA BEsie dde] 3%

A 02 BASKE wlol Qo] Wa ohz), oA Al



240 BE AFHERES RIGEQ006. 12)

A aﬂéﬂ el Az ot A2 R Y AAle] A v Vzsle] AAR vl AFAA AHE AASHA KRtk
&4 olnE dutekevl i fH8shh Ed, A Ae A SRS sk AlEen, old mel ARA<
il Nxﬂﬂﬁrg} g aste] Zfolzt Agde] BAY wEdl AR ohve} tgR Pl TSk w84 A 4

‘E‘“ﬂﬁuhﬂ ofud clSde] EAIA mEd MY EA  HAE Ak o 248 2 Q)
= & 5 3 Fk mebd AaErls Al EﬂffL AP =l seRe] Adue Zﬂt ]ﬂaﬂ“ﬂoﬂ SE
& fASL B AR A3 JEI 15 Fefdhe FolAL sle Wl AaEARE ARARlel Exst A
Bl A ARE ARslm AR o3 HAAHE ARSLo] 1w
sh= Al Agelskn %lDP. ole 48 APAKE EE 2
22 duftE|el HeM e s AAERE AW, AvERe] 2N E
Audels  AAA accountability) e BASAL e AL T S AYEE AAARE Jlgsta, At
KRS S]] el ol=olAth. Aelauh Ak = AR EE Azl elsl] Wl Hrtsle] o AnE A

|

A
the A2 Be® Ao] ozt dAsle] gitkn 2 4 gh. el #fshe Ao 74
2 ] 22 Yo fgk JEe Hit 4 Ays ST

P

2

Qw2 se], Paky ke Moz o 2 Ay 4 23 AUSTIY daEvt & dagrizd
Aoz JAE % QIcks YolH F 744 Fwe AuA B4 AR BATEA AReAE S8 FEgel
£ P4ain Qe Ao B 5 IR walel 4 e FEANaE AgauA AE9E 49

G2 PAAudt Commission'dl 3% AMEge 99 FoaM, 1Y 45 AxHoR o, A9
RNz ASAQ NS A3 AuEelel Sdate]  FUle 28 WAST A i@ JPeE Byt A
), Ae)ge] Zl 1043}: Ao Hu ik mebd Az G AFNE Mgk vk AWETIe) 33 44
29% 53 g3te) AAH Pk AR B9l 2 D}E & Pk, A7ARS FAS 245 o) Wil
xA02HE g %s}o% zAe] gale] Aold 4 A He 9l aFAgES sw g, 56, A5

Stk AlEge 2 o] FQARd] ALY E T o]'uﬂ, (-12.3%), &5A(-10.3%)> A=3]
o s ZEAQ JE-2S A|7Ightt
g o E2 Uz I7|1Y 37t $0

Rashid(1900)el w2l Ashazlzh 883 olf2= A table 2. Incramertal Trend of Public Compary
A, Exegel gl A9 S Ae] Frold, Fagh
TEo], oA, 7I=Es AxEo] Fol9l7) So] BEs)A L,
B4, 249 o3 Aol 2L FA FHu, 2H0] Fet
£ BA0n 249 oUAR 0182 4+ s, AR, Aste)

—_—
=1
==
=1
—
—

BUEY 52 Brlel] Bk 2, sk Mo 7o) 7EA A S, QEel7] oF Aw B& FRAY AW 3
o Jhsa sl dA, Ajlw) B ARl olsjaAAe S ERTl @ Aol T it ey e
gt DEme slsak stk o), Aot % JElgrex) Sl aEske $AEE AuagE 3710 2 &
= oSG LA He), oA, Alake Apde] & rehe A peFel AL EAR, AXEA ()=
249 8o FhsEn, dwA, AN ﬁo].c gaAxe A, AR dit 5 Ao g7I9del sl Hxdh A
1T 2 g7 sk, olmiA, Adjel Az elosny T FoRA ARFY, ARG AAE Aslsha 3
s2:o ZANI|Y OlEA A9 U - A opage o U B AAE =AM R SR AR 5ol =
sk 7lofditt AR AN Aslagler A= gk o],
o Anpe] ATASe mrzdel A sppe g3 AEETIY 7R A S5 AL A 27181
grolere 7Aslals] g5l AnEAoe]l z=aake Azsy A &7 T £ S Aok oA A TIsiel A9
gom AuEge B s dekd /|8 spsa) o el A ARtk ARG Aoaeld] gt ey
olof FUsH: $70l A WIT 4 Qe wAggA  IEEVIN BY RS T4 V1] 23l el &
b= 2 ohn 24sln Qo Ao AnEge] @ woa vl WY Zo] £o4d 1% Arivks sYse A
= o) zmo  °l oHaL T 7I9dAe] 2eEmcA nzbrIle] 3



