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S(100%)

A(95%)

B(85%)

C(75%)

D(65%)

20.25

S(100%)

A(95%)

B(85%)

C(75%)

D(65%)

2)

(50%)

(50%)



3)
( )
, 25
4)
s 2.5%
< 333>

S (100%)
A (95%)
B (85%)
C (75%)
S (100%)
A (95%)
B (85%)




C (75%)

D (65%)

S (100%)

A (95%)

B (85%)

C (75%)

D (65%)

S (100%)
A (95%)
B (85%)
C (75%)
D (65%)

5. HEIEx
2008 ‘ ’

Cf > BSC R

1) BSC

BSC 4 ( : : : )



DBSC 10
= + + (DBSC)
(110 ) = 25 ), 25 ), { (CSF)
25 )+ 25 )} +
(DBSC) 1
, 2
,3
)’ ° b
, S
< 3-34>

s B
(25%)
B s
s S
(25%)
C S
s S
CSF (25%)
C s
s s
C s

(25%)

(DBSC)(10%)




(DBSC)

)7 b

olet EIHA|A

20 ),

LI

BSC

( +
{ (
BSC 40 ), CEO
(30 ), ¢ )
40
BSC 20
30
5
40 ), CEO

),

BSC



CEO

3)

20 ),

BSC

(30 ),

BSC

&

30

20



6. Z2i=

<

3-36>

BSC

ssc - KPI BSC 40 | 09. 1
- '08.11
(50 ) ; 10 | 09. 1

'09. 1




'08.11

'08.11

’09.1

'09.2

'09.2

’09.2

'09.2

’ 15
(30 ) ' 15
10 ) 10
0 ) 10
(*5 )

10
05 (@

1) BSC
BSC 50 (

10 )



BSC »
: ( |/ x100x )
< 337>
(886 ) 80%
5%
20% %
890 )] "1 5%
5%
2)
R 30 15
, 15
20% 5
, S 15
A 13 ,B 12,C 10 ,D 9



3
3)
BSC
( - -, -5 )
S 10 , A , B 8 ,C 7 ,D 6
4)
( ¢
5
, S 10 ,A ,B , C
5)
5
45

<

3-38>



< 3-38>
- (4) or (0.4)
o s | w,
(0.8)
45 |- 1, (08, (0.5
10 (15,10  ~2 (1)
45 2 (0.5)
05, (03, (0.2
45 |- 05, (03, (0.2
- BSC , 4 |- 0.2
- BSC 4 |- 0.5
0.2
4 0.1
4 ,
10 05
7. BNEE
BSC (
)

) (MBO)



3 [ 99 |
1)
BSC , ,
112
2 6 ,12 )
BSC ,
¢ 30 )
, S(30%), A(25%), B(20%), C(15%), D(10%) 5
8%), 4%),
3%), O%),
6%)
< 3-39> BSC
1. 1~6. 30 KPI
ooy | @ ) |
1. 1~12. 31 |- KPI !/ .
(42%) ( 1 ) |-
1. 1~12. 31 KPI
aow | 6 ) |




100

2) ( )
BSC  (60%), (30%) (10%)
6
3)
, (70%),
(20%) (10%)
8. A=

BSC R



3 101

1) BSC
BSC , , 885
( 681 , 187 , 17 )
BSC ,
100 , 90% ,
10% )
2)
4 ,
4 , 4 , 5
, BSC
%0 ), . &5 ), & )
< 3-40>
BSC BSC 90 BSC
+5
+5
3)

(1) =X|AL < Eot

10 93



102

ol

(@) X[AJAFE Eo}

0
0

4)

9. M=S&EXIXIEZ

BSC
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< 341>
BSC -
(70 )
(75 )
(15 ) 75 )
- BSC )
(15 ) )
6 )
(3 )
(100 )
- BSC 70%
(85 ) 15%
4 15%
(15 )
- 10 0.5
5 | BSC - BSC ( )
1)
(1) BSC

BSC



104

BSC , s 106
100( , %)
(2) Xz 4447}
Best
15
75
75
10%
< 342>
S(10)  A(@8) B(6) C(4)
” 10
? 10
’ 10
10

10




10

S(10)

A(8)

B(6)

105

C(4)

10

10

10

5%

3%

0.1%

40%

10

40%

30%

20%

10%

100

7.5

15
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< 343>

sC ) AC ) BC )

20% 21~ 60% 40%

2)

