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A study on the effect of ERP Construction strategy and IT Consulting
Service Quality on Performance
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Abstract It is aimed at providing a guide for effective ERP implementation strategy in view of the need for
differentiation and cost advantage strategy from competitors in introducing ERP centered on SMEs. The results show
that differentiation and cost superiority and service quality are dependent on the introduction performance and
mediating effect.

First, the differentiation or cost advantage strategy supports the previous research results in financial performance.
However, in the differentiation strategies, only the non-financial aspects were noted. Second, the differentiation and
cost advantage strategy were analyzed to have financial performance only in the assurance of service quality factor
and the remaining service quality was not significant in the introduction performance. Third, the mediating effect
of consulting service quality was analyzed in terms of differentiation or cost advantage Did not do it. In conclusion,
system construction is different from financial perspective in terms of construction strategy. In service quality factor,
it affects the confidence that supplier provides, knowledge and confidence, and ability to give faith.
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Table 1. Factors for Utilizing ERP System as a
Competitive Strategy
Threat Considerations

Will the use of ERP information  systems

Threat of new create an environment that will be a barrier to

entrants entry for new  entrants?
Existing rival Could the ERP information system  change
thre%ts the existing state of competition within the
same industry?
Can the ERP information system be used as
Threat of .
) a barrier to new product development and
alternatives

alternatives?

Bargaining power
of suppliers

Can ERP information systems be used to
change the balance of power with suppliers?

Can the ERP information system drive  the
competition from low cost to product
differentiation?

Buyer's
bargaining power

<Output  destination> the introduction  of
management strategies; (W. S. Kim. (1999))[10]

enterprise  resource
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Table 2. Five Dimensions of Service Quality

Measured

) ) Contents
dimension

Physical facilities, equipments,  dresses of

Tangibility employees, means of communication, etc.

Willing to provide services exactly — and

responsibility quickly

Reaciivity Providing immediate service, helping customer

request
Ability to give employees good  manners,
Assurance knowledge and confidence and faith
Empathy Ability to display individual interests and

affection to customers

<Source> [K. J. Jang.(2018)[[14]
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Table 3. Service quality factors related to IT consulting

SEI;\QEERF Pa'r_ToeBty;Jﬁng Yun Suk Chul Liml:toals.eon
responsibility responsibility responsibility responsibility
Assurance professionalism Protection Assurance
Tangibility Tangibility process Tangibility
Empathy Empathy Empathy Empathy
Responsivene Responsivene | Responsiven
sS sS ess

education

<Source> [J M. KU (2007)]
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Table 4. Expected effect of introducing ERP

-All work processes are integrated to
eliminate non-value added activities.
Operational efficiency also saves
time, saves staff and resources

Operational
efficiency

-By accurately grasping the current
status and location of materials in
real time, Logistics costs can be
reduced by determining the level of
inventory required.

Efficiency of

Maximize )
allocation

efficiency

‘By sharing the information, it is
possible to utilize the accurate
information of the company
members quickly so that the work
efficiency can be improved.

Information
efficiency

-Focused time and effort on high
value-added tasks

-Accuracy of work is increased
-Increase the speed and accuracy of
corporate decisions

A qualitative
aspect

Creating
Economic
Value -Reduction of human and material

Added costs
Quantitative | -Efficient work

aspects -Personnel reduction possible
-Reduced labor costs and improved
profitability

<Source> M. Y. Park. (2009).[22]
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onstruction strategy construction

performance

= Differentiation = Financial
performance
= Cost advantage *  Non-financial

performance

Service qualit
Tangibles
Reliability
Responsivenes
Assurance
empathy.

