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Article 
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Abstract: This conceptual paper introduces the Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) 
framework to address the limitations of conventional lean systems in responding to sustainability 
and resilience challenges. Rooted in sustainability science and operations management, the model 
reconceptualizes operational excellence by integrating green imperatives—such as environmental 
accountability, adaptability, and systemic feedback—into lean methodologies. The framework was 
developed through an interdisciplinary synthesis of literature on lean operations, green supply 
chains, and adaptive organizational systems. It proposes a structured flow from strategic 
preconditions to hybrid mechanisms and sustainability-linked outcomes, supported by continuous 
refinement loops. Key propositions are offered for empirical testing. GLOE advances theoretical 
understanding by redefining excellence beyond cost-efficiency, extending lean theory toward 
strategic sustainability, and bridging gaps between operational practice and sustainability science. It 
also provides a roadmap for future research, emphasizing empirical validation, indicator 
development, and digital integration. The model offers practical guidance for managers to move 
beyond siloed CSR programs and embed sustainability into the core of operational strategy. 
Ultimately, GLOE positions operations as active contributors to organizational resilience and long-
term value in an era of climate disruption and socio-ecological complexity. 

Keywords: green lean; operational excellence; sustainability integration; adaptive operations; 
organizational resilience; sustainability science; lean transformation; circular value streams; digital 
sustainability; strategic operations 
 

1. Introduction 

The accelerating climate crisis has profoundly altered the strategic context of organizational 
operations. As global warming intensifies and environmental regulations tighten, firms are under 
unprecedented pressure to not only minimize costs and increase efficiency but also to align their 
operational models with the principles of environmental and social sustainability [1,2]. Traditional 
operational paradigms—dominated by lean management principles that emphasize efficiency, waste 
reduction, and process optimization—are increasingly inadequate in addressing the 
multidimensional challenges posed by climate change, resource scarcity, and ecological degradation 
[3]. This transformation signals a paradigm shift that demands a redefinition of what constitutes 
operational excellence in the 21st century. 

Over the last two decades, lean operations have become a cornerstone of operational strategy 
across industries. Originally developed within manufacturing contexts, the lean philosophy has been 
lauded for its ability to streamline production, enhance quality, and reduce operational costs [4]. 
However, lean's classic formulation often focuses narrowly on economic efficiency, without 
adequately considering environmental or social impacts. This has led to criticisms that lean, while 
effective in cost terms, may not always support broader sustainability goals [5,6]. In parallel, the rise 
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of green operations has aimed to fill this gap by promoting practices that minimize environmental 
harm and support long-term ecological balance [7,8]. Yet, green approaches alone frequently lack the 
rigorous efficiency metrics and structured methodologies that define lean systems. The resulting 
disjointedness between these two schools of thought has hindered a cohesive operational response 
to sustainability challenges. 

A growing body of literature has explored the potential of integrating lean and green principles 
into what is commonly referred to as Green Lean [9,10]. This emerging paradigm seeks to combine 
the structured efficiency of lean with the environmental consciousness of green operations. However, 
most existing research on green lean has focused on empirical applications, such as specific case 
studies or implementation strategies in selected industries [11]. While such studies provide useful 
insights for practitioners, they tend to lack the conceptual depth needed to generalize beyond specific 
contexts or to contribute to theoretical advancement. Consequently, there is a notable gap in the 
literature for a systematic conceptual framework that explains how green lean principles can be 
strategically integrated into operational models to support sustainable excellence across industries 
[12]. 

This paper responds to this gap by offering a conceptual model of Green Lean Operational 
Excellence. The model articulates the strategic foundations, operational mechanisms, and expected 
outcomes of integrating green lean practices within organizations seeking to navigate the dual 
imperatives of efficiency and sustainability. Unlike empirical studies that rely on field data, this 
article draws upon a synthesis of theoretical constructs from the lean management, green operations, 
and sustainability science literatures. The result is a comprehensive framework that not only explains 
how green lean can function in theory, but also proposes a set of propositions that can guide future 
empirical validation. 