5 BSC

BSC , ,
, 8% 4



5 BSC

1. FHAQ Fa22IHE Hlal

« ) BSC

7.5

0.5

(50%),
(%),

107



108

, ¢ ) «C )
BSC >
4 , BSC
5 >
< 344>
- BSC - BSC .
.. - 14
- - KPI
- BSC -
- BSC - BSC . 05
- / /
5
- 10 -




3 109

BSC BSC 4
( - / BSC
) / / /
/
(BSC - 14
) - - -
- BSC - BSC
- T4
- : . - BSC -
- BSC - BSC
- /
- /
/
- /
14
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2. 9| g2 ME Hinl

, BSC
, BSC ( ) )
BSC . BSC
BSC
, ¢ )
«C ) BSC « ) ) « - )
4 , BSC
< 345>
. . BSC .
- 14
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- BSC

- BSC

BSC

- BSC

90%

BSC
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- BSC

- BSC

BSC

- BSC

- BSC

- BSC

BSC




- BSC

113
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1. 9710] B

, 2005).

4-1>



< 4-1>

A=A =244

T

T

e 3= mel
P |
e -@taq
e g cxEal
- =] o]s =

== .2 eq
sAEs) == <= - Hoea
s la) HrE e )‘:'ﬂ;;
-t g fEE - = el
LAES mEE - A el
cAEH e

\_ -Zgea

~ ™

Zit a2
» 2l=] Fnk
=] 7k
O B b g R 3

2. BEM9| JI2 % JEIXIOl S4

115



116

16
30 480 321
66.9% . >
65.2%, 34.8% . 40 60.2%
, 30 23.8%, 50 16.0% . 16
20 248%, 11 -15 23.9%, 20 23.0%, 6 -10 16.0%, 5
12.3% . 6 445%,7
42.6% 6 7 , 8 82%, 5 4.7%
65.7% >
23.0%, 112%
52.3%, 47.7% ,
< 41>
208 65.2
111 34.8
30 76 23.8
40 192 60.2
50 51 16.0
5 39 12.3
6-10 51 16.0
11-15 76 23.9
16-20 79 24.8
20 73 23.0




< >
() (%)
8 26 8.2
135 426
141 445
5 15 47
209 65.7
73 23.0
5 15
/ / 168 52.3
153 477
2
1. IR0 9
33.6%, 372%,

26.3%

, 33.6%
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< 4-2>
() (%)
22 6.9
62 194
119 37.2
? 111 347
6 1.9
320 100

2. JI2IMI=ol olal=

50.2%, 38.3%,
11.5%
50%
< 4-3>

() (%)
1 0.3
36 11.2
123 38.3
” 130 405
31 9.7
321 100




3. XIXIEIT8S M= =X

61.4%, 27.9%,

10.6%
50%
< 44>

) (%)
9 2.8
25 7.8
89 27.9
) 143 44.8
53 16.6
319 100

4. A2 IMI=0l 2IAL BIY=

21.2%,

37.7%, 41.1%
212%



120

78.5%

< 45>
() (%)
25 7.8
107 333
121 377
62| 193
? 6 1.9
21| 100

5. Add22X=el dii2 XI=S=

26.0%,
45.6%, 285%



4 121
< 46>
() (%)
23 7.2
68 21.3
146 45.6
5 70| 219
13 4.1
320 100
6. “dd2z M=ol CiTt BISs=
31.1%, 49.5%,
19.3%
31.1%
< 4-7>

() (%)
12 3.7
50 15.6
159 49.5
n 97 30.2
' 3 9
321 100
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1. /ddk2elol MEFQP|

45.3%,

13.8%

40.9%,

30.2%,



4 123
46.0%, 23.8% >
28.6%
43.7%, 27.6% s
< 4-8>

9 35 144 | 117 13 318
2.8% |11.0% |45.3% |36.8% | 4.1% | 100%
8 67 145 90 5 315
2.5% |21.3% |46.0% | 28.6% | 1.6% | 100%
9 79 139 83 8 318
2.8% |24.8% |43.7%|26.1% | 2.5% | 100%

2. ‘ddk2elol XIELQP|
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34.5%,
41.9%, 23.5% ,
> 40.0%
37.1%, 22.9%
29.3%
46.2%, 24.7% ,
< 4-9
11 62 130 97 10 310
3.5% | 20.0% |41.9% |31.3% | 3.2% | 100%
) 8 65 118 122 5 318
2.5% | 20.4% |37.1% | 38.4% | 1.6% | 100%
12 66 146 87 5 316
3.8% | 20.9% |46.2% |27.5% | 1.6% | 100%




