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ABSTRACT

Purpose: This study aims to investigate the factors affecting productivity performance for Korean SMEs of
manufacturing which had obtained the certification of Productivity Management System(PMS) that is a Korean
assessment program for enhancing maturity of company’s management systems.

Methods: The proposed model is based on the PMS model. The valid 759 data registered from 2010 to 2018
year was analyzed using SEM analysis for testing hypotheses.

Results: The results are as follows. First, Leadership affects the five core sub—system processes positively,
but doesn’t a significant Business Performance directly. Secondly, HRM, Customer & Market Analysis, and
Process Management excluding Productivity Development and Measurement Analysis and Knowledge
Management have a significant effect on Business Performance. Lastly, when examining the mediation effect,
Process Development, Customer & Market Analysis, and HRM have indirectly effect between Leadership
and Business Performance.

Conclusion: This study results suggest not only the role of leadership to improve productivity performance

of SME, but also which core processes are focused and differentiated.
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H16. 5709 #YZ2ANAGATN, aAA e, dAdee, S4-GRAAae], Z2ALEY)
= it 93t Aol M wiA asrE gle Aol

41 97 W & A= 3

£ A5 20109 AAE F4719 PMS RES A-83te] 2018W7H4] 558 1,2004 F4 AlE71H &, AR
Al 5 HHE Zojgh 719, 9 101 mIRke] QA A7)]), 18] a HIHEST ke V9] S5 AllE YA 759
M FERES HE BAUdoz Aot

71EH oz PMS AANE AR A4S 24 FAAARES] 719] itRel wel 29
4~9MD2] Aoz Hriact FrpAS5E 7/ WPHFEE A7) <Table 1>9] w729} 2o}, B Ao 4] ALE

g dlolg= =AM = PMS S 27 s lon, 89 A7 EAeHs 3= ofdff <Table 2>}
2t}
Table 2. Demographic Characteristics
Sales(hundred million) Frequency % Number of Employees Frequency %
10-49 260 34.3% 10-49 486 64.0%
50-99 165 21.7% 50-99 159 20.9%
100-299 216 28.5% 100-199 82 10.8%
300-499 49 6.5% 200-299 26 3.4%
500-999 48 6.3% 300 ~ 6 0.8%
1000 ~ 21 2.8%
Total o 100.0% Total 759 100.0%

39, QFERE 7)1 2 A 14371AH18.8%) = 71 Bgkow, Aeat 2 Ed A 113(14.9%), AA-E/3
FHEI/ QB EA8N] T409.7%), A 5F 69(9.1%), 71EREE3H] 60(7.9%), 71748 57(7.5%), F-AlF B Sk
EAE 49(6.5%), Vet A 8HAE 29(3.8%), 71EF 64(8.4%)<) %%z BR2% N
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<Table 3>¢] ¢|A|¢} o] B 104 7]F0 & Fakste] FUg Mol A H]
Al A AR W= 9EA <Table 1>3 Zo] PMS RH 9| 55 ARE-Fholl 2

EAE WA AAskiT 4 JJr WA FE8 e S8 5 A Tek A

Q™A o] 0.4 olstz YEh HTEEES A% 71+ 0

(Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). t}3-2.2 AlFA, ‘Hx—io ﬂi"é, FHEA S A5

o] FHAAAE B8 HUste ALR HIEBAFEF] AVE AG(FF 712 05017071 i 2 daAlge] As

#uo Aslsh=AE Sl AT Eh(Fornell and Larcker, 1981).

