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of SME’s Using Revised IPA Technique

Koo 11 Seob*
*Department of Industrial Management Engineering, Namseoul University

Abstract

The Industrial Innovation Movement, based on win—win cooperation with SMEs, is a structure that
enables suppliers who have struggled with corporate growth through productivity innovation due to poor
manufacturing environment and lack of innovation. To this end, consultants and technical experts will
support production innovation activities to improve production methods and improve productivity through
process and management consulting. The purpose of this study was to explore the driving factors of the
industrial innovation movement to improve the corporate ecosystem by improving the productivity of SMEs
using modified IPA. The research results are as follows. First, in order to revitalize the Industrial
Innovation Movement, the CEO—related elements of the participating companies should be maintained and
strengthened. The motivation, education support, innovation organizational culture, the establishment of an
Innovation promotion system requires centralization of efforts for improvement. Second, in order to
revitalize the Industrial Innovation Movement, the consultant's ability to analyze problems and suggest
alternatives should be continuously strengthened. Third, in terms of the Central Promotion Headquarters,
it was found that the Industrial Innovation Movement would be successful if the public information,
industrial inspection for benchmarking, and provision of various information to support innovation activities
were urgently improved.

Keywords : Industrial Innovation Movement, IPA, Revised—IPA, Gap Analysis, Paired—t Test, SMEs,
Win—Win Cooperation

1.4 & Z30] ek IMD Zate]] w2, 2018 9= 4719
AAEL 6371 ZAL dlPd= 5 FHekelHelleH, sk
Zay A% Zg Az e ALolgi= Ao 1 AATYL(KERD Abzol] W=d F471%99] =ik
=7} ekar 9ie) #AlL o Uelr) o] Uk A7 AlE) < 2014 AlxS] 7o ® t71e) 29.1%) Eaet
AT 28] AR AA8 ojeigt Al AT HERET
o) Aol Fa7]]00] AR AR e F271 RSP Fw d7Isls Sd7IslE Sew |
o] M- A7E A2 A} TS0 A AL thol HIA Sl TA7199 A ddo] 7R E B
sh, o]70] ZEH AR 090 A 2= 9= BhLte] gk ol B7130e] AAY Ao T A oR JTS

o o=
= TR

,{

TCorresponding Author: II—Seob Koo, 91 Daehag—Ro, Seonghwan—Eup, Seobug—Gu, Cheonan—Si, Chungnam—Do, Korea,
E-mail: ilsubkoo@nsu.ac.kr
Received August 28, 2019; Revision August 28, 2019; Accepted September 10, 2019



2 Revised IPA 7]¥& 4% 3 F2AZYY AAYAEF) FFS v]HE 29079

=

Q1 &Jstel] theFst x| ¢lo] o]Fof x| a1 Q). 4k
= (Industry Innovation Movement) & 77 43O
| A Aot} o] F2 T A &
Hof|A et 9l R oSS 55T
20135E] A E7dAd -} o 3] €]
102 F47199 g} e 34 &
A3k AKloltt of7]e) AR w)= A
719 2 T3] Edgo] 7Hke] Hol], w7k Al
Adke] A S 918l ti71 - 13F AL e
MIFEIAIE 2 - 32 FEALE Sojeb, $471%9
A, T4 - e FNEES A QAeR=d) 22o)a QlTk
- T27199] 87 Wikke] dgtow Ay &
AFEAEE2 2013 ~ 2018 2714 10,0617 =
271940] Fofsigion, 5xpdERl 2018 7Eo® &
o FAEHE - @ETE 59 22 80.1% /WA, viE
N 8.8%, FAo1AE 6.3% 715 HYozH ditsa
7199] HHAE 25E 2vE W o= golEtl &
3] A9t e Far1dEe] Aol LA A
At 5% F 9,782 9] Al A7 FEH o2 A
AYAlF0] At FARS} 118 FES ol Hol = A
FHEE FAsRs 18- do] ERiE QL 20199
AR &= T 57 AR o® A 29 A AlL-Fo]
SPaslo At o - $471Y - FoldEEAGS F
Aoz ZE I Qlct

T
rir

A

-

Nl

A

oL HN
0o =
I

3

[ P s
%O

ofy
o>,

i
ofy

oﬁo*n:%rﬁ:“u

A1) MIAE} 545 B T Qs AN
AzSIe A FHomAe AuHe Feun %
A, SRS AR A e A R
29] o7} giek. o - F471900] B At A
A, delm srE Y PES B ARYSNS T

= meje] F4el AisAese] st itk
2 ATE T F2AEG Y S5 &

A= =
YL B 1A Qg Be e Ang
S LS AN 917 BH 0= FaE, ol
242 sl 915 Lelshn Qe AASeE A

7] FoFARE FolFar]dd, AARE, 183 A

2. ol&3 w7

2.1 %3 IPA

IPA (Importance—Performance Analysis) = £A]¢]

g W (A AF R o TR EE XYFHOR 3 24
A matrixE S8l 24 A= AT IPA= 2 A
AR elA 57 Sl el AREAPE Q1A skE T4
Lo} s otstal &% o] Bast o
ZF2817] Y8l Martilla & James (1977) ] 2J&l 7ae
A 29 (multi—attribute model) 0|t} 59} wF
Z57F 25 =4 J7kE dEo] vehbs Al TAREA
S A =2 JEHE Al 74 (keep up the good
work) 3teh= oJu| 2 A E 1, A T AREHS Q% o
H] WES7F ke 947 w29 AE3}(concentrate
here) 7} BR3F /39S owsith. 78]l AIXREHL-
Z O Tl TSV 5 U2 |ow priority A0 H, A
VAREHLS Q5 SR 7t & QA7 W%
SF =22 upAEkA] o2 (possible overkill) /39S
olm|sit}, o]l o] 23}l Matrix FE|] 4 Aij=
AFAE AR o7 LA olsiE = Qls BHF ol
Ztzte] ojojo] Ujazstal Sl ou|gl Mg F o/ /7
9 R o] oifgk 2194 ApA o] olsivhs de =
o] Frtsto] theFst ofellA &8st Qe