3. ‘ddkae|ol EA0P]

18.0%, 57.0%,
50% ,

23.1%

27.4% -,

48.9%,
50% ,

277%

25.0%

49.5%,
50% ,

23.4%

125
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< 4-10>

8. 12 67 180 55 2 316

3.8% |21.2% | 57.0% |17.4% | 0.6% | 100%

9. 14 73 157 68 5 317

4.4% |23.0% | 49.5% |21.5% | 1.6% | 100%

10. 15 73 155 69 5 317

4.7% |23.0% | 48.9% |21.8% | 1.6% | 100%

4. ‘3220l =F50P0|

35.8%,
38.0%, 26.2%

> 21.8%,
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48.4%,
50% ,

454%, 34.3%

< 4-11>

29.8%

20.3%,

9 74 120 102 11 316
2.8% |23.4% | 38.0% |32.3% | 3.5% | 100%
11 83 153 62 7 316
3.5% |26.3% | 48.4% |19.6% | 2.2% | 100%
13 95 143 57 7 315
4.1% |30.2% | 45.4% |18.1% | 2.2% | 100%

5. ‘ddkz|ol 2AQP|
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34.4%,

14.1%

37.4%, 21.2%

< 4-12>

17.1%

47.5%,

41.4%

48.6%,

38.4%,

11 43 109 122 32 317
3.5% | 13.6% | 34.4% | 38.5% |10.1% | 100%

10 35 122 125 26 318
3.1% | 11.0% | 38.4% | 39.3% | 8.2% | 100%

9 59 120 113 20 321
2.8% | 18.4% | 37.4% | 35.2% | 6.2% | 100%




6. “ddkeol A QP|

46.2%,

252%, 46.2%,

36.8%
20.4% R

18.3%

28.6%

42.8%,

35.5%,

129



130

< 413>

6 52 147 105 8 318
1.9% | 16.4% | 46.2% | 33.0% | 2.5% | 100%
15 76 147 73 7 318
4.7% |23.9% | 46.2% | 23.0% | 2.2% | 100%
7 58 136 108 9 318
2.2% |18.2% | 42.8% | 34.0% | 2.8% | 100%
7. “ddk2EIol JpAQP|
2, 2
?
50.9%,
38.1%, 10.9% s
50%
50.0%, 37.8%, 122%
> 50%
52.8%, 36.8%, 10.4%

50%



4 131
< 4-14>

3 32 122 | 146 17 320
, 0.9% | 10.0% |38.1% |45.6% | 5.3% | 100%
2 37 121 | 147 13 320
0.6% | 11.6% |37.8% |45.9% | 4.1% | 100%
1 32 117 | 148 20 318
0.3% | 10.1% |36.8% | 46.5% | 6.3% | 100%

8. AJdi2zIol 23Q20]

%,

%,

?

24.5%, 55.6%, 20.0%
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29.7%,

30.3%,

<

49.1%,

44.1%,

4-15>

21.3%

25.6%

8 55 175 73 4 315
2.5% | 17.5% | 55.6% | 23.2% | 1.3% | 100%

5 63 157 85 10 320
1.6% | 19.7% | 49.1% | 26.6% | 3.1% | 100%

9 73 141 91 6 320
2.8% | 22.8% | 44.1% | 28.4% | 1.9% | 100%




1. 2I=J|Et 22]

33.4%,

32.1%,

43.8%,

45.2%,

19.0%

22.8%

133



134

35.7%, 47.0%, 17.1% .,

< 4-16>

11 46 139 106 15 317

3.5% | 14.5% |43.8% | 33.4% | 4.7% | 100%

14 59 145 93 10 321

4.4% | 18.4% |45.2% | 29.0% | 3.1% | 100%

7 47 148 105 8 315

2.2% | 14.9% |47.0% | 33.3% | 2.5% | 100%

2. ZX[J|EI Q2]



(

)

4 135
L )
?
40.8%,
45.1%, 14.1% ,
23.8%, 34.7%,
41.4%
()
15.8%,
45.6%, 38.7%
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< 417>

