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Abstract BSC has been used as a tool for evaluating overall performance of firms. BSC focuses
mainly on building a balanced viewpoint comprising perspectives and their metrics. It is, therefore,
difficult to value overall strategic achievements of a company derived by consolidating various
perspectives and metrics. Because of the absence of a method for consolidating BSC metrics and
computing total score based on these metrics, it is difficult to evaluate whole strategic performance and
find core obstacle parts of performance. In this paper, we suggest a method of normalizing a numerical
value of metrics with different units, and calculating the total score of BSC metrics. We conduct a case

study of evaluating the effectiveness of CRM to illustrate the applicability and feasibility of the
suggested method.

Key Words : Balanced Scorecard, Total Score, Desirability function, Normalization, Analytical
Hierarchy  Process
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Customer acquisition (No.) 2300 7500 | = fxa 50.00 | 8468 | 3468
Number of customers (No.) 42K 132K | 34 fxa 50.00 | 8391 | 3391
Page view per day (No.) 25K 50K | fx a 50.00 | 72777 | 2277
Visits per day (No.) 5K 1K | 94 flo a 50.00 75.38 | 25.38
Technology capacity (%) 05 033 | %A hx) 9950 | 9967 | 0.17

Frequency of H/W upgrade (No.) 1 2| #%d [ a 50.00 | 7277 | 2277
Investment in profile research (9} M M| & a 50.00 | 2752 | -22.48
2. Customer value

Net sales (¥) 2300M 9700M | fx a 50.0(ﬂ 89.39 | 39.39
Net sales per employee (%/person) 290M 3BOM | Fd f a 50.00 | 56.83 6.82

channel interface - usability (point) 71 8| = fxa 50.00 | 54.39 | 4.39

channel interface - Attractiveness (point) 6.2 761 4 flx a 50.00 | 57.37 | 7.36

channel interface - Navigation efficiency (point) 75 78 Bd o a 50.00 | 51.47 147

channel interface - Content search (point) 86 84| =d fxa 50.00 | 49.11 | -0.89
channel interface - Site structure (point) 85 82| wdl f G a 50.00 | 4864 | -1.36

3. Customer satisfaction

ratio of inquiry to response (%) 100 % | Wu I 100.00 | 96.00 | -4.00
number of inquiry daily (No.) 32 | 94 g (x a 50.00 | 24.39 | -25.61
Customer satisfaction - Assurance (point) 6.1 81| 9 & a 50.00 | 60.10 | 10.10
Customer satisfaction - Reliability (point) 85 85| wdl [ a 50.00 | 50.00 | 0.00
Customer satisfaction - Empathy (point) 73 82| wdl fx a 50.00 | 5428 | 4.28
Customer satisfaction - Responsiveness (point) 5.3 g1 = i a 50.00 | 64.31 | 1431
Customer satisfaction - Tangible (point) 49 75 B fa 50.00 | 64.76 | 14.75

4. Customer interaction

Number of yearly marketing campaign (No.) 4 12| 39 f a 50.00 | 8292 | 3291
Yearly promotion cost (3%) M 6M | % [ a 50.00 | 8292 | 3291
Number of yearly contents update (No.) 365 365 W fxa 50.00 | 50.00 | 0.00
Cost of managing customer channel (#) M 3M | #Bd flxa 50.00 | 64.11 | 14.11
Delivery time (day) 35 21 %4 g a 50.00 | 7227 | 22.28
Response to inquiry (hour) 1 25| %4 g x a 50.00 21.33 | -28.67
Timely sale in popular product (point) 6.1 8| W fis 50.00 | 59.68 9.68
A4 (BdE F4% 1) 50.00 60.81 10.81

T
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Customer value

~ Customer ncquisition (0.308)
No. customer (0.063)
Page view(0.094)
No. Vish(p 077y
Tech. capacity (11.036)
No. Upgrade (0.043)
Profile investment ((} 3793

 Netsales (0.210)
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Sales per employee (0.289)

Customer satisfaction

©.283)

No. Campaign (0.033)
Promotion cost (0.063)
Content update (1.064)
Channel cost (0.253)
Delivery time (0.339)
Rgsponse time (0.188)

Response to inguiry (1.096) |
No inquiry 0.079)
Assurance (0.116)

Reliability (0.22:4)

Empathy (0.142)
Responsiveness (0.118)
Tangibles (0.224)
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