In conceptualizing this framework, we adopt the lens of theory development, in line with the 
criteria for non-empirical research as outlined by leading journals in human resource development 
and management [13]. Our purpose is not to test hypotheses or report on field-based data collection, 
but rather to develop a theoretical model that integrates existing knowledge domains and suggests 
new pathways for operational strategy under climate constraints. As such, this paper qualifies as a 
theory development and conceptual article. It contributes to the ongoing discourse on how operations 
management must evolve in response to environmental realities and aligns with scholarly efforts to 
reconceptualize efficiency not merely as cost-reduction but as value creation across economic, 
ecological, and social dimensions [14]. 

The contribution of this article is threefold. First, it repositions operational excellence within the 
broader context of sustainability by proposing an integrated approach that aligns lean mechanisms 
with environmental and social imperatives. Second, it introduces a conceptual model that can serve 
as a theoretical foundation for future empirical studies and policy frameworks. Third, it formulates 
testable propositions that open avenues for future research on the causal relationships between green 
lean practices and sustainable performance outcomes. 

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents an integrative review of 
the literature on lean operations, green practices, and sustainability strategies. Section 3 develops the 
conceptual framework and articulates theoretical propositions. Section 4 discusses the implications 
for operations theory and sustainability science. Section 5 offers practical insights for managers and 
policymakers. Section 6 outlines directions for future research, and Section 7 concludes the paper. 

By advancing the theoretical understanding of green lean integration, this paper seeks to 
stimulate academic debate, guide practical innovation, and support organizations in their pursuit of 
sustainability-driven operational transformation. 
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2. Review of Literature 

2.1. Climate Change and Operational Sustainability 

In recent years, climate change has emerged as one of the most significant external forces 
reshaping the operational strategies of organizations worldwide. The increasing frequency of 
extreme weather events, rising global temperatures, and escalating regulatory pressures have 
elevated sustainability from a peripheral concern to a central strategic imperative [15]. For operations 
managers, this shift challenges the long-standing focus on cost-efficiency and productivity 
maximization, compelling a broader consideration of environmental and social impacts within core 
operational decisions. 

The concept of operational sustainability extends beyond traditional notions of process 
optimization and lean production. It calls for a reconfiguration of operations to align with long-term 
environmental viability, social equity, and economic resilience [16]. This shift is not merely 
normative; it is increasingly mandated by stakeholders including investors, governments, and 
consumers, who expect organizations to internalize the externalities of their activities. For instance, 
carbon pricing, emissions regulations, and environmental audits are becoming routine components 
of operational assessments across industries [17]. These developments underscore the urgent need 
for operational models that integrate sustainability into their strategic core rather than treat it as an 
afterthought. 

However, a critical examination of the literature reveals that traditional lean systems are ill-
equipped to address these emerging sustainability demands. Lean operations, as initially conceived 
within the Toyota Production System, prioritize the elimination of non-value-adding activities—
primarily defined in economic terms [18]. While lean’s emphasis on waste reduction and continuous 
improvement offers environmental co-benefits in certain contexts, its frameworks often lack explicit 
environmental metrics or mechanisms for evaluating ecological performance [19]. This limitation 
reflects a fundamental design issue: lean systems were never intended to address environmental or 
social objectives, and retrofitting them for sustainability purposes has proven both conceptually and 
practically problematic. 

Moreover, as noted by recent critiques, the pursuit of lean efficiency can paradoxically 
exacerbate environmental risks. For example, practices such as just-in-time inventory management, 
while reducing holding costs, can increase carbon emissions due to more frequent transportation 
cycles and supply chain fragility [18,20]. Similarly, lean-driven workforce reductions may yield 
economic savings but undermine organizational resilience and social sustainability [21,22]. These 
contradictions highlight a theoretical tension between efficiency and sustainability that remains 
unresolved in much of the operations literature. 

From a systems theory perspective, operational sustainability requires a holistic integration of 
environmental, social, and economic variables across the entire value chain [23]. This systemic 
approach is advocated within the field of sustainability science, which emphasizes the 
interconnectedness of human and ecological systems and the need for transdisciplinary strategies to 
address complex global problems [24,25]. However, despite the conceptual maturity of sustainability 
science, its application in operational strategy remains fragmented and inconsistent. Most operations 
management models continue to privilege linear input-output structures and short-term 
performance metrics, failing to reflect the dynamic, nonlinear realities of climate-sensitive 
operational ecosystems. 