Table 3. Conversion Table for Evaluation Points (Case)

Category* [1] [2] [3] [5] [4] [6] (7]
Weight (a) 150 140 120 120 90 180 200
Before
Points(b) 30 235 36 21 16 39 52.7
After | Conversion to 10 Points |- 1.68 3.0 1.75 1.78 2.17 2.64
(c=b/a*10)

* The number in the parenthesis is equal to the category number in Figure 1

Table 4. Conformatory Factor Analysis

Path Stand?lr.d ized t-value AVE CR Cronbach a
coefficients
x1 | < 0.747
X2 | < . 0.806 21.817x
Leadership 0.765 0.929 0.865
x3 | < 0.798 26.274x
x4 | < 0.843 23.302x
X5 | < 0.861
X6 | < Productivity development 0.871 30.703% 0.825 0.934 0.889
X7 | < 0.83 28.413x
X8 | <« ) 0.757
Customer & Market Analysis 0.782 0.878 0.777
X9 | <« 0.839 21.043x*
x10 | < i 0.835
Measurement, Analysis & 0.702 0.824 0.746
x11 | « Knowledge Management 0.721 22.586%
x12 | < 0.839
x13 | « Human Resource Management 0.782 24.883% 0.768 0.908 0.832
x14 | < 0.746 23.246%
x15 | « 0.654
x16 | < 0.783 16.439%
Process Mangement 0.678 0.893 0.825
x17 | < 0.774 17.999%
x18 | « 0.81 18.515%
x21 | < Business Performance 0.653 0.659 0.852 0.757
X22 | < 0.775 17.167*
x23 | < 0.713 16.182%

Note: * p < 0.001, AVE: Average Variance Extracted, CR: Composite Reliavbility
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Table 5. Discriminant Validity among Factors

o)) 2 (3) 4) ) (6) (M

(1) Leadership 0.765
(2) Productivity development 0.491 0.825
(3) Customer & Market Analysis 0.453 0.293 0.782

(4) Measurement, Analysis &
Knowledge Management

(5) Human Resource Management 0.621 0.379 0.386 0.450 0.768
(6) Process Mangement 0.476 0.471 0.392 0.534 0.426 0.678
(7) Business Performance 0.420 0.281 0.343 0.296 0.408 0.432 0.659

Note: Each cell’s value is squared coefficient; Diagonal line means AVE

0.480 0.563 0.356 0.702

HEpg o] ERlE I B /FAIZ =(CR) AFHE &
o gt B 0.7 oo ® uyehg dnkd 7|EAE A3 Fe] wek o)
(Anderson and Gerberg, 1988). <Table 6> M-S =4 &
AW L] A O(VIF) ol 2.071 ~ 3.7025 ®elol wel Qb g s 108G gomng E}ZEWH
TAE e Aoz EAHAY. thgor SHRde gt A X2 688.442(Ar% 163,
p=0.000)2.& Vet fro)/d-& Holx ¢ttt ey Fto|Aks SAIRRS T 4 g F glo] e A5

5 Rlsh= o] nigkAsith (A%, 2010). 71 A¥), Ao F-§1]421 GFI 0.020, RMSEA 0.065, 1
23 R 4=¢l NFI 0.937, IFI 0.951, TLI 0.937, CFI 0.951 & 1}e}
o7 g

—lﬂ

5 A3} <Table 5>9} o] ZE FA/A9] AVE #to] ¥
0.
A

L o
=
qr <
M
B
-
=2
>
>,
T
N
=2
2
%
S
2,

Table 6. Multiple Collinearity Test for Exogenous Variables

Regression Sta;:(z;rdl Correation Collinearity

Model - tol—-

value Ze1ro— )
B SE Beta partial | part | eran | VIF
order
ce
(constant) 696 | .076 9.103

Leadership 176 | .046 .180 3.778 .648 136 094 | .270 | 3702
Productivity development .004 | .036 .005 114 .530 .004 .003 | .360 | 2777

Human Resource Management | .226 | .042 228 5.340 .639 191 133 | .338 | 2957

Customer & Market Analysis 145 | .034 .153 4.271 .586 154 106 | 483 | 2071

Process Mangement 325 | .039 344 8.373 .657 .292 208 | .364 | 2745

Measurement, Analysis & | _ ool ga7 | _ g0 | 1826 | 544 | -.066 | —045 | 319 | 3137
Knowledge Management
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B, HESO) ETE BF BARFE 10008 71F o) wAA g WAPEFIE 2018 0% A4

dehdor, Zeaagd 2743 £ AUAoR B UEt v, oy 2254, dAAAR el S4ARA
o] o2 WA YeRgt) 2008 Ha9] ofnle= A Level 10 55 % Level

