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Abstract: In this study we explored the challenges involved in Lean Transformation and imple-
mentation in the manufacturing sector. Using survey data from 50 North American manufacturing
organizations, we examined the challenges involved in implementing and sustaining Lean Manufac-
turing (LM) principles and practices in production processes. The fuzzy analytic hierarchy process
(FAHP) and the fuzzy analytic network process (FANP) were used to rank the considerable challenges
observed in these organizations. We concluded that the need for a change in organizational culture
was the major barrier to Lean implementation. It is challenging to sustain Lean without a culture shift
and a clear direction set by the organization’s leadership team. The originality of the paper relates
to prioritizing the cultural aspects of organizations as a major barrier to LM implementation. Other
challenges encountered during Lean implementation in the manufacturing industries were related to
management support, technical knowledge, and employee resistance to change. Early identification
of these challenges enables companies to question their capabilities before implementing the Lean
philosophy. In this study we used results obtained from 50 manufacturing companies in North
America, representing a subset of manufacturing organizations. As a result, it must be interpreted
based on the data acquisition method and the study’s sample size.
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1. Introduction

The application of Lean Manufacturing (LM) in both the service and manufacturing
industries has demonstrated improvements in organizational performance [1,2]. Other
benefits obtained from LM implementation include improved flexibility, profitability, and
efficiency [3,4]; continuous improvement in processes [5,6]; reduced production costs [7–9];
improved customer satisfaction [10,11]; enhanced just-in-time production (JIT) [12,13];
ergonomic improvements for employees [14]; and increased product reliability [15]. This
success implies that Lean is universal [13,16,17] and is not a fad that will pass away.
Furthermore, recent research shows that LM is a base upon which new technologies such
as Industry 4.0 can be built [18–24].

Previous research has shown that LM affects production processes, which improves
the three pillars of sustainability: economic, social, and environmental [25–27]. For example,
LM enhances cost-cutting measures during the production process by reducing the number
of non-value-added activities, which leads to improved economic performance [28]. In
addition, LM practices such as value stream mapping (VSM) boost environmental per-
formance by identifying and charting the use of raw materials, water, and energy by
manufacturing processes [29]. On the other hand, LM supports social performance by
enhancing safe working conditions and promoting kaizen, which ameliorates employees’
safety and occupational health [30].
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Although many success stories about LM have been recorded, many organizations
find it challenging to transform and sustain LM [31–33]. Difficulties may occur due to
poor training and a lack of understanding of the philosophy. Teaching Lean is one of
the crucial areas linked to the successful adoption of Lean. The authors in [34] described
teaching Lean as providing a modus operandi of how LM practices and principles are
disseminated to professionals and students for use in their organizations. Many consulting
firms have been formed to train companies to implement LM. However, most consulting
firms that train organizations to implement Lean practices do not explain the importance of
creating an enabling environment. Additionally, some Lean consultants describe only the
benefits of Lean adoption while not explaining how their training has helped manufacturing
organizations [35].

The Institute of Research for Technology Development (IR4TD) at the University of
Kentucky partnered with Toyota in 1994 to train students and industry professionals in
Lean through its TRUE LEAN™ training programs. This program helps by disseminating
knowledge and experience related to the Toyota Production System (TPS), employing
facilitators who have worked as managers or who are working for Toyota. In addition, the
trainees have an opportunity to tour the Toyota plant in Georgetown, Kentucky, where
they can visualize and experience the TPS in action. The TRUE LEANTM training program
has a laboratory where the participants can practice the tools they learned in class. This
laboratory serves as a learning factory [34,36]. The TRUE LEANTM program also provides
training on the “people side of True Lean” and is referred to as the cultural DNA of True
Lean, without which Lean cannot be maintained. Though the training highlights the
practical implementation of Lean through developing Lean culture in participants, some
companies still face challenges in maintaining Lean. The authors in [37] reported that about
70% of manufacturing organizations in North America had implemented LM; however,
only one in four organizations has obtained satisfactory results. Therefore, in this study
we highlight the main challenges that manufacturing organizations face in North America
when transforming and adopting Lean Manufacturing principles. The research question
raised for the study is:

RQ1: What are the challenges faced by manufacturing organizations in transforming into a
Lean organization?

The extant research describes several challenges and obstacles faced by organizations
when implementing LM. The authors in [38] cited that the major problem faced by organi-
zations during LM implementation is steering the path to change, as well as removing and
overcoming obstacles. The authors in [39] categorized Lean implementation challenges
into two groups: barriers to LM adoption and problems faced during LM implementation.
This study highlighted the fact that the obstacles to Lean adoption were a lack of top and
middle management support, workers’ resistance to adopting the new philosophy, and a
lack of technical know-how regarding how to adopt LM. These authors reported that some
organizations believe that LM is complex and challenging to adopt. Some organizations
lack time to implement the philosophy [7,11,40,41]. Recent research has also shown that
some organizations do not perceive the benefits of adopting LM [41,42]; thus, they treat
it as a gimmick and a fad that will pass away. In addition, the authors in [39] reported
that challenges faced during LM implementation include poor worker relations and the
inability of employees to change their behavior, causing them to go back to their old ways
of doing things.

Our literature survey indicated that few studies regarding challenges faced by manu-
facturing organizations in North America involved in implementing and sustaining LM
exist in the literature. The authors in [43] investigated the significant difficulties involved
in sustaining Lean in one of the Fortune 500 manufacturing plants in Eastern USA. The
study revealed that the employees felt that poor communication existed between the top
management and the employees. Additionally, employees believed that the top manage-
ment did not value coaching, which made the maintenance of LM difficult. The authors of
another study [44] investigated the barriers to Lean implementation and the difficulties in
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sustaining this philosophy in manufacturing organizations in Pennsylvania and Virginia.
The research outcomes indicated that LM adopters and non-Lean adopters faced challenges
such as the resistance of employees and management to change and a lack of technical
know-how for Lean implementation. The authors in [11] concluded that challenges for
Lean adoption in wood industries were backsliding to the old ways of performing processes
and a lack of technical knowledge, which contributed 61% and 41%, respectively.

On the other hand, the authors in [45] found that lack of support for LM implemen-
tation by the top management negatively impacted Lean sustenance in an electronics
manufacturing company in the USA. The authors in [46] also investigated the challenges of
implementing Lean for SMEs in America. Their study indicated that the most significant
challenge for non-Lean SMEs and somewhat Lean SMEs was changing the company culture.
On the other hand, the Lean SMEs reported that the employees tended to backslide to the
old way of performing work. The present study is different from the previous research
conducted on LM implementation barriers in the USA because it uses data collected from
various states and diverse industries in North America. The authors of [43,45] only ana-
lyzed barriers to implementing LM after collecting data from a single organization. The
authors in [11] collected data from wood industries only, whereas [46] used SMEs only.
According to the authors’ knowledge, this is the only study that has been conducted to
investigate the challenges in adopting LM across various manufacturing industries using
data collected from different states in North America. Additionally, the authors of this
study ranked the LM implementation challenges according to the most critical barrier to
lean adoption, which can help new organizations that want to implement LM. Therefore,
this study aims to identify LM implementation challenges faced by manufacturing organi-
zations which helps organizations become aware of the potential obstacles they might face
during Lean adoption.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 1 presents the background of the problem,
and Section 2, based on the literature review, describes the significant challenges during
Lean implementation. Next, Section 3 describes the methodology employed in this study.
Section 4 presents the survey results, and finally, Section 5 highlights our conclusions and
areas of further research.

2. Literature Review

In conducting the literature review, the authors used research articles published on
Lean barriers or Lean challenges in the manufacturing industry. Articles published in
three databases—Google Scholar, Scopus, and web of science—were utilized, and the
researchers used keywords such as Lean Manufacturing barriers, Lean Manufacturing
obstacles, Lean manufacturing challenges, and manufacturing industries. The initial search
yielded 103 relevant papers, and 77 articles were eliminated due to duplication, industry
type investigated, and publication type. All the papers from the service industry were
eradicated, and book chapters, reports, and theses were also removed, leaving 26 usable
articles. The authors then categorized the existing obstacles faced by organizations during
Lean implementation as:

1. Lack of proper training;
2. Resistance of management to change;
3. Resistance of employees to change;
4. Insufficient financial resources;
5. Cultural barriers;
6. Lean is complex to implement;
7. Lack of personnel with the technical know-how regarding Lean implementation;
8. Lack of key performance indicators.

2.1. Lack of Proper Training

Many organizations worldwide have implemented LM, but not all have successfully
obtained favorable results. The authors in [11] stated that most companies might reduce
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costs through Lean adoption; however, very few companies can outperform Toyota Motor
Corporation in terms of profitability, market growth, and quality. The authors in [47]
reported that most companies proclaim a breakthrough after implementing only one LM
project and before cultivating a culture of continuous improvement. On the other hand, [48]
showed that LM is a complicated system that uses different practices and philosophies
and thus requires adequately trained employees. Proper training will make employees
understand how their work affects the whole production process; therefore, they strive to
improve their work environment. Through good training, the worker is given the necessary
skills to solve problems individually or as a team. Furthermore, good training will make
workers know what is expected from them to sustain Lean through commitment and
improvements in performance.

