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Abstract
Kaizen Event (KE) has been growing in popularity since the mid 1990s, to date, there has
difficult to find empirical research on the determinants of KE effectiveness. KE are an
increasingly common organizational improvement mechanism aimed at work area
transformation and employee development. The purpose of this paper is to identify the KE
constructs and Innovation Performance (IP) measures for Malaysian automotive industry and
also to develop research model of the KE and IP measures relationship for Malaysian
automotive industry. A conceptual model based on previous studies and using Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM) has been proposed. This model will be used to study the
relationship between KE practices and IP for Malaysian automotive industry. Based on the
proposed conceptual model and reviewed, research hypotheses are being developed. The
paper culminates with suggested future research work.
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1. Introduction
The automotive sector in Malaysia is one of priority a field under (Industrial Master Plan 3
(IMP3)) is coordinated by the Ministry International Trade and Industry (MITI). In 2006,
MITI has introduced a National Automotive Policy (NAP) to promote the local automotive
sector more competitive and enhance the development of the automotive sector more
organized. NAP is seen an important basis for economic change towards a more develop. It is
also able to change the mindset of individuals who are involved directly and indirectly to
more creative and critical thinking in order to compete globally.
Among the objectives of the NAP is to ensure that the development of the automotive
industry is organized and structured as well as increasing capacity and competitiveness in the
long term due to market liberalization; create a conductive investment environment to
encourage additional new investment; enhance the competitiveness of the national car
manufacturer through strategic alliances; encourage the development of new technology and
latest in the domestic automotive industry; continuing to increase Bumiputera participation in
the automotive industry; improve safety standards for consumer safety as well as promoting
activities in the field of environmentally friendly and improve the implementation of the
policy instrument available under the NAP.
Based on the objectives outlined, it can be seen that the importance of activities that involve
the continuous activity in order to improve the IP. The challenges in automotive industry
were increased. Then by that, the strategic direction and policy framework for the automotive
industry must be reviewed (Venkataiah and Sagi, 2012). Malaysian automotive industry must
focus on quality improvement to fulfil the specific needs and to exceed the customer
expectations.
To achieve KE, firms must promote organisational learning to enhance knowledge that can be
utilised in the future (Baker and Sinkula, 1999). Based on the objectives of the NAP, national
automotive industry must continue to innovate on their products. Processes to innovate
should be done continuously. KE is one of the practices that lead to Continuous Improvement
(CI) and can lead to innovation elements. The benefits of KE may be associated with both
individual workers as well as the company performance. KE has proven to be effective as an
organizational improvement mechanism which support employee development and improves
the work environment (Farris et al., 2009).
By these issues, this paper aims to assess the implementation of KE will increase IP or not.
Besides that, this paper looks at the methods of implementation of KE in automotive industry.
2. Review of Related Literature
2.1 Kaizen Event (KE)
KE comes from the Toyota system that starts in the 1970s (Shediran, 1997). KE focused on a
structured improvement project, using the approach of “cross-functional team” to improve the
target work area, with specific targets (Farris et al., 2008). The word Kaizen is derived from
the Japanese word for continuous improvement. Further, the word is a combination of two
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Japanese words, namely ‘kai’ means change and ‘zen’ means continuous improvement
(iSixSigma LLC, 2004). In the U.S. KE was also called Kaizen Blitz, which means
continuous and repeated improvement. It is one of the manufacturing strategies in lean
manufacturing or in Toyota Production System (TPS) (Anh et al., 2011). KE aims to control
the operation of the working environment; it also aims to improve processes and efficiency of
workers (Brunet et al., 2003; Ventakiah and Sagi, 2012). According Doolen et al., (2008)
Kaizen is one of the mechanisms of structural improvement that could be implemented by
any organization.
KE has proved to be an effective tool to change the work culture, work proceeding, and work
experience. This statement is supported by Farris et al. (2009) which shows that the KE
capable of adaption to the organization culture. It is seen as one of lean tools that help to
ensure that operations become more smoothly by removing wasteful activities that are of no
value from a customer perspective (Venkataiah and Sagi, 2012). According to Brunet et al.
(2003), almost the same that KE can help to avoid wastage by employees with a full sense of
responsibility, punctuality and as a tool for improvement and change. Therefore, Table 1.0
below shows the factors from previous studies for implementing KE.
Table 1.0. KE factor from previous studies
Melnyk et al. (1998)