]

High Concentrate Keep up the
here good work
Importance
Low Possible
Low priority overkill
Low Performance High

[Figure 1] Traditional IPA Matrix

<Table 1> Major Achievements of Industry Innovation Movement in the last 5 years

1st Yr 2nd Yr 3rd Yr 4th Yr 5th Yr Total
(2013.8~2014.7) (2014.8~2015.7) (2015.8~2016.7) (2016.8~2017.7) (2017.8~2018.7)
No. of Participating 1,957 2,027 2,014 2,000 2,063 10,061
Companies
New investment
Bilton Wor 41.0 24.0 29.2 34.7 21.9 150.8
Job creation 455 1,886 2,085 2,527 2,829 9,782
(persons)
KPI improvement 517 64.3 685 73.1 80.1
rate (%)
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[Figure 2] Vavra’s Revised IPA Matrix
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<Table 2> Result of Cronbach’s alpha Coefficient

Cronbach’
. Considered | Selected TR S
Classification alpha
Factors Factors :
Imp. Satis.
Company 10 0.953 | 0.924
Factor
Consultant 14 0.913 | 0.869
Factor
Headquarter 9 0.964 | 0.924
Factor
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<Table 3> Result of Paired t—Test : Gap Analysis

Importance Satisfaction Gap
Code t p—value
Mean |Std. Dev.| Rank Mean |Std. Dev.| Rank | (Imp.—Sat.)

B8 4.382 0.626 5 4.106 0.770 8 0.276 5.925 0.000
B5 4.488 0.611 3 4.215 0.760 4 0.272 5.986 0.000
B10 4.370 0.680 6 4.114 0.790 7 0.256 5.767 0.000
B9 4.224 0.708 8 3.972 0.800 9 0.252 5.149 0.000
Company B2 4.528 0.610 1 4.321 0.705 2 0.207 5.079 0.000
Factor B6 4.321 0.675 7 4.142 0.777 5 0.179 4.110 0.000
B3 4.431 0.653 4 4.276 0.765 3 0.154 3.753 0.000
Bl 4.492 0.584 2 4.394 0.666 1 0.098 2.718 0.007
B7 4.220 0.700 9 4122 0.757 6 0.098 2.287 0.023

Ave. 4.384 4.185 0.199
C7 4.654 0.541 1 4.561 0.621 1 0.093 2.357 0.019
C3 4.317 0.709 2 4.504 0.624 2 —0.187 —4.515 0.000
Consultant C5 4.207 0.707 4 4.427 0.646 5 —0.220 —5.044 0.000
Factor C10 4.224 0.741 3 4.504 0.631 2 —0.280 —5.956 0.000
Cc2 4.163 0.842 5 4.496 0.637 4 —-0.333 —6.900 0.000

Ave. 4.314 4.498 —0.185
D8 4.626 0.591 1 4.069 0.917 6 0.557 9.699 0.000
D9 4.220 0.767 7 3.919 0.853 9 0.301 6.076 0.000
D7 4.374 0.669 3 4.163 0.822 3 0.211 4.717 0.000
D3 4.329 0.683 5 4.154 0.808 4 0.175 3.771 0.000
Headquarter D6 4.106 0.754 9 3.963 0.820 8 0.142 2.871 0.004
Factor D2 4.337 0.667 4 4.199 0.775 2 0.138 3.246 0.001
D4 4.276 0.692 6 4.154 0.813 4 0.122 2.602 0.010
D5 4.138 0.759 8 4.016 0.793 7 0.122 2.492 0.013
D1 4411 0.675 2 4.301 0.722 1 0.110 2.975 0.003

Ave. 4.313 4.104 0.209
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<Table 4> Conversion result of Revised—IPA(by Deng Method

Code Satisfaction Implicitly derived importance
Mean Std. Dev. Rank In IPCIC Rank

Bl 4.394 666 1 1.468 0.122 1

B2 4.321 705 2 1.449 0.031 7

B3 4.276 765 3 1.434 0.043 5

B5 4215 760 4 1.421 0.087 2

C;i?cﬁf;y B6 4142 777 5 1.401 0.054 4
B7 4122 757 6 1.398 ~0.186 9

B8 4.106 770 8 1.393 0.041 6

B9 3.972 .800 9 1.356 ~0.049 8

B10 4114 790 7 1.393 0.068 3

c2 4.496 637 4 1.492 ~0.087 4

3 4504 624 2 1.494 0.051 3

CO;S;E?“ 5 4.427 646 5 1.476 0.065 2
7 4561 621 1 1.507 0.110 1

Cl10 4504 631 2 1.494 -0.097 5

DI 4.301 722 1 1.443 0.275 1

D2 4.199 775 2 1.416 ~0.098 8

D3 4.154 808 4 1.403 0.001 6

D4 4.154 813 4 1.403 ~0.126 9

He;‘;‘i‘;sfer D5 1016 793 7 1.370 0.137 2
D6 3.963 820 8 1.354 0.103 3

D7 4.163 822 3 1.404 0.046 5

D8 4.069 917 6 1.372 0.069 4

D9 3.919 853 9 1.341 ~0.040 7

Average 4.231 1.423 0.026
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