A25A : 14:30~15:00

94214 9] BSC 5o Ulg AF
- Ful A2 A2EFY ARSAGEY AFA AL

FHoz,

ARA LA EAER), Ao (AT )

g A:AEdEdde)

_.21...







94444 e] BSC T30 tla A7
L E LEE ET T ES DR

A AL FHoE-
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Performance Measures in the Food service Industry
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Abstract

Measuring and evaluating the business performance plays a very important role
in managing business.

It is because business performance, in any types of industry, can be evaluated
and managed properly only when the measurement of its performance is estimated
,and  because its performance can be improved through an efficient and effective
management.

Therefore it is essential to build up the performance evaluation system to raise

management efficiency of the foodservice industry , to reinforce competitive

power of the food service industry.

This study tried to propose a novel point of prospective and method in which
the performance evaluation in any family restaurant should be illuminated and be
performed.

In this study, BSC provided the main conceptional framework for evaluating the
performance of a family restaurant, and evaluation items of BSC four
prospectives - financial, customers, internal business process, and learning and
growth-were adjusted so as to be fitted into the business field.

Furthermore, this study verified the wvalidity of the proposed performance
evaluation method through specific case analyses and used AHP to quantify its
validity objectively.

Finally, this study found the fact that non-financial prospectives, compared to
financial prospectives, should be more importantly considered as the performance
evaluation index of the family restaurants.

Especially, the study showed that the proportion of performance evaluation
indexes related to Customers prospective and Learning and Growth prospective
revealed very highly , therefore variables such as customer satisfaction index,
per employee productivity, education and training, customer response rate,
employee satisfaction index should be emphasized as key factors at the process
of selecting indexes and measuring their performance evaluation of the food service



industry.

A L9l : Performance measurement, Performance evaluation, Balanced
Scorecard(BSC), Analytic Hierarchy Process(AHP)
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8F% o] Bstn Fudle AYRE &M i AAAIL FFee BE B U
A7 A} st 71E0] teroln BRAY AgoE Adstuzt sk dide #e AAH
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No3, 2002, pp91-108).
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& 2% ohiz, BAE AAYOR REAHT olg U YR ¥ 4 9E THH A2
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X, JAldA 298 b o|YUH]|W(pairwise comparison)E s, AEA 245
e F2= R AUAH AZEE 1HX Wi(eigenvalue method) S 3 =&t

A A%E AZssiged U dAE AFTRY 4 dAd e gAER a4
9] A4 FQE(relative importance) £ 7F5X(relative weight)E& 2 49 Aol
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9] 7l 73t AEE FAsks Fjle] "asit

olgjg AYL JAEAA EE YA Fdo] FYs= dHY oldH|uE FIH U
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A7 d7Ae JHEFRNEAY AFH FFA7F EFF7 o] Feuy 2] YEe
73719 A3rg Jehg & $o]x] o A5t od A AX oA 2 HUeAE ¢
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£33 Aol FrE8FEE HAE dEAQ] AFoItHATE-ARF, 1997, p.160).

Chan & Lynn(191)2 953 7]9dQ] ChynnAle] AIYE-& did oz & AlHATA 2

—32 ~
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(A8) 28 4 selA thg T ARARAL 2 AoAoz o Fas zeslolo} &
= AFE Rololy, drtitd o Fask zelHelol dtkn A4sAUA?

4) AHPS] ol9ivla HE = 194 97449 gh& 7hAH, Zh £x19] i o3t 2025, p. 54].
1: 598 AR F9(FEE 435) 5 247 49 a4 gl 293 8L T
397 ¥ Fo(EE ME) T 247 08 9480 49 848 8 Y ¥ FaAXI)E.
5: 00 $2(M3%) & 847 08 2ART A9 24 E I oA FaARE)E.
7: @93 Fo(AE) ¥ 247 OB a2RT 49 a2E S8 S FHA FaAE)9.
9: AdFo F(XMF) & 84V 2 24HT A 248 8 AdAHLE FARNE)E.
2,46 8: ZAE(NIE) £XE FUWA. F, 15 3, 33} 5, 59 7, 73 99 FUEA.
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I NEL 9 87 65 40 2123 4567 89 ARRE
IANET B 87 65 43 2[(1|23 4567 89 aA{FAL
nANEL 9 8 0 6543 2 |1|23 4567 89 A @A
IARRE 9 87054 3 2|1|23 45067389 IARAL
e 9 87 650 3 211234567 89 174 @A
DAFAE 9 8 765432 1/23 056789 =4 A

o] <H7|>¢ 2L Aoz fiEolA MEA Y $Y9AHE 2AZ 17 B3 HH
AEE 7+e] o) 8 H(pairwise comparison matrix)-& AR o 2o,