BSCE o8& AWF 19 dAARE A 48 A+ Hl

grleke tie el EAdch wehd WvRlne te
o] Baah,

3 Hoigoiod
teble 3. Performance Evaluation Model
72 e
ROI, EVA, TCO, TH, EVS,
VG, IP,
Cllizen Advantage, VO, PRM

=
S

HYN E Wy 10, IPM, IE
CISA B2 24 BSC
AniHoz Ayl mde B4 AL Ao
AR A, A4 Ao, etetdes By
S Qe 94 A e sl oid sEe sekdt
The o] AR, ot AP#Q] *éPJr wAie] 7122 3t

845 Fe] ojgre dE ZRAT Stk T’+°—°i 7§
A7 FHoHE J1R1E ojslaAl tiidez Aelste] e
T 2A4A munRe] WA FgAo R TRl ¢F At
A mjAle et AMEA EEE Ao Ay 43
ok ol e ARAQ A go] ol HEH SH
o &3l izt w7t FEditke AAS0] Bo] A7|=n
om, AMgAte] EafelRt HEsta FAHE- g uee
glrke BS et e vea Ha AR AR
AoiAs A4A Aawae] 4ds BT 483 FE= o
74 o] HFAAITBSOE £ & Atk oy BSC
£ 19929 Kaplan & Nortono] AAF m¥om 7|do]
Bf-ele g Aol didk AR BrrlEs AAs] 2
ato] Aidztel R 249 A9E 47 B Sielo]
At JrHI2] o5 dEASAEE tEAdd 9987}

olHgk w397

o Bl gy glom B dpdMn
BE 71HP°i & A3} JWE 1S 2 A stk kot
U7y

]uﬂ% IHT
Hre F2 44AE 7H”E‘§ 8 243 7lQle] A
who 24 =Rigk Hol Atk & 4 itk A2 TF

24

A= BSC/ =YEY 97 13s

A= vk ol FEAQ AmEAA2Ee] 2 A
a7, 484 2 SYA 2o, dFHoln tekst 2%
74 olAe] 73 5= 5o BAMS SEsla I AFA
e AxEAs el AAS vidstaA sk 2 53o)
ek BSC =2 AAATA T8 Frgom slelg H]
At Azke sk e st ARESgAAE Sl o
g Hdd &2 4 J=E 5T 1= AeAA (strategic

management system) &) 7E-S A ko) ek At
ol 71%3F Apee] s AA Ao ] AR 7] BEE &
Aete @97k Jok 23y BSCE £33k 7#@Ee] »E A
kAol THAQ Ardedl éoﬁ]% H& ol 53
FTEHEY A vlwA AEage] & =
T2 olgledd B&se A9t Bk AAE Fulejale
< F3A = o, BSCE ALstn AFS AT sle A

AL 3719 T8 B4 Se Aoz vt 3

24 BSC 7id % derdol FRHEX|

BSC= #3349 Bl 284 ds AFA oA x
o SAlE S8l A Sl digte] F1Eda} =Ed
olaiA A=A, 13, 14] 252 Oﬂ;LE Za4 A=
| AuEado] 7]HAY ) H Fapr} gha-2 JASkL higke
2 FEzAx, Adds 9 258 0]% 5 24 At
27 &55 Hrlely] sk weks AAedrh. BSCE A
dE dEls 5HoR she 7S % BHAQ gy
FrElou A3 33RE 3 Hde REoR aAo R
Zol=o] Ag=m SIti15]. BSCe &4¢] ﬂ%‘: i%Ei
EE2H oy FHE ARAREY élﬂxﬂﬂ} al 4
=3 O]Eﬁf& EOMEE—_ Wa,ﬂ 7<1

