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ABSTRACT 

This study evaluates courier employee performance at a Bangkok branch of a Thai logistics company by integrating the 

Human Resource Scorecard (HRSC) and the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP). The study is designed as a descriptive 

evaluative case study rather than a causal test of company wide organizational performance. Employee data were obtained 

from 40 active couriers through a structured questionnaire and operational performance records, while priority judgments 

were obtained from three managerial experts who were directly involved in branch human resource and courier operations. 

The HRSC framework was used to classify performance indicators into financial, customer, internal business process, and 

learning and growth perspectives. AHP was used to assign relative managerial priority weights through pairwise comparison, 

not to test statistical influence. After correcting the normalization of the reported priority vector, learning and growth 

received the highest priority, followed by financial, customer, and internal business process perspectives. Performance 

achievement was then evaluated by combining capped achievement scores with global AHP weights. The measurable KPI 

composite score was 96.16, indicating green branch level performance based on the revised threshold of Green >= 90, 

Yellow >= 70 and < 90, and Red < 70. The findings suggest that learning, digital capability, career development, attendance 

discipline, service reliability, and internal communication should be treated as managerial priorities for branch improvement. 

The results are limited to the selected branch, cross sectional observations, a small expert panel, and self reported employee 

measures. Therefore, broader relevance to logistics firms in Thailand or ASEAN should be interpreted cautiously and requires 

external validation. 

 

Keywords: Human Resource Scorecard, Analytical Hierarchy Process, Courier Employee Performance, Logistics 

Management, Branch Level Performance Measurement. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The logistics industry in Thailand continues to face increasing operational pressure from e-commerce 

growth, digital retail channels, and rising customer expectations for fast and reliable last mile delivery. Official 

logistics reporting indicates that the value added of Thailand logistics businesses in 2024 was estimated at 

556.5 billion baht, an increase from the previous year. In parallel, the Thailand e-commerce market has been 

reported at USD 21.83 billion in 2024, with continued growth expected in 2025. These conditions make courier 

performance an important operational issue because service quality in last mile delivery depends not only on 

routing technology and tracking systems but also on employee discipline, communication, safety, and 

capability. 

Human resources are especially important in courier operations because front line employees translate 

logistics strategy into daily service outcomes. Attendance, route discipline, customer interaction, parcel 

security, and coordination with supervisors directly affect delivery reliability. However, the relationship between 

human resource practices and operational outcomes should be interpreted carefully. A branch level 

performance evaluation can identify priority areas for managerial action, but it cannot by itself establish 

company wide organizational performance, profitability, customer retention, or long term competitiveness. 

Preliminary managerial observations at the selected Bangkok branch indicated concerns related to 

attendance discipline, coordination during high volume delivery periods, work pressure, and career 

progression. These observations were treated as contextual starting points rather than verified evidence of 

severe organizational underperformance. For that reason, this study uses a restrained evidence based approach 

by combining employee questionnaire data, available performance records, and managerial expert judgments. 
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Human Resource Scorecard (HRSC) provides a structured framework for aligning human resource 

indicators with strategic perspectives, while the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) provides a transparent 

method for assigning relative priority weights to criteria through expert judgment. In this study, AHP is used 

for priority weighting only. It does not test causal influence, mediation, or statistical prediction. 

The objective of this study is to develop a branch level courier employee performance measurement 

framework by integrating HRSC and AHP, to identify the highest managerial priority areas, and to calculate a 

weighted performance score for measurable operational indicators. The scope is limited to 40 couriers and 

three managerial experts at one Bangkok branch. Therefore, the findings should not be generalized to all 

branches of the company or to the Thai logistics sector without further validation. 

The Human Resource Scorecard links human resource activities with strategy by translating people 

related objectives into measurable indicators. It extends the balanced performance logic by emphasizing that 

employee capability, motivation, and alignment can support operational outcomes. In this study, HRSC is used 

as a classification and measurement framework. Four perspectives are used: financial, customer, internal 

business process, and learning and growth. The financial perspective captures cost related and productivity 

related outcomes at branch level; the customer perspective captures service reliability and customer facing 

outcomes; the internal business process perspective captures coordination and supervisory processes; and the 

learning and growth perspective captures capability development and career readiness. 

