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Abstract 

The current study is an applied research and it is 

recounted among the descriptive-correlation studies. 

The objective of the current study is the 

investigation of the relationship between KM and 

running a lean production system in Qazvin’s Haft 

Almas manufacturing company. To measure the 

KM, there has been made use of five strategic, 

procedural, individualistic and roles and information 

technology dimensions. The data collection tool 

used in the current study is a researcher-made 

questionnaire. it is worth mentioning that the study 

population in the present research includes 1221 

individuals of the staff and the mangers working in 

Haft Almas manufacturing company and the total 

number of the study sample volume was estimated 

to be 293 individuals based on Cochran’s formula. 

Pierson correlation test has been used in analyzing 

the data. The results obtained indicate that there is a 

positive and significant relationship between the 

KM fivefold dimension including strategic, 

structural, process, individuals and roles and 

information technology aspects with implementing 

a lean production system. 
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Introduction 

There is no doubt that the today’s successful 

decision makers will be the tomorrow’s leading 

managers who try to find an insight over the 

development grounding in their countries or 

organizations in an integrate and comprehensive 

manner through correct and accurate futuristic 

planning and who are constantly keeping a forward 

look into the future instead of taking a cross-

sectional, isolated stance and/or the so-called 

continuous presence in crisis management 

(Kazerooni et al, 2012). After the world war the first, 

Henry Ford and Alfred Sloan dragged the global 

industrial productions out of the manual production 

and handmade manufacturing processes which had 

been previously made common by the  

European companies and directed them towards 

mass production. Through easy promotion of the 

manufacturing methodologies in all of the 

industries, the US country turned into the new 

manufacturing and production leader and 

automobile production industry became the 

palpitating heart of this country. It was at this period 

that lean production was introduced and published 

within the framework of a research project which 

was named “the machine that changed the world”. 

The underlying concept of the lean thinking is latent 

in uprooting the wastage and creation of the value in 

the organizations. Lean thinking style is an attitude 

towards increasing productivity, constant value 

creating, minimizing the costs and the losses. Such 

a thinking style provides for a method through the 

application of which we can get the most out of the 

least resources, equipment and space available and 

also to stay close to and approach the customers 

according to finding about their needs and at the 

same time through supplying them with exactly 

what they need. It is through this attitude that one 

can implement the lean production system in an 

organization. Mass production system is not capable 

of supplying diverse products in small quantities a 

type f system that can respond and react to the 

customers’ specialized and specific needs. Also, the 

products delivery times get longer as a result of mass 

and stack productions and long waiting time a part 

needs to pass through manufacturing processes and 

the finished price cannot be reduced due to the high 

and great losses and wastages (Ashlaghi et al, 2009). 

The lean production has been proposed to be the 

most prevalent system in this transient era from mass 

production, which has been found to stand upright in 

a rapid and appropriate response to the customer’s 

need, on-time and high quality production while the 

losses are eliminated and it is considered as a 

customer stimulating and jubilating production 

which takes a stance as quote opposite to the mass 

production. We believe that the lean production 

system and subsequently the learning organization 

to wit the lean organization are capable of gaining 

experience in all of the industries and services 

including the automobile manufacturing and so on 

(Womack et al, 1997). One of the most modern 

researches done in the field of lean production has 

been conducted by Bildingh et al (2004). There was 

made an explicit reference to the lean production 

process implementation complexities in this 

research and continuous improvement and 

organizational culture modifications were 

announced as the most important factors in 
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successful execution and change towards becoming 

lean. In another research conducted by Peter Moorey 

(2003) which was also confirmatory of the results 

found therein the training and team participation 

considerable effects on continuous improvement 

and correct implementation of the quality control in 

lean production have been pointed out as well. 

Change in the work nature and alternating the 

attitudes and individual and organizational 

behaviors in achieving lean production are also 

highlighted as other important factors (Malcolm, 

2003). 