IAFA
7
4

1/4

o|AN PP L FZo Yt AAXNEY Ao e HFAELY AF FLEE UE
He FEEA 18 199 3% 22 ARE ojUvjud Ro|n& ‘Zrfe onlg To] E97t
218 3€9) 9t IANZ e AR SR AujF o Faditie A vt

9 olnuyBL %o A58 P(positive reciprocal matrix)EA A 8 4 (diagonal
eements)= 3 19 IS Zu, g4 Aad dde 842F ME IS (inverse) & #3te
BA4E 73 gitkd mEtAq dwrd oz pile Hrt didel e Afdde 1G9 oldHE
gho] W a3t

FE B A7 go| AEVF IdomRE FI AE ARE /NI I JAHEAE
ol & Agole JAEARAE 9 ojdulm Ayt AT g £ Utk o] B¢
ol59] AL A&HF A HUY IT el FFL ol FTFo| AFHET @Ao) LAY

AHPA A= JALAAAL ZZo] gl adg HA(RM) flol $£HA7)x, 5339 =
A& DEAF] A8 AR $F Z2FE /s FE e $EE olgdted|, B dvdAe
34 15789 AESE T dodol ¥ gile HEXNE A%, 7/ A AHAE Vg
H J ghol AHEESIT

3F 27449 olYn|uYyF & vigoZ 1FA Wi(eigenvalue method)S F3jA AH7|&
2 AEEY A UA FLE)E T3 gk & AP AW E £ AREY 7t
g F3l7] ¢ AHP Ag AZESo|Ql Expert Choice 9062 ol &31c}. Expert Choice
€ olg3ld 7 ISA £E2 Ade <F DI Zon, @4 A4Ut 0018 HYeEN &

5) 919 olduimYPBAA 18§ 389 84 ‘Yojug 33 149 84F '1/92 EAFT -

6) AHPE 383 UlZ3 2JALdA =9 software’} Expert Choice(www.expertchoice.com)e}A] 253t
Ao AHE F e Z2aPS dEEsd £ AR)e AlAA 1 g A g
2% WHEAHPASE £4 HH)e) 712§ & iE-9ArEy A Eoltk o] E2 AHPE A}
&3l AbAAe] Ay e 3, AdriE , A9t £ FUSA Zohln o]§& family
treed} AR 722 A F £HF WS @43 Ao Hrlsi A FAEE =28 4
A= A dsiEt
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oo QBAE FRAYGT T 5 AT

<E 2>9 UE AWNE ¢ ARE 2 AdH FLEE T AHM F W A2
YaEZe) FaAR ZAYR AFAE ALEY) A5 (R 3] I & 2% AEA
Agstgoen, IAPE AEAE 20033 129 2643 H 20049 1€ FEHA F
& 4714 Aaae g2 A E H IFHAT

Ul

(& 3] ol HEFE

Part 1. 2 #39 7154 23

Part 12 BSCY 47}A] @A (AF, 124, WEZ2ZA A 3tg 2 AFBHA)EY 4
NE FLEMEA)E AAs7] A% AQYTh

(Part 13¥%#)

g-S BSC ol g 528 471 BAE %] FLEGHEA)E setEp]
A% ArYY. |

*Te 74 9Ee) WHB] 08B Y WA v AohwF © Fas

mejHojol doka AZEAYz?

