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Quality management system is a systematic quality improvement approach for firm-wide management for the purpose of improv-
ing performance in terms of quality, productivity, organizational characteristics, customer satisfaction, and firm’s profitability.
Recently, many researchers have examined the relationship between quality management system and firm’s performance. The
conclusion from these studies is that effective implementation of quality management system improves firm’s performance. This
paper extends the existing research on quality management system and firm’s performance by examining how the impact of
quality management system on firm’s performance is moderated by organizational characteristics and customer satisfaction. The
paper is organized as follows. Section 1 introduces the necessity and purpose of the research. Section 2 reviews quality management
system and summarizes the results of previous studies. Section 3 present the proposed research model, the hypotheses related
to the relationship between quality management system and firm’s performance. Section 4 provides results from the data analysis.
Section 5 presents discussions, results, further implications, and research limitations. An extensive literature research was designed
to identify and retrieve empirical studies relevent to develop the hypotheses. The objectives of this study identify the factors
of quality management system on business performance. The results are as follows: First, The management responsibility, resource
management and product realization influenced significantly on financial performance. The management responsibility and product
realization influenced significantly on non-financial performance. Second, the research showed a fact that organizational character-
istics and customer satisfaction effect as a moderated between quality management system and business performance. The im-
plications of our results are that organizational characteristics and customer satisfaction moderate the firm’s performance.
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<Table 2> General Characteristics of the Subjects

Section Questionnaires Frequency | %
Male 29 14.95
gender
Female 165 85.05
employee 39 20.00
deputy 41 21.03
job title section chief 42 21.54
department head 54 27.69
representation/executive 19 9.74
< 2 Year 28 14.43
working 2~5 Year 38 19.59
career 5~10 Year 43 22.16
> 10 Year 85 43.81
< 10 people 15 7.73
10~50 people 55 28.35
Number of |50~100 people 35 18.04
employees | 100~300 people 19 9.79
300~500 people 22 11.34
> 500 people 48 24.74
Assembly Metal Product 44 22.80
mechanical equipment 56 29.02
electrooptics 8 4.15
Industry fiber 2 1.04
termo-pastic vlcanized 8 4.15
chemical product 14 7.25
etc manufacturing industry 61 31.61
<1 Year 26 13.61
QMS 13 year 30 15.71
maintenance
period 3~5 Year 30 15.71
> 5 Year 105 54.97

42 EfY 9 HEl B

QMS 8215 SA3st7] 9% 7303:]40:]:
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<Table 3> Factor Analysis and Reliability Analysis

93

Factor Questionnaires Factor Loading Eigenvalue % accumulate Cronbach's a
SQL.14 939
SQL.1.3 .929
rr::;“;f;‘;‘li‘t‘; SQL12 923 4229 84571 954
SQL.1.1 912
SQI.1.5 .895
SQ1.2.4 1925
. SQ1.2.5 1922
measurement, analysis SQ1.2.1 911 4.170 83.397 950
and improvement
SQ1.2.2 909
SQ1.2.3 .899
QMS SQ1.3.3 935
SQ1.3.5 932
m;f;(;rrfl"em SQ1.32 931 4250 84.998 956
SQ1.3.4 1924
SQ1.3.1 .886
SQl.44 925
SQL4.5 920
productrealization SQ1.4.3 912 4.164 83.277 950
SQ1.4.2 910
SQ1.4.1 .896
. SQ2.1.1 .969
pef;l;l()ilr];;?ce $Q2.12 968 2.779 92.642 960
SQ2.1.3 .950
Business SQ2.2.4 945
Performance . . SQ2.2.3 939
;‘::é;:j;;‘f; $Q2.2.2 932 4341 86.816 962
SQ2.2.1 926
SQ2.2.5 916
SQ3.5 .906
SQ3.8 901
SQ3.4 .887
- - SQ3.6 .884
Organizational Characteristics 5033 554 6.093 76.165 955
SQ3.7 .883
SQ3.2 .825
SQ3.1 .806
SQ4.2 935
SQ4.3 934
Customer's Satisfaction SQ4.5 925 4.293 85.859 959
SQ4.1 923
SQ4.4 916
<Table 4> Regression Analysis for Business Perform
Panel A : Financial Performance
) multicollinearity
B SE. B ! Sig. tolerance VIF
Constant .003 .042 .063 .950
management responsibility .363 .083 .359 4.378 .000 262 3.818
measurement, analysis and improvement -.107 .102 -.104 -1.054 293 181 5.532
resource management 175 .105 171 1.663 .098 .167 6.005
product realization 468 .087 459 5.384 .000 242 4.128
R’ : 692, adj R* : 685, F : 98227, p : .000.
Panel B : Nonfinancial Performance
Constant 013 .042 305 761
management responsibility 249 .082 251 3.025 .003 260 3.853
measurement, analysis and improvement -.005 .099 -.005 -.047 .962 .183 5.453
resource management 152 .103 150 1.481 .140 174 5.742
product realization 486 .087 485 5.612 .000 239 4.185
R’ : 685, adj R® : .678, F : 95.826, p : .000.
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<Table 5> Moderating Effect of Organizational Characteristics between QMS and Business Performance