On the other hand, KM is a comprehensive approach 

to mapping a vast and multifaceted vista for the 

organization and its main locus of focus is on the 

creation and application of the knowledge and 

finally achieving organizational efficiency. Of 

course, the main challenge in the face of the KM is 

the maximum extent and the best transformation 

possible of the implicit knowledge to the explicit 

knowledge. In the today’s competitive environment, 

the organizations’ need for the knowledge assets as 

compared to the past has been considerably 

intensified. These knowledge assets are non-

imitative, scarce, valuable and irreplaceable; along 

with the appearance of the approaches and concepts 

such a KM, intellectual capital, intangible assets, 

knowledge-driven perspectives to the organization 

and also the multiplicity of the scholarly and 

academic researches and the studies conducted by 

the executives involved are all reflective of the 

increasing importance that such knowledge 

resources have in the organizations (Anwari 

Rostami, 2009). Fowlan (2004) believes that 

knowledge is the output to the actions performed by 

an individual. And it is in a manner that the 

individuals are the center of the organizational 

knowledge-creation and they create and exchange 

knowledge. 

The KM’s ultimate goal is to apply knowledge with 

the objective of improving the organizational 

performance. Many of the experts have realized that 

such a stage is the most important step in KM 

process since the competitive advantage is not solely 

depending on the rich and abundant knowledge 

resources; rather, it is highly associated with the 

application of knowledge resources in 

organizational decision making and operations. 

“When the staff make use of the best experiences in 

confrontation with the new situations to improve 

their own performances they will indeed distort and 

modify such experiences and they will find 

themselves in possession of a new collection of the 

best experiences” (Sobhaninejad et al, 2006). 

According to the Wig’s idea (2002), there is a 

difference with the other KM generations and that is 

the third KM generation has been integrated with the 

organizational philosophy, strategy, objectives, 

methods, systems and procedures and it has become 

more of a daily work and stimulating for the staff. It 

appears that the third generation is emphasizing on 

the link between knowing and performing. 

According to what was said above, such a variation 

is the organizations’ and companies’ survival secret 

into the postmodern future world. Since the quality 

of accurate implementation of the lean production is 

a challenge that should be cared for. Considering the 

lean activities implementation in other economy 

sectors (manufacturing, service and commercial 

sectors and so forth) this issue gets more serious. 

Furthermore, KM is consisted of two aspects of 

knowledge administration and the ability to generate 

knowledge. To put it differently, the increase in the 

organizational competitive capabilities is connected 

to lean production system implementation in sectors 

such as manufacturing products or offering services 

with competitive prices, optimum quality, after-sale 

services which are at the same time on-time and 

acceptable to the customers and finally safeguarding 

the organizational appropriate profit margin and 

benefits and profits for the shareholders and the 

other stakeholders. Therefore, KM is a collection of 

processes for better understanding and applying the 

organizational knowledge strategic resources. KM is 

an organized structure which establishes procedures 

for the identification, evaluation and organization, 

storage and application of the knowledge for the 

purpose of supplying the manufacturers’ needs with 

the objective of improving performance and 

advancing the organizational objectives. 

Corresponding to what has been found by 

Domborovsky et al (2012) which deal with the 

survey of the KM effects on the lean production 

system, it has been shown that during running the 

lean production system different knowledge streams 

can be formed and that implementing such systems 

can bring about the grounding for a special and non-

centeralized role to be shaped in the KM. Therefore, 

coping with and handling such types of researches 

has always been important in renewing the human 

communities, alternating the hard structures of the 

countries to soft structures and systems and it is also 

an ensuring warrant for the organizational survival 

of the manufacturing organization in our country in 

the future global commerce and keeping pace with 

the more superior and more customers need 

corresponding competitions. According to the 

above-mentioned materials, the question which is 

going to be answered in the present research is that 

“what is the relationship existing between the KM 

and lean production system implementation in Haft 

Almas manufacturing company?” 

Study literature: 

Lean production: 

This system was born in 1960 in Japan. This new 

idea includes a system of novel conditions which 

questions the authentication of the old ideas and 
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renders them inefficient. Among the leading figures 

in proposing this new idea we can refer to E. J. 

Toyoda and Taiichi Ohno who attempted a lot in 

creating groundings for the lean production after the 

WW II and up to the 1960s. After making a journey 

to the city of Detroit in the US and visiting the Ford 

automobile manufacturing facilities they very soon 

discovered the limitations of mass production and in 

conceiving such constraints and limitations they 

came up with the lean production theory. After that, 

Massachusett’s institute of technology aided by the 

manufacturing companies and institutes and with an 

investment of over 5 million dollars conducted 

extensive research on the recognition of lean 

production within 5 years and such activities were 

implemented in the paradigm of a design called 

motorized vehicles international campaign in 1985. 