In sum, the climate crisis has created a strategic inflection point for operations management. 
While the literature acknowledges the need for sustainable operational transformation, it remains 
conceptually divided. Traditional lean systems lack the environmental depth required, while 
sustainability frameworks often lack the operational rigor to be actionable. This creates a pressing 
need for a new integrative framework that can reconcile the strengths of lean with the imperatives of 
environmental and social sustainability—a gap this paper seeks to address. 
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2.2. Principles and Limitation of Lean 

Lean operations, rooted in the Toyota Production System, have long been celebrated for their 
contributions to process efficiency, quality improvement, and cost reduction. At its core, lean 
emphasizes the elimination of waste (muda), continuous improvement (kaizen), and respect for 
people—principles that have proven adaptable across manufacturing, healthcare, logistics, and 
service industries [26,27]. Key tools such as value stream mapping, kanban systems, and just-in-time 
delivery have empowered organizations to streamline workflows, reduce inventory, and increase 
responsiveness [28,29]. The conceptual appeal of lean lies in its disciplined focus on delivering 
customer value with minimal resource expenditure. 

However, a critical review of the lean literature reveals that its primary orientation toward 
economic efficiency has often come at the expense of broader ecological considerations [30,31]. 
Traditional lean metrics—such as cycle time, throughput, and defect rate—are typically designed to 
optimize internal processes without systematically accounting for environmental externalities. While 
waste reduction is a shared concern of both lean and sustainability, the two paradigms define waste 
differently. Lean sees waste primarily as anything that does not add value to the customer, whereas 
sustainability frames waste within the context of environmental degradation and resource depletion 
[32,33]. This definitional gap has resulted in theoretical misalignment and practical confusion when 
lean is applied to sustainability challenges. 

Furthermore, the implementation of lean practices can inadvertently generate sustainability 
trade-offs. For instance, just-in-time systems, while effective in reducing inventory costs, may 
increase environmental impacts by requiring more frequent shipments and contributing to higher 
transportation-related emissions [34]. Similarly, lean’s focus on minimizing redundancy can weaken 
supply chain resilience, as seen during recent global disruptions where hyper-optimized systems 
proved fragile in the face of unexpected shocks [35,36]. These outcomes expose an inherent limitation 
in lean thinking: its tendency to prioritize short-term efficiency gains over long-term environmental 
and systemic resilience. 

From a theoretical standpoint, lean’s mechanistic orientation and its roots in engineering 
disciplines make it less suited to address the complex, adaptive dynamics characteristic of 
sustainability challenges. Ecological systems are nonlinear, interdependent, and often 
unpredictable—qualities that lean frameworks, with their emphasis on standardization and control, 
struggle to accommodate [37,38]. This has led scholars to question whether lean, in its traditional 
form, is conceptually equipped to support sustainability transitions or whether a deeper 
reconceptualization is needed. 

In conclusion, while lean remains a powerful operational philosophy, its narrow focus on 
economic efficiency limits its relevance in the age of climate change and environmental crisis. 
Addressing these limitations requires not just the addition of environmental goals to lean systems 
but a fundamental rethinking of lean itself—a task this paper takes up in proposing an integrated 
green lean framework that aligns operational excellence with sustainability imperatives. 

2.3. Green Operations: Scope and Strategy 

Green operations have emerged as a response to the ecological shortcomings of traditional 
operational models. Rooted in principles of environmental stewardship, resource conservation, and 
pollution prevention, green operations aim to minimize the ecological footprint of organizational 
processes across the product life cycle—from raw material sourcing to production, distribution, and 
disposal [39,40]. Within this framework, organizations adopt practices such as energy-efficient 
manufacturing, waste segregation, eco-friendly packaging, and life cycle assessment (LCA) to align 
with environmental regulations and stakeholder expectations for sustainability [41,42]. 