5 40 144 | 109 | 21 319
1.6% | 12.5% | 45.1% | 34.2% | 6.6% | 100%
26 | 107 | 111 | 69 7 320
() 8.1% | 33.3% | 34.7% | 21.6% | 2.2% | 100%
() 25 98 145 45 5 318
7.9% |30.8% | 45.6% |14.2% | 1.6% | 100%
3. JEJI=T1E Q9]
IT
IT
am
IT
2, IT
2,
IT
IT
25.1%, 51.1%,
23.9% 50%

2
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49.1%,
50% ,
30.3%,
25.6% -
IT
< 4-18>

21.3%

44.1%,

29.7%,

12 64 163 74 6 319

T
3.8% | 20.1% |51.1% | 23.2% | 1.9% | 100%
T 12 68 161 70 8 319
3.8% | 21.3% | 50.5% | 21.9% | 2.5% | 100%
I 8 56 140 99 15 318
2.5% | 17.6% | 44.0% | 31.1% | 4.7% | 100%
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2

T-TEST ANOVA



1. IO Tagol CHEt 214 =&

139

1)
<
4-19>
< 4-19>
18 73 157 67 5 320
5.6% |22.8% |49.1% | 20.9% | 1.6% | 100%
13 64 163 75 5 320
4.1% | 20.0% |50.9% |23.4% | 1.6% | 100%
15 62 171 67 5 320
4.7% |19.4% |53.4% |20.9% | 1.6% | 100%
11 56 177 67 8 319
3.4% | 17.6% | 55.5% | 21.0% | 2.5% | 100%
12 51 181 69 7 320
3.8% | 15.9% |56.6% | 21.6% | 2.2% | 100%
22.5%, 49.1%, 28.3%
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25.0%,
53.4%,
50% :
23.5%,
21.0% .
23.8%,
50%
2)

50.9%,
50% ,
22.5%,
24.1% -
55.5%,
50%
56.6%,

50% ,

24.1%

19.7%



4 141
< 420>
< 4-20>

15 79 147 72 7 320
A4.7% | 24.7% | 45.9% | 22.5% | 2.2% | 100%
10 74 174 | 55 7 320
3.1% |23.1% |54.4% |17.2% | 2.2% | 100%
14 60 146 93 6 319
4.4% |18.8% |45.8% |29.2% | 1.9% | 100%
14 58 153 84 10 319
4.4% |18.2% | 48.0% |26.3% | 3.1% | 100%
18 64 152 80 6 320
5.6% | 20.0% | 47.5% | 25.0% | 1.9% | 100%
() 18 65 163 69 5 320
5.6% |20.3% |50.9% |21.6% | 1.6% | 100%

24.7%, 45.9%, 29.4%
19.4%, 54.4%, 26.2%
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31.1%, 45.8%, 232%
294%, 48.0%,
22.6%
; ¢ )
26.9%, 47.5%,
22.6% >
232%, 50.9%, 25.6%
3)

< 421>



< 421>

143

11 61 146 95 7 320
3.4% | 19.1% | 45.6% |29.7% | 2.2% | 100%
7 69 151 86 7 320
2.2% | 21.6% | 47.2% |26.9% | 2.2% | 100%
15 65 147 86 6 319
47% | 20.4% | 46.1% |27.0% | 1.9% | 100%
13 61 144 95 7 320
41% | 19.1% | 45.0% |29.7% | 2.2% | 100%
31.9%,
45.6%, 22.5%
29.1%, 472%,
23.8% >
28.9%,
46.1%, 25.1%
31.9%, 45.0%,

232%
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4)

< 4-22>

4-22>

10 61 163 81 5 320
3.1% |19.1% | 50.9% | 25.3% | 1.6% | 100%
11 69 149 82 8 319
3.4% | 21.6% |46.7% | 25.7% | 2.5% | 100%
9 50 128 118 14 319
2.8% |15.7% | 40.1% | 37.0% | 4.4% | 100%
16 61 169 68 5 319
5.0% |19.1% |53.0% | 21.3% | 1.6% | 100%
16 34 121 140 10 321
5.0% |10.6% |37.7% | 43.6% | 3.1% | 100%




4 145

269%,
50.9%, 22.2%
28.2%, 46.7%,
25.0% , ,
41.16%, 40.1%,
18.5%
22.9%,
>30%, 24.2%
47.7%, 37.7%,
15.6%