Lean coaches and trainers lead the Lean implementation process since they know
its practices, and principles [49–51]. Their role involves initiating the Lean methodology,
organizing the teams, and setting up key performance indicators that help to track the
results and progress of the implementation of Lean principles. In addition, good training
causes employees to change their work mindset, thus infusing a new culture into the
workplace. Ideally, Lean training should start with coaching the management team on
Lean strategy deployment [52]. This will enable them to understand the purpose of LM,
hence understanding their role during Lean deployment. Unfortunately, the extant research
has shown that most organizations lack Lean experts [42,53,54] who have competencies to
drive and manage Lean implementation. Another challenge is a shortage of supervisory,
managerial, and workforce skills to support Lean implementation [41]. Furthermore, some
organizations do not know the existing Lean trainers and coaches [54,55]. For example, the
significant challenges faced by Indian SMEs during Lean adoption were poor training [42]
and inadequate training [56].

2.2. Resistance of Management to Change

Empirical research has shown that management commitment and support are critical
success factors for Lean adoption [15,37,57–62]. Therefore, leadership should provide
strategic leadership by clearly communicating the LM implementation goals, stimulat-
ing employee interest in the philosophy, and steering the project [45]. Additionally, the
leadership should respect employees and acknowledge every effort they put into improv-
ing the process. Thus, the role of management is to provide financial support during
LM adoption [63–65] and to train and empower employees to improve their processes
continuously [66].

A study [53] of three process engineering industries revealed that these organizations
did not implement Lean because top management believed that the philosophy was un-
necessary; hence, they could not commit financial resources to training employees. The
significant barriers to LM adoption are leadership resistance to change [44]; poor leadership
drive [67]; and poor communication, support, and commitment [7,54,55]. Some leaders also
lack knowledge of LM [56]; thus, they do not understand how the philosophy improves
strategic business goals.

2.3. Resistance of Workers to Change

The workers form the backbone of any manufacturing organization [68]. Workers
perform specific tasks, and they should be adequately trained to understand their processes
well. Thus, workers are the drivers for any Lean deployment. The level of skills possessed
by employees depends on the training they receive from coaches/trainers and team leaders.
A study [10] revealed that employees in Lithuanian companies were committed to seeking
organizational objectives related to the adoption of Lean and thus were actively involved
in kaizen activities. Resistance of employees to change may be caused by a lack of under-
standing of the purpose of the philosophy [44]. Proper training stimulates the intrinsic
motivation for employees to continuously improve their processes and solve problems
that arise within their work environment [69]. The challenges to the successful adoption
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of LM include the reluctance of workers to remove hurdles in their workplaces [56], the
resistance of employees to be trained, and their non-Lean habits [41], which in turn inhibit
the sustenance of LM. Additionally, Lean fails when workers feel that their work is not
valued because the top management is not listening to them [55].

2.4. Insufficient Financial Resources

Manufacturing organizations need financial resources to hire Lean coaches to train top
management and employees [63]. Money is also required to buy machinery and materials
and motivate employees through incentives. A study [70] of manufacturing companies
in the United Kingdom revealed that the lack of adequate funding for small enterprises
was a significant challenge for Lean adoption, whereas medium and large enterprises
were not affected by a lack of financial challenges. Similarly, authors such as [53] and [42]
corroborated that SMEs lack a budget dedicated toward Lean implementation during the
early stages of Lean adoption.

The authors in [71] stated that companies must consider capital expenditures for buy-
ing machinery; thus, they may only see positive returns after this initial high cost. Therefore,
when organizations set aside money for LM implementation, they must know that it might
take time to reap the benefits of adopting Lean. Because of that, researchers have reported
that many organizations lack the financial resources to implement Lean [11,40,41,54,67,72].

2.5. Cultural Barriers

Formulating and sustaining a Lean enterprise requires a considerable change in leader-
ship and employees’ behavior, culture, and attitudes [73]. However, this behavioral change
may be difficult to attain; thus, organizations hire external Lean coaches/ trainers who
instill behavioral changes through training [74]. In addition, the changes in culture and
attitude require every person in the organization to forsake their comfort zone and change
how they relate to one another. Individuals also need to change the ways in which they
perform specific tasks. Thus, cultural changes involve the ability of the top management to
be accountable and to lead by example.

On the other hand, employees should have the mindset that their processes can be
continuously improved [75]. Employees should be trained to love their work and their
organizations. The ability of Toyota to teach their employees to envy their working environ-
ment and their organization enables them to outperform their competitors [76]. The idea is
to focus on workforce development [77], rather than on results (increased productivity/
quality) [78]. The authors in [44] stated that organizational culture strongly influences Lean
implementation failure or success since the transformation process continues endlessly,
thus requiring employees who are dedicated to their work. Several studies have shown
that lack of change in organizational culture is the most significant challenge in Lean
transformation [40,42,53–55,67].

2.6. Lean Is Complex to Implement

Lean manufacturing has its roots in the automobile industry, in which the produc-
tion system is repetitive and discrete. The authors in [53] stated that it is challenging to
implement LM in other production systems, such as the process industry, because it is
tailor-made for discrete industries. Research on 120 Indian process industries revealed
that Lean adoption in this sector is very low [53]. On the other hand, [79] corroborated
that Lean is complex in industries with characteristics different from the discrete and
repetitive sectors, such as the automobile industries. Furthermore, [11] revealed that 23%
of the responding organizations that were part of the Wood Component Manufacturing
Association in the USA believed that LM is difficult to implement. Additionally, Bamford
and Forrester [67] concluded that Lean was difficult to implement in a food manufacturer
in the United Kingdom due to supplier unreliability and incorrect data exchange across the
supply chain, which caused a decrease in work in progress.
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2.7. Lack of Understanding of the Benefits of Implementing LM

Several studies have highlighted the benefits of adopting LM [2,80–83]; however,
some companies have not been persuaded [70,84]. Furthermore, the measurement of the
perceived benefits of LM adoption has also caused problems [70] since LM depends on
non-financial performance measures rather than cost measurements and other traditional
performance measures [85]. As a result, some organizations that use these traditional
methods may conclude that Lean does not cause any improvement. In addition, [86]
stated that researchers have proposed different performance measurement models such as
simulation, graphical, qualitative, and quantitative models, causing confusion as to how
organizations can measure Lean performance.

Several studies have shown that some organizations do not understand the benefits of
LM. For example, the major barrier in a US manufacturing firm was the evaluation of the
impact of LM, since the top management was not objective in reporting performance [44].
In addition, another study [41] revealed that 13.5% of the manufacturing organizations in
India which had not implemented LM cited that they could not measure the benefits of
LM implementation.

2.8. Lack of Time

Lean adoption requires employees and top management to dedicate time to implement
the philosophy. The top managers should also commit some time to training and becoming
actively involved in the LM adoption process [87]. However, several studies have revealed
that top managers might lack time to actively participate in the Lean implementation
process [88,89]. For example, [90] showed that SMEs and large enterprises in the UK felt that
Lean implementation gave them more responsibilities. In addition, organizations expected
top managers and team leaders to be actively involved in the implementation process,
though they did not support them efficiently. Another study [87] of 22 SMEs in Sweden
revealed that the organizations reported that they did not have time for implementing
LM and also did not implement kanban. Research [11] has shown that 20% of wood
company manufacturing organizations had no time to implement LM. Other researchers
also reported that organizations lack time to implement LM [7,40,41]. Table 1 summarizes
studies on Lean implantation barriers found in the literature.

2.9. Fuzzy Analytical Hierarchy Process (FAHP)

The AHP process is one of the tools used in multi-criteria decision making (MCDM)
and is widely adopted in other disciplines and engineering [93]. The method is widely
accepted because it utilizes quantitative and qualitative factors during the decision-making
process, making it easier for decision-makers to choose the best option [94]. However,
despite the numerous advantages of AHP, its major weakness is that it is insensitive to any
disturbances when the size of the problem is minor and when there are no other ways to
obtain the values for the pairwise comparisons [94]. Additionally [95] corroborated that
AHP depends on the judgment of the decision-makers, which makes this method unstable.
Furthermore, AHP is inadequate in handling uncertainty and fuzziness due to incomplete
information, human errors in judgment, and a fuzzy environment [96]. Thus, to overcome
these shortcomings, Van Laarhoven and Pedrycz extended AHP by adding fuzzy logic to
form fuzzy AHP [97]. Several scholars have illustrated the benefits obtained from FAHP.
Table 2 presents several studies that have used FAHP in relation to LM.
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Table 1. Summary of published articles on LM challenges.

Challenges
Pi

rr
ag

li
a

et
al

.,
20

09
[1

1]

R
ym

as
ze

w
sk

a,
20

14
[9

1]

T
ha

nk
ia

nd
T

ha
kk

ar
,2

01
4

[5
6]

Pa
nw

ar
et

al
.,

20
15

[5
3]

B
am

fo
rd

et
al

.,
20

15
[6

7]

V
an

ic
hc

hi
nc

ha
i,

20
19

[1
0]

A
bo

lh
as

sa
ni

et
al

.,
20

16
[4

4]

Sa
ho

o
an

d
Ya

da
v,

20
18

[4
2]

Es
cu

de
r

et
al

.,
20

18
[4

0]

B
aj

jo
u

an
d

C
ha

fi,
20

18
[7

]

K
ha

ba
an

d
B

ha
r,

20
18

[5
4]

C
ha

pl
e

et
al

.,
20

18
[4

1]

Pe
ar

ce
et

al
.,

20
18

[9
2]

C
oe

tz
ee

et
al

.,
20

19
[5

5]

Top management commitment
and support x x x x x x x x x

Employee resistance to change x x x x x x x x x

Technical knowledge of LM x x x x x x x x x x x x

Complexity of Lean x x x

Lack of understanding of
the benefits x x x

Lack of time x x x x x

Lack of financial resources x x x x x x x x x x

Lack of labor resources x x x x x x

Lack of understanding of the
perceived value x x x x

Cultural change x x x x x x x x x

Employee commitment x x x x

Backsliding to old ways of
doing things x x x x x

X denotes an author who mentioned a Lean Manufacturing challenge.