The results and achievements obtained in this 

research plan were written down in the form of a 

book by James Womack, Daniel Jones and Daniel 

Ross, the three of whom were management scientists 

and the reasons behind Japanese accomplishments 

and they way they handled situations and performed 

were declared in various aspects (Seyyed Husseini 

and Bayat, 2004). 

Up to the present time, there are many definitions, 

sentences and comments said and heard about the 

word lean and it has been reminded as an important 

paradigm in production in many books and articles. 

The term “lean” is nowadays used pervasively in 

many of the industries such as manufacturing and 

service providing and it has also been used 

intensively in various business areas and there are 

many instructions and guidelines proposed for 

achieving lean production. The question which has 

to be posed here is that what is meant in such 

definitions and expressions by lean and lean 

production? What characteristics exist in this 

concept that has provided for its emergence and 

excellence? Answering these questions and thinking 

about them has led us to a subtle and original 

concept of the term lean which might prevent us 

from malevolent thoughts and misunderstandings. 

There has been paid attention to two very important 

lean procedures to offer the materials and the ideas 

in the current study. It has to be mentioned that these 

two procedures are highly interdependent and they 

move in parallel to one another. The first deals with 

the inferential and conceptual aspect of the lean 

production and the other one focuses on the 

evolutionary trend taken in running and assessing 

the organizational leanness. In fact it can be stated 

that the latter procedure (implementing and 

assessing leanness) is influenced by the former 

procedure (defining leanness concept), that is the 

way the leanness is assessed is subject to and 

affected by making a greater perception of the 

leanness philosophy and objective (Ja’afarnejad et 

al, 2013).  

Researchers such as Shah and Ward (2007) posit a 

comprehensive definition for the leanness through 

inclusive survey of the studies proposed in this 

regard and via combining the elements pointed out 

in the definitions: lean production is a technical 

social system the main objective of which is the 

elimination of wastage and losses through reducing 

or the simultaneous minimizing the internal 

variations, suppliers variations and the customer 

variations, as well (Shah and Ward, 2007). The 

definition proposed can be the foundation for a great 

deal of the studies due to its being transparent and 

straightforward, transferability, stability, brevity and 

conciseness, separability, comprehensiveness and 

exclusiveness. But the problem arises when we keep 

ignoring the performance factors in developing a 

model for assessing leanness extent and we keep 

constantly evaluating the determinant factors. The 

investigation of the models which have been used 

for assessing the organizational leanness is well 

reflective of such a flaw. Lean production has been 

confronted with less than expected development and 

growth in both of the practical and operational 

spheres and these problems seem to be rooted in 

gradual nature of the concept of leanness formation 

such as its implementation and assessment in the 

western world (Hologh, 2007). Besides the problems 

existing in the full perception of the philosophy and 

the objective of the leanness theory, the researchers 

have to cope with new challenges. In line with this, 

the researchers have offered various operational 

definitions regarding the leanness. Upon the 

emergence of the numerous operational definitions, 

a great many of the models have come to existence 

for the purpose of assessing such a production-

related concept. The models which are more inclined 

towards presenting an operational definition and are 

subsequently disregarding the lean production 

conceptual definitions have been discovered to lack 

correct leanness concept implementation in various 

industries. In other words, the leanness assessment 

models are subject to the lack of transparency in the 

lean production conceptual area and they are 

realized to have confusions in their methods of 

evaluations and also it has to be mentioned that they 

have allegedly lost their validity (Ja’afarnia et al, 

2013).  