Panel A : Moderating Effect of Organizational Characteristics for Financial Performance
Model B SE. B t F R’ AR

Constant .003 .042 .063
management responsibility 363 .083 .359 4378°

I measurement, analysis and improvement -.107 .102 -.104 -1.054 98.227° 692
resource management 175 105 171 1.663"
product realization 468 .087 459 5.384°
Constant .005 .040 119
management responsibility 230 .083 226 2.773°
measurement, analysis and improvement -127 .099 -.122 -1.287 .

2 resource management -.009 113 -.009 -.076 89.023 12 029
product realization 373 .085 371 4.389°
organizational characteristics 432 .095 431 4.541°
Constant -.009 .051 -172
management responsibility 170 .088 .167 1.920"
measurement, analysis and improvement -.078 .103 -.075 -757
resource management .009 113 .009 .082
product realization 359 .086 357 4.162° .

3 organizational characteristics 436 .096 434 4.529° 30267 729 008
OCxmanagement responsibility -187 .090 -215 -2.084
OCxmeasurement, analysis and improvement .082 116 .091 708
OCxresource management .066 120 .078 552
OCxproduct realization .050 .102 058 493

Panel B : Moderating Effect of Organizational Characteristics for Nonfinancial Performance

Constant .013 .042 .305
management responsibility 249 .082 251 3.025°

I measurement, analysis and improvement -.005 .099 -.005 -.047 95.826° .685
resource management 152 .103 150 1.481
product realization 486 .087 485 5.612°
Constant .019 .040 461
management responsibility 139 .084 .140 1.665"
measurement, analysis and improvement -.029 097 -.029 -.300 .

2 resource management .009 110 .009 079 83.260 106 01
product realization 404 .086 408 4.683°
organizational characteristics 361 .094 365 3.850°
Constant .033 .052 .635
management responsibility 120 .090 121 1.342
measurement, analysis and improvement -.050 .103 -.050 -.486
resource management 027 112 .028 245
product realization 420 .088 424 4.775°¢ .

3 organizational characteristics 361 .095 364 3.800° 46331 112 006
OCxmanagement responsibility -.032 .091 -.038 -355
OCxmeasurement, analysis and improvement -016 114 -019 -.143
OCxresource management 174 118 208 1.482
OCxproduct realization -.152 .105 -.178 -1.448

l.a:p<01,b:p<0.05c:p<0.01l, 2. organizational characteristics : OC.