Self-contained
short-term intervention
(typically three to five
days), with a clearly
defined, finite life
 Focused on part of a
specific value stream
 Low capital
intervention.
 Team based, comprised
of employees from
targeted work area and
support function
 Action oriented
 Goals are measurable
 Designed to create a
cycle continuous
improvement
Doolen et al. (2008)
 Goal difficulty
 Management support

Venkataiah and Sagi
Bateman and Rich (2003)
(2012)
 Participation in decision  Resource availability
making
 Recognition of need for
 Perception of
change
communication
 Culture that support
 Training and education
change
 Respect for top
 Kaizen program
management
champion quality
 Employee involvement
 Team leader quality
 Perceived quality
 Management support
performance
 Employee turnover
 Communication quality
 Measurement system
alignment
 Ability to financially
justify event

Farris et al. (2008)
 Goal clarity
 Team functional
representation
 Team autonomy
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Patil (2003)
Employee involvement
Job security
Training
Employee needs surveys
Standard operating
procedures (SOPs)
Follow-up reviews
Time for completion of
action items
Strategic alignment
Knowledge sharing
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Based on previous studies, this study defines a KE to three factors of follow-up activities,
working area of impact and employee skill and effort. Three of these factors appear more
suitable for the automotive industry in Malaysia. The Table 2.0 below shows a list of more
detailed study related to three factors selected.
Table 2.0. Previous studies about KE
Author
Anh et al. (2011)
Doolen et al. (2008)
Farris et al. (2009)
Venkataiah and Sagi
(2012)
Farris et al. (2008)
Van Aken et al. (2010)
Recht and Wilderom
(1998)
Glover et al. (2008)
Lyu (1996)
Marksberry (2010)
Melnyk et al. (1998)
Bateman and Rich (2003)
Patil (2003)

Follow up
activities
*
*
*

Working
area impact
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*

Employee skill
and effort
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*

*

*
*
*
*

2.2 KE Factors
2.2.1 Follow-up Activities
Follow-up activity is the action that reflects the KE. It involves the work area employees to
complete the action. Follow-up activities also give freedom to the employees to make any
changes and innovation. However all the changes and innovations made by employees will be
related to KE goals (Glover et al., 2008).
2.2.2 Working Area Impact
KE activities affect the work area. Generally KE activities can help employees who are
improving their work area (Doolen et al., 2008). Moreover, Farris et al. (2008) also states that
the KE is a complex phenomenon organizational and has the potential to affect both systems,
the technical system (work are performance) and social systems (participation employees and
of work areas employees). Impact learning and stewardship when employees feel a shared of
responsibility, freely share information, understand how their work fits into the "bigger
picture" and impacts experimentation when employee test new ideas to help themselves learn.
2.2.3 Employee Skill and Effort
Employee performance fundamentally depends on many factors like performance appraisals,
14
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employee motivation, employee satisfaction, compensation, training and development, job
security, organizational structure and other. KE can improve the employee knowledge in
managing an organization with more systematic and successful (Butterworth, 2001; Tanner
and Roncarti, 1994). It also can be one of the platforms for knowledge employees in
principles, tools and techniques for continuous improvement (Watson, 2002).
2.3 Innovation Performance
Innovation is seen as the economic needs which can provide a return value to an organization
in the short and long term. The word innovation is also found in corporate mission of most
organizations. Damanpour (1991), organizational innovation combines the development and
implementation of new ideas, systems, products, or technologies.There are several previous
studies that describe the definition of IP in Table 3.0.
Table 3.0. Dimension Operational
Dimension

Dimension operational
Suggested that innovation is equated with the adoption and
application of new knowledge and practices, including the
ability of an organisation to adopt or create new ideas and
implement these ideas in developing new and improved
products, services, and work processes and procedures
(Bates and Khasawneh, 2005).
Innovation
Innovation is seen as a process which results from various
Performance
interactions among different actors (Doloreux, 2004).
Innovation requires a comprehensive network to accelerate
the information dissemination and need information and
resources that can be trusted (Dewick and Miozzo, 2004).
Innovations are manifested in a new product, service,
technology and administrative practice (Zaugg and Thom,
2003).
Therefore, briefly the IP refers to the level of innovation organization, effects from
the implementation of several processes and influenced from specific factors.
Innovation is an important element in the manufacturing industry because it helps the
organization to be more competitive in the market (Weerawardena et al., 2006). In
competitive markets, enterprises must increase their knowledge to adapt to new products and
technology, and continuously distribute this knowledge to all employees. Based on an
organization’s internal factors, the nature of innovation can involve technical, product, and
process innovation. These internal factors include knowledge and skill resources, physical
and management systems, and values and norms. The external factors include customers,
competitors, statutes, and technology (Kanji, 1996; Tang, 1998; Yamin et al. 1999;
Gopalakrishnan and Bierly, 2001; Prajogo & Sohal, 2003). Next, based on previous studies,
innovation can divided into several types in Table 4.0 below.
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Table 4.0. Types of Innovation
Authors
Yamin et al. (1999)