In fact, it can be stated that the lean production can 

be approached from two outlooks. The first 

approach is a philosophical perspective in relation to 

the guidelines and the objectives and the second 

perspective is an experimental and implementation-

related approach comprised of the managerial 

undertakings, tools or the techniques which can be 

observed directly (Shah and Ward, 2003). Any of 

these dual perspectives has been attending to a 

specific perspective of the leanness. The first 

approach deals with offering definitions which lead 

to an straightforward perception of the leanness 



 Helix Vol. 8: 1024-1032  

1027 Copyright © 2017 Helix ISSN 2319– 5592 (Online) 
 

philosophy and objectives and they are grouped 

under the title of “performance factors”. These 

factors are determinants of the lean system 

performance. The second perspective handles the 

formulation of the operational definitions and 

compiling of the methods for running the lean 

production system and it is recounted as the 

“determinant factors” or the empowerment factors 

for lean production systems. In fact the enablers 

include the activities and performances conducted 

and the principles implemented and the changes 

which are established for the purpose of reaching the 

performance of interest (Peterson, 2009). Such a 

discrepancy in the perspectives and attitudes does 

not necessarily result in disagreement but it is found 

to affect the transparency and the 

straightforwardness of the area. The problem might 

be resolved through offering a comprehensive 

definition for the leanness which at the same time 

considers the two above aspects and by doing so we 

can reach to a convergence (Ja’afarnia et al, 2013). 

Knowledge management: 

Definitions provided for the knowledge possess a 

vast and extensive spectrum ranging from 

application to conceptual and it covers limited to 

extensive fields. Correct perception of the 

knowledge classifications is regarded as a critical 

step in knowledge management process. Nonaka 

and Nakochi (1995) have divided various sorts of 

knowledge to two types of implicit and explicit 

knowledge. One aspect of classifying the 

organizational knowledge is to categorize it to two 

general and specific knowledge types.Since the 

knowledge per se can be defined in various ways, 

the definitions proposed differ a lot from the 

knowledge management. Some of the definitions are 

concentrated on the KM process and some others 

focus on the KM objectives. Eddel and Grisson 

(1998) have stated that “KM is a systematic 

approach to discovering, perceiving and the use of 

the knowledge for creating value. Behkar defines 

KM as “correct control over the intra-organizational 

knowledge the objective of which is to reach 

organizational objectives”. Petrash (1996) believed 

that KM is the correct knowledge acquisition by the 

correct individuals on the right time that enables the 

individual in the possession of knowledge to make 

the best decisions. Wig (1997) defines KM as “a 

systematic, explicit and predicted structure for 

renewing and reusing the knowledge which is 

purported towards gaining the maximum efficiency 

in relation to the knowledge and output resulting 

from knowledge assets”. One of the approaches and 

attitudes that is worthy of evaluation in KM is the 

procedural attitude towards it, “taking those 

common processes which are shared in KM and the 

activities which construct the KM into 

consideration.” Wig (1993) suggests a four-stage 

process for concentrating on the KM: 1-creation and 

sourcing, 2-blending and transforming, 3-

distribution, and 4-implementation and recognizing 

the values. Venda Spack and Speigecort (1997) also 

recommended four different activities. They have 

been specifically focusing on the KM: 1-creation 

(development) of the new knowledge, 2-preserving 

the extant and the new knowledge, 3-knowledge 

distribution and 4- combining the existing 

knowledge (Azizi et al, 2010).  

Elucidating the study hypotheses: 

The main presupposition assumed in the current 

study is that the selection of an appropriate strategy 

for KM is in relationship with the lean production 

system. To perform better the organizations require 

various strategies for KM. Such a framework defines 

complexity as a set of five forces which are 

established in a dynamic equilibrium and these five 

forces are said to be constantly struggling to make 

stability (Moreton, 1991). Such forces are strategy, 

structure, managerial processes, individuals and 

roles and technology. The present study conceptual 

model can be offered as below based on the above 

model. 

 

Acording to the model presented above, the current 

study hypotheses can be stated as below: 

1. There is a significant relationship between 

the KM strategic dimension and the lean 

production system implementation. 

2. There is a significant relationship between 

the KM structure dimension and the lean 

production system implementation. 

3. There is a significant relationship between 

the KM procedural dimension and the lean 

production system implementation. 

4. There is a significant relationship between 

the KM individuals and roles dimension 
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and the lean production system 

implementation. 

5. There is a significant relationship between 

the KM information technology dimension 

and the lean production system 

implementation. 

Study methodology: 

The current study is an applied research from the 

perspective of the study objectives and it is a 

descriptive and correlation research from the 

perspective of the data analysis method and the 

current study is among the survey studies from the 

perspective of the data collection methodologies.  

Study population and sample: 

The study population in the current study includes 

the staff members and the managers working in the 

city of Qazvin’s Haft Almas galvanized and 

aluminium manufacturing sheets and for the time 

being there are 1221 individuals working in this 

company. Since the study population is limited we 

have made use of Cochran’s formula for the 

estimation of the study sample volume the total 

number of whom reaches 293 individuals. We have 

made use of the random sampling method in the 

current study. 