At the conceptual level, green operations draw heavily from sustainability science and 
environmental management theory, both of which emphasize systemic thinking, long-term resource 
integrity, and intergenerational responsibility [43]. These paradigms encourage organizations to 
move beyond compliance and embrace proactive strategies that regenerate ecosystems and promote 
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circularity. Green operations thus mark a crucial normative advancement from efficiency-centric 
systems to those that embed environmental values within the operational core. 

However, while green operations address the ecological blind spots of lean, they present 
practical and strategic limitations of their own. First, green initiatives often suffer from a lack of 
operational structure and rigor. Unlike lean systems, which provide a detailed set of tools, metrics, 
and continuous improvement cycles, green operations tend to be more fragmented and context-
dependent, making standardization and replication difficult [44]. As a result, many green efforts 
remain isolated initiatives—limited to energy audits, recycling programs, or carbon offsetting—
rather than being embedded into the broader operational strategy [45,46]. 

Second, despite their ecological ambition, green operations can be perceived as economically 
inefficient or incompatible with competitive performance metrics. Implementing green technologies 
or redesigning supply chains for sustainability often entails upfront investments, longer payback 
periods, and potential disruptions to established processes [47,48]. This creates tension between 
environmental goals and profitability, particularly in cost-sensitive industries. Additionally, some 
organizations may engage in symbolic adoption—implementing green measures for reputation or 
compliance purposes without substantive operational change [49]. 

Moreover, the literature reveals a persistent gap between strategic environmental intent and 
operational capability. While green policies are increasingly common at the corporate level, their 
translation into process-level actions is frequently hampered by limited technical know-how, 
resistance to change, and weak integration with existing operational workflows [50,51]. This 
disconnect has led scholars to call for frameworks that can bridge green goals with lean discipline—
uniting environmental purpose with operational efficiency. 

In summary, green operations offer a compelling ethical and ecological direction for operational 
strategy. However, their conceptual breadth often comes at the cost of implementation depth. 
Without structured methodologies and clear efficiency linkages, green practices risk remaining 
aspirational rather than transformative. This reinforces the need for a hybrid paradigm that combines 
the systemic vision of green operations with the discipline and scalability of lean methods—a 
synthesis developed further in the next section. 

2.4. Toward Green Lean: Converging Paradigms 

Recognizing the respective strengths and limitations of lean and green approaches, scholars and 
practitioners have increasingly explored the potential for integrating the two into a unified 
operational paradigm often referred to as Green Lean [52–54]. This convergence seeks to leverage the 
discipline, tools, and efficiency orientation of leanwhile embedding the environmental consciousness 
and systems thinking of green operations. The goal is to construct an operational framework that is 
both performance-driven and sustainability-oriented. 

Early studies on green lean primarily focus on empirical case applications in manufacturing and 
logistics sectors, showing promising results in waste minimization, energy savings, and resource 
efficiency [55,56]. However, a critical reading reveals that many of these efforts remain practitioner-
led adaptations rather than theory-driven innovations. The literature lacks a cohesive theoretical 
foundation that articulates how lean and green principles interact systematically, what tensions or 
trade-offs they produce, and how these tensions can be resolved within a formal operational model 
[11,57]. 

Moreover, current studies tend to emphasize tool-level integration—such as combining value 
stream mapping with carbon footprint metrics—without addressing higher-order strategic 
alignment, organizational culture, or performance measurement beyond cost and throughput [58,59]. 
This limits the scalability and generalizability of green lean initiatives, and more importantly, 
weakens their potential as a transformative framework for sustainable operations in the era of climate 
disruption. 

To clarify the key differences and areas of synergy, Table 1 summarizes the core elements of 
Lean, Green, and Green Lean approaches across five dimensions: goals, tools, principles, success 
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metrics, and organizational values. This comparative framework illustrates both the convergence 
potential and the unresolved gaps that necessitate further conceptual development. 

Table 1. Comparison of Lean, Green, and Green Lean Operations. 

