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Abstract

In today’s highly competitive market, enterprises need to focus on corporate strategy, human re-
sources, and performance management to gain a foothold and achieve sustainable growth. Em-
ployee performance management is crucial, yet many firms blindly adopt large companies’ models
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without considering their own realities, leading to poor results. Managers should create a person-
alized, comprehensive employee assessment system tailored to their development goals, industry
traits, and incentive needs. This paper innovatively uses the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) to
build a performance assessment system, enhancing its scientificity and objectivity by stratifying
complex issues and determining indicator weights through scientific comparison. Using specific en-
terprise cases, it analyzes the system’s practical effects, highlights strengths and weaknesses, and
offers improvement suggestions, providing references for other firms to enhance management and
achieve steady development.
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Figure 1. Hierarchical structure model of performance appraisal system
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Table 1. Table of relative importance

F 1L EMNEEREER

HH T R 5E XL e
1 7 45 7 2 Ebx i Flj [FIfFFE 2
3 e i B 2 FIbs i LE j s s 22
5 A EE Hriblj i EE
7 AR E B Hhriltj R EE
9 H o BB Bz i bb j gy B2
2,4,6,8 AT PR ZRE LA

33 HRREERXHEASNAH

BRI ERIBRIRN A A, A BRI E—IRAE N CL,C,, oo, C s MRS Cis HRHE 3.2 711
M T AR B = AR B 0 = (0,0, 0)) o R TR m AN K B 45
a, oy, MEARTREABRNASBRECN:

iaiwli'iaiw;"”’iaiw; 1)
i=1 i=1 i=1

Wik, —REHEEMFRTE, —HBISRZE( BT RIZ) 80K A R IR R S BUR
), MRIERIRZE REII A, BT LGS T T AN T B R AR — MRS AR HE T

34. —E#E

FRVHIBIERE A Ja, FTRES HBLZE I LA —BUR R oL, DRI 5 250 — 2D R — B dR bridt
s R IWAERE — SRR AR, AT LU 3(2) RS 6 phe S35 S i ) — B«
Apaxe =N
— O]
Cl=0 I Ut B k33 AW AE 1240 b 58 R Rr— 20 CI RO, WA R 2 4 — Sl 2
B CI<0.1, BRI HIWIHEREAEZ 8 b — SO vT DA I, 15 D0 75 22 JRT 3R 4T P LE B k8]«
At DRI R Bk, RSN MEIERHIBHRSR RI, RIHUMER W 2. JFH CR=
CIURI JE SLffEAR CR ARy iy B W AR B — S bt . B H 25K CR < 0.1, BIRIIA g e K BAT il 2
(g — 2k, 75 00 75 B0 i R AT U

Cl =

Table 2. Table of RI values

% 2.RIBUESE
i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
RI 0.00 0.00 0.58 0.90 1.12 1.24 1.32 1.41 1.45
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Figure 2. Labeled diagram of hierarchical structure model for performance appraisal system
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Table 3. Indicator table of criterion layer A for employee performance appraisal system
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A H &R X1 T it X2 TAEBE X3
H &5 X1 1 1/4
% [t X2 3 112
TAEF & X3 4 1
Table 4. Indicator table of sub-criterion layer X1 for daily management
#* 4. BEEETENR X1 iRk
X1 £H Y1 5 Y2 AT Y3 [ H PP Y4
£yl 1 112 1
1HB Y2 2 1 1/2
T Y3 3 2 3
[ I Y4 1 2 1
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Table 5. Indicator table of sub-criterion layer X2 for market feedback
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Table 6. Indicator table of sub-criterion layer X3 for work quality
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Table 7. Normalized judgment matrix A
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A H 2 X1 7 Bk X2 TAEf & X3
H 3 X1 0.1250 0.1000 0.1429
mida R X2 0.3750 0.3000 0.2857
TAFR & X3 0.5000 0.6000 0.5714
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Table 8. Calculated judgment matrix A
7= 8. ITEERFIEEERE A

A HH & X1 M3 & X2 TAER &2 X3 o NEH Aw
H & X1 0.1250 0.1000 0.1429 0.1226 0.3686
i3 s X2 0.3750 0.3000 0.2857 0.3202 0.9667
TAEF & X3 0.5000 0.6000 0.5714 0.5571 1.6881
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Table 9. Indicator table of index weights for sub-criterion layer X1 of daily management

#* 9. AEEETENE X1 B ER

X1 Y1 53 Y2 R Y3 RN Y4 o BUEHE
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G5 Y2 0.2857 0.1818 0.2308 0.0909 0.1973

T4 Y3 0.4286 0.3636 0.4616 0.5455 0.4498
[F ST Y4 0.1429 0.3636 0.1538 0.1818 0.2105
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Table 10. Indicator weight table for sub-criterion layer X2 of market feedback

= 10. WIARIRTEMNE X2 BEf U ESR

X2 Ji il % Y5 IR Y6 o PEHE Aw
WE ST 0.2500 0.2500 0.2500 0.5000
ZIHEIE Y6 0.7500 0.7500 0.7500 1.5000
Z3 AT C1=-0.0001 <0.1, CR<0.1, @it —Biae H A wEK—8k.
Table 11. Indicator weight table for sub-criterion layer X3 of work quality
F* 11 TEREFHEME X3 HIRIFER
X3 TEFEYT O LIERFE Y8  GIFTRES Y9 EE%WE Y0 olEHE Ao
UES 0.5218 0.4800 0.2857 0.6383 0.4814 22278
TAERH Y8 0.1739 0.1600 0.2857 0.1064 0.1815  0.7793
BHTRE 7T Y9 0.1304 0.0400 0.0714 0.0426 0.0711  0.2980
{15558 B Y10 0.3333 0.3200 0.3571 0.2128 0.3058  1.1848
£ BT C1=0.0822<0.1, CR=0.0913<0.1, T —5 AL H A W —5k.
Table 12. Employee performance appraisal weight table
# 12. RAISHERTNINESR
=37 X1 X2 X3 o BEH
& 0.1226 0.3202 0.5571
ZHY1 0.1424 0.0175
W5 Y2 0.1973 0.0242
P Y3 0.4498 0.0551
[N Y4 0.2105 0.0258
77 BT E Y5 0.2500 0.0801
% Y6 0.7500 0.2402
Ti R YT 0.4814 0.2682
TAERCE Y8 0.1815 0.1011
BIHTHE 7T Y9 0.0711 0.0396
1155 5E U Y10 0.3058 0.1704
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Table 13. Employee performance appraisal weight ranking table
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