The data and information gathering instrument:  

The instrument for collecting the information 

required for the present study was a documentary 

tool in the form of taking notes from the books, 

articles, credible and relevant journals, theses and so 

forth including both Persian and English references 

and for gathering the data and information we have 

made use of a written questionnaire based on the 

Likert’s scale; in sum, 272 questionnaires were 

collected and analyzed. 

Validity and reliability: 

To insure the questionnaire content validity we have 

made use of the experts, university professors and 

the professional specialists’ ideas from Haft Almas 

Company. Through obtaining the ideas and the 

notions from the aforementioned individuals the 

necessary modifications were conducted and this 

way it was made sure that the questionnaires assess 

the intended characteristics and the attributes of the 

interest to the study. Also, there has been taken 

advantage of the Cronbach’s alpha method to ensure 

the combinatory variables reliability in the present 

study. It is worth mentioning that the Cronbach’s 

alpha reliability coefficient ranges from zero, 

indicating the lack of reliability, to +1, indicating 

perfect reliability and the more obtained score is 

found to be approaching 1 the questionnaire’s 

reliability increases as well. According to an 

empirical theorem, Cronbach’s alpha should be at 

least 0.7 in order to be able to consider the scale as 

having the required reliability (Sheikh Esma’eeli, 

2011, p.119). as it is clear from the table (2), the 

questionnaire’s reliability has been calculated as it is 

indicated in table (2).  

Table 2: questionnaire’s reliability 

Row Variables Dimensions 

Cronbac

h’s alpha 

value 

Total 

 KM 

Strategic 0.92 

0.85 

Structural 0.82 

Management 

process 
0.85 

Individuals 

and roles 
0.92 

Information 

technology 
0.85 

 

Lean 

productio

n system 

impleme

ntation 

 0.86 

 

Information analysis method: 

To analyze the acquired data, we have made use of 

Pierson correlation tests for the survey of the 

variables relationships, study population mean 

scores comparison tests for the survey of the 

variables’ optimality, Friedman’s ranking test for 

rating the scores obtained in each of the KM’s 

dimensions in the study population of the interest 

and the linear regression test was applied for the 

determination of the extent to which KM accounts 

for the lean production system implementation 

variable.  

Data descriptive analysis:  

In the present study, 211 individuals, 77.5%, were 

men and 54 individuals, 19.85%, were women. Also, 

7, 2.6%, of the respondents have refrained to answer 

the questions regarding gender. According to the 

information cited above most of the study 

population has been comprised of the men. And 29 

individuals, 10.7%, of the entire respondents were 

between 20 and 30 years of age, 208 individuals, 

76.5%, were of the 30-40 years of age group and 31 

individuals, 11.4%, were belonging to the 40 and 

older age group.  

Also, 4 participants, 1.5%, refrained from answering 

to the age group-related questions. According to the 

information presented above, the majority of the 

study population were between 30 and 40 years of 

age and also 18 participants, 6.6%, of the entire 

respondents had diploma degree and lower, 20 

individuals, 7.4, of the participants had associate’s 

degree, 206 individuals, 57.7%, of the individuals, 

57.5%, had Ma and 22 individuals, 8.1%, had BA 
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degrees and higher. Also, 6 individuals of the entire 

respondents, 2.2%, refrained from answering to the 

education degree-related questions. According to the 

above information the majority of the study 

population has been found to have MA degrees. 

Inter-variables correlation tests: 

To test the study hypotheses we have taken 

advantage of Pierson’s correlation tests. Since the 

study hypotheses have been proposed in a 

unidirectional manner, thus the correlation tests 

have been conducted in a one-tail manner. The 

results are suggestive of the confirmation of the 

entire hypotheses proposed in the present study. 

Therefore, it can be stated that there is a positive and 

significant relationship between the entire KM 

dimensions (strategic, structural, procedural, 

individuals and roles and information technology) 

and the lean production system implementation with 

the correlations cited in table (3). The reason for 

making use of such a method was for the evaluation 

of the both sides’ contrastive variables.  