Dimension Lean Operations Green Operations Green Lean (Integrated) 

Primary Goal 
Maximize efficiency and 
eliminate non-value-
adding activities 

Minimize 
environmental impact 
and support resource 
regeneration 

Simultaneously improve 
efficiency and 
environmental 
performance 

Core Tools 
Value Stream Mapping, 
Kanban, 5S, JIT, Kaizen 

Life Cycle Assessment, 
Environmental Audits, 
ISO 14001 

Eco-VSM, Green Kaizen, 
Sustainable JIT 

Underlying 
Principles 

Cost-based value 
creation, 
standardization, flow 
optimization 

Ecological stewardship, 
pollution prevention, 
circularity 

Integrated thinking, 
balanced value creation 

Success Metrics 
Cycle time, defect rate, 
inventory turnover, cost 
savings 

Carbon emissions, 
energy use, waste 
reduction, resource 
intensity 

Combined metrics: cost, 
emissions, energy 
efficiency, eco-efficiency 

Organizational 
Values 

Efficiency, discipline, 
problem-solving culture 

Responsibility, ethics, 
long-term thinking 

 

This table not only demonstrates the theoretical misalignment between lean and green 
philosophies but also surfaces the untapped opportunity for developing a structured, robust model 
that marries their strengths while mitigating their respective weaknesses. While some frameworks 
attempt to combine lean and green tactically, a strategic-level integration remains largely conceptual 
and fragmented. 

In light of this, there is a compelling need for a formalized conceptual model—a Green Lean 
Operational Excellence framework—that positions sustainability not as an adjunct to efficiency but 
as an inherent component of what it means to operate effectively in the 21st century. This model must 
transcend tool-level adaptations and provide theoretical clarity, strategic coherence, and operational 
scalability. The next section proposes such a model and develops propositions to guide future 
empirical inquiry. 

3. Conceptual Framework and Theorical Proposition 

3.1. Strategic Preconditions 

Effective implementation of Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) requires more than 
technical adjustments to existing processes. It demands a strategic foundation that aligns 
organizational intent, culture, and regulatory context with the integrative philosophy of green lean. 
These strategic preconditions—leadership commitment, sustainability-oriented culture, and 
institutional alignment with global sustainability frameworks such as the SDGs—serve as the 
antecedentsthat enable the emergence and institutionalization of GLOE within organizational 
systems. 

First and foremost, transformational leadership plays a critical role in setting the tone for 
sustainability-driven operations. Leaders who demonstrate environmental awareness, long-term 
vision, and cross-functional thinking are more likely to foster an environment conducive to green 
lean integration [60–62]. Transformational leaders also tend to empower teams, promote 
experimentation, and support organizational learning—all of which are essential for balancing the 
tension between lean discipline and environmental flexibility [63–65]. Without strong leadership that 
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embraces sustainability as a strategic imperative, green lean initiatives risk being reduced to isolated 
projects with limited organizational impact. 

Second, organizational culture acts as a critical enabler—or barrier—for GLOE adoption. 
Cultures that value continuous improvement (kaizen), ethical responsibility, and shared 
accountability are better positioned to adopt a dual logic that integrates efficiency with 
environmental stewardship [66,67]. In contrast, performance cultures narrowly focused on short-
term financial metrics may resist changes that initially appear to undermine productivity or 
profitability. Therefore, the success of GLOE requires a shift in cultural orientation—from reactive 
compliance to proactive sustainability embedded in operational routines. 

Third, the regulatory and institutional environment must support the adoption of integrated 
sustainability-efficiency strategies. In particular, alignment with global frameworks such as the 
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) provides legitimacy, direction, and 
coherence for organizational sustainability efforts. Specifically, SDG 9 (Industry, Innovation, and 
Infrastructure), SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production), and SDG 13 (Climate Action) 
directly intersect with the goals of green lean operations [68,69]. Organizations that structure their 
operational goals in accordance with these global mandates are more likely to attract stakeholder 
support, minimize regulatory risk, and participate in broader sustainability ecosystems. 

Additionally, stakeholder pressures—ranging from environmentally conscious consumers to 
ESG-focused investors—function as external antecedents that shape internal readiness. These forces 
further reinforce the strategic necessity of embedding green lean principles into the core operational 
model, rather than treating them as peripheral initiatives [70]. 