2.10. Fuzzy Logic

Management decisions are critical strategic decisions that guide the future of manu-
facturing organizations. Businesses operate in an ever-changing environment, requiring
management to handle these uncertain conditions and select the best solution for each
problem. Furthermore, the decision-making process becomes complicated because of the
interrelationships among various elements. Fuzzy set theory is used to determine an opti-
mum solution. Fuzzy logic uses an interval of [0, 1] to map the degree of the membership
function [85,86]. When a value of 0 is given, it indicates that the element is not part of the
defined set [87]. When a value of 1 is given, it shows that the element is part of the set [88].
However, a value that ranges between 0 and 1 may be provided, which shows a level of
membership for that element.

Thus, fuzzy numbers are used to deal with the equivocalness that occurs in linguistic
estimations. In this study, we use fuzzy triangular numbers.

Suppose a triangular fuzzy number is given as Ã = (x, y, z), where x ≤ y ≤ z is a type
of a triangular membership function.

The addition function of a fuzzy number gives:

Ã1 + Ã2 = (x1, y1, z1) + (x2, y2, z2) = (x1 + x2, y1 + y2, z1 + z2) (1)

The subtraction function of a fuzzy number gives:

Ã1 − Ã2 = (x1, y1, z1) − (x2, y2, z2) = (x1 − z2, y1 − y2, z1 − x2) (2)
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Table 2. Application of FAHP in relation to LM.

Author Study

1. Singh et al., 2006 [98] Selection of LM practices in the steel manufacturing industry.

2. Jou et al., 2010 [99] Ranking of the critical success factors for Lean Six Sigma.

3. Wanitwattanakosol, and Sopadang, 2012 [100] Selection of suppliers during LM implementation in SMEs.

4. Ravikumar et al., 2015 [101]
Identification and prioritization of the factors that influence Lean adoption
in Indian MSMEs.

5. Arunagiri, and Gnanavelbabu, 2016 [102]
Identifying the major Lean waste in the automobile component
manufacturing industries.

6. Yadav, and Desai, 2017 [103] Prioritization of the challenges faced in the Lean Six Sigma approach.

7. Belhadi and Touriki, 2017 [104] Ranking of the barriers to LM adoption for SMEs.

8. Gnanavelbabu, and Arunagiri, 2018 [105] Ranking of wastes for manufacturing industries in India.

9. Singh et al., 2019 [106]
Analysis of the challenges in integrating Lean-Green-Agile
manufacturing systems.

10. Sayed et al., 2019 [107] Ranking of Lean construction challenges in Qatar.

11. Yadav et al., 2020 [108]
Identification and prioritization of LM drivers for manufacturing
organizations in developing countries.

12. Rezaei et al., 2020 [109] Supplier specification and order allocation in Lean Manufacturing.

13. Kumar et al., 2021 [110]
Identification and ranking of Lean practices for the steel
processing industry

14. Singh and Rathi, 2021 [111] Ranking of Lean Six Sigma barriers and enablers for MSMEs.

The multiplication function of a fuzzy number gives:

Ã1 × Ã2 = (x1, y1, z1) × (x2, y2, z2) = (x1 × x2, y1 × y2, z1 × z2) for x1, x2, y1, y2, z1, z2 > 0 (3)

The division function of a fuzzy number gives:

Ã1/Ã2 = ((x1, y1, z1))/((x2, y2, z2)) = x1/z2, y1/y2, z1/x2 (4)

Thus, the results of the division and multiplication functions of triangular fuzzy
numbers do not give triangular fuzzy numbers.

2.11. Fuzzy Analytic Network Process (FANP)

FANP is another general form of AHP in which problems are illustrated as a net-
work [112,113]. It enables groups of individuals to manage the interdependencies among
criteria during the decision-making process. The use of FANP makes it possible to inte-
grate the relationships between the criteria and sub-criteria at all model levels. Previous
research has shown that FANP permits interconnections between sub-criteria in addition
to linear ones. Thus, it is more effective than AHP since it substitutes single-direction
relationships [114].

3. Methodology

A structured methodology helps researchers to perform an effective study. The re-
searchers followed three steps in conducting this study:

1. Identifying Lean implementation challenges from the literature;
2. Design of a survey questionnaire and data collection;



Sustainability 2022, 14, 6287 9 of 24

3. Prioritization of Lean implementation barriers using FAHP and FANP methods.

3.1. Identification of Lean Implementation Challenges

Several researchers have examined Lean implementation challenges in published peer-
reviewed articles. The authors of this study discussed the Lean implementation barriers
identified from the published literature with academicians and industry experts to get their
opinion. The researchers also designed an open-ended questionnaire to solicit information
about the challenges faced by manufacturing industries in North America.

3.2. Design of Survey Questionnaire and Data Collection

The authors of this study designed a questionnaire to solicit qualitative data on the
success and insights in regard to the TRUE LEAN™ certification. The questionnaire had two
sections. The first section contained information about the manufacturing organization. The
respondents were asked questions such as the type of industry, the number of employees
in the organization, and the company’s operating location. The second part asked the
respondents about their struggles along their Lean journey. The data collection process also
helped to check if the manufacturing organizations in North America faced the challenges
identified in the literature. The responses to the questionnaire were obtained from industrial
practitioners for the TRUE LEAN™ certification program who graduated between 2015
and 2017. The researchers of this study also asked the respondents to describe how the
TRUE LEAN™ certification program had helped their organizations to improve.

Establishing the Decision Group

A panel of five people (3 from academia and 2 from industry) was formed to assess
the challenges in implementing LM. Industry practitioners were essential because they
had a practical knowledge of LM and thus would help to make an informed judgment of
these challenges.

3.3. Prioritization of Lean Implementation Barriers Using the FAHP Method

The authors merged the challenges identified from the literature with those obtained
from the questionnaire responses, and a final list containing 15 challenges was prepared.
The steps used in conducting the ranking process are given below.

(i) Construction of a hierarchical structure

The study identified 8 LM barriers from the literature, which were later merged with re-
sponses from the Lean participants and were finalized by the panel. These challenges were:

1. Lack of management succession plan.
2. Lack of management support.
3. Lack of strategic transformation plan.
4. Presence of non-value-adding activities.
5. Poor 8-step problem-solving competencies.
6. Lack of standardization of processes.
7. Lack of key performance indicators (KPIs).
8. Ineffective data collection methods.
9. Employee resistance to change.
10. Lack of sharing/spreading the success.
11. Role constraints in the union environment.
12. Lack of understanding of the implementation roles.
13. Development of a sustainable culture.
14. Poor commitment to a systems approach.
15. Systems approach for cultural transformation by the leadership.

The main objective of the hierarchy was to rank the challenges faced by the manu-
facturing organization when implementing LM. The second step consisted of grouping
the challenges under criteria to build a hierarchy. The four main criteria identified by the
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authors were culture, management, technical knowledge, and employees. Finally, the third
level had all the LM challenges listed under the main criteria. The hierarchical structure is
shown in Figure 1.
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(ii) Specify the triangular fuzzy number scale

Table 3 shows the triangular fuzzy number scale used in the study.

Table 3. Relative importance scale.

Description Fuzzy Number Assigned Defined Membership Function

Equal preference 1 (1, 1, 3)

Weak preference 3 (1, 3, 5)

Strong preference 5 (3, 5, 7)

Very strong preference 7 (5, 7, 9)

Extreme preference 9 (7, 9, 11)

(iii) Construct the fuzzy pairwise comparison matrix.
(iv) Compute the comparison extends
(v) Compare the fuzzy synthetic extends
(vi) Analysis of the minimum degree of possibilities.
(vii) Normalization of weight vectors.
(viii) Prioritize each criterion depending on the final weight obtained.

3.4. Prioritization of Lean Implementation Challenges Using the FANP Method

The steps used in conducting the FANP method were:

(i) State the goal of the project and build the model that represents the problem as
a network.

(ii) Create pairwise comparison matrices that show the relative relevance of each factor.
Saaty’s nine-point scale was used to construct this, with 1 denoting equal importance
and 9 showing great importance.
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(iii) Compute the consistency ratio using:

CI =
λmax− n

n− 1
, CR =

CI
RI

where: λmax represents the biggest eigenvalue, CI is the consistency index, RI gives
the random index, and n = matrix rank.

(iv) Create a supermatrix.

4. Results

The authors sent emails to 309 TRUE LEAN™ certification participants, and a to-
tal of 50 useful responses were obtained, corresponding to 16.18%. Table 4 shows the
organizational information provided by the respondents.

Table 4. Organizational characteristics.

