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1 (N =228)
Table 1 Confirmatory factor analysis of TQM( N =228)

Panel A:
249.198/132 =1.888 <3.0
RMSEA 0.063 <0.08
SRMR 0.045 <0.08
GFI 0.892° >0.9
PGFI 0.689 >0.5
NNFI 0.956 >0.5
PNFI 0.796 >0.5
CFI 0.962 >0.9
IFI 0.962 >0.9
Panel B:
Fl 0.860
F2 0.855
F3 0.934
(F1)
Q1 0.634
Q4 0.759
Q6 0.828
Q7 0.782
Q8 0.892
Q9 0.848
Q10 0.851
(F2)
Q28 0.715
Q32 0.845
Q33 0.945
Q34 0.932
(F3)
Q14 0.626
Q17 0.758
Q18 0.692
Q21 0.740
Q23 0.699
024 0.822
Q25 0.794
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2 MCS (N =228)
Table 2 Confirmatory factor analysis of MCS( N =228)
Panel A:
MCS

27.056/13 =2.081 <3.0
RMSEA 0.069 <0.08
SRMR 0.034 <0.08
GFI 0.968 >0.9
PGFI 0.449 >0.5
NNFI 0.968 >0.9
PNFI 0.596 >0.5
CFI 0.98 >0.9
IFI 0.98 >0.9
Panel B:
Q35 0.727
Q37 0.955
Q39 0.599
Q40 0.716
Q41 0.783
Q43 0.774
Q44 0.772

3 (N =228)
Table 3 Confirmatory factor analysis of organization performance( N =228)

Panel A:

86.918/41 =2.120 <3.0
RMSEA 0.070 <0.08
SRMR 0.047 <0.08
GFI 0.934 >0.9
PGFI 0.58 >0.5
NNFI 0.959 >0.9
PNFI 0.703 >0.5
CFI 0.969 >0.9
IFI 0.969 >0.9
Panel B:
Q47 0.879
Q48 ( ) 0.907
Q49 ( ) 0.863
Q45 0.781
Q46 0.765
Q51 0. 695
Q52 0.576
Q54 0.610
Q56 0.850
Q58 0.920
Q59 0.867
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4 . Cronbach a( N = 228)
Table 4 Descriptive statistics correlation coefficients and Cronbach « of variables ( N =228)
1 2 3 4 5 6 Cronbach «
1. TQM 1.000 0.889 6.084 | 1.413 .869 | 8.714
2. 0.745*** | 1.000 0.789 6.589 | 1.502 .000 | 9.000
3. 0.805** 0. 680 *** | 1.000 0.846 | 5.760 | 1.604 | 1.250 | 9.000
4. 0.45377%10.436 * |0.361™** | 1.000 0.913 6.197 | 1.494 .000 | 9.000
5. 0.624* 10.598 *** 0. 645** |0. 693 *** | 1.000 0.807 6.122 | 1.118 .200 | 8.600
6. 0.249°%* 10,333 *** 0. 336 *** 0. 275 *** (0. 532 *** | 1. 000 0.908 5.674 | 1.400 .000 | 9.000
7. 6.507 | 1.650 .944 | 11.608
8. 0.408 | 0.493 .000 | 1.000
9. 0.636 | 0.482 . 000 1.000
10. 14.240 |12.924 .000 | 56.000
e 0.10.0.05.0.01
3.2 (T ) 2
7 TQM.MCS
( construct)
Cronbach o 4 2
TQM  Cronbach « 0.889 N
Cronbach o 0. 789,
0. 846 . Cronbach o
Cronbach o 0.913.0. 807.0. 908 ® 4
Cronbach « 0.7
> Cronbach «
( uni-dimen—
sionality) . ( convergent validity) 3.3
( discriminant validity)
Anderson  Gerbing *°
Anderson  Gerbing * ( X
0)

( psychometrics)

39
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X H1b\ H5b
TQM
( H1b) TQM
5 Panel A
H5b)
( ) . Panel B
TQM.MCS “ o
TQM
T
5
Table 5 Results of the structural equation model

Panel A:

1 144.011/708 =1.616 <3.0
RMSEA 0.052 <0.08
SRMR 0.056 <0.08
GFI 0.807" >0.9
PGFI 0.697 >0.5
NNFI 0.919 >0.9
PNFI 0.753 >0.5
CFI 0.927 >0.9
IF1 0.928 >0.9
* GFI 0.9 Carmines and Mclver GFI 0.8

Panel B:

2

N

Fig. 2 Structural modeling of the relationship between TQM MCS and organization performance
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The performance effect of total quality management: A structural equation
modeling study

WEN Dong-hua' CHEN Shi-min®> PAN Fei'

1. Institute of Accounting and Finance Shanghai University of Finance and Economics Shanghai 200433
China;

2. China Europe International Business School Shanghai 201206 China

Abstract. Based on a cross—sectional survey and by classifying MCS into “control” and “exploration” we ex—
amine the relationships among total quality management ( TQM) management control systems ( MCS)  and
organization performance using structural equation modeling. We find that the implementation of TQM can sig—
nificantly improve organizationd performance. Furthermore with MCS being the supporting system the organi—
zation should consider the synergistic effect of its fundamental functions i.e.  “control” and “exploration”.

The appropriate fit between the two fundamental functions and TQM can bring better performance for organiza—
tions.

Key words: total quality management; dual management control system; organization performance; contin—

gency theory; structural equation modeling
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