2o JRZ2A I AAR R Al Holslo} Q4 gk dAHel 5
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il A 2=B9] B9 R A 2~ o] B ATl A= G S ZRA~E
of wiZNE}, e FuielA AR ojoA s AR FEE getsly] S 7HES AlQkekaL o] & HEE
o |4 drrgos HAAE FRYA] 2 tﬁfﬂ ARE 9 BEAE FASA 1 AT, ¢ g 923.732
(A= 174, p=0.000) 2.2 Yepgtom Ai-g#]4=¢1 GFI 0.893, RMR 0.025, RMSEA 0.075, Z18]a1 Z5-4g
#1422l NFI 0.915, IFI 0.930, TLI 0.915, CFI 0.9302.% Yeh} 55 2|4zl 4] 7150 2etet Ao vty
Atk

S0 2 7l AT AR, @] I A GAA AFSEAPMS)S] A 9ol ® 7]Ee] d= SRR 9 v
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FAS JiAsteE Ao g eyt Wilson and Collier, 2000; Flynn and Saladin, 2001; Su et al., 2003; %21
9], 2007). WA, HrIHL AN (b=0.799), A2 #2](b=0.970), 2A4AFH2](b=0.828), ZTZA =Y
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@ 2(2007) 59 AFAHE AA S AR Yehdth = 7199 B AE o= 54 sl acld 1 o)A
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Table 7. Result of Hypothesis Test

Path b S.E. t-value Result
Leadership - Productivity development 0.799 | 0.047 | 19.61**= | Accept
Leadership —  Customer & Market Analysis 0.828 | 0.066 | 11.69*** | Accept
Leadership - Process Mangement 0.491 | 0.057 | 8.912*** | Accept
Leadership —  Human Resource Management 0.970 | 0.062 | 15.532#*+ | Accept
Leadership - hf;f;f;;i“higgﬁiﬂfl 0.398 | 0.055 | 7.963++ | Accept
Leadership - Business Performance 0.130 | 0.249 0.457 Reject

Productivity development —  Customer & Market Analysis 0.007 | 0.051 0.116 Reject

Productivity development - Process Mangement 0.412 | 0.048 | 7.654#** | Accept

Productivity development —  Human Resource Management | -0.037 | 0.045 -0.709 Reject

Productivity development - Measurement, Analysis & 0.620 | 0.049 | 12.073#=+ | Accept
Knowledge Management

Productivity development - Business Performance 0.181 | 0.188 0.732 Reject
Customer & Market Analysis — Business Performance 0.187 | 0.073 | 2.388xx | Accept
Process Mangement - Business Performance 0.569 | 0.07 | 6.871s*x | Accept
Human Resource Management — Business Performance 0.406 | 0.151 | 2.371#x | Accept

Measurement, Analysis &
Knowledge Management

#xx p<0,001, ** p<0.05

Business Performance -0.540 | 0.298 -1.447 Reject

A7} YA 4709 e+ A| 20 A A 1}

8] (b=0.620, p<0.001)9} EZA A
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Table 8. Mediating Effects of Core Processes

i 95% Confidence Interval
Path Indirect Boot. SE ’
Effect Boot. LLCI | Boot. ULCI
Productivity development 0.0032 0.0311 -0.0571 0.0654
Human Resource Management 0.1748 0.0369 0.101 0.2464
Customer & Market Analysis 0.0999 0.0258 0.0505 0.151
Process Mangement 0.2311 0.0275 0.178 0.2866
Measurement, Analysis & Knowledge 00541 | 0.0319 01137 0.0109
Management .
Leader ST s Business
) roductivity development—Human Perform-
-ship Resource Management e 0.0195 0.0066 0.0081 0.0338
Productivity development—Customer &
Market Analysis 0.0113 0.005 0.003 0.0221
Productivity development—Process 0.0812 0.0132 0.0565 0.109

Mangement

Productivity development—Measurement,

Analysis & Knowledge Management ~0.0207 ) 0.0126 ~0.0459 0.0034
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