Type of Industry Frequency Percentage

Aerospace 14 28%

Automotive 9 18%

Heavy equipment 8 16%

Construction 7 14%

Railroad 6 12%

Ordnance 4 8%

Semiconductor 1 2%

chemical 1 2%

Number of employees

<500 15 30%

>500 35 70%

Location

Illinois 14 28%

Kentucky 8 16%

Connecticut 5 10%

Michigan 4 8%

Mexico 4 8%

Georgia 4 8%

Iowa 3 6%

Pennsylvania 2 4%

Wisconsin 2 4%

Missouri 2 4%

Kansas 1 2%

North Carolina 1 2%

Texas 1 2%

4.1. Challenges Faced by Manufacturing Organizations

A total of 15 Lean implementation challenges were found in the literature and re-
sponses from industry practitioners. Figure 2 depicts the responses regarding challenges
that manufacturing organizations in the USA faced along their Lean journey.
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Figure 2. Percentage for each challenge.

The three challenges identified by the Lean practitioners as greatly hindering the Lean
journey were a lack of management engagement and support, a lack of key performance
indicators (KPIs), and unstandardized processes, which contributed 16%, 12%, and 10%,
respectively. Lean implementation cannot succeed without top management support since
they provide financial resources and help to steer and guide the Lean project. KPIs are used
to monitor, measure, and evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of a production process. It
is not easy to quantify the benefits of Lean adoption without functional KPIs. Standardized
work shows the best method of how work can be accomplished to meet product quality.
Standardized work helps to lower production costs and eliminate overproduction and
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waste. Poor Lean culture, poor data collection methods, and a lack of understanding of
implementation roles contributed to 8% of manufacturing organizations’ challenges.

Employee resistance to change, a lack of a strategic transformation plan, and poor
understanding and commitment to a systems approach contributed a total of 18%, with
6% each. The top management is responsible for setting up a transformation plan and
communicating it to middle management, team leaders, and team members. The lack of a
strategic plan causes employees to miss the purpose of the Lean implementation process.
This causes them to resist any change in the way they perform their operations. The
minor challenges faced by the manufacturing firms were the presence of non-value-added
processes, lack of a succession plan, and not sharing/spreading the success.

4.2. Construction of the Fuzzy Pairwise Comparison Matrix

The panel constructed the pairwise comparison matrix for the sub-criteria and the
main criteria for the hierarchy. Then, each expert created their fuzzy comparison matrix for
the sub-criteria and main criteria, and the mean of the fuzzy comparison matrix was used.
In this paper we present only the calculations performed for the main criteria due to space
constraints. The main criteria challenges were management (MGT), technical knowledge
(TKL), employee (EPE), and culture (CLT). The sub-criteria were:

Lack of management succession plan (MGT 01)
Lack of management support (MGT 02)
Lack of strategic transformation plan (MGT 03)
Non-value-adding processes (TKL 01)
Poor 8-step problem-solving competencies (TKL 02)
Lack of standardization of processes (TKL 03)
Lack of key performance indicators (KPIs) (TKL 04)
Ineffective data collection methods (TKL 05)
Employee resistance to change (EPE 01)
Sharing/spreading the success (EPE 02)
Role constraints in a union environment (EPE 03)
Lack of understanding of the implementation roles (EPE 04)
Developing a sustainable culture (CLT 01)
Commitment to systems approach (CLT 02)
Systems approach cultural transformation by the leadership (CLT 03)

Tables 5–9 show the comparison matrices for the main criteria and the sub-criteria.

Table 5. Main criteria pairwise comparison matrix.

Criterion MGT TKL EPE CLT

MGT 1 5 1/5 1/7

TKL 1/5 1 7 7

EPE 5 1/7 1 1/9

CLT 7 1/7 9 1

Table 6. Sub-criteria for management pairwise comparison matrix.

MGT 01 MGT 02 MGT 03

MGT 01 1 3 3

MGT 02 1/3 1 1/5

MGT 03 1/3 5 1
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Table 7. Sub-criteria for technical support pairwise comparison matrix.

TKL 01 TKL 02 TKL 03 TKL 04 TKL 04

TKL 01 1 7 5 5 7

TKL 02 1/7 1 1/3 5 7

TKL 03 1/5 3 1 5 3

TKL 04 1/5 1/5 1/5 1 3

TKL 05 1/7 1/7 1/3 1/3 1

Table 8. Sub-criteria for employee pairwise comparison matrix.

EPE 01 EPE 02 EPE 03 EPE 04

EPE 01 1 1 1 3

EPE 02 1 1 1/3 1/3

EPE 03 1 3 1 3

EPE 04 1/3 3 1/3 1

Table 9. Sub-criteria for culture pairwise comparison matrix.

CLT 01 CLT 02 CLT 03

CLT 01 1 5 1

CLT 02 1/5 1 1

CLT 03 1 1 1

4.3. The Value of Fuzzy Synthetic Extent for the Main Criteria

The researchers computed the value of the fuzzy synthetic extent for the main criteria
as given in Table 10.

Table 10. Fuzzy synthetic extents for the main criterion.

MGT (4.254, 6.343, 10.533)

TKL (11.143, 15.2, 21.333)

EPE (4.202, 6.254, 10.343)

CLT (13.111, 17.143, 23.2)

Let M = (m1, m2, . . . , mi) be the object set, and N = (n1, n2, . . . , nz) be a goal set. Each
object is taken, and fuzzy extent analysis is carried out for each criterion. The X extent
analysis for the object is given as:

X 1
g, x 2

g, X X
g, i = 1 2, n, (5)

The equation shows the values for the extent analysis of the ith object for x goals.

4.4. Analysis of the Minimum Degree of Possibilities

The degree of possibilities of X1 ≥ X2 is given as

V(X1 ≥ X2 = sup
a≥b

[µx1(α), µx2(b)] (6)

When a pair (a, b) exists so that a ≥ b and

µx1(α)= µx2(b) = 1 (7)
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This is also given as V (X1 ≥ X2 = hgt (X2 ∩ X1) = µx1(d)
1 i f m1 ≥ m2
0 i f l2 ≥ µ2

l2−µ1
(m1−µ1)−(m2−l2)

v(MGT ≥ TKL) = 0.449

v(MGT ≥ EPE) = 1

v(MGT ≥ CLT) = 0.349

d1 (SMGT) = v (SMGT ≥ STKL ≥ SEPE ≥ SCLT) = min (0.449, 1, 0.349)
= 0.349

v(TKL ≥MGT) = 1

v(TKL ≥ EPE) = 1

v(TKL ≥ CLT) = 0.606

d1STKL = v(STKL ≥ SMGT ≥ SEPE ≥ SCLT) = min (1, 1, 0.606)
= 0.606

v(EPE ≥MGT) = 0.993

v(EPE ≥ TKL) = 0.437

v(EPE ≥ CLT) = 0.336

d1(SEPE) = v(SEPE ≥ SMGT ≥ STKL ≥ SCLT) = min (0.993, 0.437, 0.336)
= 0.336

v(CLT ≥MGT) = 1

v(CLT ≥ TKL) = 1

v(CLT ≥ EPE) = 1

d1SCLT = v(SCLT ≥ SMGT ≥ STKL ≥ SEPE) = min (1, 1, 1)
= 1

The weight vector is written as W1 = (0.349, 0.606, 0.336, 1)T.
After normalization, the authors obtained the weights as follows:

WG = (0.152, 0.265, 0.147, 0.436)T

4.5. FANP Model Development
4.5.1. Step 1: Goal Definition

In this study we aimed to identify and prioritize the challenges encountered during
the Lean implementation process.

4.5.2. Step 2: Creation of a Network Model Representation

The network model was created based on the questionnaire responses and litera-
ture search.

4.5.3. Step 3: Pairwise Comparison Matrix

The academic experts and industry practitioners developed a pairwise comparison of
the criteria and sub-criteria. Each of the experts created their own comparison matrix and
the geometric mean of the comparison matrices was used for ranking the Lean implemen-
tation challenges. The pairwise matrices developed were similar to those for FAHP and are
highlighted in Tables 5–9.



Sustainability 2022, 14, 6287 16 of 24

4.5.4. Determination of Consistency Ratio

The determination of the consistency ratio is similar to the method discussed for the
Fuzzy AHP method.

4.5.5. Generation of Supermatrix

All the nodes in the FANP network were listed vertically and horizontally. A matrix
factor represents the weight and association from one criterion (node). Figure 3 presents
the unweighted supermatrix. To generate the stochastic superpower, the unweighted
supermatrices are then multiplied by the weight of each cluster. To acquire stable results,
the weighted supermatrix was raised to an enormous power. The values of the limit matrix
represent the elements’ preferred priorities in relation to the goal.
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Table 11 gives the main criteria weights and sub-criteria weights and their relative
global weights for both Fuzzy AHP and FANP analyses. First, the global weight for each
sub-criterion was calculated by multiplying the main criteria weight with the sub-criterion
weight. Then, the sub-criterion weights were prioritized according to the size of the
global weight.

