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Abstract

The business environment that affects the management performance can be characterized by each Strategic Business
Unit (SBU) since construction companies win overseas contracts due to the fairly good construction situations while
experience a decline in the local housing market. Environmental changes can alter the strategic importance of the SBU
when measuring the management performance. However, large construction companies apply BSC (Balanced Score
Card) for collective calculation to determine the management performance, making it difficult to reflect the strategic
importance of SBU. This method may create a distorted image of management performance that fails to take
environmental changes into consideration, and as such it needs to be improved. Yet, there are no studies on the weight
of each SBU considering environmental changes. Thus, the current study intends to analyze the weight of SBU for
company-wide measurement of the performance of large construction companies. In addition, a model for analysis of
SBU importance is proposed to respond to the constantly changing environmental situations and to modify the weight.
For analysis of SBU weight, a questionnaire was conducted with 23 experts and hands-on workers, and the
questionnaire result was quantitatively analyzed by applying the FD-AHP method. It is expected that the result will
enable a model to be proposed to calculate the weight per division in a manner that reflects environmental changes and
minimizes strategic distortion when measuring the management performance of large construction companies.
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Figure 1. Overseas orders per year(2)
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Figure 3. The concept of business cycles
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Table 1. Overview of respondents

Panel 1 : Position in company

Principal /CEO 12(52.2%)
Manager/Officer 7(30.4%)
Project Manager/Engineer 4(17.4%)
Panel 2 : Experience of the

management evaluation

Yes 19(82.6%)
No 4(17.4%)
Panel 3 : Area

Plan/management 14(60.9%)
Engineering 9(39.1%)
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Table 4. The definition and properties of a measure of

relative importance

Degree Definition
1 Equal importance
3 Weak importance
5 Strong importance
7 Very strong importance
9 Absolute importance
2,4,6 8 The median of the scale defined above.
Reciprocal If the measured values of the elemgnts k other
elements as measured by k is 1/k.
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- Pairwise comparison results of business SBUs(1)

0.2
i
0.2

0.33

W= o e
W W e

0.3

(CR : 0.0162)

- Pairwise comparison results of supporting SBUs(1)

1
1
1

033
1
0.33

0.33 0.33

W e e
WO W e W

3 1

L T P

3
1
1
1
3
1

0.33 0.33 0.33 1

{CR : 0.0673)

Figure 9. Pair-wise comparison survey results (interviewer!-2)
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Table 3. Weight of DIV and SBU

DIV Weight SBU Weight
Civil engineering 0.22
Architecture engineering 0.17
Engineering 0.59
Plants engineering 0.38
Power Plants engineering 0.23
Oversea business sales 0.73
Sales 0.27
Domestic business sales 0.27
Purchasing 0.27
Management supporting 0.23
Planning 0.13
Supporting 0.14
R & D 0.13
Project supporting 0.13
Finance 0.11
o 9 EREE ASH VSRS A D el 4
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Table 6. Overview of corporation ‘A’

Size

Annual revenues Over 5 trillion won

Domestic sales rank 1~5
Ratio of SBUs
Civil engineering 36.4%
Architecture engineering 21.4%
Plants engineering 17.1%
Power plants engineering 24.9%
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Table 5. Management performance of corporation
‘A’ (Weighted value)

SBU 2008 2009 2010 2011
Civil engineering 107.52 97.35 98.15 96.78
Architecture 10579 9159 9385 11428
engineering
Plants engineering 103.04 97.01 100.11 94.86
Power Plants 10305 9558 9326 9829
engineering
Oversea business  g903  gsa9 10064 8825
sales
Domestic business 45385 11001 10121 10352
sales
Purchasing 94.19 92.95 95.21 95.74
Management 11238 10288 11930 11132
supporting
Planning 10015 9571 10158  106.01
R & D 9070 8945 10931 8488
Project supporting 85.56 86.98 87.33 126.12
Finance 10212 10768 10388 10494
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Figure 11. Changes in the performance of SBUs by year
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