In summary, the antecedents of Green Lean Operational Excellence reside not only in process 
infrastructure but in the strategic alignment between leadership, culture, and external expectations. 
Without these foundational elements, attempts to operationalize sustainability through green lean 
practices are likely to remain superficial or unsustainable. The following section elaborates on the 
internal mechanisms through which these strategic conditions are translated into operational 
realities. 

3.2. Core Operational Mechanism 

Building on the strategic preconditions outlined above, the core operational mechanism of the 
Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) model involves the integration of lean efficiency 
principles with green sustainability imperativesacross all stages of the operational value chain. This 
section outlines how internal processes—when guided by the dual logic of lean and green—can 
simultaneously enhance productivity and reduce environmental impact. 

At the heart of this mechanism is a process logic that prioritizes waste reduction and eco-
innovation in parallel. Lean operations have long focused on eliminating seven types of waste 
(overproduction, waiting, transportation, overprocessing, inventory, motion, and defects), but green 
operations introduce new categories—such as energy waste, material toxicity, and ecological harm—
which are often overlooked in traditional lean analysis [71]. Green Lean expands the definition of 
waste to include not just inefficiencies in workflow, but also inefficiencies in environmental resource 
use and negative externalities. 

Key operational activities in this integrated model include: 

 Eco-value stream mapping (Eco-VSM): Enhances traditional value stream mapping by 
incorporating energy flows, emissions data, and resource consumption metrics alongside time 
and cost [72]. 

 Green Kaizen initiatives: Empower employees to engage in continuous environmental 
improvement, fostering innovation in areas such as renewable resource utilization and circular 
production loops. 

 Process redesign for sustainability: Involves reengineering production layouts, logistics flows, 
and packaging systems to reduce lifecycle emissions and align with circular economy principles. 
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 Sustainability-aligned KPIs: Operational performance is measured not only by cost and 
throughput but also by eco-efficiency metrics, such as CO₂ intensity per unit, water usage per 
process, and percentage of recyclable inputs [73,74]. 

These practices are not implemented in isolation. They are coordinated through an integrated 
feedback system that continuously evaluates outcomes, informs managerial decisions, and supports 
dynamic capability development. The goal is to maintain operational agility while embedding 
sustainability as a core performance driver, not a constraint. 

The following model illustrates the full flow of the GLOE system—from strategic preconditions 
to integrated operational mechanisms, performance outcomes, and a continuous feedback loop. It 
visualizes how the dual imperatives of efficiency and sustainability are operationalized through a 
cohesive and adaptive framework that links leadership intent, hybrid process tools, and dynamic 
stakeholder responsiveness. As shown in Figure 1, the model emphasizes closed-loop learning and 
continuous refinement as central features of sustainable operational excellence. 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model of Green Lean Operational Excellence. 

This model emphasizes that operational excellence is no longer defined solely by throughput or 
cost reduction. In the GLOE paradigm, excellence also includes reduced environmental burden, 
sustainability-led innovation, and responsiveness to evolving stakeholder expectations. The 
integrative mechanism is designed to be both systematic and adaptive, allowing organizations to 
navigate complex, volatile environments while advancing both economic and sustainability goals. 

Ultimately, the GLOE mechanism offers a structured yet flexible operational strategy that 
responds to the realities of climate-sensitive markets. By embedding sustainability directly into 
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operational core processes—not as an add-on but as an integrated logic—it provides a scalable model 
for long-term organizational competitiveness. 

3.3. Propositions 

The proposed Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) model not only provides an 
integrated framework for aligning efficiency with sustainability, but also offers a basis for generating 
testable propositions that advance theory and guide future empirical inquiry. These propositions 
emerge from the interplay between strategic preconditions, process mechanisms, and sustainability-
aligned outcomes, as depicted in Figure 1. 

To structure the logic of proposition development, we draw upon systems theory and 
contingency theory, both of which emphasize interdependence among organizational elements and 
the importance of contextual alignment for effective performance [75,76]. The propositions below are 
designed to articulate how specific antecedents and operational configurations influence 
sustainability-driven outcomes within the GLOE framework. 