7

k

whebA, %‘/\1 Od s H}S’Jr o] BSC= il&] HHE A
HAxE dske WHBolgt T 4 Yvh dukHo=
BSC T8EAE FA 1A SR A9
= vl AYL 23 Ak Ax A
3 3 ArteA 24 5 247 gEE S 3 1)
WS AAEke dAlolH, 3TAlE 1Al <) 2 Al A

g BSC €840 2 Astzlste Aol mlA2t 4tk

e AnsAd o3 Anavs AR E8s)
o AeA B ATFA T A 2ET} dsste &8l
ok



242 BB AREREREE RmIGE(2006. 12)
4 Moz AP Hlm
table 4. Compare ¢ Performance Management frames
7= 7|E onkez| A TEADIHE|(BSC) HA|
xEEE | 7|1& A2EME S5t Botom-Up TZ (F2|Q| H|Mn} H2kalsln} - ZZ|o| H|XMp} M2EOE BE| Top-Down ACE TEE
api= SZofRl AE=E) 2P Rz
CET | - X|EAAP W IERRMol Qs FrEozZ 0|F0R|H I EIRe - XEAAN SHAFAMS0| Eofsl= Y 7ISH TFRIS 7448104
o7t MiEHLl. AFNE Sl AE EEENY ER 2D
B _ CP[E, op) Rt ZAS| XE - WK BERE §7I/E._F7I, 191%17_&1 / Dleiei2t Xz S0l
K|ji7<-||7#| — ;(|r:.7|. 0:171|1\10| .ELI:I:! 5|7(| [elX=1 _Ecgﬁ‘gi ==
e e © == - REZE elnjEApt FolE
- Ty} ZEMA 9ol XIEARO| st F7IMol oiE mL|EEY
Za} - XE Amo| F7IE DuER #A o)y B S Sl E:.;T)l ﬂHx i S BRI
=5 - REZF QInfE Fol7} Sof QUX| oo} o] iAol B R
A | DR o7t =0f UX| glof AA9| Aof| SEA| | DLEIY & ARTAREET S0 D
E=nl - 32 B2 SO $t X|EAN Trt - T2Rs AsiptioZAMo] BAL o
g8 - ZTRO| AYAE, MRSHt THRIE Molgriae Z2hn 2R - RO HEAE], N2 50| mE ZEMIA oA
£ =FdAe 19419 vlde] AgS 53 d=F A 4 th 3, ojefdk WAl AFAY FeEd 1H2eA
ATA S} 2A = AxAA R AadA B4 2 23 #a ®Bup o] TRT FACZRE Fr7ReGAALA7A ]
A 5x0d 2 FrpEes 44 s SadeR Agskd #Ee BIAM s
2 A4EER 1 H7 B y Z7
_-giizl_a s o3 —,CSF,gﬁ—)KPIJH;i;Hi—c%Egﬁ
(EE
o
g nE
-BSC #HAAT R 5
-zaga pazy —| PEAEA 272
w0 AA2A
. EEE o #F
S | ARz
T8l 2. BC WA FEE st MR 25
fig 2. Activity of BSC Framework Design
HolE wwaln BelEge lofaly] 93 2A s Ay
FNAH AR B FFFANRAANAT LAz =
M. ATIEEA AR Aste] AyH Agrdortt. e dA) e, 94
i, GAAE, A7) T 4] AAE Y 2 #elE
8 Aggeos s Jnf3] AgEkle WY
31 HoszHEA © =Ae] NP FA1YFMAM] 27E EAHoR F
. [y [Lm . = = -
ol el s e, e TV SHE AL @R 0gRel Age i
PRC | IO BT R ARG SRS d e, olw ki maden WA & REA
2] AL Z z 3] B AlE Q)
] L.O'\__L]EE qu-——i Lﬂ T’:OU-——E1 ]L] 30,_%9/] %Ea_tg_;io]q_