Part 2. 3 W X EY 7153 AA

7) AHP| 3loA stehe] A#Ae W=A nesojo dhe ARG, Aol ZdEo] glvke AL
AANRAGATE AANA ANE JAEH AT B3] Aol oldfstA] Edle e vt
AHPE 9ALAAA7} F88te dde] olYnm &5 Uit YA AF(consistency index: CE
ZAsE WY AFEIA o] FAE 0|83t YBA vl E{consistency ratio: CR)-S AXE F o
APRRATY B wde] dAEE ST ABY AFE (A - W/ (1 - D2 AT, 714
M E OlUBIAYEE] 71 & 1fX|(largest eigenvalue)E ZEHH, ng NmEHE JAEAH LA
9 $& Jeid. YA Hge C/RIZ AHogH, o714 Ri(random index)s W4-F o] &3
(1A 9742 A& TR FE5A) ojPulaPE g WEUS W] Y4B A€ vepdoh
AR vl go] 0o JAESE AT dBAol Ao, 19 /TS U dWAde] firkn
Wttt dwrEo g d@A vigo] 018 27 A JAEAAY oldulae B4 Zod
A2 WuH5, o] A$ olgvludse £AHE Favt Aok uhd, @G ulgo] 01 olgto|d
GAERAZE B3 oldulmrt FRE dide] A B3 7| = JEATE 9 e A
o2 gdgtt

_37._




73 = 23
AE B3 987 65 432|123 456 7 89|18 BH
AT 23 9 87 65 432|123 4567 89 |WEZZHAE
AT BR 9 87 65432123 45¢67 89352 A%
a8 #3 9 87 6543 2(12 3 45%6 7 89 |HWEZTZAL
B #AH 987 654321234567 89|sts % AF
YEIZAHA B4 9 8 7 6 54 3 2(123 45678 9|3 2 A

Part 2= BSC 9| 2 4 W Axse 3
AUtk ATH B,
Fa4% AxdE 2

(Part 28 &)

1. AFH &3

3} FLECHAE 2R8I A%

nABA, WREzAzRy ¥ 9% % 43uE =59

x o
RUR— ¥

A FYch.

Z2E) A AR R Y Brte FPsted o dg 74 4%9 AXE0
LEZ e AXEN vz ErivtE v Fa5A nFHooF dvtn FFEAY
742

%3 A= #4
] 9 87 654321123456 78 9|99°Y
o) & o 9 87 65432123 4586 7 8 9[37&09Y
] & of 987 6543 2[123 4567 8 9 |FNF Ay
g gel9] 9 87 65432123456 78 9][F7509
CERE 9 87 65 432[123 456 7 8 9 |FF A7
3] & 0] 9] 9 87 65432123456 7 8 9|aF A
2. 17 B3
(BE) A AGR () F7te shsted 9o tg 7 9% RS0
2E% A= AES v driwkd o FAEA 2 HojoF dotn A4AY
7k?

3 R a4
aAe F7t 9 87 6543 21123 4567 8 9 |DHIEEZX|;
e F7} 9 87 65 432|123 456 7 8 9| uxe A&
a8 7} 9 87 65 432|123 456789 |nAIEE
AABANEL R 9 87 654321123 456 7 8 9!xux9 A
AAGET 2] 9 87 65 432|123 4567 89 |n4sugs
Auj 29 A 9 87 65432123 4567 89 |nALEE
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#3 e #3
HolE sd& 9 87 65 432|123 4586 7 8 9|4 7]
HolE slAd& 9 87 6543 21123 456 7 8 9 |AH2A A
HolE s A& 9 87 6543 2[112345¢6 7 89 |d7EH
AAS G 717Fad=19 8 7 6 5 4 3 2|12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 |[Au]A Az
AN P77 1vd=1{9 8 7 6 5 4 3 212 3 45 6 7 8 9 |[¥47hE7
A2 ANZb9E= 9 8 7 6 5 43 2123 456 7 809 |97pd7

194 2 4% Ba
(FB)AAY ADR (AR BHE FAsted o) B 7 4% AXFo| ©
%

exo) gt AXE M8 iR © Fass) neiFolordtin AU

i HAx =3
o] A& 9 87 65432123 456 7 8 9 |AY¥10%8 A
o| A& 987 65432123456 7 8 9 |usFgd
o] A& 9 87 6543 21234056 7 8 9 |AYut=Ex
o] & & 9 87 65 432|123 456789 |¢5FAdAgsr;
100" A 9 8 7 65 4 3 2(123 4567 8 9|ZdFH
AA10F A 9 8 7 65 4 3 2123 4567 89 (AANEIE
2919093 A2 (9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2123 456 7 8 9 |FFAdAIE
WFFA 987 654321234567 89 |AYAEFE
wEFH 9 87 6543 21123 4567 8 9|¢FUdASdR;
AP 9 87 65432123456 7 89 |¢FAdqsy]

22k BEZANAE 12 AE2AF BFH F52dE 4 XNEE DY MEAE AL
371 8 Al Sattyzt 19800 d e Al A3 AlZ3HE A 7 A (analytic hierarchy process !
AHP)71¥& A3t

AHPE AZEA 8489 £A43 1 FHAES BIFE W& GAHEAEA
o addez HEHo graAAAT AHE F de A2 7 dGES AAH

T 7IHe® 8% 7¥oln

8) t|FE YAHEAC Qo] kst £48 7R
a2 oM ot AZTE 484
(Saaty, 1989).