432 714 29 H5AFH Ar e R = 721, A AYB = 226, t = 2.773, p < .01),

<Table 5> F27FFa8le] 71dAd T v A= Fol]  AFAHB = 371, t = 4389, p < .01) 2 ZAEAB = 431,
N 2AEA ] 2AgaE HolFa gtk 2AEAY 2H  t=4541, p < 01 A Aol o3t A+)e] FITFS
aibe 2AIAEN S Soo] R7Y] RS olgsle] AE  mA1 2;4. o A5 A9, SA - 24 32
toitt. A AL 3UAR o] Rty 2dad A, AdHE] 2 AFEEY dEEgde] F9E 3dA
249 1, 2, 35 3ol A v 3eAlol A A aeas A RPE 008 S71ekgl o, AP = 167, t = 1.920,
3|94l F7E FAstl S w), AR o] KT dloll  p < .1), AFRHAB = 357, t = 4.162, p < .01), ZHEHB =

A st Sorekithd 2d @byl ok M ETHI8]. 434, t = 4.529, p < .01)2 YERAATE AT A& A=
Panel AcllA] A5 3 sHHTE A, 5 ZAEAEIAUB = -215, t = -2.084, p < 05)7F] Fo] st
- B g A, A 2o AlEAde] FYE 22 Al R 9 mHth
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{Table 6> Moderating Effect of Customer's Satisfaction between QMS and Business Performance

Panel A : Moderating Effect of Customer’s Satisfaction for Financial Performance

Model B S.E. B t F R2 AR2
Constant .003 042 .063
management responsibility 363 .083 359 4.378°
I measurement, analysis and improvement -.107 .102 -.104 -1.054 98.227° .692
resource management 175 .105 171 1.663"
product realization 468 .087 459 5.384°
Constant .001 042 .030
management responsibility 355 .083 351 4.262°
measurement, analysis and improvement -122 .103 - 118 -1.186 .
2 resource management 143 110 139 1.290 78.783 094 002
product realization 442 091 433 4.864°
customer’s satisfaction .089 .089 .086 1.001
Constant -.021 .055 -377
management responsibility 308 .089 .305 3.452°
measurement, analysis and improvement - 112 .107 -.109 -1.049
resource management .159 112 155 1.418
product realization 436 .092 428 4.755° .
3 customer’s satisfaction 101 .090 097 1.121 44793 703 009
CSxmanagement responsibility -114 .097 - 118 -1.171
CSxmeasurement, analysis and improvement -.103 .102 -.107 -1.017
CSxresource management .093 .105 .096 .881
CSxproduct realization 140 .107 142 1.331
Panel B : Moderating Effect of Customer’s Satisfaction for Nonfinancial Performance
Constant 013 042 .305
management responsibility 249 .082 251 3.025°
I measurement, analysis and improvement -.005 .099 -.005 -.047 95.826° .685
resource management 152 .103 150 1.481
product realization 486 087 485 5.612°
Constant 011 .042 259
management responsibility 232 .082 234 2.835°
measurement, analysis and improvement -.035 .100 -.035 -352 .
2 resource management .088 .106 .087 .825 78.901 693 008
product realization 433 .090 432 4.824°
customer's satisfaction .180 .088 176 2052
Constant .070 .054 1.289
management responsibility 217 .088 219 2481
measurement, analysis and improvement -.099 .104 -.098 -951
resource management .102 .108 101 943
product realization 427 .090 427 4.728° .
3 customer’s satisfaction 213 .088 209 2429 45.368 703 012
CSxmanagement responsibility -.004 .096 -.005 -.045
CSxmeasurement, analysis and improvement -.199 .099 -210 2.021°
CSxresource management .065 .102 .069 .637
CSxproduct realization .060 .106 .062 .566
l.a:p<01,b:p<0.05c:p<00I 2 customer’s satisfaction : CS.