BSCE ¢ 43 Y3799 AAAE A4 #d A+ 13

oo A Ro=
2ustn CRINAIE 2% A8 20 57t

LIRS D ZFe | HHAT]

= Alell e

2 A HEIE

| Dl A e EEEEEER R

HESER MRS R

EEEEE

| mzsize mammn |
| | .5e587s

| ZIeI0i2ie] REA B0

O3 siEsslel Zsiel TR

fig  Environment change and Needs o Management Innovation

53], 2E39X Hole Hieh o] A ALEA| =%
& wstel PAMT 2l P A B AG9RIL] S} ThE

Beln ghel Aol P a7egel whd B B e S0 IWANATEE B AT AL Ahselld
o a9 sl S ot e me A g I W ARG S g A
A

3 oleldl ZleHEofel tiF 4L B3 3T A AE E
BAFe] BaAE BRE o Zol 57 AR A

= FHI} AF
1 HESES. A E
3 %%LO]D} W RS %%&9}@

T2 4 SNYR|E S48

figh. Sat of Key Performance Indicator

ZEZ RAR (BSC)e a7hA] FFoll 24

YHAANE ALE7Y B %A ® W

S 2 95 E W

BA% A SUANE BAA T 0
A7 daE7 A0 27 1 @ 2|8 FPuP Ha Aot
M daEote gEolA 2209 A x® 5 24
@ #Waldezr ddale] SEATARE 5 BAE 2R @ T#6olA Helnlel Fo] AFH A Axel o} 9]
AVE SR (Top-Down) 402 433t T Y ARFES AHdisk Z8si 39
=



12.)

&(2006.

-+

B

EE AFHEREE L

244

i _1_|rm.
rh ™ o
E Hr 1_# e
= o ™ ~
W anmzmHD. oo r ﬁ &
| PR 2 A | B
B R 1 W DE || @
o B | Deum ey w|E TE|| w
nn ST o e T ke a < PR | T
: For B G T mmov_xﬂutd_.ll ﬂo"m: ol i 5 1 T
U I IO ol A = - |
i E TRl PSR ol - N ol I et | =
W 2| D (BRSO R | fpgw g [T R
ok Zme | et 4k EE e i g .m._unJﬂuNnn.M .AnJHDT% |
T [ERE gES [Tl od eS| W | mEr
L I e T ek RUOAS RS | R RN | p g KO
| mER g | e | mar i [P R |07
Bl | Eoo g R | S T |z tod ||
VB | RVAD D | B ROV | gROFOED | A H 4k |[moi
TAukHo | AR R | ROEE R | I HoR o [Tk Iise | |k Ho
Hei | P oSG | i | i || od
— 0 [ T [0} =
wir | R i 44 i B |
™ o w2 [l _H_THAF MonN 0
+ = £ F i
o
4l
z
T o
‘of : 0 m
Bl G
ar Co i ol
ar i prRmmH o ) o
X K) s ﬁﬁ% K uo
< iy A %0 3 gy 5 2 o Kt = M
&l 3n R0 ) ) 70 o= o BO a mo o H
=< T i i b e =< m <
R PR ol o
Mo._x.od_.m_wvz‘_ﬂ%mﬁ o =m
P 1k B i o T B e
RTR =n i 4r 307 O gy 10
1] 1 o g oF 7 FO Ho -

bSET
N

D25 HAES! Al
figh. Business Strategy

| A

|

B A

Hr
alr

pa

7

AEAE
a. G
2|5 |F
CNNE oh ﬂ
ma|| ™
ut || 5 | K wlly (R ||
|| b
| o || m._ Fﬁ || |G | m
HI| & || ar || a0 2o &=L Hn® |
=l || = || ENER] || =
IR R =l mm B I o | e
A a2 || | Syl o] | e el e | ob ||
ol || ®e || || ]| = || g R N A o
== GO LS | KL I T i = Rl
H =~ i 10
Em—————— I— S —C— m_vﬂ_
1k
A
o (| ! &0
Nﬂ:ﬂummﬂnﬂgﬂnﬁgmmﬁ
= || ®r A= || R R o | | Huﬁ.‘mﬂl
o FE | ] B RV (R T
Wu MT_ | W= || ur_u i+ .W b 7| 4
ZENAsE 27 £ IF R | 2
w22 T B b
rin =<4
“+
b | o -
1 | e R
| i
EREEE o
_|A._
=
oo
=)
EEAT
I
=
L J