P1: Integration of green lean strategies enhances adaptive operational resilience under 
climate stressors. 
This proposition reflects the capacity of green lean approaches to create flexible, resource-efficient 
systems that are better equipped to withstand environmental disruptions. By simultaneously 
optimizing operational flows and reducing ecological impact, organizations can develop dual 
resilience—operational and environmental—which traditional models fail to deliver [77,78]. In 
volatile conditions, this resilience becomes a competitive differentiator. 

P2: Organizations with strong sustainability orientation derive higher innovation 
performance from green lean adoption. 
Cultural readiness and leadership commitment to sustainability are key antecedents that condition 
the success of green lean practices. Organizations that embed sustainability into their core values are 
more likely to invest in process redesign, experiment with eco-innovation, and create space for green 
continuous improvement efforts. As a result, the innovation yield from green lean practices is likely 
to be higher in such environments [79,80]. 

P3: The presence of structured hybrid tools (e.g., Eco-VSM, Green Kaizen) mediates the 
relationship between green lean implementation and environmental performance outcomes. 
While the conceptual compatibility of lean and green is important, its realization in practice often 
depends on technical enablers—tools and processes that translate abstract goals into actionable 
interventions. The availability and use of hybrid tools thus serve as a mediating mechanism, 
transforming strategic intent into measurable environmental outcomes [81]. 

The Materials and Methods should be described with sufficient details to allow others to 
replicate and build on the published 

P4: Strategic alignment with global sustainability frameworks (e.g., SDGs) strengthens the 
impact of green lean systems on organizational legitimacy. 
In institutional environments where sustainability performance is increasingly scrutinized by 
regulators, investors, and customers, alignment with global standards provides symbolic and 
substantive legitimacy [82]. Green lean systems that explicitly support SDG targets are more likely to 
be perceived as credible, forward-looking, and socially responsible, enhancing both compliance and 
reputation. 

P5: Feedback-driven refinement mechanisms moderate the relationship between green lean 
implementation and long-term operational excellence. 
Green lean is not a static intervention but a dynamic capability. Organizations that embed continuous 
feedback—through stakeholder input, performance monitoring, and policy recalibration—are better 
positioned to sustain operational excellence over time. Feedback loops ensure that green lean remains 
responsive to contextual changes and evolving sustainability challenges [83–85]. 

These propositions form the theoretical scaffolding for future research aimed at validating and 
refining the GLOE model. They encourage multi-level investigation—linking strategic orientation, 
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process capabilities, and organizational outcomes—and promote cross-disciplinary inquiry at the 
intersection of operations management, sustainability studies, and organizational behavior. 

By articulating these propositions, this paper contributes not only a conceptual framework but 
also a research agendathat can advance the field toward a more integrative and impact-driven 
understanding of sustainable operational strategy. 

4. Discussion and Theorical Implications 

The proposed Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) framework represents a significant 
departure from conventional operational models that prioritize short-term efficiency at the expense 
of long-term sustainability. This section synthesizes the broader theoretical contributions of the 
model, offering critical reflection on how GLOE challenges, extends, and integrates key concepts from 
lean operations, sustainability science, and organizational resilience. The discussion also positions 
the framework within contemporary debates about the future of operational strategy in the context 
of climate change and systemic uncertainty. 

4.1. Redefining Operational Excellence: From Cost-Efficiency to Sustainability Integration 

For decades, models of operational excellence have been shaped by the logic of cost-efficiency—
an approach deeply rooted in the lean management paradigm. Operational systems have been 
designed to optimize throughput, minimize waste, and standardize workflows, with success 
measured largely by internal metrics such as cycle time, defect rate, and unit cost [86]. While 
undeniably effective in improving process performance, these models typically frame environmental 
and social concerns as externalities—issues to be addressed through separate compliance efforts or 
corporate social responsibility (CSR) programs, rather than integrated within the operational core. 