The Analytical Hierarchy Process is a multi criteria decision making method that converts pairwise 

comparison judgments into priority weights. Experts compare elements at the same hierarchy level using Saaty 

scale values, and the resulting matrix is checked for logical consistency. AHP is suitable for this study because 

courier performance includes multiple criteria that are difficult to prioritize using a single metric. However, AHP 

weights should be interpreted as expert based priority weights. They do not indicate statistical effect size or 

causal influence. 

Valuable organizational resources when they are aligned with operational needs. In logistics services, 

recent ASEAN evidence also suggests that human capability, job satisfaction, employee engagement, work 

environment, and logistics management competence are relevant to employee and logistics performance. For 

example, a Vietnam based logistics study emphasized the role of managerial competence, individual 

performance, education, and experience in logistics performance, while a Malaysia based logistics study 

identified job satisfaction, engagement, and work environment as important predictors of employee 

performance. These studies support the relevance of human capital in logistics, but they differ from the present 

study in sample, unit of analysis, and method. Therefore, they are used as comparative literature rather than as 

direct validation of this branch level case. 

 

METHODS 

Research Design and Scope 

This study used a descriptive evaluative case study design. It measured and prioritized courier employee 

performance indicators at one Bangkok branch of a Thai logistics company using HRSC and AHP. The study 

did not use hypothesis testing, regression, structural equation modeling, or causal analysis. Therefore, the 

results are interpreted as branch level performance evaluation and managerial priority assessment. 

Research Setting, Participants, and Period 

The employee population consisted of all active courier employees at the selected Bangkok branch 

during the research period. A branch level census participation approach was used because the population was 

small, and all 40 active couriers were invited to complete the questionnaire. This approach improves coverage 

of the selected branch population but does not eliminate response bias, measurement bias, or limited external 

generalizability. Three managerial experts, consisting of a human resource manager, an operations coordinator, 

and a branch supervisor, provided AHP pairwise comparison judgments. Experts were selected based on their 

direct involvement in courier supervision, performance evaluation, and branch operations. The research period 

should be reported as the exact month and year in the final production file based on the fieldwork log. 

Research Ethics, Consent, and Organizational Permission 

Before data collection, organizational permission was obtained from the relevant branch authority. 

Respondents and experts were informed about the study purpose, voluntary participation, confidentiality 

protection, and the use of data for academic purposes. Informed consent was obtained before questionnaire 
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completion or expert judgment submission. Employee identities were anonymized using respondent codes, 

and individual level responses were not disclosed to management or reported in the manuscript. 

Indicator Development 

The HRSC indicators were developed from the literature review, preliminary managerial observations, 

available operational performance records, and limited interviews. Interview and observation notes were coded 

by identifying recurring themes related to attendance, delivery reliability, communication, training, and career 

development. These themes were compared with HRSC perspectives and used to refine the final measurement 

framework. The qualitative component supported indicator development only and was not analyzed as an 

independent qualitative study. 

 

Table 1. HRSC measurement framework and indicator structure 

Perspective 
Strategic 

objective 

Indicator 

code 
Indicator Data source Indicator type 

Financial 

Improve 

discipline and 

cost related 

productivity 

F1 
Attendance 

and discipline 

Attendance 

record and 

questionnaire 

Benefit 

Financial 

Optimize 

delivery 

process 

efficiency 

F2 
Operational 

efficiency 

Branch 

performance 

record 

Benefit 

Financial 

Strengthen 

welfare 

support 

F3 
Employee 

welfare 

Questionnaire 

and HR record 
Benefit 

Customer 

Improve 

delivery 

reliability 

C1 
Delivery 

reliability 

Branch 

performance 

record 

Benefit 

Customer 

Improve 

customer 

service 

perception 

C2 

Customer 

satisfaction 

index 

Customer 

feedback 

record 

Benefit 

Customer 
Protect goods 

during delivery 
C3 

Parcel safety 

rate 

Complaint and 

damage record 
Benefit 

Internal 

Business 

Process 

Improve 

communication 

flow 

I1 
Team 

communication 

Questionnaire 

and meeting 

record 

Benefit 

Internal 

Business 

Process 

Strengthen 

supervision 

quality 

I2 
Supervisor 

leadership 
Questionnaire Benefit 

Internal 

Business 

Process 

Improve 

collaborative 

execution 

I3 
Team 

collaboration 
Questionnaire Benefit 

Learning and 

Growth 

Improve formal 

learning 

participation 

L1 
Training 

participation 
Training record Benefit 

Learning and 

Growth 

Improve digital 

work capability 
L2 Digital skills 

Questionnaire 

and training 

record 

Benefit 

Learning and 

Growth 

Support career 

continuity 
L3 

Career 

advancement 
HR record Benefit 
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Questionnaire and Validity Procedure 