Table 3: Pierson Correlation 

** Significant correlation in the error level of 0.01 

(one-tail) 

Mean scores comparative analysis: 

We made use of the t-test or mean scores comparison 

tests in a group of testees to determine if the KM rate 

among the staff members and the managers of 

Qazvin’s Haft Almas company is in an optimum 

level or not. Since the amount of sig for the KM has 

been found to be 0.000 and it is lower than 0.05, our 

hypothesis implying the non-optimality of the KM 

level has consequently been rejected, so we 

conclude that the KM is in an optimum and 

acceptable level. Regarding the KM and the 

optimality level, each of these indicators are 

showing that because the landscape dimension is 

reflecting a sig level of above 0.05 and the lower 

boundary is denoting of the negativity and the upper 

boundary is denoting positivity, it can be stated that 

the null hypothesis implying the non-optimality of 

the strategic dimension among the staff members 

cannot be rejected, so it can be concluded that the 

strategic dimension is not in acceptable level. And 

as for the structural dimension, although it has been 

discovered to be in an optimal level but because both 

the upper and lower boundaries are in negative 

domain it can be concluded that the mean calculated 

here is lower than the test value. But, the dimensions 

individuals and roles and information technology are 

in an optimum level. Also, lean production system 

implementation because of having a sig smaller than 

0.05 is shown to be statistically significant but due 

to the reason that both the upper and the lower 

boundaries have been found to be in a negative 

domain then it can be concluded that the mean score 

is smaller than the test value. Table (4) is indicative 

of the t-test results. 

Table 4: t-test 

Friedman’s ranking test: 

 

By making use of the Friedman’s ranking test we 

have dealt with the KM dimensions ranking from the 

perspective of the scores obtained among the staff 

members and the managers. The test has been 

selected based on the studied levels and the existing 

components the dimensions of which are going to be 

investigated. The results indicate that the individuals 

and the roles are in the best status and the structural 

dimension is in the worst state. The P-value has been 

found to be equal to 0.000 in a 95% confidence level, 

so the rankings are in an acceptable level. The 

Friedman’s test results have been presented in table 

(5). 

Table 5: Friedman’s test results 

KM dimensions Mean score Ranks 

Individuals and 

methods 

3.67 1 

Processes 3.32 2 

KM 

dimensions 
T 

Degree 
of 

freedo

m 

Signifi

cance 
level 

Deviation 

from 
mean 

95% error level 

Lower 

limit 

Upper 

limit 

KM 
8.2

08 
271 0.000 0.31515 0.2396 0.3907 

Strategic aspect 
0.5

89 
271 0.556 0.3676 -0.861 0.1596 

Structural aspect 

-

4.9

07 

271 0.000 -0.27237 
-

0.3816 
-0.1631 

Processes aspect 
8.7

33 
271 0.000 0.50551 0.3916 0.6195 

Individuals and 
roles 

11.

14

3 

271 0.000 0.77941 0.6417 0.9171 

Information 

technology 

7.2

13 
271 0.000 0.40564 0.2949 0.5164 

Lean production 

system 

implementation 

-

2.2

69 

271 0.024 -0.09736 
-

0.1818 
-0.0129 

 
Strateg

ic 
Structural 

Process

es 

Individuals 

and roles 

Informatio

n 
technology 

Lean 

product
ion 

system 

implem
entatio

n 

**0.25

9 
**0.192 

**0.22

0 
**0.316 **0.143 
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Information 

technology 

3.21 3 

Strategic 2.67 4 

Structural 2.13 5 

 

Linear regression tests: 

By making use of the linear regression tests we are 

seeking to find an answer to the question that 

whether there is a linear relationship between the 

KM variables and lean production system 

implementation and that to what extent the lean 

production system implementation variations can be 

accounted for by the independent variable, KM? 

Table (6) gives the ANOVA results. 

Table 6: ANOVA results 

Model Sum of 

squares  

Degree 

of 

freedom 

Mean 

squares 

F Sig 

Regression 18.317 1 18.317 42.610 0.000 

Error 115.641 269 0.430   

Total 133.958 270    

Therefore the ANOVA table results are indicative of 

the linear regression test results between the two 

variables; sig-level or the P-value are smaller than 

0.05, therefore the null hypothesis indicating that the 

lack of a extant linear relationship between the two 

variables is rejected and it can be stated that there is 

a linear regression between the two variables, KM as 

the independent variable, and lean production 

system, as the dependent variable.  

