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Abstract In this study, the organizational performance is divided into the policy perspective, the customer
perspective, and the internal viewpoint rather than the financial perspective. The public institutions selected as
examples of this study are public institutes under the Ministry of Environment, which are established to
promote environmental industry development and environmental technology development projects, and promote
the dissemination and practical use of developed environmental technologies. The public institutions that were
the target of the study were concerned about how to define organizational performance and how to improve
organizational performance. In addition, the institutions were interested in measuring performance in terms of
customers and policies rather than financial performance. As a result of this study, it was found that the public
institutions which were the subject of study were not very high in terms of policy, customer, and internal
performance. In order to enhance the organization's policy performance, customer performance and internal
performance, it is necessary to communicate smoothly among the members of the organization, horizontal
organizational structure, encourage participation in the client's policy process, and redesign the business process
from the customer's perspective.

Key Words : Organizational Performance, Public Organization, Polilcy Performance, Customer Performance,
Internal Performance
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Analysis
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(Table 1) measurements for survey

measurements
. We are creating more new policy ideas
Policy . Policy awareness and responsiveness are higher
Performance |. Striving for new policy and public service development
. Policy implementation is more effective
. Customer satisfaction is higher.

Customer |. We are providing our customers with higher quality
Performance | policy services.
. We are committed to our organization customers.
. Business process processing time is shorter
. We handle the business correctly.
Internal . L
. Best practice sharing is better.
Performance

. Business productivity is higher.
. Understanding business processes time
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(Table 2) average degree of creating more new

policy ideas
current level importance
total manager | worker total manager | worker
361 413 3.56 411 4.25 4.09
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(Table 3) average degree of responsiveness

current level importance
total manager | worker total manager | worker
357 4.00 353 4.00 3.88 402
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(Table 4) average degree of public service
development

current level importance
total manager | worker total manager | worker
371 421 373 411 425 409
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(Table 5) average degree of effectiveness

current level importance
total manager | worker total manager | worker
3.96 4.04 352 3.9 413 3/93
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(Table 6) average degree of customer satisfaction

current level importance
total manager | worker total manager | worker
374 4.08 370 412 413 412

(Table 7) average degree of quality policy services

current level importance

total manager | worker total manager | worker

3.82 4.08 379 4.22 442 4.20
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(Table 8) average degree of committing organization

customers
current level importance
total manager | worker total manager | worker
3.85 417 3.82 4.08 4.21 4.06
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(Table 9) average degree of business process

current level importance
total manager | worker total manager | worker
3.39 3.71 3.36 4.03 4.08 4.03
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(Table 10) average degree of business correction

current level importance

total manager | worker total manager | worker

3.90 417 387 4.28 438 427
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(Table 11) average degree of best practice sharing

current level importance
total manager | worker total manager | worker
347 3.38 343 4.03 4.08 402

(Table 12) average degree of business productivity

current level importance

total manager | worker total manager | worker

344 31 342 4.16 421 416
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(Table 13) average degree of understanding business
processes time

current level importance

total manager | worker total manager | worker

348 363 347 3.9 392 3.96
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