The questionnaire used a five point Likert scale, where 1 means strongly disagree and 5 means strongly 

agree. The instrument measured employee perceptions that supported the HRSC indicators. Item validity was 

assessed using corrected item total correlation and significance values. This test was treated as item validity 

rather than full construct validity. Reliability was evaluated using Cronbach alpha. When the instrument is 

interpreted as multidimensional, reliability should be reported separately for each HRSC perspective. If 

construct validity is claimed, factor analysis should also be reported through KMO, Bartlett test, and factor 

loading values. 

AHP Hierarchy and Pairwise Comparison 

The AHP hierarchy consisted of three levels. Level 1 was the goal: branch level courier employee 

performance evaluation. Level 2 consisted of four HRSC perspectives: financial, customer, internal business 

process, and learning and growth. Level 3 consisted of the indicators under each perspective. Experts compared 

criteria using Saaty scale values: 1 for equal importance, 3 for moderate importance, 5 for strong importance, 

7 for very strong importance, and 9 for extreme importance. Reciprocal values were used when the second 

criterion was judged more important than the first. 

The individual expert matrices were aggregated using the geometric mean formula: a_bar_ij = (a_ij1 x 

a_ij2 x ... x a_ijm)^(1/m), where a_bar_ij is the aggregated comparison value between criteria i and j, a_ijk is the 

judgment of expert k, and m is the number of experts. The priority vector was then calculated through matrix 

normalization. Consistency was assessed using lambda_max, CI = (lambda_max - n)/(n - 1), and CR = CI/RI. CR 

values below 0.10 were interpreted as acceptable. 

Because the submitted manuscript reported perspective level weights that summed to 1.200, the priority 

vector was corrected through normalization by the total reported score. This correction preserved the original 

ranking but produced valid normalized weights that sum to 1.000. The original aggregated pairwise 

comparison matrix and Expert Choice output should be retained in the author data file for auditability. 

Performance Achievement and Weighted Score 

For benefit indicators, achievement was calculated as Achievement = (Actual value / Target value) x 100. 

For cost indicators, achievement should be calculated as Achievement = (Target value / Actual value) x 100. 

Because the indicators in this study were treated as benefit indicators, the first formula was applied. To prevent 

overachievement from inflating the composite score, achievement values above 100 percent were capped at 

100 percent. The global weight of each indicator was calculated as Global weight = Perspective weight x Local 

indicator weight. Because the available pairwise comparison was conducted at perspective level only, indicators 

within each perspective were treated as equally weighted. The weighted contribution was calculated as Global 

weight x Capped achievement. The measurable KPI composite was calculated by dividing the sum of weighted 

contributions by the sum of available global weights. 

The revised traffic light thresholds were defined as follows: Green for achievement >= 90, Yellow for 

achievement >= 70 and < 90, and Red for achievement < 70. This definition removes ambiguity at exactly 90 

percent and ensures that achievement values of 90.0 percent, 90.6 percent, and 92.6 percent are categorized 

consistently as Green. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

Item Validity and Reliability 

The instrument testing in the submitted dataset reported item total correlations ranging from 0.62 to 

0.88 and an overall Cronbach alpha of 0.931. These results indicate acceptable internal consistency for the total 

instrument. However, because the instrument is organized into four HRSC perspectives, the final data report 

should also preserve dimension level reliability values and the full item validity table. In this revised manuscript, 

the validity result is interpreted cautiously as item validity rather than complete construct validity. 

 

Table 2. Minimum reporting structure for item validity and reliability 

Test component 
Reported result in 

revised manuscript 
Interpretation 

Required audit 

evidence 

Item validity 

Corrected item total 

correlation range = 0.62 

to 0.88 

All retained items 

exceed the minimum 

reported criterion 

SPSS item table with 

item code, r value, p 

value, and decision 
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Overall reliability Cronbach alpha = 0.931 

Strong internal 

consistency for the full 

instrument 

SPSS reliability output 

Dimension reliability 
To be retained from the 

SPSS dimension output 

Needed because HRSC 

is multidimensional 

Cronbach alpha for 

financial, customer, 

internal process, 

learning and growth 

Construct validity 

Not claimed from 

Pearson correlation 

alone 

Pearson item total 

correlation does not 

establish full construct 

validity 

KMO, Bartlett test, and 

factor loading if factor 

analysis is used 

 

Corrected AHP Perspective Weights 

The submitted manuscript reported the following perspective weights: learning and growth = 0.358, 

financial = 0.312, customer = 0.284, and internal business process = 0.246. Their sum was 1.200 and therefore 

mathematically invalid as normalized AHP weights. After proportional normalization, the corrected perspective 

weights sum to 1.000. The ranking remains unchanged. 