4.5.6. Sensitivity Analysis

The authors conducted a sensitivity analysis to see how sensitively the ratings of
the criteria and sub-criteria changed. Thus, the authors increased the weight of the main
criteria by 10% and these were used equally for the sub-criteria in order to keep the analysis
balanced. In the sensitivity analysis, one criterion was modified, whereas other criteria
were left unchanged in order to see the effect of the tweaked criteria and their connected
sub-criteria. The outcome obtained from Fuzzy AHP was not marginally different from the
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results of FANP. Specifically, the first three sub-criteria obtained for the Fuzzy AHP were
identical to those of FANP except for the fourth and fifth positions, which were flipped.
Hence, the results of Fuzzy AHP were supported by the results from FANP, and the top
three criteria were the same for the two methods.

Table 11. Weights of LM challenges.

Fuzzy AHP FANP

Main Criteria
Drivers

Main Criteria
Weights

Sub-Criteria
Code

Local
Weight

Global
Weight Rank Local

Weight
Global
Weight Rank

Culture (CLT) 0.4365 CLT 01 0.4009 0.1750 1 0.3935 0.1718 1

CLT 02 0.2755 0.1203 4 0.2768 0.1010 5

CLT 03 0.3236 0.1413 2 0.3297 0.1439 2

Technical
knowledge (TKL) 0.2645 TKL 01 0.0563 0.0149 11 0.0343 0.0091 11

TKL 02 0.4356 0.1152 5 0.4676 0.1237 4

TKL 03 0.0654 0.0173 10 0.0621 0.0164 10

TKL 04 0.3476 0.0919 6 0.3437 0.0909 6

TKL 05 0.0951 0.0252 8 0.0923 0.0244 8

Management
(MGT) 0.1534 MGT 01 0.0464 0.0071 12 0.0461 0.0071 12

MGT 02 0.0412 0.0063 13 0.0404 0.0062 13

MGT 03 0.9123 0.1399 3 0.9121 0.1399 3

Employee (EPE) 0.1467 EPE 01 0.2807 0.0412 7 0.2811 0.04123 7

EPE 02 0.1580 0.0232 9 0.1567 0.0230 9

EPE 03 0.2807 0.0412 7 0.2811 0.04123 7

EPE 04 0.2807 0.0412 7 0.2811 0.04123 7

5. Discussion

The authors used responses from Lean industry practitioners, expert opinions, and the
available information in the literature to identify the fifteen challenges faced by manufac-
turing organizations in North America. The challenges were grouped under four primary
criteria: management challenges, technical knowledge challenges, culture challenges, and
employee challenges. FAHP and FANP were used to prioritize the challenges faced by
manufacturing organizations during Lean adoption. Table 11 presents the results for the
prioritization of the LM implementation challenges.

Developing a sustainable culture emerged as the criterion with the highest weight, at
0.4365. The results showed that cultural challenges represented 43.65% of the challenges
involved in Lean implementation; thus, manufacturing organizations should pay attention
to cultural barriers during Lean implementation. This was followed by a lack of technical
knowledge, which contributed to a weight of 0.2645, followed by the management criterion,
with a weight of 0.1534, and the employee criterion, with a weight of 0.1467.

Developing a sustainable culture emerged as the most significant challenge for Lean
implementation among the sub-criteria. It was followed by the systems approach to cultural
transformation by the leadership. The lack of a strategic transformation plan, which fell
under the management criterion, was next, followed by the organizational commitment to
a systems approach. The fifth challenge was poor 8-step problem-solving competencies
from the technical knowledge criterion.

The challenge that emerged in the sixth position was the lack of KPIs among the man-
ufacturing organizations. The three challenges from the employee criterion that appeared
in the seventh position were employee resistance to change, role constraints in the union
environment, and a lack of understanding of the implementation roles. Ineffective data
collection methods fell into the eighth position. The last five challenges that manufacturing
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organizations faced during Lean adoption were the failure to share/spread the success, a
lack of standardization of processes, non-value-adding processes, the lack of a management
succession plan, and a lack of management support.

Lean requires the management and the workforce to change their culture and attitudes
towards their work. In addition, Lean is a knowledge-intensive system, requiring employ-
ees to follow standardized work and to change how they respond to work transformations.
A sustainable culture can be created when all employees understand their roles and respon-
sibilities within the new Lean system. This understanding helps them to identify waste and
abnormal conditions in their work environment and to use Lean thinking to seek solutions
that remove disruptions. Therefore, the long-term sustainability of LM depends on the
employees’ behavior [115].

On the other hand, leaders must identify what must change about the current orga-
nizational culture in order to support Lean adoption and they must ensure a systematic
approach to implementing these changes if they hope to overcome the challenges identified
in this study. By taking this systematic, and planned approach to lean transformation,
leaders can understand the current challenges and provide the most needed support to
sustain the change. Findings consistent with those of this study have also been reported
by [54], who revealed that cultural change was the most significant barrier in Lean and
non-Lean mines. The cultural barrier was also identified as a significant challenge in many
other studies [42,116–118]. However, our results contradict those of a study [39] which
revealed that the wood and furniture industry understood the cultural changes needed
during Lean adoption. On the other hand, [53] also indicated that cultural change was one
of the minor obstacles involved in implementing LM.

A lack of technical knowledge significantly contributes to Lean failure. Management
and employees acquire technical expertise through training, in which Lean coaches/trainers
educate them on the benefits of LM, Lean practices that can be adopted, and cultural
changes that help to sustain Lean. The authors in [119] stated that appropriate training
in Lean practices enables the purpose of Lean adoption to be achieved. Therefore, orga-
nizations that succeed in Lean invest in training employees and management [120]. The
authors in [39] stated that many organizations have insufficient Lean expertise, resulting in
scarce workforce skills, supervisory skills, and management skills. Another study [121]
also pointed out that training helps to improve the work culture for employees.

Poor 8-step problem solving, ineffective data collection methods, and a lack of KPIs
contributed to the highest global weight under the technical knowledge criterion. The
8-step approach to problem solving helps to eliminate challenges within the working
environment. Ideally, employees must be guided by the group leader to use scientific
methods to solve problems. In addition, it is not easy to assess a process’s compliance and
evaluate the success of the Lean approach without a correct data collection process. On the
other hand, KPIs allow an organization to analyze the areas that need improvement. Thus,
the KPIs selected must suit the implementation objectives and goals.

Lean implementation success occurs when the workforce dedicates themselves to the
Lean adoption process. Management should drive the Lean implementation process by
setting up a vision for Lean adoption, providing financial resources, and dedicating time
to support the implementation process. A clear vision, goals, and strategies should be
set for Lean, in order to enhance its sustainability [73]. In addition, the purposes of Lean
implementation should be communicated [119] such that employees will not fear losing
their jobs [120]. Thus, the top management needs to dedicate their energy and time to
reducing employees’ resistance to change.

Implications for Engineering Managers

This study offers two contributions to research on the management of manufacturing
engineering. First, the study enriches the current research by acting as a basis for similar
studies on challenges in relation to Lean implementation for manufacturing industries. In
this study, we identified 15 challenges involved in Lean adoption, based on questionnaire
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responses and the literature, that engineering managers can prevent when implementing
Lean Manufacturing. In addition, engineering managers may use the methodology adopted
in this paper to assess the challenges involved with sustaining LM in their organizations.
Secondly, the study may help engineering managers to identify the critical challenges in
Lean implementation and to seek solutions in order to overcome those barriers. In this
research, we identified culture as the most significant barrier to LM implementation, and
hence managers may seek ways to cultivate a culture of reducing waste in the working
environment. Since engineers are vital stakeholders in implementing the tools of LM for
continuous improvement, their understanding of the factors that lead to a sustainable
Lean culture is critical to success. Engineering managers must have the skills required to
compel their engineers to apply continuous improvement tools in order to improve process
output, as well as to ensure that engineers are capable of engaging process operators to
support changes that will lead to long-term gains for the organization. Doing so will re-
move communication barriers between engineers and shop-floor operators, which will help
to identify and capture more opportunities for reducing waste in the work environment.
This is at the heart of a truly Lean culture, in which the focus is on identifying opportu-
nities for continuous improvement by focusing on respect for people who are doing the
work—engaging and supporting them to improve their processes.

6. Conclusions

Researchers must identify and prioritize Lean challenges so that manufacturing or-
ganizations can pay attention to the high-priority challenges and seek effective strategies
to combat them. In this study, we used the FAHP and FANP methodologies to prioritize
the LM implementation challenges. The FAHP and FANP techniques uses fuzzy numbers,
which gives flexibility to decision-makers in the ranking process. In this study we identified
15 LM challenges through the literature search and questionnaire responses. The four
major categories of challenges that emerged from the study were management, technical
knowledge, culture, and employee challenges. The cultural barrier emerged as the most
significant challenge faced by manufacturing organizations.

The change in the organizational culture is the backbone of the success of the Lean
approach. It is challenging to sustain the Lean approach without a cultural shift and a clear
direction set by the organization’s leadership team. This study highlighted the importance
of this by showing the relative importance of the development of a sustainable culture
and a systems approach to this cultural transformation among leadership, particularly
in relation to other common challenges that organizations face when adopting a Lean
system. However, for this Lean culture to take root within the organization, leadership
is responsible for first creating an enabling environment by modeling the behaviors that
create and ensure mutual trust between leaders and employees. They may do that by
removing communication barriers, allowing employees to identify and elevate problems
within their work environment.