H] 2 -2 A 2hol] Tt Panel B] A A2 24 50|
Foly Ao AL 194 R R77F 021, 3TA 9

A4 G Aow e

e 006 T7Este] 2HEWIt les BT gtk 72F 433 74 3)e] H5AH

a]lel gk BAZAN 2 A A= AGAY(B = .140, t <Table 6> #E74Faglo] 7|97 mX&= 4T
= 1.165, p < .1), AIFAHAPB = 408, t = 4.683, p < .01) oA AR xHFHRE HoFa gt

2 2254 (B = 365, t = 3.850, p < .01)> HAFA A AFA Adatel digt a AW 2H g e A5 Panel
o] Folgk A+ AFS v Yk wmak AaFE A 28] AW R = 694, 397419 R? = 7030
gro] FlE 3GAO A AFLNHAP = 424, t = 4475, p< 2 FUFete] 2AEHI} JSE & HYFA QU 2

(B = 364, t = 3.800,
)

01)& JER AT

P <
A g e of| 2l #o3 S v

Ao A G BB = 351, t = 4.262, p < .01) H AF
AF(B = 433, t = 4.864, p < .01) HAFA Aol H
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g A(+)o Y WAL vk B uANEI HG 3 dA7AdE V19 A AHE Sst] ¢ R
Aol 24 - B4 9N, AdHE] 2 AFAAH s FsoloF & A WS At vk wEkA 2 <
2r-g-gto] FE 3uAClA AGAAB = 305, t = 3452, TA}E FEAGAN2EE EYste] 853 Sl 7]
p<.01) B AFLHPB = 428, t = 4755, p < .0)= HE o] AFYEHE M) A= o 298 THA
WA shAIRE A8 e E oW Q9% o3 ox HYsiof & Aol B3 v xA HRE AT
s A4 e Aow e Ao g 7gech

H A 52 A z}oll th 3k Panel BO] A A3} 22 EA o B A7 Ade FEAEGAERY 84 F AN 24s
FAE 290 A 19A R RP7F 008, 3HAl]  frolahA okt AoR JEth oleh 2 A
A= 012 STkt A E AT Tk 2 adlel tigk BEVIHe] 54 7190 & Qv webA % o] 5 g
A 230 = HGAAB = 234, t = 2835, p < AZ FH3Y] Y3lo] 7|ATE 2 AF So] LEA &
01), AFAAB = 432, t = 4824, p < .01) & 1S YHEE RS HAA4ste B4 Fa7) v
(B =.176, t = 2.052, p < .05)& H]AF2 A}ol| F3h
Al S AL vy =9 uARkERa J9Aq,  References
424 0 AN, A9 2 AFLED $E18Y
o] Fle 3ukAlel A A = 219, t = 2481, p <  [1] Ahire, S.L., Golhar, D., and Waller, M., Development
05), AEAS(B = 427, t = 4728, p < .01), LATZHB = and Validation of TQM Implementation Constructs.
209, t = 2.429, p < .05)= YERAUTE FE 283l x = Decision Sciences, 1995, Vol. 27, No. 1, pp. 23-56.
DA EZA A @ P =210, t = -2.021, p < [2] Deming, W.E., Out of the Crisis, Boston, Massachusetts :
05)7Fo] folat F(-)9 &S MA= A= e Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Center for Ad-

vanced Engineering Study, Cambridge, 1988.
[3] Forza, C. and Filippini, R., TQM Impact on Quality

5.d = Conformance and Customers Satisfaction : A Causal

Model. International Journal of Production Economics,
ol 1998, Vol. 55, No. 1, pp. 1-20.
S A= AE B4 o] Aol 2ZEA [4] Goh, HW. and Chung, Y.B., The effect of ISO 9001:2000
5
4

B
o 4
¢
i
o,
=
rlr
N,
il
offt
>
=2
oY, |
|
ol
o,

Quality Management System’s Requirement on Busi-

: ol 2 45 ness Performance. Journal of the Society of Korea
at7] flsto] 2H 54 &2 uARS & skl adlw Industrial and Systems Engineering, 2007, Vol. 30, No.
s g APATE S HolA AEAdE 7 3, pp. 135-149.

A ek A= oS 2ok AR, 27498 [5] Ha, Y.J., Influence of Managerial Environments, ERP

3 AFA Aol B BAAIN AFHY, AL Adoption Strategy and Organizational Characteristics

2 AFAES AFE Al Fo3 382 FFE A on Performance of ERP [dissertation], [Jinju, Korea] :

Aok BAFA Ao wek BAAN AgHd 9 A Gyeongsang University, 2007.