2. JikBI0| TAMYol CHEH ZIERL 214 Xio| B
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1)

0.1

< 423>

207 2.9633 68677

-.399 .363
110 2.9945 61627
206 3.0049 .78604

.842 .086*
110 2.9318 62536
207 3.0543 77335

-.054 213
110 3.0591 66785
208 3.0971 .69281

-.553 .289
108 3.1407 .60790
205 3.0255 69212

-.020 .108
108 3.0271 57400

*(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)
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2)

30 , 40

50 )
50
50

< 4-24>

, 50

30 , 40

30
30
30

30 76 3.0474 .66362

40 190 2.9484 69623 | .678 411
50 51 2.9608 .51849
30 76 2.9934 67629

40 189 2.9991 .75862 | 2.255 134
50 51 2.8856 72991
30 76 3.0888 71961

40 190 3.0658 75480 | 2.044 154
50 51 2.9706 70471
30 76 3.1868 67357

40 190 3.1095 67692 | .710 400
50 50 3.0080 .59653
30 76 3.0791 64622

40 187 3.0232 67667 | 1.779 .183
50 50 2.9563 57196
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3)
10 ,11 20 , 20
) 20
, 10 , 11 20
, 20 , 11
20 20 :
11 20 20
1120 10
< 425>
10 80 | 29416 | .61066
11-20 154 | 29753 | 65092 | 110 | .896
20 73 | 29863 | 72213
10 80 | 29682 | 68344
11-20 154 | 3.0043 | 71501 | 287 | .751
20 72 | 29259 | .83069
10 80 | 3.0449 | .71863
11-20 154 | 30698 | .70276 | .089 | .915
20 73 | 30274 | 83183
10 88 | 3.1136 | .67589
11-20 155 | 3.1355 | .62166 | .497 | .609
20 72 | 30417 | 72845
10 88 | 3.0175 | .63168
11-20 153 | 3.0435 | 62427 | 226 | .798
20 71 | 29810 | .72903




4)

<

4-26>

149

7 160 2.9688 61941

-.263 411
6 155 2.9884 .70480
7 161 3.0104 .69963

.638 134
6 153 2.9575 .76842
7 161 3.0839 .69313

.636 154
6 154 3.0308 .78556
7 161 3.1329 .64068

516 400
6 153 3.0941 .69170
7 160 3.0469 .62406

484 .183
6 151 3.0109 .68510

5)



150

<

4-27>

208 2.9952 .68170
1.014 .959

75 2.9040 62675

207 2.9992 .74508
1.106 914

75 2.8889 72614

208 3.0865 .75283
1.463 576

75 2.9400 71759

208 3.1356 .68882
1.424 181

74 3.0054 .63589

205 3.0504 67254
1.383 533

74 2.9266 .62407

6)
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< 4-28>
167 29772 .64319
.065 591
152 2.9724 .68862
167 2.9591 71146
-.443 .390
151 2.9956 .75937
167 3.0090 72181
-1.105 .150
152 3.1003 .75372
166 3.0904 66225
-479 .820
152 3.1263 67527
166 3.0091 63612
-412 .648
149 3.0395 67467
6
2
, 3 8
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1. Aaeiol MEA Q0lo] Taol Oixl= %% B

1)



153

() 1.496 192 7.809 | .000
076 045 109 1.689 | .092*
.006 041 .007 137 | 891
010 038 015 269 | .788
084 045 117 1.865 | .063*
084 047 119 1.790 | .074*
231 .055 279 4.226 | .000%*
R R?) 0.261(0.246)
F o ) 18.083(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)

2)
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() 852 197 4331 | .000
162 046 208 3.509 | .001%*
050 042 057 1197 | 232
039 039 050 1.015 | 311
076 046 .096 1.668 | .096*
093 048 118 1.950 | .052*
270 .056 293 4.853 | .000%*
R R?) 0.377(0.365)
Foo( ) 30.961(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)

3)
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() 930 202 4.600 | .000
117 048 151 2.458 | .015%
071 044 .080 1625 | .105
085 040 109 2.135 | .034*
027 047 033 562 | 574
089 049 113 1797 | .073*
282 058 307 4.898 | .000%*
R R?) 0.337(0.324)
F o ) 26.076(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)

4)
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() 1.035 171 6.061 | .000
146 .040 207 3.622 | .000%*
015 037 018 403 | .687
112 034 158 3.300 | .001%
.065 .040 091 1.636 | .103
038 042 053 905 | .366
283 049 339 5.804 | .000%*
R R?) 0.425(0.414)
F o ) 37.874(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)