To make this sustainable Lean transformation a reality, leaders must have the technical
knowledge to apply Lean thinking and the skills to develop their employees to become
problem solvers who can use Lean thinking in their work processes. One approach that
many organizations take to build this capability is to work with a trusted, experienced
Lean coach who can help identify, train, and develop internal leaders at all levels. The goal
of this method is not to hire a consultant who can attempt to implement Lean tools but
who can instead develop internal Lean leaders who can teach and mentor the adoption
of the Lean system across the organization. In addition, the Lean coaches and trainers
can educate management and the shop-floor workers through workshops, site visits, and
training sessions.

This was an exploratory study that provided an insight into Lean adoption challenges.
In addition, the study may help manufacturing organizations to identify specific barriers
that occur during Lean adoption. Knowledge regarding Lean implementation challenges
can help manufacturing organizations when developing their Lean implementation frame-
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works. The limitations of this study include the sample size and the industry types used.
In this study we used responses from industrial practitioners of the TRUE LEAN™ certi-
fication program who graduated between 2015 and 2017. The industries involved in the
study were the aerospace, automotive, heavy equipment, construction, railroad, ordnance,
semiconductor, and chemical industries; thus, only 50 valid responses were used.
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20. Ciliberto, C.; Szopik-Depczyńska, K.; Tarczyńska-Łuniewska, M.; Ruggieri, A.; Ioppolo, G. Enabling the Circular Economy

transition: A sustainable lean manufacturing recipe for Industry 4.0. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2021, 30, 3255–3272. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2016.1231853
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.orp.2018.02.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.06.105
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJLSS-12-2020-0223
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2014.10.005
http://doi.org/10.3390/su14031929
http://doi.org/10.1177/1847979019859790
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11205751
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.11.500
http://doi.org/10.1108/BIJ-10-2010-0054
http://doi.org/10.1108/01443570210446342
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13041931
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2013.826831
http://doi.org/10.1080/17509653.2010.10671129
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2020.1832274
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2020.1790684
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2801


Sustainability 2022, 14, 6287 21 of 24

21. Abd Rahman, M.S.B.; Mohamad, E.; Abdul Rahman, A.A.B. Development of IoT—enabled data analytics enhance decision
support system for lean manufacturing process improvement. Concurr. Eng. 2021, 29, 208–220. [CrossRef]

22. Langlotz, P.; Siedler, C.; Aurich, J.C. Unification of lean production and Industry 4.0. Procedia CIRP 2021, 99, 15–20. [CrossRef]
23. Bianco, D.; Godinho Filho, M.; Osiro, L.; Ganga, G.M.D. Unlocking the Relationship between Lean Leadership Competencies and Industry

4.0 Leadership Competencies: An ISM/Fuzzy MICMAC Approach; IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management: New York, NY,
USA, 2021.

24. Wang, B.; Wang, P.; Tu, Y. Customer satisfaction service match and service quality-based blockchain cloud manufacturing. Int. J.
Prod. Econ. 2021, 240, 108220. [CrossRef]

25. Varela, L.; Araújo, A.; Ávila, P.; Castro, H.; Putnik, G. Evaluation of the relation between lean manufacturing, industry 4.0, and
sustainability. Sustainability 2019, 11, 1439. [CrossRef]

26. Kamble, S.; Gunasekaran, A.; Dhone, N.C. Industry 4.0 and lean manufacturing practices for sustainable organisational perfor-
mance in Indian manufacturing companies. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2020, 58, 1319–1337. [CrossRef]

27. Torielli, R.; Abrahams, R.; Smillie, R.; Voigt, R.C. Using lean methodologies for economically and environmentally sustainable
foundries. China Foundry 2011, 8, 74–88.

28. Todorut, A.V.; Paliu-Popa, L.; Tselentis, V.; Cirnu, D. Sustainable cost reduction by lean management in metallurgical processes.
Metalurgija 2016, 55, 846–848.

29. Vinodh, S.; Arvind, K.; Somanaathan, M. Tools and techniques for enabling sustainability through lean initiatives. Clean Technol.
Environ. Policy 2011, 13, 469–479. [CrossRef]

30. Souza, J.P.E.; Alves, J.M. Lean-integrated management system: A model for sustainability improvement. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 172,
2667–2682. [CrossRef]

31. Martínez-Jurado, P.J.; Moyano-Fuentes, J. Lean management, supply chain management and sustainability: A literature review.
J. Clean. Prod. 2014, 85, 134–150. [CrossRef]

32. Hines, P.; Taylor, D.; Walsh, A. The Lean journey: Have we got it wrong? Total Qual. Manag. Bus. Excell. 2020, 31, 389–406.
[CrossRef]

33. Pawlik, E.; Ijomah, W.; Corney, J.; Powell, D. Exploring the Application of Lean Best Practices in Remanufacturing: Empirical
Insights into the Benefits and Barriers. Sustainability 2022, 14, 149. [CrossRef]

34. Dinis-Carvalho, J. The role of lean training in lean implementation. Prod. Plan. Control 2021, 32, 441–442. [CrossRef]
35. Bateman, N. Sustainability . . . A Guide to . . . Process Improvement; Lean Enterprise Research Centre: Cardiff, UK, 2001.
36. Abele, E.; Chryssolouris, G.; Sihn, W.; Metternich, J.; ElMaraghy, H.; Seliger, G.; Sivard, G.; ElMaraghy, W.; Hummel, V.; Tisch, M.

Learning factories for future oriented research and education in manufacturing. CIRP Ann. 2017, 66, 803–826. [CrossRef]
37. Netland, T.H. Critical success factors for implementing lean production: The effect of contingencies. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2016, 54,

2433–2448. [CrossRef]
38. AlManei, M.; Salonitis, K.; Tsinopoulos, C. A conceptual lean implementation framework based on change management theory.

Procedia Cirp 2018, 72, 1160–1165. [CrossRef]
39. Abu, F.; Gholami, H.; Saman, M.Z.M.; Zakuan, N.; Streimikiene, D. The implementation of lean manufacturing in the furniture

industry: A review and analysis on the motives, barriers, challenges, and the applications. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 234, 660–680.
[CrossRef]

40. Escuder, M.; Tanco, M.; Santoro, A. Major barriers in Lean health care: An exploratory study in Uruguay. Int. J. Lean Six Sigma
2018, 9, 466–481. [CrossRef]

41. Chaple, A.P.; Narkhede, B.E.; Akarte, M.M.; Raut, R. Modeling the lean barriers for successful lean implementation: TISM
approach. Int. J. Lean Six Sigma 2018, 12, 98–119. [CrossRef]

42. Sahoo, S.; Yadav, S. Lean implementation in small-and medium-sized enterprises: An empirical study of Indian manufacturing
firms. Benchmarking Int. J. 2018, 25, 1121–1147. [CrossRef]

43. Sim, K.L.; Rogers, J.W. Implementing lean production systems: Barriers to change. Manag. Res. News 2009, 32, 37–49. [CrossRef]
44. Abolhassani, A.; Layfield, K.; Gopalakrishnan, B. Lean and US manufacturing industry: Popularity of practices and implementa-

tion barriers. Int. J. Product. Perform. Manag. 2016, 65, 875–897. [CrossRef]
45. Worley, J.; Doolen, T. The role of communication and management support in a lean manufacturing implementation. Manag.

Decis. 2006, 44, 228–245. [CrossRef]
46. Zhou, B. Lean principles, practices, and impacts: A study on small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). Ann. Oper. Res. 2016,

241, 457–474. [CrossRef]
47. Testa, B. Lean Manufacturing: Processing buzzword or operational lifesaver? Eng. Wood J. 2003, 15.
48. Ichimura, M.; Arunachalam, S.; Page, T. An Emerging Training Model for Successful Lean Manufacturing-An Empirical Study.

I-Manag. J. Manag. 2008, 2, 29–40. [CrossRef]
49. Huntzinger, J. The roots of lean. Train. Ind. Orig. Kaizen Assoc. Manuf. Excell. 2002, 18, 14–23.
50. Mossman, A. Bringing lean construction to life: Developing leaders, consultants, coaches, facilitators, trainers & instructors.

In Proceedings of the 23rd Annual Conference of the International Group for Lean Construction, IGLC, Perth, Australia,
29–31 July 2015; pp. 413–423.

51. De Zan, G.; De Toni, A.F.; Fornasier, A.; Battistella, C. A methodology for the assessment of experiential learning lean: The Lean
Experience Factory case study. Eur. J. Train. Dev. 2015, 39, 332–354. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1177/1063293X20987911
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2021.03.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2021.108220
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11051439
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2019.1630772
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10098-010-0329-x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.11.144
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2013.09.042
http://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2018.1429258
http://doi.org/10.3390/su14010149
http://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2020.1742376
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cirp.2017.05.005
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2015.1096976
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2018.03.141
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.06.279
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJLSS-06-2017-0062
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJLSS-10-2016-0063
http://doi.org/10.1108/BIJ-02-2017-0033
http://doi.org/10.1108/01409170910922014
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-10-2014-0157
http://doi.org/10.1108/00251740610650210
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10479-012-1177-3
http://doi.org/10.26634/jmgt.2.4.316
http://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-05-2014-0040


Sustainability 2022, 14, 6287 22 of 24

52. Netland, T.H.; Powell, D.J.; Hines, P. Demystifying lean leadership. Int. J. Lean Six Sigma 2019, 11, 543–554. [CrossRef]
53. Panwar, A.; Jain, R.; Rathore, A. Lean implementation in Indian process industries–some empirical evidence. J. Manuf. Technol.