 

Table 3. AHP Weights of HRSC Perspectives After Corrected Normalization 

HRSC perspective Reported value 

Corrected 

normalized 

weight 

Rank Interpretation 

Learning and 

Growth 
0.358 0.298 1 

Highest 

managerial priority 

Financial 0.312 0.260 2 
Second managerial 

priority 

Customer 0.284 0.237 3 
Third managerial 

priority 

Internal Business 

Process 
0.246 0.205 4 

Fourth managerial 

priority 

Total 1.200 1.000  
Valid normalized 

total 

 

The consistency ratio reported in the submitted manuscript was CR = 0.081, which is below the 0.10 

threshold. In the final audit file, this value should be supported by the aggregated pairwise comparison matrix, 

lambda_max, CI, RI, and Expert Choice output. The results should be interpreted as expert priority judgments 

rather than evidence that one perspective statistically influences another. 

 

Table 4. Local And Global Indicator Weights 

HRSC perspective 
Reported 

value 

Corrected normalized 

weight 
Rank Interpretation 

Learning and Growth 0.358 0.298 1 
Highest managerial 

priority 

Financial 0.312 0.260 2 
Second managerial 

priority 

Customer 0.284 0.237 3 Third managerial priority 

Internal Business 

Process 
0.246 0.205 4 

Fourth managerial 

priority 

Total 1.200 1.000  Valid normalized total 

 

Weighted Performance Evaluation 

Operational target and actual values were available for nine measurable KPIs. Three indicators, namely 

delivery reliability, team collaboration, and digital skills, were retained in the framework but were not included 
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in the current composite score because verified target and actual values were not available in the submitted 

manuscript. Therefore, the composite score below is a measurable KPI composite, not a full strategic HRSC 

score for all twelve indicators. 

 

Table 5. Weighted Performance Evaluation Using Corrected HRSC and AHP weights 

Perspec

tive 
Code Indicator Target Actual 

Achiev

ement 

% 

Capped 

achievem

ent % 

Glob

al 

weig

ht 

Weighte

d 

contribut

ion 

Categ

ory 

Financial F1 

Attendan

ce and 

discipline 

95% 88% 92.6 92.6 0.087 8.025 Green 

Financial F2 

Operatio

nal 

efficiency 

45,000 

packag

es 

40,800 

packag

es 

90.6 90.6 0.087 7.852 Green 

Financial F3 
Employee 

welfare 
100% 100% 100.0 100.0 0.087 8.667 Green 

Custom

er 
C2 

Customer 

satisfacti

on index 

>= 4.0 4.3 107.5 100.0 0.079 7.900 Green 

Custom

er 
C3 

Parcel 

safety 

rate 

100% 99.70% 99.7 99.7 0.079 7.876 Green 

Internal 

Business 

Process 

I1 

Team 

communi

cation 

2 

meetin

gs/mo

nth 

1.8 

meetin

gs/mon

th 

90.0 90.0 0.068 6.150 Green 

Internal 

Business 

Process 

I2 

Superviso

r 

leadershi

p 

>= 4.0 3.9 97.5 97.5 0.068 6.662 Green 

Learning 

and 

Growth 

L1 

Training 

participat

ion 

>= 

90% 
85% 94.4 94.4 0.099 9.377 Green 

Learning 

and 

Growth 

L3 

Career 

advance

ment 

>= 2 

staff/y

ear 

2 

staff/ye

ar 

100.0 100.0 0.099 9.933 Green 

 

The sum of available global weights was 0.753. The sum of weighted contributions was 72.443. After 

normalization by the available global weight, the measurable KPI composite score was 96.16, which falls into 

the Green category. This result means that the measured branch level KPIs generally met or exceeded the 

revised threshold. It does not prove company wide organizational excellence or long term competitiveness. 