SAFORr TR A (o) 7 Tﬁﬂ%zﬂ et Hogr)

5]
T &
2
ey
oo
LR
mﬁ.@
Rl
5
i
M
ol
]

&

o AT BHA/AFH A

G

BSC AA

Ahstel AN B SRS

il

2 AA

Az

T 0

Aol Ag3= Aok AAE o

x



BSCE o4 A¥T7Idd AA4A% 2444 #F a7+ %
83 g4olr)h wuhd 2 ﬂ-_ﬁoﬂ = 5849 Asaes Performance Indicator) 712w 72924 24L&
Ao O AISAAS, Ok 39 L W GG e 24 TR A4 e B a
) @ 2 P Hew 5 4 W 1 2 As S o A9z s PR vy FAREE Agan 2
B U85 oAl o] AlAssIT FTAoRE TRBAA Hlupe} o] ARARIe] A
O HEFEE 24S A% W AHAEEPE Key L A8 AR 75 ARE A%t
> Ay ZPAE
b I - = == = =
FAHE AR HMAEAMAE
AFE A AR5 .
4= |FLegaz EE Do dieane TS R LE EPS
Fz-m#ol Z§ A1 F2l 4= o]&n= o= Aol A&
Cl-nAMEE A1 Cll,pAEE 7] = m=
oa |CITEREREAR ST oxuya sugs e
Ce-nu A AAY Celaldwisel g FAEe SAd
Rk mEH B2 11 DR A A
12,74k £ 8% AN E
N3 A DAAEES
12-FU Aok B ol 12133 Foldi w1 2
2eYFZEHA NAL @AY AN A LHE
15923} 15T A D o] o] A5 e
Wy | a-arrzAd 4LH RS Beds 72 <= dARs Y By
=2 |- 5L 2S A4+ H34
A~ |B-#23u2a R 161515 52 HAE ®}H A 2l Ly
82,0719 NdE @31 3H 30 AAY
83T 253 RUE eisz AR uE
16425 =3 HAE
165.2 A X o1 H 2 g
1660 RS 232 29
187,07 e @ ELANAE 2=
& (L1-gA3 z3EH2E L1l Fd ST SLEETHL UHE
A% |lzAzRa L2LAIGHAI & ol g P RERE R RE R

T3 7 duR|Egh ek

fig7. Correlation between Performance Indcators

UADDE QIALOLE, B4 The] A

[ A F A

1719 gt

=2
&2
@

ofn
N
o
o
P e
2
8
oft
el
e

O3 8 SAlMnK|E

e

fig. Overview of Key Performance indicator Evaluation




| 273t

12.)
Z3

£(2006.
o 77k

=+
B

hya
Eid

PR

=11

°

EE AFHEREE L

@ thEez x4

246

PArH 1

P
B

G =,

=
l

sl 3l

[Es
).

A

il

=) o

ki3

=

]_

™~
M_Wwo

mH

7l 7)Ecke]

ojelst

=i

%

EE

1
2]

ol o
Skt

)

2 Ao %
‘ ¢—7|
F

’_,

Bk W

=&l
=]

o 24937 A
EFAA )

=

i

B

)

[

=

1A

[s]

2
Ave A%

G
1

ks
pi

"o
Hr

7 Ho

wA

% 7

&t

el

H /2 Al £
42} Monitor /
Feedback

H]

EH 29%E

el 98T 2

7 |
fig9. Operation of Performance Management

iE
=)

J3 0 o] 2EHA

1A Axow %)

_(H

)

=

=

3

aL

Bt
[

i

ks
pi

o)
AgAel BAe] gEAeE A8

4, 71
B

™~
o
i < B
= @l |7
I o 1
Hr B Gl
.Bm M\ o w0
ECIN
o
[
o B
W
B =
Hr
™,
wr 3k
1 m_g

ham= ases 3 | adam

==

%9l AAARE 434, BAA WA

e 29wz gl Al o

(e]
&4

M

Iv.