5)
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() 1.055 172 6.134 | .000
130 .040 187 3.210 | .001%
031 037 .040 849 | 396
065 034 093 1.913 | 057
061 .040 087 1533 | .126
075 042 107 1793 | 074
272 .049 332 5593 | .000%
R( R?) 0.403(0.391)
F oo ) 34.150(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)

6)

< 434>
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< 4-34>

O|O0O|X|O|X|O
O|X|X|]O]|X|O

O|O0O |0 |X]|X]|O
O|O0O |0 |X|X]|O

O|O0O|X|O|X]|O

1)

AJa2EI0l 203X Q0o Aurz|ol Xudoll OIXl=

=

3%
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() 626 156 4003 | .000
091 064 099 1416 | .158
039 .066 043 594 553
251 062 276 4028 | .000%*
043 062 046 684 494
-.049 045 -.057 -1.085 | 279
198 .056 213 3.537 | .000%*
-.024 .050 -.025 -473 637
232 064 236 3.640 | .000%*
RY( RY) 0.529(0.516)
F o ) 40.487(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)

2)



160

() 321 168 1.906 058
238 070 232 3.392 | .001%*
-.087 072 -.086 -1.209 | .228
358 067 356 5325 | .000%*
057 067 056 846 398
-.002 048 -.002 -.041 967
132 061 128 2.178 | .030%
-041 055 -039 -750 454
228 .069 210 3.318 | .001%*
R R?) 0.557(0.545)
Foo( ) 45.170(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)

3)
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() 242 168 1.433 153
133 070 129 1.899 | .059*
-.002 072 -.002 -.024 981
247 067 245 3.686 | .000%*
092 067 .090 1.373 171
077 048 082 1.596 111
104 061 101 1722 | .086*
-.008 054 -.007 -143 886
277 069 254 4030 | .000%*
R R?) 0.558(0.546)
Foo( ) 45.492(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.0l)

4)
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() 393 135 2.903 .004
173 056 185 3.088 | .002%*
-.058 057 -.063 -1.020 | .309
329 054 357 6.080 | .000%*
-.007 054 -.007 -124 901
138 039 161 3.549 | .000%*
158 049 167 3.233 | .001%*
-.056 044 -.059 -1.275 | .203
216 055 217 3.895 | .000%*
R R?) 0.655(0.646)
Foo( ) 68.442(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.0l)

5)
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392 134 2.936 | .004
161 .056 176 2.898 | .004%
-.033 057 -.037 -585 | 559
305 053 339 5713 | .000%
047 053 051 879 | .380
044 038 052 1.143 | 254
144 048 156 2.984 | 003+
-.038 043 -.040 -870 | .385
243 055 249 4.436 | 000"

RY( R?) 0.653(0.643)

Foo ) 66.936(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :

b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)

6)

<

440>
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< 4-40>

O[X|O|X|X]|O|X]|X
O[X|O|X|X|O|X]|O
O[X|O|X|X|O|X]|O
O[X|O|O|X|O|X]|O
O[X|O|O|X|O|X]|O

3. 42219 JiBt 2210] ‘gaE|el Ziuldoll OIX|= °3%

1)
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() 599 154 3.894 | .000
231 057 220 4061 | .000%*
360 051 389 7.040 | 000+
184 054 188 3.438 | .001%*
R R?) 0.464(0.458)
Fo( ) 88.184(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.0l)

2)

() 206 166 1.240 216
416 062 357 6.735 | .000%*
164 058 151 2.828 | 005+
318 .055 312 5766 | .000*
R RY) 0.489(0.484)
F( ) 97.454(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)
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3)

() 226 165 1.371 171
482 061 411 7.921 | .000%
.099 057 .090 1727 | .085*
330 055 321 6.057 | .000%*
R R?) 0.506(0.502)
Fo( ) 104.642(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.0l)

4)
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() 605 152 3.990 .000
479 056 451 8.518 | .000**
054 053 055 1.026 306
271 .050 292 5388 | .000%*
RY( R) 0.489(0.484)
F oo ) 97.222(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)

5)
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() 411 139 2.960 .003
399 052 384 7.724 | .000%*
125 048 129 2584 | .010%
322 046 354 6.965 | .000%*
R R?) 0.555(0.550)
Fo( ) 125.397(0.000)

a. Dependent Variable :
b. *(p<.10), **(p<.05), ***(p<.01)

6)
< 446>
IT
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(Measurable) )
(Achievable)
) (Relevant) ( )
) , (Time bound)