Fig. 2. Research Models
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Table 5—1. Analysis of discriminant validity
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Table 6. Confirmatory factor analysis of measurement

Table 7. Covariances

model (1) Model RMR GFl | AGFI | PGFI
tem stapfggrdt SE. CR P SMC Default model .045 825 769 625
goetigen Saturated model 000 | 1.000
Differentiation || 07%8 0574 Independence model 42 | 2n | a9 | e
b72 | 0931 | 008 | 13325 | = | 0.867
. b73 | 0887 | 0001 | 13083 | = | 0.786 M., Par Change
ost
acvantage |74 | 0919 0.845 45 <> | e47 | 67444 040
b75 | 0798 | 0083 | 9206 | = | 0.636 o5 — o8 | 20197 020
1| 0723 0523
' 2 | 0997 | 0099 | 14584 | = | 0995
Resfgs”;"’e 3 | 0649 | 0086 | 9308 | = | 0.421 B Z=husol AL 4= XAP)S 8/ B 7=
4 | 0672 | 0093 | 9649 | = | 0451 o B mEe oz AEselHd Ase olust
5 | 0968 | 0097 | 14225 | == | 0937 .
2t} Table 8 3%

sl 0.682 0.466
Q2 0.766 0.119 | 10336 | =+ | 0.586
Assurance g3 0.997 0.121 13.025 | #+ | 0.994
o2 0.651 0.103 | 8834 wex | 0.424
5 0.975 0.118 | 12849 | »= | 0.952
hi 0.856 0.732
h2 0.926 0.06 18774 | = | 0.858
empathy h3 0.896 0.062 | 17531 | = | 0.802
h4 0.857 0.06 16.1 w0734
h5 0.945 0.057 | 19563 | =+ | 0.893

i1 0.666 0.444
i2 0.693 0126 | 921 x| 048
fiper i3 0.581 0115 | 7859 | == | 0.338

i4 0.993 0.113 125 = | 0.985
i5 0.998 0114 | 12538 | == | 0.996
i1 0.995 0.989
2 0.964 002 | 47.759 | == | 0.929
i3 0.945 0.024 | 38989 | == | 0.893
Nonfiper A 0975 0017 | 56001 | == | 095

5 0.984 0015 | 68109 | == | 0.969

Table 8. Confirmatory factor analysis of measurement

model (9)
ltem sndard | g2 | cp | p[sMe
coefficient

o b72 0.876 0.767

Differentiation
b73 0.943 0171 7.385 | == | 0.89
Cost b74 091 0.828
advantage b75 0.805 0.088 9.303 | **+|0.649
' 2 099 0.99

Responsiveness
5 0.966 0.037 | 25937 | *+|0.93%4
a3 1.009 1.017

Assurance
[oid] 0.965 0.03 31.247 | == 0931
hi 0.856 0.733
h2 0.926 0.06 18.798 | = | 0.858
empathy h3 0.896 0.062 17.542 | = | 0.802

h4 0.857 0.06 16.114 | == | 0.734
h5 0.945 0.057 19.575 | =+ |0.892

6 0.999 0.008 | 120.322 | == | 0.997
i7 099 0012 | 79746 | = | 098
CMIN(X® 2| p-value=.000, CMIN/DF=2.634, RMR=.073, GFI=.745,

AGFI=.694, NFI=881, TLI=912, CFI=.922, RMSEA=.091

28 A Boe XAP) A% BhE HFE A5
# B0 aefdel Aol ek 4 w4e o

912, CRl-gmz. Agael 58 Witk Az
45y AT A 71ES S5 RslRzE,
SRR o2 SMC 3 1#%&%13 13, g4, 4, gl f1,
b1, g2, e
o} wixto 2 Sl ik 21y Lﬂ%ﬁoﬂ sl
3 GFI=.745, AGFI=.694 7} Srolr]  J2(edb) —>JA(ed?),
J2ed5)->]5(ed8) FEA EA8t] Ayt ofeof 2
t}. Table 7