L
=

24 2457

ir
it

]

=

4 Furh deAoln, o

Elki=

Eo)

el A

_(H

gl

[

_(H

24
oln

oS

o

749 A7 He

=
=

A% 5

T

it

I

el

A

o

4L BSirk ole]

Adke

J

el
ol

o 43t A% &



BSCE 8% 43799 ARAE 459 B3 97 U

Agencies”, John Wiley & Sons, Inc.;
AAPwCALE H(Q2005). FF-< 335F BSC

D=5 AmgeAA 7% PHE. SIGMA INSIGHT,
2003.
1] 3o, “BAAES 2 AgelAne Qs gy 16 OCDAMY, - Pefmance - Management —in
ol S AA T 208, Government  Performance  Measurement — and
[2] adoin] Ao A BSC Azl KA A0 Results—Oriented ~ Management”, No.3,  Public
[3 Aol @ANLEE, BFReN BT Management Occasiondl
=AU A, [17] Pollitt, Christopher. "Integrating Financial
[4] ZE2AN “RHEARH S| 206, Management and  Performance  Management”,
[5] e, dheA, RO, AR AR S, 19 OFCD Journal on Budgeting, 1(2): 737, 2002
(6] 9%, “Eoaale)l 4934 2 AnpaaAd gg 18 Rehid Noorzaman “Managing Performance - in
A7 =P FATI, 1000 TLocal Government”, London: Kogan Page,
(7] elele, ol¥7l, olsie, A, ARAADA 43} 196
Bl 3leld BSCel = B Afel] 33 A
S gATd, 2005
8] B=rgh, A8, WEs, 171, “HEE Az
A7, FhLAk, 1907, I |
(9 #85 9, “¥7i4e BSCY, A% @ KomitZF3AL L} = 3
20t Q 1914 ik geast 3eh)
[10] Armstrong, M. “Performance management-Key % b 1999 Amaieln Qrasl FahdAL
Strategies and  Practical Guidelines”, 2nd  ed, - P01 Apadishn Anasl) ek
Kogan Page: London, 2000. ‘f}»‘ 19065971999 Shmziakel - ARshgda
[11] Holzer, Marc and Yang, Kaifeng. "Performance b Zoleiry)
Measurement and Improvement : An 2001~ A FFEln e-n|zyx
Assessment of  the State  of the Art”) sy} 2w
International Review of Administrative <HAROR G FFH, evRYS, Alx
Sciences. 70(1): 15-31, 2004. s
[12] Kaplan, R S. and Norton, D. P, “Balanced of A =
f’zzjnciraice", Bfljf:zs Busiilei Rel\?ilt]e;e, O AbISh HESARS ol

o
d

1903 Agie|ah gt olshi}
13

Jen Febl190)° . 71T, 1962 1960 et NSt ol

[13] Kaplan, Robert S. “The Balanced Scarecard for

Public-Sector Organizations”, Balanced ‘ EAlEk} 2l
Scorecard  Report:  3-6.  Harvard  Business NBENEE A IE[AR
School Publishing, 1999. BNl zms
[14] Kaplan, Robert S. “Overcoming the Barriers to M6~ WA AdElm AgER
Balanced Scoarecard Use in the Public Sector”, BK2I @mM=AH A2 ARdE Al
Balanced ~ Scorecard  Report: 34 Harvard oF P
Business School Publishing, 2000. <BAEOE AmEdolFal PR RA
[15] Niven, Paul R. “Balanced Scorecard 28 R

Step-—by-Step for Government and Nonprofit



12.)

&(2006.

-+

B

EE AFHEREE L

248

0

Kl

o

par

5]
or

Na

Fhehehn 7

2001~ dA

<HEop> e-HlAY2, ERP



