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A Study on the Effect of Practice on Post—Management According
to the Change in Perception of Quality Control Personnel: Focusing

on Korea Standards Certification Factory Review Evaluation Criteria
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Abstract

In this study, two things were analyzed for Korean Standards certification factory review evaluation
items. First, it was examined whether there is a difference between the Practice of factory review
evaluation items and Post—Management according to the change in perception of the factory review
evaluation items of Korean Standards certification personnel. Second, the moderating effect of the Korean
Standards certification personnel's perception of the effect of the Practice of the factory review evaluation
items of Korean Standards certification personnel on Post—Management was verified. Although there is a
statistically significant difference between Practice and Post—Management according to changes in
perception of Korean Standards personnel, there is no statistically significant difference in the impact
(slope) of Practice on Post—Management according to changes in perception of Korean Standards
certification personnel. As the perception of factory review evaluation items increases, the Practice and
Post—Management of factory review evaluation items are increasing, but the impact of the Practice of
factory review evaluation items on Post—Management does not affect it. In order to further advance
Korean Standards certification, which plays an important role in maintaining the quality level of products
produced by companies, efforts to raise the level of perception of Korean Standards certification personnel
are considered necessary.
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<Table 1> Respondent frequency analysis

Frequency Percent

Total 216 100

high school graduation 38 17.6

College Level 64 29.6

Education University(fogr—year) 101 6.8

graduation
graduate s:chool 13 6.0
graduation

employee 4 1.8

Asst Manager 11 5.1

Position section chief 57 26.4

head of

department/executive 144 66.7

Within a year 8 3.7

1~3years 12 5.6

job
. 3~byears 26 12.0
Experience

5~10years 42 19.4

Over 10years 128 59.3

ZA} Fojzte] kg AA 216 & oistul (41dA)
ZA27} 1017 (46.8%) O 7 71 =2 njES 21A)8haL
Qo 7 theo® thsh(2,3dAl) (641, 29.6%),
W58k £21(389, 17.6%) o2 JeRdTh

AgERE 2a/9ldo] 1448 (66.7%), (571,
26.4%), 2l (11, 5.1%), AF1 (4, 1.9%) =22 1}
EPgth<Table 1>

ZAF FARE] 5 7192 F4719(183,84.7%)
2 7P Eerow, 2023 7 viEtEE 1099~509
u]9H(29.6%) 7 509)~1009] v|wH20.4%) ~12]31 100
9~2009] mIRF(15.7%) 2] vlE°] 7Y =2 o= et
Wk B3 KS T2 A 52 A [F) Fot 44.0%
2, A7)/ARHC) BoF 17.6%, =5 (D) FoF 12.0% <=
O 2 YEpsith<Table 2>

<Table 2> Information about respondent workers

Frequency Percent
Total 216 100
major company 4 1.9
Scale of : nzeen(igfr[r)lrissézed 29 134
Company small and
medium—sized 183 84.7
businesses
less than 1 billion won 18 8.3
More than 1 billion won
and less than 64 29.6
5 billion won
More than 5 billion won
and less than 44 20.4
10 billion won
Sales More than 10 billion won
(on a 2023 and less than 34 15.8
year basis) 20 billion won
More than 20 billion won
and less than 14 6.5
30 billion won
More than 30 billion won
and less than 16 74
50 billion won
more than 50 billion won 26 12.0
Less than 10 people 45 20.8
More than 10 but less
than 50 130 60.2
the nufmber More t?sann SPOgut less 15 70
0
More than 100 but less
employees than 200 10 4.6
More than 200 but less
than 300 8 37
More than 300 people 8 3.7
Machine (B) 17 7.9
Metal (D) 26 12.1
KS Electrical/Electronic (C) 38 17.6
Producion Chemistry (M) 15 6.9
item Construction (F) 95 44.0
ceramics (L) 7 3.2
etc(A, G, K L, P) 18 8.3
4.2 A= £

AF|E 540 a54S fldl & ATtelAe ulEd g4
=X o] g2u}e] dulkgk(cronbach's alpha) © 2 W&

WIS S
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Cronbach (1951)& 3+ 7ALS] whel Alsjoja] Ao 7

T2 44 (homogeneity) o1v W4 A+ (internal

consistency) & =4317] 93 LuASTE Nakstgic
<Table 3>

<Table 3> Criteria for Cronbach’s alpha value

Cronbach's Alpha Internal Consistency

=09 Excellent
0.8 < a 0.9 Good
0.7 < a 0.8 Acceptable
0.6 < a 0.7 Questionable
0.5 = a 0.6 Poor
a 0.5 Unacceptable

4.3 71=A%

2 ATl 484 7S AEES Hf (mean) ¥ ¥
A=} (standard deviation) &= HAF S 2 Q14 (A4/=3.46,
SD=0.462)°] 7V =11, A (Mm=3.33, SD=0.514)
3} AR (M/=3.36,5D=0.512) 7} H]SEE 507
7} o) 5tk <Table 5>

<Table 5> Mean and standard deviation

L Perception | Practice Flosit—
Evaluation items Management
(n=216) M M M

(SD) (SD) (SD)