Now, we should figure out what are the initial value 

and the KM coefficient amount for predicting the 

lean production system implementation rate? Table 

(7) is presenting such results: 

 

 

 

 

Table 7: standardized and non-standardized 

 coefficients  

 

As it is observed the constant B value has been found 

to be equal to 1.526 in the model and the amount of 

the KM coefficient has been calculated to be 0.416 

and since the sig. value for both of the coefficient 

and constant is smaller than 5%, then the 

presupposition of the coefficients equality to zero is 

rejected and both of the coefficients stay in the 

model. Therefore, the linear model formula between 

the two variables is configured as below:  

LP=1.526+0.416KM 

The results indicate that the regression correlation 

coefficient is 0.370 and the determination 

coefficient is 0.137 and the adjusted determination 

coefficient is equal to 0.134, so it can be concluded 

that 13% of the dependent variable, lean production 

system implementation, can be accounted for by the 

independent variable, KM. 

Since the KM has five strategic, structural, 

management processes, individuals and roles and 

information technology dimensions, here we would 

like to gain insight over the idea that how much the 

KM dimensions can be predictors of the lean 

production system implementation success? 

Therefore the regression test for the KM dimensions 

and lean production system implementation is 

carried out here. To do so, we make use of Enter 

Method. Table (9) shows the multiple regression 

results. 

Table 9: correlation coefficients 

Mod

el 

Multiple 

correlati

on 

coefficie

nts 

Multipl

e 

correlati

on 

coeffici

ent 

square 

Adjuste

d 

correlati

on 

coeffici

ent 

Estimat

ed 

standar

d error 

1 0.375 0.140 0.124 0.6591

6 

 

 

 

Multiple correlation coefficient is equal to 0.375 and 

also the multiple correlation coefficient square is 

0.140, thus the five variables of strategic, structural, 

management processes, individuals and roles, and 

information technology totally account for 14% of 

the lean production system implementation 

variance. Also, table (10) indicates the regression 

variance analysis for the purpose of the survey of the 

certainty of existing linear relationship between the 

Model Non-

standardized 

coefficients 

Standardized 

coefficients 

t Sig 

B Std. 

error 

Beta 

Constant 

value 

1.526 0.215  7.086 0.000 

KM 0.416 0.064 0.370 6.225 0.000 
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variable and it has been found that the F-value is 

equal to 8.661 and the significance level is 0.000 and 

because it is lower than 0.05, therefore the existence 

of a linear relationship between the variables can be 

confirmed.  

Table 10: regression variance analysis 

Variations 

source 

Sum of 

squares  

Degree of 

freedom 

Mean 

squares 

f-

value 

Significance 

Regression 18.816 5 3.763 8.66

1 

0.000 

Residues 115.142 265 0.434 - - 

Total 133.958 275 - - - 

Also, according to the table (11), the standard and 

non-standardized regression coefficients indicate 

that the components strategic, structural and 

information technology have not been shown to be 

indicative of a significant regression coefficient. 

Therefore, they are shown to have a trivial role in 

elucidating the lean production system 

implementation and the substantial share of the 

elaboration has been found to be pertaining to the 

variables individuals and roles (with a regression 

coefficient of 0.21) and management processes, with 

a regression coefficient of 0.11.  

Table 11: standardized and non-standardized 

coefficients 

Index 

Standar
dized 

coeffici

ents 

Standar
d 

coeffici

ents 

Beta 

standar

d 
coeffici

ents 

t-value 

Signifi

cance 
level 

Constant value 1.59 0.228 - 6.972 0.000 

Strategic 0.057 0.048 0.083 1.203 0.23 

Structural 0.062 0.048 0.08 1.284 0.2 

Processes 0.088 0.045 0.119 1.963 0.051 

Individuals and roles 0.133 0.04 0.216 3.333 0.001 

Information 

technology 
0.047 0.045 0.062 1.047 0.296 

 

 

Conclusions: 

Competition in the present world of manufacturing 

and production necessitates the deployment of the 

entire array of the techniques and new lean 

production ideas. In the second half of the 21st 

century, the global manufacturers are faced with 

new rivals and competitors who supply the global 

market with the better quality products, with a 

greater diversity and lower prices via making use of 

half of the normal capital and facilities required. One 

of the novel techniques proposed is the lean 

production theory and it has a fundamental role in 

modifying and improving the processes. 