i1 0.809 0.655

Financial 2 | 08%8 | 0088 | 14003 | ~|0806
performance

3 | 083 | 002 | 13 |-|0689

1| 09 0988

2 | 092 | 0021 | 4654 |~ |0926

[T [ 094 | 00 | ®713 | |08

Non-financial ™0™ 9737 [ 0018 | 53767 | | 0.946
performance

5 0.983 0.015
6 1 0.008 | 123256 | **+|0.999
i7 0.99 0013 | 77.852 | *=| 0.98

CMIN(X?)2| p-value=.000, CMIN/DF=1.842, RMR=.045, GFI=.860,
AGFI=814, NFI=949, TLI=971, CFI=976, RMSEA=.065

65.717 | == |0.967

T} AF = H}
A = Bl B8 A8stSitk Table 9 3%,
Table 10 F=
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Table 9. Analysis of discriminant reliability

standard /ariance| cron
tem | Saacl SE | CR | PEE cR |AvE baach
e b7 | 0876 e7|0.158
Differential 0927 |0.864/0.88¢
on | p73| 0943 | 0171 7.385 | e8| 0103
b74 | 091 €9 0210
Cost 0835 [0.7180.845
advaniage| 75 | 0805 | 0088 | 9.303 |e10| 0371
2| oge €25/ 0,001
Responsiv 0979 0.959| 983
eness | 5 | 0966 | 0037 | 25937 | e28| 0.081
93 | 1009 e31]-0019
Assurance 0.986 0.972|.986
g5 | 0965 | 003 |31247 |e33] 0075
h | 0856 e34| 0425
h2 | 0926 | 006 |18798 |e35]0242
empatny | h3 | 0896 | 0062 |17.542 |e36|0341 | 0.927 0718|953
ha | 0857 | 006 |16.114 |e37]0303
hs | 0945 | 0057 | 19575 |e38|0.177
it | 0809 e30|0308
Financdl 55 1 0a08 | 0,088 | 14003 |e40] 0279 | 0872 0697|880
performance
B | 083 |o082 | 13 |es41]0386
it | 094 e44|0014
2 | 092 |0021 | 4654 |ed5 |0082
Nov | B | 0945|0024 38713 Jet6 0,121
frencel | 4 | 0973 |0018 |53767 |e47 |0.060 |0.992 0.9500.904
peformerce e 1 0083 0,015 |65.717 |ed8 |0087
i6 1 |0008 123256 |e49 |0.001
7 | 099|003 |77.852 |es0[0.023

CR9] 0.70]%, AVE7} 0.5¢]7¢] a1, Cronbach a %t©]
0.70)¢ol ez MdEEe SHEHJTE w3, ol

Table 1014 AVEZke] 7t

oE, W egge] girka Helsgle

Table 10. Analysis of discriminant validity

Aol AgAFRY A

Cost Financi Non-Fi
Differenti 08 Respons|Assuran|empat| al  |nanciall
; advanta|
ation o iveness| ce hy |perform| perfor
g ance |mance
Differentiation| 0.864
Cost | 0067 | 0718
advantage
Responsiven| g 161 | 0.508 | 0.959
ess
Assurance | 0.211 | 0.141 | 0.107 | 0.972
empathy | 0.259 | 0.185 | 0.159 | 0464 |0.718
Finandial | o 168 | 0.261 | 0157 | 0339 |0.166| 0.697
performance
Non-financiall o 193 | 312 | 0,169 | 0.131 |0.108| 0611 | 0950
performance

7] g 54 2dg AR TR 2Es A
Aasict AAE PRy wge obes 2tk
1 |3 1 1
7 1
Financial 12480
erformance IH.e@g
1 f2 1 1
o sponsiveness :
1 3 1 j
! 5 Assurarice on-financial 1 7
i erformanct
604-15 h1 Nt ; :
G5 12
' empath 5 |
1 hd T
hH 5
/ Y h73 |
ifferentiati 70 el
b75
Cost advantal o7