Manag. 2015, 26, 131–160. [CrossRef]
54. Khaba, S.; Bhar, C. Lean awareness and potential for lean implementation in the Indian coal mining industry: An empirical study.

Int. J. Qual. Reliab. Manag. 2018, 35, 1215–1231. [CrossRef]
55. Coetzee, R.; Van Dyk, L.; Van der Merwe, K.R. Towards addressing respect for people during lean implementation. Int. J. Lean Six

Sigma 2019, 10, 830–854. [CrossRef]
56. Thanki, S.; Thakkar, J. Status of lean manufacturing practices in Indian industries and government initiatives: A pilot study.

J. Manuf. Technol. Manag. 2014, 25, 655–675. [CrossRef]
57. Yadav, V.; Jain, R.; Mittal, M.L.; Panwar, A.; Lyons, A.C. The propagation of lean thinking in SMEs. Prod. Plan. Control 2019, 30,

854–865. [CrossRef]
58. Belhadi, A.; Touriki, F.E.; Elfezazi, S. Evaluation of critical success factors (CSFs) to lean implementation in SMEs using AHP: A

case study. Int. J. Lean Six Sigma 2019, 10, 803–829. [CrossRef]
59. Walter, O.M.F.C.; Paladini, E.P. Lean Six Sigma in Brazil: A literature review. Int. J. Lean Six Sigma 2019, 10, 435–472. [CrossRef]
60. Andreadis, E.; Garza-Reyes, J.A.; Kumar, V. Towards a conceptual framework for value stream mapping (VSM) implementation:

An investigation of managerial factors. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2017, 55, 7073–7095. [CrossRef]
61. Laureani, A.; Antony, J. Leadership–a critical success factor for the effective implementation of Lean Six Sigma. Total Qual. Manag.

Bus. Excell. 2018, 29, 502–523. [CrossRef]
62. Vinodh, S.; Asokan, P. ISM and Fuzzy MICMAC application for analysis of Lean Six Sigma barriers with environmental

considerations. Int. J. Lean Six Sigma 2018, 9, 64–90.
63. Wong, Y.C.; Wong, K.Y. Approaches and practices of lean manufacturing: The case of electrical and electronics companies. Afr. J.

Bus. Manag. 2011, 5, 2164–2174.
64. Palange, A.; Dhatrak, P. Lean manufacturing a vital tool to enhance productivity in manufacturing. Mater. Today Proc. 2021, 46,

729–736. [CrossRef]
65. Moeuf, A.; Lamouri, S.; Pellerin, R.; Tamayo-Giraldo, S.; Tobon-Valencia, E.; Eburdy, R. Identification of critical success factors,

risks and opportunities of Industry 4.0 in SMEs. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2020, 58, 1384–1400. [CrossRef]
66. Reynders, P.; Kumar, M.; Found, P. ‘Lean on me’: An integrative literature review on the middle management role in lean. Total

Qual. Manag. Bus. Excell. 2020, 33, 318–354. [CrossRef]
67. Bamford, D.; Forrester, P.; Dehe, B.; Leese, R.G. Partial and iterative Lean implementation: Two case studies. Int. J. Oper. Prod.

Manag. 2015, 35, 702–727. [CrossRef]
68. Kochan, T. From Three to One: Integrating a High Performance Work Organization Process, Lean Production and Activity Based Costing

Change Initiatives; Boeing Corporation: Wichita, Kansas, 2000.
69. De Treville, S.; Antonakis, J.; Edelson, N.M. Can standard operating procedures be motivating? Reconciling process variability

issues and behavioural outcomes. Total Qual. Manag. Bus. Excell. 2005, 16, 231–241. [CrossRef]
70. Bhasin, S. Prominent obstacles to lean. Int. J. Product. Perform. Manag. 2012, 61, 403–425. [CrossRef]
71. Klingenberg, B.; Timberlake, R.; Geurts, T.G.; Brown, R.J. The relationship of operational innovation and financial performance—A

critical perspective. J. Prod. Econ. 2013, 142, 317–323. [CrossRef]
72. Delaram, J.; Houshamand, M.; Ashtiani, F.; Valilai, O.F. A utility-based matching mechanism for stable and optimal resource

allocation in cloud manufacturing platforms using deferred acceptance algorithm. J. Manuf. Syst. 2021, 60, 569–584. [CrossRef]
73. Jadhav, J.R.; Mantha, S.S.; Rane, S.B. Exploring barriers in lean implementation. Int. J. Lean Six Sigma 2014, 5, 122–148. [CrossRef]
74. Tracey, M.W.; Flinchbaugh, J. HR’s role in the lean organizational journey. World Work. J. 2006, 15, 49–58.
75. Beitinger, G. Successful lean manufacturing implementation: 5 fundamental jigsaw pieces—Part 1 of 5. Control. Eng. 2012, 60,

M4–M8.
76. Stehn, L.; Höök, M. Lean principles in industrialized housing production: The need for a cultural change. Lean Constr. J.

2008, 20–33. Available online: https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A986066&dswid=4646 (accessed on
29 March 2022).

77. Mann, D. Creating a Lean Culture: Tools to Sustain Lean Conversions; Productivity Press: New York, NY, USA, 2005.
78. Veech, D.S. A Person-Centered Approach to Sustaining a Lean Environment-Job Design for Self-Efficacy; Office of the under Secretary of

Defense for Acquisition and Sustainment: Washington, DC, USA, 2004.
79. Radnor, Z. Implementing lean in health care: Making the link between the approach, readiness and sustainability. Int. J. Ind. Eng.

Manag. 2011, 2, 1–12.
80. Singh, J.; Singh, H.; Singh, G. Productivity improvement using lean manufacturing in manufacturing industry of Northern India:

A case study. Int. J. Product. Perform. Manag. 2018, 67, 1394–1415. [CrossRef]
81. Ramadas, T.; Satish, K. Identification and modeling of employee barriers while implementing lean manufacturing in small-and

medium-scale enterprises. Int. J. Product. Perform. Manag. 2018, 67, 467–486. [CrossRef]
82. Karam, A.-A.; Liviu, M.; Cristina, V.; Radu, H. The contribution of lean manufacturing tools to changeover time decrease in the

pharmaceutical industry. A SMED project. Procedia Manuf. 2018, 22, 886–892. [CrossRef]
83. Nguyen, N.T.D.; Chinh, N.Q. Exploring critical factors for successfully implementing lean manufacturing at manufacturing

companies In vietnam. Int. J. Qual. Res. 2017, 11, 437–456.

http://doi.org/10.1108/IJLSS-07-2019-0076
http://doi.org/10.1108/JMTM-05-2013-0049
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJQRM-02-2017-0024
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJLSS-07-2017-0081
http://doi.org/10.1108/JMTM-05-2012-0057
http://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2019.1582094
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJLSS-12-2016-0078
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJLSS-09-2017-0103
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2017.1347302
http://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2016.1211480
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2020.12.193
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2019.1636323
http://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2020.1842729
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-07-2013-0329
http://doi.org/10.1080/14783360500054236
http://doi.org/10.1108/17410401211212661
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2012.12.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmsy.2021.07.012
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJLSS-12-2012-0014
https://www.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A986066&dswid=4646
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-02-2017-0037
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-10-2016-0218
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.promfg.2018.03.125


Sustainability 2022, 14, 6287 23 of 24

84. Singh, B.; Garg, S.; Sharma, S. Development of index for measuring leanness: Study of an Indian auto component industry. Meas.
Bus. Excell. 2010, 14, 46–53. [CrossRef]

85. Fullerton, R.R.; Wempe, W.F. Lean manufacturing, non-financial performance measures, and financial performance. Int. J. Oper.
Prod. Manag. 2009, 29, 214–240. [CrossRef]

86. Maware, C.; Adetunji, O. Lean impact analysis assessment models: Development of a lean measurement structural model.
UPSpace 2018, 12, 5.

87. Mirzaei, P. Lean Production: Introduction and Implementation Barriers with SMEs in Sweden; Högskolan i Jönköping: Jönköping,
Sweeden, 2011.

88. Dora, M.; Kumar, M.; Van Goubergen, D.; Molnar, A.; Gellynck, X. Operational performance and critical success factors of lean
manufacturing in European food processing SMEs. Trends Food Sci. Technol. 2013, 31, 156–164. [CrossRef]

89. Chauhan, G.; Singh, T. Measuring parameters of lean manufacturing realization. Meas. Bus. Excell. 2012, 16, 57–71. [CrossRef]
90. Bhasin, S. An appropriate change strategy for lean success. Manag. Decis. 2012, 50, 439–458. [CrossRef]
91. Rymaszewska, A.D. The challenges of lean manufacturing implementation in SMEs. Benchmarking Int. J. 2014, 21, 987–1002.

[CrossRef]
92. Pearce, D.; Dora, M.; Wesana, J.; Gellynck, X. Determining factors driving sustainable performance through the application of

lean management practices in horticultural primary production. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 203, 400–417. [CrossRef]
93. Emrouznejad, A.; Ho, W. Fuzzy Analytic Hierarchy Process; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2017.
94. Chan, H.K.; Sun, X.; Chung, S.-H. When should fuzzy analytic hierarchy process be used instead of analytic hierarchy process?