INBHLLE Do 4UA FomS 7 A 27
= WEAE SR S4HT B & Ao
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E dFMNE olgA F&d KPIEY 7I5XE AHP AL AZEoQ
Expert Choice 9.09& o]-&39t}t. Expert ChoiceE °©|&43l9 7% 753 =&
A3= [E 4] & 2ok

<E £AA Level 18] 715AE “HdeH2EZ A4H7 FHLEY 715 A (relative
weights) A7A"0l2hs F89 71A17F ¥ 100%7F HoloF ¥ BoF3 gint

223 Level 2 9 & 7HeAE 29 BA7IELevel Dol EHH Y& AL 7IE
T 7t olgHlE PF=RE 7 AQ 75 Aocal weight)ol 49 4% 71¥9 7HEAE
w3t AL JIAZ ol & AW 715 A(global weight)ZhT ¥,

5, ‘e d2EZe] HIHRr FHFEY 745X (relative weights) A7) 3H7 A3}
1Y AFRAY, 34 3H, WFZ2A284, 8% R 4% B3 O odnlm PP=
FE A9 7A€ BaFa v

<E £ ALAY2EF H7lo] AP A EY 7HFA

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3
AR 5 = 222%
o7y #Ay aNEEE =97%
= 401% | Mujxe =3 = 5.6%
aAAF 27} = 26%
A AQ19F A = 14.0%
ZEEY =10.1%
gdeal 2 EH 9] R )M’i %j‘g% A LRE T 2] 5 = 62%
FED P ETUERS R pr vy Yy
745X (relative weights) o]&-g - = 18%
XA Au A7k =70%
=100%| 9% T2Ax w3y | 988 = 40%
=147% | goj23Ag | =23%
ARG @5 = 13%
371509 | =5.0%
AR B R = 24%
=92% FAg Adr} =12%
= = 0.6%

9 AHPE $8¢ tE3 oA} 2F A4 software’} Expert Choice
(www.expertchoice.com. oA 257 S Ao s AlSE & Je Z2I8L tde2cd & g8
AANNA 7+ gl AHgEE A2 WHE(AHPASSEA A 7|2& E tr]|E-94}
AR AY Eolth o] E& AHPE AlE3t 9ALZRY) tid B 53, A97|E , dduet
8 ALsHA FHohla o]EE family treedt FAMG T2E A F b Wy e g43
o Ao Frisle HHe AEE 22 & Y=E AYAET
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F) Level 1€ A371E, Level 2& A2, 28T Level 3& ARAAXNEE e,

<E £>9 Level 30| & AFAAAEY Fhd FLEE B3 <I¥ >F 2.
<a¥ 1>¢ didg 2Y ALAAAEF st AE 2 Bl 01%, s R 4%
BHo] 36%, AF ZEAHX @] 147 %, AFH BHe] 92 %9 HFE AAFE & +
A

N ALY HrllAe 2ARR Y Bt AP Fasta e 2 AR 8
8 W7t O G5 TR IFHo o e RAFT o] T BHY HFTL T61%E )
+ =4 deiva gk

<ad 1> A2gd 253 Frlo dd #359 71FA

(otmerene 0t [
Tr— ]
ProcessPerpertive + I
FnancilPerpective ey ]

Tnconsistency =008

with missing judgments.