Types
Administrative innovation
Product innovation
Process innovation
Gopalakrishnan and Bierly Administrative
and
technical
(2001)
innovations
Product and process innovations
Radical and incremental innovations
Prajogo et al. (2004)
Product innovation
Process innovation
Based on the table above, innovation can be concluded that it’s divided into innovation
administrative, products, and processes. But in this paper the innovation were classified into
three types, namely innovation environment, employee innovation and technology innovation.
Three attributes of this innovation more emphasis on administrative features and innovations
process.
2.4 KE Implementation in Manufacturing Affected IP
Developments in research on KE indicate that the KE is increasingly popular in the
mid-1990s (Sheridan, 1997). It was also supported by previous studies of recent and relevant
to the implementation of lean manufacturing within the organization can improve
organizational performance measurement (Fullerton et al., 2003; Hopp and Spearmen, 2004).
In addition, lean manufacturing one of the mechanisms which can enhance OP is the KE
(Sheridan, 1997; Melnyk et al., 1998; Bradley and Willett, 2004). KEs generally affect the
first two areas, namely; in repair work areas, processes, and products. Second, the impact on
human resource development is increase in knowledge, skills, and attitudes of employees
(KSAs). Both of these effects are needed to create the organizational culture towards
continuous improvement in the long-term (Sheridan, 1997; Melnyk et al., 1998; Laraia et al.,
1999; Farris et al., 2008).
Previous studies showed that many companies are using KE in their operations. Some have
successfully improved their quality, financial and management; there are those who have
failed due to several factors such as organizational culture and work environment (Farris et
al., 2008). Then, according Doolen et al. (2008) KE to improve OP because KE has more
limited scope and does not involve a lot of capital to achieve company objectives. A culture
of KE will eventually also yield large innovations in the form of compounded improvement.
Kaizen includes making changes to trading/investment systems, retesting, implementing, and
again monitoring results.
Innovation is based on the attitudes of people who can think creatively and innovatively
(Bessant et al., 2001). Innovation and learning growth is very important in an organizational
setting because it will help the organization more competitive in the global market.
Innovation will happen if the employees have KSA (Eker and Pala, 2008). In the
16
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implementation of the KE a great emphasis on employee KSA for KE does not involve new
technology and it only involves existing technology and renewable. It was supported by a
study conducted by the Anh et al. (2011) in Japan that showed that the KE practices affect to
financial performance in terms of savings on maintenance costs. It can also increase the
internal business process; it can be low power distance and low uncertainty avoidance.
Hence, KE practice can improve the high cross-functional cooperation (Bradley and Willett,
2004). The existence of high cross functional cooperation in the organization will give
indirect impact on IP. Kaizen concept which to make the innovation elements appear when
the kaizen concept was practices. Additionally, KE promises to dramatically improvements
performance and use cross-functional project team. It is similar to the Business Process
Reengineering (BPR) as it also uses cross-functional reengineering projects to improve
performance. Both of these practices have the same character and it is a key element in Total
Quality Management (TQM) approach (Doolen et al., 2008). But there were differences
between the KE with the BPR in terms of capital usage and execution time. KE is designed
for low capital and short execution time. While, BPR involves using new technologies that
require large capital and take more time to implement it (Grover, 1999; Doolen et al., 2008).
Dramatic improvement particularly in the OP will have an impact on enhancing the skills of
employees and managers. According Lyu (1996) workers and managers are recommended for
continue to innovate and take risks as an opportunity to fulfill customers' needs, wants and
preferences. Kaizen have proven useful in various fields of automotive, security (services),
manufacturing, health (Lyu, 1996; Bateman and Rich, 2003; Farris et al., 2008).
KE practice will have an impact on IP within the scope of technologies uses. This is because
the scope of the changes requested in the KE is limited. It only focused on specific processes
without involving organizational change and new technology (Laraia et al., 1999; Farris et al.,
2009). Improvements to be made will be determined first by the organization management.
KE only requires a small capital to do so because the organization will be making
improvements to existing processes and technologies without involving the purchase of the
latest technology (Sheridan, 1997b). Therefore, KE was not requiring large capital, but
instead it more to approach member’s thinking. It promotes the process of thinking and
creative self to solve problems systematically and using a suitable structured (Bicheno, 2001).
3. A Proposed Conceptual Model
Based on comprehensive review of previous study, a conceptual model has been proposed to
model the relationship between KE and IP as presented in Figure 2. This proposed model has
adopted from the previous studies. However, some amendments especially on KE practices
and IP constructs have been made.