Ado] HAFH Ao Fofgt T4 JFS nHT [6] Hong, SK. and Yu, M.C., Implementation Issues and

=4, A58 AaHE A5 29 AFF 47 Suggestions for ISO 9000 Certification. Industrial Deve-

e 2AEAxE AN FsA-gato]l Fofg FFs lopment Review, 1997, Vol. 5, pp. 141-157.

vtk B AFA A s o FEAEe s fog [7] Jeon, W.S., A Study on the Performance of TQM Imple-

FEFs AA B Aow vEEt A, e mentation and the Moderating Effects of Performance

45N E A5 A3 AFA A= ol FsAg Measurement System. Accounting Information Review,

P folet dgs v A ko, vAFA A= 2004, Vol. 22, No. 2, pp. 203-229.

AAFESA - FA B AP o] {Foyd JEFS w AT [8] Jin, LK., A Study on the Moderating Effect of the
AT A A A aAlske VY-S o Settlement Activities of ISO Certification to the Corpo-

o2 AFE FIA7] "ol ATFAHRE dntslete rate Performance, [dissertation], [Daeku, Korea]: Yongnam

= A7 s 5 vk sARE o]gk e g ol = University, 2004.

Eetal FABGA LA A EAI LA [9] KAB : https://www kab.or.kr/.

AN Ao g A4 o] wX= 2dade # [10] KAR ¢ http:/www.kar.re.kr/.



The Influence of the Quality Management System on the Firm’s Performance 97

[11] Kim, S.I., Ku, D.T., and Choi, G.S., Certification of
Quality Management System and Firm Performance :
An Empirical Approach based on the Experiences of
Small and Medium Enterprises(SMEs) in Korea. Journal
of the Society of Korea Industrial and Systems Engi-
neering, 2007, Vol. 30, No. 1, pp. 15-24.

[12] KSA : http://www ksa.or.kr/.

[13] Lee, H.S., Choi, Y.J., and Kim, Y.R., A Study on the
Influence of ISO 9001 Quality Management System on
Employee’s Satisfaction. Journal of the Korean Society
for Quality Management, 2007, Vol. 35, No. 4, pp. 16-25.

[14] Lee, N.H., The Influence of Total Management Quality
in Improving Financial Performance, [master’s thesis],
[Seoul, Korea] : Ewha University, 2004.

[15] Lee, S.J., A Study on the Influence of the Quality and
Environment Management System and Organizational
Structure on the Performance of Medium Venture Busi-
ness, [dissertation], [Seoul, Korea] : Konkuk University,
2014.

[16] Nadler, D.A. and Tushman, M.L., Beyond the Charis-
matic Leader : Leadership and Organizational Change,

New York : Delta Consulting Group, 1987.

[17] Najmi, M. and Kehoe, D.F., The Role of Performance
Measurement Systems in Promoting Quality Develop-
ment beyond ISO 9000. International Journal of Opera-
tions and Production Management, 2001, Vol. 21, No.
12, pp. 159-172.

[18] Song, J.S., SPSS/AMOS Statistical Techniques, [Seoul,
Korea] : 21sekisa, 2012.

[19] Taylor, W.A., Senior Executives and ISO 9000. Interna-
tional Journal of Quality and Reliability Management,
1995, Vol. 14, No. 4, pp. 40-57.

[20] Van de Ven, A.H. and Ferry, D.L., Measuring and Asse-
ssing Organizations, New York : Wiley, 1980.

[21] Yeon, C.H., The Effects of Requirements of the Quality

Focusing on ISO 9001

Certificated Companies, [dissertation], [Daejeon, Korea] :

Management on Performance :
Hannam University, 2002.
ORCID

Nam Yong Shim | http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3166-382X
Sang Cheol Lee | http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2762-9012



