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This paper analyzed the management quality activities and performance based on industrial types. We divided the business
into four industrial types, manufacturing industry, service industry, medical institution and public enterprise. We analyzed the
differences of the elements of management quality in industrial types. The results show that leadership, measurement, analysis
and knowledge management and workforce focus categories are not significant and strategic planning, customer and market focus,
process management and performance categories are significant. This paper proposes the directions of management quality activities
and performance according to industrial types based on these results.
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<Figure 1> Baldrige Criteria for Performance Excellence
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<Table 1> Baldrige Criteria and Scoring System

Categories and Items Point

Values

1. Leadership (120)
1.1 Senior. Leadership 70
1.2 Governance and Social Responsibility 50

2. Strategic Planning (85)
1.1 Strategy Development 40
1.2 Strategy Deployment 45

3. Customer and Market Focus (85)
1.1 Customer and Market Knowledge 40
1.2 Customer Relationship and Satisfaction 45

4. Measurement, Analysis and Knowledge Management
4.1 Measurement, Analysis, and Improvement of (90)
Organizational Performance 45
4.2 Management of Information, Information 45
Technology, and Knowledge

5. Workforce Focus (85)
5.1 Workforce Engagement 45
5.2 Workforce Environment 40

6. Process Management (85)
6.1 Work Systems Design 35
6.2 Work Process Management and Improvement 50

7. Results (450)
7.1 Product and Service Outcomes 100
7.2 Customer-Focused Outcomes 70
7.3 Financial and Market Outcomes 70
7.4 Workforce-Focused Outcomes 70
7.5 Process Effectiveness Outcomes 70
7.6 Leadership Outcomes 70
TOTAL POINTS 1,000
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<Figure 2> Management Quality and Result Model
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<Table 2> Data Collection of Survey

Industry types N %
manufacturing 32 26.7
service 30 25.0
medical 30 25.0
public 28 233
total 120 100.0

= 143 A3}= <Table 3>, <Table 4>, <Table 5>

<Table 3> Level of Contribution in Quality Level

Industry types Mean SD F P—value
manufacturing 3.38 1.16
service 3.63 0.85 -
medical 4.13 0.57 392 0010
public 3.79 0.74
total 3.73 0.80

<Table 4> Level of Application in Decision Making

Industry types Mean SD F P—value
manufacturing 3.04 0.98
service 3.11 1.07 a
medical 4.03 0.96 731 0.000
public 3.79 0.84
total 3.49 1.04

<Table 5> Level of Contribution in Result

Industry types Mean SD F P—value
manufacturing 3.13 1.12
service 3.50 0.97 -
medical 3.86 0.92 407 0.008
public 3.14 0.59
total 3.41 0.96
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<Table 6> Difference Analysis between Industry Types in MQ Elements

MQ elements Industry types Mean F P—value
manufacturing 3.53
service 345
Leadership medical 3.80 181 0149
public 342
total 3.55
manufacturing 3.67
service 3.39 *
. 4.99 0.003
Strategic Planning medical 3.89
public 3.22
total 3.54
manufacturing 332
service 3:39 8.19 0.000"
Customer and Market Focus medical 417
public 3.25
total 3.53
manufacturing 3.59
service 3.39
Measurement, Analysis, and medical 361 1.90 0.133
Knowledge Management public 324
total 3.46
manufacturing 3.58
service 331
. 233 0.078
Workforce Focus medical 3.65
public 321
total 3.44
manufacturing 3.56
service 3.30 o
. 5.67 0.001
Process Management medical 374
public 3.01
total 3.40
manufacturing 3.13
service 3.50 407 0.008"
Results medical 3.86 ' '
public 3.14
total 341
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<Table 7> Difference Analysis between Industry Types in Results

Results Industry types Mean SD F P—value
manufacturing 3.49 0.40
Product and Service Outcomes ;eergilccsl ggg 82; 273 0.000
public 2.64 0.66
total 3.38 0.67
manufacturing 430 0.42
Customer-Focused Outcomes ;egif; ggg 82? 720 0.000
public 3.58 0.43
total 3.92 0.59
manufacturing 4.42 0.46
Financial and Market Outcomes ;eergilccjl ;Tg 8;8 4 0.000
public 3.35 0.34
total 3.61 0.78
manufacturing 3.54 0.19
Workforce-Focused Outcomes ‘:‘eergil(f; gﬁg 82; 202 0.000
public 2.70 0.37
total 3.16 0.51
manufacturing 4.04 0.37
Process Effectiveness Outcomes f;eergilcc; ng g;g 3033 0.000
public 3.08 0.29
total 3.42 0.46
manufacturing 437 0.33
Leadership Outcomes ;egif; gg; 822 2071 0.000
public 3.23 0.65
total 3.71 0.70
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