Fig. 3. SEM model
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Table 11. Basic hypothesis test result
Standard
hypothesis ized p- , |Choic|
(path) Coefficie skB | Gl value i e
nts
HOS.Differentation—=| - 11 | o401 | 2008 | 0.045 | 0.282 |adpt
>Responsiveness
Ho4.Differentation==| - 10 | 0103 | 2817 | 0,005 | 0.067 |adpt
>Assurance
HOS.Diferentiation| o564 | 0.1 | 3434 | =+ | 0.108 |adpt
>empathy
H08.Cost
advantage—> 0506 | 0.084 | 6.859 0.282 | adpft
Responsiveness
H09.Cost
advantage—> 0.159 | 0.079 | 2241 | 0.025 | 0.067 |adpft
Assurance
H10.Cost
advantage—> 0192 | 0.083 | 2532 | 0.011 | 0.108 |adpft
empathy
H13.Responsiveness| ~ ,
_SFIPER 0.025 | 0.065 | -0.299| 0.765 | 0.188 |reject
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H14.Assurance—>

FIPER 0276 | 0058 | 3758 | =+ | 0.188 | adpft

H15.empathy——>

FIPER -0.055 | 006 |-0.731| 0.465 | 0.188 |reject

Table 12. Test result of mediated effect

indirect
effect

hypothesis direct

(path) effect | P value

p-value

H25 DIF>SQ—FIPER 0.12 0.182 0.036 0.261

NonFiPer

H21.Differentiation—

SFIPER 012 | 0093 | 1541 | 0.123 | 0.188 |reject]

H22Differentiation—

~NonFiPer 0182 | 0.11 | 2425 | 0.015 | 0.15 |adpft

H23.Cost

advaniage—>FIPER 0269 | 0083 | 2843 | 0.004 | 0.188 | adpft

H24.Cost
advantage—> 0.341 0.1 3714 0.15 | adpft
NonFiPer

* P<05, = P<01,

B Az H3. H4, Hb 71d-& a2 eke] xpdstol A

AMdE FAo AT SalA, Tl H (e

S vx 3, pEE fosteE eyl HY HI, H10

TVAE FEAEE] v g9l A A FA] SHA
%!
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e & P
23l HI3, HI5¢) 7Md2 A" &+
! =

o
lo
o2
o
o
=)
R
|
2
o
fr
A
o,
=
:)Ité
)
i
32
ox &
_|L

3 AR kel IR el oA pitel
A gob 1 7] 2k5 9l
H2LAbE e Ahe AR Aol nxs ofe
oA pitel #olak go} 717} u
e ul AR ks A9E9)
HGAS Aeke AT AT ool el G

& VAL pakE folshew A

)
)
32
£

4.3.3 "7y a3 4

A E9E FAHSE HASH f8) AMOS
bootstrap WHOZ SEM 45 3191 23+ Table
12 x5t o] vhebslch

H18.Responsiveness| - , H.26 B
OO eneS 0036 | 0077 | 0446| 0656 | 015 |reject s oen | 018 | 003 | -0003 | 0934
_ Hor.
H19‘Q?ﬂ“$‘§f ”| 0054 | 0063 | 0837 | 0.402 | 0.067 |reject COSToSQFPER | 0269 | 001 | 0021 | 06%
H28.COST>SQ—>
— 0341 | 001 | -0016 | 0638
H0.empalty==> | _q a5 | 0072 | -0485| 0.628 | 0.15 |reject NonFIPER

A AT H25, H26 7] A, A a9 1 &
I} pgrol frolatx gomz s} Aeko
3}, vAFEA Ao 7 g AAA A" FE o] v
AHE A FEate Aoz Yehdth

aegla H27 7MPEe AHET 24 (H2A5=269,
p<.05), Aday BHAZAGT=341,
p<0B),0] FAH LR frojstn R Myl FH T A T4
A rhe} vl E2 Ao 2k gk AAA i) 235 5
= Zow o), ubd H27, H28 719 A% 7+
F3 pgkol FelsiAl gor s apdstel -89 7+ A
A, R A FA A Gk AAlA A" EF o] 7|
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