Decis. Support Syst. 2019, 125, 113114. [CrossRef]
95. Yang, C.-C.; Chen, B.-S. Key quality performance evaluation using fuzzy AHP. J. Chin. Inst. Ind. Eng. 2004, 21, 543–550. [CrossRef]
96. Iftikhar, M.A.; Siddiqui, A.S. A Study on Fuzzy AHP Method and Its Applications in a Tie Breaking Procedure. Glob. J. Pure Appl.

Math. 2017, 13, 1619–1630.
97. Enea, M.; Piazza, T. Project selection by constrained fuzzy AHP. Fuzzy Optim. Decis. Mak. 2004, 3, 39–62. [CrossRef]
98. Singh, R.; Choudhury, A.; Tiwari, M.; Maull, R. An integrated fuzzy-based decision support system for the selection of lean tools:

A case study from the steel industry. Proc. Inst. Mech. Eng. Part B J. Eng. Manuf. 2006, 220, 1735–1749. [CrossRef]
99. Jou, Y.; Hwang, C.; Lin, W. A performance evaluation of introducing Six-Sigma to aviation related industries in Taiwan. J. Inf.

Optim. Sci. 2010, 31, 499–511. [CrossRef]
100. Wanitwattanakosol, J.; Sopadang, A. A framework for implementing lean manufacturing system in small and medium enterprises.

In Applied Mechanics and Materials; Trans Tech Publications Ltd.: Zurich, Switzerland, 2012; pp. 3997–4003.
101. Ravikumar, M.; Marimuthu, K.; Parthiban, P. Evaluating lean implementation performance in Indian MSMEs using ISM and

AHP models. Int. J. Serv. Oper. Manag. 2015, 22, 21–39. [CrossRef]
102. Arunagiri, P.; Gnanavelbabu, A. Identification of major lean waste and its contributing factors using the fuzzy analytical hierarchy

process. Trans. Can. Soc. Mech. Eng. 2016, 40, 371–382. [CrossRef]
103. Yadav, G.; Desai, T.N. A fuzzy AHP approach to prioritize the barriers of integrated Lean Six Sigma. Int. J. Qual. Reliab. Manag.

2017, 34, 1167–1185. [CrossRef]
104. Belhadi, A.; Touriki, F.E. Prioritizing the solutions of lean implementation in SMEs to overcome its barriers: An integrated fuzzy

AHP-TOPSIS approach. J. Manuf. Technol. Manag. 2017, 27, 2365–2399. [CrossRef]
105. Gnanavelbabu, A.; Arunagiri, P. Ranking of MUDA using AHP and Fuzzy AHP algorithm. Mater. Today Proc. 2018, 5, 13406–13412.

[CrossRef]
106. Singh, P.L.; Sindhwani, R.; Dua, N.K.; Jamwal, A.; Aggarwal, A.; Iqbal, A.; Gautam, N. Evaluation of common barriers to the

combined lean-green-agile manufacturing system by two-way assessment method. In Advances in Industrial and Production
Engineering; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2019; pp. 653–672.

107. Sayed, A.Y.A.; Seth, D.; Hamouda, A.M.S. Prioritisation of lean construction barriers in Qatari context: A fuzzy AHP approach.
Int. J. Bus. Excell. 2019, 19, 503–531. [CrossRef]

108. Yadav, G.; Luthra, S.; Huisingh, D.; Mangla, S.K.; Narkhede, B.E.; Liu, Y. Development of a lean manufacturing framework to
enhance its adoption within manufacturing companies in developing economies. J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 245, 118726. [CrossRef]

109. Rezaei, A.; Rahiminezhad Galankashi, M.; Mansoorzadeh, S.; Mokhatab Rafiei, F. Supplier selection and order allocation with lean
manufacturing criteria: An integrated MCDM and Bi-objective modelling approach. Eng. Manag. J. 2020, 32, 253–271. [CrossRef]

110. Kumar, M.B.; Parameshwaran, R.; Antony, J.; Cudney, E. Framework for Lean Implementation through Fuzzy AHP-COPRAS Integrated
Approach; IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management: New York, NY, USA, 2021.

111. Singh, M.; Rathi, R. Empirical Investigation of Lean Six Sigma Enablers and Barriers in Indian MSMEs by Using Multi-Criteria
Decision Making Approach. Eng. Manag. J. 2021, 1–22. [CrossRef]

112. Bajaj, M.; Singh, A.K.; Alowaidi, M.; Sharma, N.K.; Sharma, S.K.; Mishra, S. Power quality assessment of distorted distribution
networks incorporating renewable distributed generation systems based on the analytic hierarchy process. IEEE Access 2020, 8,
145713–145737. [CrossRef]

113. Ocampo, L.; Himang, C.; Kumar, A.; Brezocnik, M. A novel multiple criteria decision-making approach based on fuzzy DEMATEL,
fuzzy ANP and fuzzy AHP for mapping collection and distribution centers in reverse logistics. Adv. Prod. Eng. Manag. 2019, 14,
297–322. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1108/13683041011047858
http://doi.org/10.1108/01443570910938970
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tifs.2013.03.002
http://doi.org/10.1108/13683041211257411
http://doi.org/10.1108/00251741211216223
http://doi.org/10.1108/BIJ-10-2012-0065
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.08.170
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2019.113114
http://doi.org/10.1080/10170660409509433
http://doi.org/10.1023/B:FODM.0000013071.63614.3d
http://doi.org/10.1243/09544054JEM494
http://doi.org/10.1080/02522667.2010.10699976
http://doi.org/10.1504/IJSOM.2015.070881
http://doi.org/10.1139/tcsme-2016-0027
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJQRM-01-2016-0010
http://doi.org/10.1108/JMTM-04-2017-0066
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2018.02.334
http://doi.org/10.1504/IJBEX.2019.103456
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.118726
http://doi.org/10.1080/10429247.2020.1753490
http://doi.org/10.1080/10429247.2021.1952020
http://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2020.3014288
http://doi.org/10.14743/apem2019.3.329


Sustainability 2022, 14, 6287 24 of 24

114. Hemmati, N.; Galankashi, M.R.; Imani, D.M.; Farughi, H. Maintenance policy selection: A fuzzy-ANP approach. J. Manuf. Technol.
Manag. 2018, 29, 1253–1268. [CrossRef]

115. Tortorella, G.L.; Saurin, T.A.; Gaiardelli, P.; Jurburg, D. Relationships between competences and lean automation practices: An
exploratory study. Prod. Plan. Control. 2021, 1–16. [CrossRef]

116. Jasti, N.V.K.; Kodali, R. An empirical study for implementation of lean principles in Indian manufacturing industry. Benchmarking
Int. J. 2016, 23, 183–207. [CrossRef]

117. Khanh, H.D.; Kim, S.Y. A survey on production planning system in construction projects based on Last Planner System. KSCE J.
Civ. Eng. 2016, 20, 1–11. [CrossRef]

118. Dora, M.; Kumar, M.; Gellynck, X. Determinants and barriers to lean implementation in food-processing SMEs–a multiple case
analysis. Prod. Plan. Control. 2016, 27, 1–23. [CrossRef]

119. Cudney, E.; Elrod, C. Incorporating lean concepts into supply chain management. Int. J. Six Sigma Compet. Advant. 2010, 6, 12–30.
[CrossRef]

120. Zhang, L.; Narkhede, B.E.; Chaple, A.P. Evaluating lean manufacturing barriers: An interpretive process. J. Manuf. Technol. Manag.
2017, 28, 1086–1114. [CrossRef]

121. Zahraee, S.M. A survey on lean manufacturing implementation in a selected manufacturing industry in Iran. Int. J. Lean Six
Sigma 2016, 7, 136–148. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1108/JMTM-06-2017-0109
http://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2021.1953178
http://doi.org/10.1108/BIJ-11-2013-0101
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12205-015-1412-y
http://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2015.1050477
http://doi.org/10.1504/IJSSCA.2010.034854
http://doi.org/10.1108/JMTM-04-2017-0071
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJLSS-03-2015-0010

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Lack of Proper Training 
	Resistance of Management to Change 
	Resistance of Workers to Change 
	Insufficient Financial Resources 
	Cultural Barriers 
	Lean Is Complex to Implement 
	Lack of Understanding of the Benefits of Implementing LM 
	Lack of Time 
	Fuzzy Analytical Hierarchy Process (FAHP) 
	Fuzzy Logic 
	Fuzzy Analytic Network Process (FANP) 

	Methodology 
	Identification of Lean Implementation Challenges 
	Design of Survey Questionnaire and Data Collection 
	Prioritization of Lean Implementation Barriers Using the FAHP Method 
	Prioritization of Lean Implementation Challenges Using the FANP Method 

	Results 
	Challenges Faced by Manufacturing Organizations 
	Construction of the Fuzzy Pairwise Comparison Matrix 
	The Value of Fuzzy Synthetic Extent for the Main Criteria 
	Analysis of the Minimum Degree of Possibilities 
	FANP Model Development 
	Step 1: Goal Definition 
	Step 2: Creation of a Network Model Representation 
	Step 3: Pairwise Comparison Matrix 
	Determination of Consistency Ratio 
	Generation of Supermatrix 
	Sensitivity Analysis 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