Level 39] & 7MSAE 54%
© FH71E(evel EY AYF 7HF
o]Re] Level 39 Auta 7tFA|7}
FA71EY 7tEA7F 24 Ao

<HE 4>9] Level 39 = AFAARNEY A FoEE 2A318W <2y 2>9 2

wog Add. &, 49715 (Level 2)o EFHO Sl
g 73 3 oyl A97F Ad slEXE Fad
grh web dubd oz A971Ed THEAvt A" F

<ag 2> JdH2EF Hrlo i3t JF JRAREEY 7HEA

Overak Inconsistency = .03 E
csi 22
Productiviy y——————————————————————]
Leamingt Training 301
Customer Respanse 037 I
Service Time oy 0
ESI ey ]
Quabty of Service o I
Net Incoms =0 I
Cost Reduction 040 IR
Collect Talented Pecple 53
No of Customer = I
Salet Income o« N
Turnoves Rate oz N
Change of Job ey ]
Lead Time 013 N
Income of Table 012 I
Sales o0s I

F) CSLRATNEE X4, Productivity: 3 91909 A4, Learning & Training: 24-F3, Customer
Response: 1724328, ESLEATELE, Service TimeAH]2A M-S, Quality of ServiceMu]2e] 3,
Collect Talented People:$-+IAEH &, Net Income'371&0l?, Cost Reduction®7H87, Tumover
Rate:6]o]8-3]4&, Change of Job:o|&&, No of Customer: 27A%Z7}, Sales Income:d Ao}, Lead
Time: YA 8371712t Income of Table:®A % Ae7}, Sales:u] &}
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<ad¥ 2>+ Hdy d2EF Frld AMHE AR AR 5 FRECIEA) €2
2 REY Aotk <Y 2>& B HLYHA2ER AF Y7} Al 7HF FLEA 2EHY
oF 3l AE& BATH HAAEY 1AVFEQ222 %) A2 Yees, & oo F
83A AARE AXEL HATH HANE T JIA—ZAIAN( 140 %), ZHFA01
%), 24 SHE0.7%), A& ADDE(T0 %),FHY BEZE62 %), Au=e] 266 %),
TAARREE8 %)TLE YEgton, AFHAEL FrieoldH dgoldL 47 50 %
g 24 %62 el 18 uFo] EA &2 A2 Yehgh

N. 38

19809t XA AEHA ZAALET FUAS FU= % 3 &5 P, £,
AE - AR 70 Wste st FF - 4 ZWdA IA BANY olF ALY HYx
EFNUL A9 J1EAQ AAGST /P 2T d-e] e Bopl fAilelng ¢
S2E AEAHY AFo] Edrt. £ AFMT 4Bl FUEtn e HEH2ER
& 477 ojm @ @A s ojo} gH, ojujgt WAooz o]Fojzof s=XE A
A3tz skdch

Agz] d2EZH A AAHLE AT o83 E& BSCE FALE TEIHACH,
BSCY 47F4 BF(AF, 2, UF Z2Ax 85 2 A3 Zdo] dig FHgEe AR
oA Wyt AMgEH

a3z FAAHY AN E B3 B dTAM AAG At g f84¢ 8
3 B3tk ¥ J1E HrhEs ARwAe) 9iS didtn FRAEA AHE B A@He

2 AR 984 AHPS B8sart

2 979 235 2%3d ogd 2o
AA, e ArERde] 4AHrt AR2E AFH AZRoE AT JE7t oS F
S3HA mHolok 39, o2 FFE AHHEAE T3 AT 5 AUTh
53], AEYAM nARY 3 s R ARRAY WIRE vFe] wlg BA Jehd
02 Rol TAVEAE AP, TEF, AAVET W57} Jorle] F29
T2 dtgHojol & Aoz wddr.
=4, BSCY ©]E4 £2 7|22 AW AAALE ol83ld e d2EF] g A
HE FTUIE Ao 71ed 34 FHHQ AHWrlske di bE FBE AN o
olffd AME AT HFSd A=ug Ay B A7olAq AN ARt A x| g
HAERe ple) 938 gtd + ge #4848 =79E FAT £ sk
AR £ d7e gy H2EY dyog AARE 9% o)8d &% 7AH
A e AN, o]E AFHOE AHEIATEY 1 995 et
€ 79 A= 4FEst ARE st g o g9 e ASde 2 9
AEEZT 22 dANAe ez & Afde BA ATAA g FHoe drn
—_ 42 —
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te AR S 2 AR Z2& wE AP AR AL FHE Folok 3w,
AREvhs 3o A4S okl & Sl WANEE Mistuzt =sjob drke Kaplan
3 Norton®] A#HE Tk & + vk

RT 1:1—6L al

pud
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