 

Table 6. Summary of branch level performance categories 

Category Threshold 

Number of 

measurable 

KPIs 

Interpretation 

Green >= 90 9 
Targets met or exceeded based on 

the revised threshold 

Yellow >= 70 and < 90 0 
No measured KPI fell into this 

category after threshold correction 
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Red < 70 0 
No measured KPI fell into this 

category 

 

Proposed HRSC Strategic Map 

Figure 1 presents the revised HRSC strategic map. It is labeled as a proposed conceptual map because 

the study does not test causal paths. The map aligns all constructs with the measurement framework in Table 

1. Learning and growth indicators are positioned as capability foundations, internal business process indicators 

as coordination mechanisms, customer indicators as service outcomes, and financial indicators as branch level 

operational outcomes. 

 
Figure 1. The Revised HRSC Strategic Map 

 

DISCUSSION 

The corrected AHP results indicate that learning and growth is the highest managerial priority in the 

selected branch. This finding should be interpreted as an expert based priority judgment rather than statistical 

evidence that learning and growth causes performance improvement. In practical terms, experts considered 

training participation, digital skills, and career advancement to be important because courier work increasingly 

requires route system use, customer interaction, safety awareness, and adaptation to digital logistics platforms. 

The financial perspective ranked second after normalization. This does not mean that financial outcomes are 

unimportant. Rather, it indicates that branch managers prioritized employee capability as a key managerial 

lever before cost related and productivity related outcomes. Attendance discipline, operational efficiency, and 

welfare support remain relevant because they are directly linked to daily courier productivity and service 

continuity. 

The customer perspective ranked third. Customer satisfaction and parcel safety achieved green 

performance in the measurable KPI table. However, these results should be interpreted carefully because the 

study does not include independent customer retention, complaint trend, or longitudinal service quality data. 

The customer perspective should therefore be understood as branch level service performance evidence rather 

than a complete test of customer loyalty or market performance. 
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The internal business process perspective ranked fourth. This lower weight does not prove that the branch has 

already institutionalized effective processes. It only shows that the three experts assigned it a lower relative 

priority compared with the other perspectives. Team communication and supervisory leadership achieved 

green performance under the revised threshold, but the limited data do not justify a mediation claim. Internal 

business process should be described as a conceptual linkage between capability development and service 

delivery, not as a statistically tested mediating mechanism. 

Compared with recent studies in ASEAN logistics contexts, the emphasis on learning, engagement, and 

work environment is consistent with the broader literature. Nevertheless, the present study differs from studies 

that use regression, PLS SEM, or broader organizational samples. Therefore, its contribution lies in providing a 

transparent branch level HRSC and AHP measurement framework rather than in establishing a causal model of 

organizational performance. 

Several potential biases should be considered. First, expert judgments may reflect managerial perception and 

may not fully represent courier experience. Second, employee questionnaire responses may be affected by 

social desirability or fear of evaluation, even though anonymity was applied. Third, operational records may 

vary in accuracy depending on how the branch defines targets and actual values. Fourth, the single branch 

scope limits transferability to other branches and companies. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This study developed a branch level courier employee performance measurement framework by 

integrating the Human Resource Scorecard and the Analytical Hierarchy Process. The revised manuscript 

corrects the AHP normalization problem by ensuring that perspective weights sum to 1.000. Learning and 

growth was identified as the highest managerial priority, followed by financial, customer, and internal business 

process perspectives. The measurable KPI composite score was 96.16, which indicates green performance for 

the available branch level indicators under the revised threshold system. 

The findings suggest that the selected branch should continue strengthening training participation, digital 

work capability, career development, attendance discipline, customer service reliability, parcel safety, 

communication, and supervisory support. These findings are useful for managerial prioritization but should not 

be interpreted as evidence of causal influence, mediation, company wide organizational performance, or 

sustainable competitiveness. 

This study has several limitations. First, the analysis is limited to one Bangkok branch and therefore 

cannot be generalized to all branches of the company or to the Thai logistics sector. Second, the study uses 

cross sectional data, so performance changes over time cannot be evaluated. Third, the AHP judgments were 

obtained from a small expert panel, which may reflect managerial priorities rather than objective organizational 

priorities. Fourth, employee data were partly based on self reported questionnaires, which may contain 

response bias. Fifth, the proposed strategic map is conceptual and should not be interpreted as an empirically 

validated causal or mediation model. Future studies should include multiple branches, larger expert panels, 

longitudinal performance data, customer level indicators, and statistical validation of the proposed HRSC 

structure. 
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