17

www.macrothink.org/bms

Business Management and Strategy
ISSN 2161-7104
2012, Vol. 3, No. 2

.

e1

FA

e2

WAI

e3

EI1

IP

KE

ESE

EI2

T

e5

e6

e7

*Note: KE=KE, IP=IP FA=Follow-up Activities, WAI=Working Area Impact,
ESE=Employee Skill and Effort, EI1=Environmental Innovation, EI2=Employee Innovation,
T=Technology.
Figure 2. A Proposed Research Model
3.1 Research Hypothesis
KE have been widely reported to produce positive change in business results and human
resource outcomes. However, it can be difficult for many organizations to sustain or improve
upon the results of a KE after it concludes (Glover, 2010). KE practices have successfully
improved OP; there are those who have failed due to several factors such as organizational
culture, working ethics, and internal process (Farris et al., 2008; Anh et al. 2011). KE
positively, indirectly related to work area attitude and commitment through accepting changes
which suggests that work areas that experience changes in product mix, may be more likely
to be accepting of other changes to make innovation (Laraia et al., 1999).
Hence, Terziovski and Sohal (2000) said that KE has positive relationship on improved
quality conformance, increased productivity, reduced costs, and increase the transmission
capacity. This study was conducted in firms in Australia. Moreover, the study by Bessant et al.
(2001) showed that high involvement in the KE can sustain organizational capability. KE is
also an effective tool in improving the quality of management and increased desire
exceptional management to innovate on their products (Yung, 1996). Therefore:
H1: There is a positive and direct significant relationship between Kaizen event and
innovation performance in Malaysian automotive industry.
3.2 Methodologies
In this study, sampling method by using structured questionnaire. The population of this study
comprised in Malaysian automotive industry. Questionnaires will distribute to respondents
from the listing of automotive industry obtained from Malaysian Automotive Component
Parts Association (MACPMA), Proton Vendors Association (PVA), and Kelab Vendor
Perodua. To analyze the data, one statistical technique was adopted. Structural equation
modelling techniques was utilize to perform the require statistical analysis of the data from
the survey.
Exploratory factor analysis, reliability analysis and confirmatory factor analysis to test for
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www.macrothink.org/bms

Business Management and Strategy
ISSN 2161-7104
2012, Vol. 3, No. 2

construct validity, reliability, and measurements loading were performed. Having analyzed
the measurement model, the structural model was then tested and confirmed. The statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 17 was used to analyze the preliminary data
and provide descriptive analyses about thesis sample such as means, standard deviations, and
frequencies. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM using AMOS 6.0) will use to test the
measurement model.
This study is expected to arrive at the following conclusion: This study has important
implication for KE and IP in Malaysian automotive industry. As such, it is expected to benefit
both researchers and practitioners.
4. Future Research
Many studies have been performed to identify critical success factors for successful
implementation KE practices. However, no previous study had tried to investigate the
relationship between KE practices and IP, especially amongst automotive industry in
Malaysia. A conceptual model has been proposed to examine the relationship between KE
practices and IP for Malaysia automotive industry and to develop research model of the KE
and IP measures relationship for Malaysian automotive industry. Based on proposed model
and a previous studied, research hypotheses are being develop. The next step of this study is
to design a questionnaire, which will be used for pilot study data collection in Malaysia
automotive industry.
5. Conclusion
In brief, the findings of this research can be benefited, used and contribute not only to
academic but also to the industry, especially to the suppliers development, and improvement
division and to the Malaysian automotive practitioners as a whole in making the model, and
the tool of this study as a benchmark to serve as a guide and reference resources to implement
KE practice, and IP.
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