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The Evaluation of Enterprise Informatization Performance Based on
the Balanced Scorecard and FuzzyAHP Synthesis Eval uation

XU Hao'? XIE Yang-qun? WU Deng-sheng’ , YAN G Zong-long®
(1. Management School , USTC, Hefe 230026 ,China; 2. Management School , Anhui University ,Hefe 230039 ,China)

Abstract : With the faster development of science and technology ,informatization has become the inevitable choice as enterprises adapt the change of
the times. This paper , based on the Baanced Soorecard and fuzzy theory , attemptsto demonsgtrate the characterigtics of performance evd uation of en-
terprise informatization ,propose the eva uation indexes system of performance of enterpriseinformatization, set up comprehensve fuzzy appraisa mode.
Combining quditative anayss with quantitative research , it provides a new thought for performance eva uation of enterprise informatization.
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