(composite indicator)
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, AHP
( » 2007, » 2007)
(target) , ,
100% ,
> b > B b
(mOVing average)s H s
(data envelopment analysis) ( . , 2000: 50),
9
(performance-driven culture)
(Marr, 2009: 212).
9) (2000: 50-52)
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Abstract i)l

I Abstract

A Study on the Performance Management
and Its Effectiveness in the Upper-level
Local Governments

An efficient performance management at the autonomous regional entity level leads
to a significant improvement in productivity in the field of public administration.
Despite the need of a systematic discussion of the performance management at the
local government level, however, there are not many properly conducted researches
on this matter. This study investigates the present performance management system of
wide-area autonomous communities in Korea and conducts a survey targeting the
public officials in oder to know their idea of institutional, operational, and
infrastructural factors of the performance management system. From the aspects of
business execution, individual competence, organizational capability and business
results, the study also analyzes how these identified factors make an effect upon the
performance management at the local government level. On the basis of the analysis,
the study suggests some improving measures for the performance management system.

Chapter 2 reviews a precedent study on the performance management system at
the local government level, and examines the cases from foreign countries including
the US, Canada, the UK and Japan as well as the case of Korea. In connection with
the US and Canada, the study focuses on Oregon’s performance measurement and
Ontario’s performance measurement program. In case of the UK, the study inspects
CPA system’s framework and its characteristics. As for Japan, the characteristics of
administrative evaluation are mainly investigated. In conjunction with Korea, the
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study probes into the objective management system, work performance based contract
signing system, self evaluation and BSC system in and around legal grounds,
purposes, procedures, advantages and problems of the performance management
system at the local government. level.

Chapter 3 investigates the present performance management system of the 16
wide-area autonomous communities including metropolitan cities and provinces. In
case of metropolitan cities, the investigation shows, the rules for department
evaluation are composed of work achievement range, work quality valuation, adjusted
point allocation etc., on the basis of BSC. The evaluation at the individual level, the
investigation reveals, is done targeting the Class 4 and above, and individuals are
graded by department evaluation, evaluation by their superiors and adjusted point. In
case of provinces, the investigation identifies, the evaluation of department is
practically the same as that of metropolitan cities. Yet, the investigation demonstrates,
there are some provinces that consider vocational abilities as well as the methods
adopted by metropolitan cities in ranking individuals.

In chapter 4, the study commissions a questionary survey targeting the pubic
officials at the local government level. In the process of analyzing the data collected
from the survey, firstly, the study examines the officials’ thought of four factors of
the performance management system at the local government level -the institutional,
the operational, and the infrastructural. Secondly, the study scrutinizes the officials’
idea of the effectiveness of the system from the aspects of business execution,
individual competence, organizational capability and business results. Finally, the
study inspects the factors to have an effect on the effectiveness of the performance
management system.

Chapter 5 seeks ways to improve the performance management system at the local
government level from three perspectives - the institutional, the operational, the
infractrucrual. From the institutional perspective, the study proposes five improvements
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of the system. First, the system needs to be more rationally managed considering its
intended purpose. Second, it is necessary for organizational members to have a sound
understanding of the institution(system) itself. Third, it is necessary for the head of
an organization to actively push ahead with the system based on a thorough
understanding of its operational procedure. Fourth, the evaluation results need to be
reflected in the HR management. Fifth, resonable financial incentives needs be
followed by good evaluations.

From the operational aspect, the study suggests the followings: performance manage-
ment on the basis of a strategy planning, establishment of performance index related
to organizational strategies, application of objective analysis methods, formation of
performance oriented culture, interest and support from the top and the middle level
managers, development and improvement of the performance management system,
disclosure of performance evaluation result, reinforcement of performance information
usage, and committee’s continual review of the validity of already-made performance
index and target.

From the infrastructural angel, the study offers the necessity for a continual staff
training in the performance management system, an establishment of an section of
organization to do nothing but focus on the system management, a sufficient budgetary
support for the management of the system, and a creation of the performance
management system based on IT(Information Technology).

In chapter 6, the study put forwards some policy ideas to the Ministry of Public
Administration and Security and the local authorities, which are supposed to be
necessary for the improvement in the performance management system at the local

government.






12009 12 31

43
Tel : 02)3488—-7300

Tel. 02)394-0337
http://www.gpcbooks.co.kr

()
Tel. 02)2274-7800

ISBN 978-89-7865-330-5