<Table 4> Reliability coefficient

3.47 3.20 3.21

1. Quality management = "=oe 1= o0 T o

3.46 3.33 3.35

2. Material management (555) (615) (.581)

3. Process * manufacturing 3.40 3.28 3.30
facilities management (.539) (.604) (.583)

3.46 3.36 3.41
(.543) (.572) (.554)

4. Product management

5. Test - inspection 3.52 3.44 3.46
facility management (.488) (.545) (.538)
6. Consumer Protection 3.46 3.40 3.40

and Environmental

Resource Management (.513) (.532) (.551)

3.46 3.33 3.36
Total

(.462) (.514) (.512)

Reliability coefficient
Evaluation |Number of (Cronbach’s av)
items questions . ) Post—
Perception | Practice Management

L. Quality 5 0841 | 0.858 | 0.859
management
2. Material 6 0.885 | 0.889 | 0.870
management
3. Process -
manufacturing |- g 0901 | 0914 | 0910
facilities
management
4 Product 6 0.874 | 0.879 | 0867
management
5. Test -
inspection 3 0646 | 0.741 | 0.721
facility
management
6. Consumer
Protection and
Environmental 5 0.821 0.812 0.825
Resource
Management

Total 33 0.966 0.968 0.968

QIAA A== Alg= 0.966, A8 A= 0.968, 71
23 AR A AE % AleE 0.968% A dA| %
7} ol (Excellent) 202 yepstow, z; 37} gk
oAM= AHFA 0 7 AlF|e T3t =520 Y& AAEE 1
ol51 9= 2o et a19] 2ol tet AHet &
& 9 A= Ales 919 <Table 4>9F 2t

4.4 AEA A3

KSRIT o] |l2jat A3, Aps-ahelel whsl 3+
A8 A3k A9 <Table 6> 32o] Q123 A3 7HA
A= 0.868(p < 0.000)], 127} ARg] 7F [

Ag

—t— 891 (p < 0.000)] 2 352 F(+) 2 Aol
Zo = yeptar ok wstk Aea) Al 7k

Al o9 =2 () ol = o= et [
+ 0.968(p < 0.000)]

=

<Table 6> Correlation analysis

[Post—
Management]
Total

[Perception] | [Practicel
Total Total

[Perception]

Total 1 .868 .891

[Practice]

Total .868 1 .968

[Post—Manag | .. 968" |

ement] Total

"p<0.001, "p<0.01, "p<0.05
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(High) = “g2lsi3ir.

KSQIZT ©dAke] Q4] o] & ko] H-S 4
HHH ol <Table 7> &t} 18|31 Al A-ow,
Middle, High) 2] 2133} ARg-z]of] thdt o] #2412 £
3 EAHEAT(ANOVA, Analysis of Variance)<Table
8= TP

<Table 7> Group mean of perception

<Table 8> Anova analysis

Perception n m s.d
LOW 54 2.68 0.462
Practice MIDDLE 108 3.47 0.247
HIGH 54 3.71 0.346
LOW 54 2.69 0.455
Post—
MIDDLE 108 3.50 0.221
management
HIGH 54 3.74 0.327
Perception F p—value
LOW 142.687 0.000%sx
Practice MIDDLE
HIGH
LOW 168.124 0.000x
Post= MIDDLE
management
HIGH

LOW MIDDLE HIGH
under 1% O\L/liij(jgr; over 3™
quantile . quartile

quantile

Total 3.28 3.59 3.79
Quality management 3.20 3.60 3.80
Material Management 3.17 3.58 3.83
Process
manufacturing 3.13 3.50 3.88
facilities management
Product management 3.29 3.67 3.83
Test inspection 3.33 3.67 4,00
facility management
Consumer Protection
and Environmental 3.90 3.60 3.80
Resource
Management
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Practice Post-management

[Figure 2] Differences between Practice and
Post—management according to perception intensity
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[Figure 3] A Test Model of Moderator Effect
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<Table 9> Moderator Effect Test Results

Step 3
B | 8
constant 3.325
Practice 0.789 0.952"*

(Independent variable)

Perception

(Moderate variable) 0.230 0.208

Perception* Practice

(Interaction variable) 0.006 0.005
(.000)
2 2
F 1293.199™

Step 1

B | 8

constant 3.356

Practice

(Independent variable) 0.966 0.968

Perception
(Moderate variable)

Perception* Practice
(Interaction variable)

R*(AR?) 938
a 3233.302™
Step 2
B | 8
constant 3.327
Practice

(Independent variable) 0.790 0.791

Perception

(Moderate variable) 0.226 0.204

Perception* Practice
(Interaction variable)

R*(AR? 948 (010™)

F 1948.298™

™ p<0.001, "p<0.010, *p<0.050,

Aeo] AFgEle] Bl ol Q12e] 2uaNE
Hoshe 3] AAIG7E 0.9485 2919} nlseet
Ggolm, BAAC T folmlst ol gl AOE ek
SeHp=0.796). Z KSQ1ZF FeAe] glAe 24 7}
glo] A plel] vjHE TS Fi SR HoR
Rt meba Q1A wiste] whal Aao] ALl vl
A GFel et g R0 kel Ak
<Table 9 Step 3>
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