Implementing lean production system necessitates 

strategic plans and taking advantage of the 

information technologies and the staff members and 

the KM can be highlighted as a strategic and 

favorable solution in line with facilitating the 

implementation of such a system. Since KM is the 

way to reach to the organizational objectives 

through the optimum use of knowledge or the ability 

of an organization in making use of the spiritual 

capital (individual experience and knowledge 

existing in every individual) and the collective 

knowledge for the purpose of achieving the 

objectives and goals through processes such as 

knowledge creation, knowledge sharing and making 

use of such a knowledge aided by technology. In the 

present study we dealt with the survey of the 

relationship between fivefold KM dimensions, 

strategic, structural, process, individuals and roles 

and information technology) and lean production 

system implementation. Corresponding to the 

results obtained from the study hypotheses, we have 

found that there is a positive and significant 

relationship between the entire KM aspects and 

dimensions and the lean production system running 

and among the KM-related dimensions the 

individuals and roles has been discovered to be 

having the highest relevance in the lean production 

system implementation so we can interpret it as the 

KM should be more attending to the optimization of 

the relationships between the staff and the higher 

management ranks in manufacturing units in order 

for the lean production system to be better 

implemented and it is through this focus and 

attention that the knowledge sharing culture between 

the staff can be created in such organizations. 

Although knowledge can be acquired by the 

individuals but in order for it to be useful it is 

necessary for all of the staff members to get 

participated in it.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

References 

- Anwari, Rostami, Ali Asghar, Shaha’ee, 

Behnam, 2009, “KM and learning organization: an 

analysis of the knowledge and experience 

documentation role”, the journal of information 

technology, 1(2): 3-18 

- Ja’afarnejad, Ahmad, Ahmadi, Ahmad, 

Hassan Maleki, Muhammad, 2013, “evaluating lean 

producton with a combinatory perspective of ANP 

and DEMATEL techniques in fuzzy conditions”, the 



 Helix Vol. 8: 1024-1032  

1032 Copyright © 2017 Helix ISSN 2319– 5592 (Online) 
 

scientific-scholar journal of industrial management 

studies, 8: 1-25 

- Sobhaninejad, Mahdi; Shaha’ee, Behnam 

and Youzbashi, Alireza, 2006, “learning 

organization: theoretical principles, actualization 

patterns and assessment”, 1st ed., Tehran: Yastaroon 

- Azizi, Shahryar; Asadinejad, Mahdi; Zare’ 

Mirak Abadi, Ali; Hosseini, Seyyed Sajjad, 2010, 

“the survey and the comparison of the inter-

organizational KM dimensions in state and private 

organizations”, the journal of the information 

technology, 2(4): 99-116 

- Kazerooni, Afshin, Kazerooni, Mehrdad, 

2012, “organizational resources planning”, 1st ed., 

Tehran: Khajeh Nasir Al-Din Toosi industrial 

university 

Foreign references:  

- Dombrowski, D. Mielke, T. Engel, 

C(2012). Knowledge Management in Lean 

Production Systems. ScienceDirect. Pp 436-441. 

- Flynn . Anna . E (2004) ,” Knowledge 

Management Process : The care and feeing of 

Knowledge workers,89th Annual international 

Supply Management Conference 

- Holweg, M(2007). “the geneology of lean 

production”, journal of operationmanagement, 25. 

- Karlsson, C., Ahlestrom, 1996.P. 

,“Assessing changes towards lean production”, Inte. 

- Malcom Mcgreevy, (2003). the changing 

nature of work business school industrial and 

commercial training vol 35. No. 5. University press 

issn 0019-7858. 

- Pettersen, Jostein.,) 2009(. Defining lean 

production: some conceptual and practical issues, 

The TQM journal, 2 (2). 

- Shah, R. Ward, P.T(2003). Lean 

manufacturing: context, practice bundles, and 

performance, Journal of Operation Management, 21 

(2).  

- Shah, R., Ward, P.T., Defining and 

developing measures of lean production, Journal of 

Operations Management, 25(4), 2007.rnational 

Journal of Operations & Production Management, 

16(2). 

- Wiig . Karl , (2002) , “ On the management 

of knowledge-position statement “, http: // 

www.km-forum.org / what _is.htm : in 137 . 68 . 

 

 

 

 