This bifurcation between efficiency and sustainability reflects a conceptual limitation in the 
prevailing definitions of excellence. The Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) framework 
presented in this paper challenges that limitation by advancing a redefinition of operational 
excellence that places sustainability, adaptability, and systems resilience at the center of operational 
strategy. In this revised conception, excellence is no longer evaluated solely by how efficiently an 
organization operates, but also by how responsibly, adaptively, and sustainably it creates and 
delivers value across time horizons. 

By embedding sustainability into the operational design logic, the GLOE model supports a 
fundamental paradigm shiftin how excellence is understood. The model positions sustainability not 
as a constraint or trade-off to be managed, but as a strategic enabler of innovation, stakeholder 
legitimacy, and long-term competitiveness. In doing so, it aligns with broader calls in the 
sustainability literature for organizations to internalize environmental and social goals within their 
core value creation systems [87,88]. 

From a theoretical standpoint, this reconceptualization contributes to the evolution of operations 
management by reframing excellence through the lens of the triple bottom line—economic, 
environmental, and social. This shift prompts a critical examination of foundational assumptions 
within lean and quality management systems. It raises new theoretical questions about what kinds 
of metrics, decision rules, and optimization criteria are appropriate when sustainability is no longer 
peripheral but integral to the very definition of operational success. 

Moreover, the GLOE framework brings into view the need for multi-dimensional performance 
standards that go beyond conventional financial and efficiency indicators. It invites scholars to 
theorize new performance architectures that are capable of balancing short-term process control with 
long-term ecosystem and stakeholder considerations. This theoretical movement opens space for 
developing hybrid constructs such as eco-efficiency, sustainable responsiveness, and resilience 
capacity—concepts that are increasingly relevant in the face of climate disruptions and systemic 
volatility. 

Ultimately, the contribution of GLOE in this domain is not merely additive; it is 
transformational. It invites a rethinking of the ontology of excellence itself—suggesting that in the 
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Anthropocene, excellence must be judged not only by operational precision but by its contribution to 
the persistence, regeneration, and equity of the systems in which the organization is embedded. 

4.2. Extending Lean Theory Toward Strategic Sustainability 

The Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) framework extends lean theory by challenging 
and recontextualizing its foundational orientation. Lean thinking—originating from the Toyota 
Production System—has traditionally prioritized efficiency, flow, and quality through a suite of tools 
and techniques such as value stream mapping, just-in-time systems, and continuous improvement 
practices [89–91]. While lean has evolved to address broader organizational contexts beyond 
manufacturing, its theoretical core remains primarily instrumental and internally focused. This poses 
a limitation in an era when organizations are expected to contribute not only to economic value 
creation but also to ecological regeneration and social responsibility. 

The GLOE model intervenes in this trajectory by advancing a strategic reconceptualization of 
lean. Rather than treating sustainability as a peripheral enhancement to existing lean systems, GLOE 
frames green lean as a coherent operational philosophy—one that aligns process discipline with 
environmental stewardship and strategic agility. In doing so, it invites scholars to move beyond a 
tool-based integration of green principles and toward a more theoretically embedded synthesis. Lean 
is no longer viewed merely as a process optimization technique, but as a platform for sustainability-
driven transformation [92–94]. 

This theoretical move aligns with a growing but still fragmented body of work on sustainable 
lean systems, which explores how lean and environmental values can coexist [95–97]. However, 
GLOE contributes by offering clarity to the conditions under which lean systems can be genuinely 
sustainable. These conditions are not technical alone; they are strategic and institutional. Leadership 
commitment, organizational culture, and alignment with global sustainability mandates such as the 
SDGs are positioned as prerequisites rather than optional enhancements. This repositioning calls into 
question the assumption that lean tools can simply be “greened” across contexts without regard to 
the values, norms, and structures that govern their application. 

Moreover, GLOE offers a pathway for lean theory to bridge the divide between operations and 
environmental systems—a divide that has historically limited the scope of lean’s applicability. By 
embedding lean within broader systems thinking and sustainability science, the framework shifts the 
theoretical conversation from "how to reduce waste" to "how to sustain complex systems over time." 
In this view, lean becomes less about internal efficiency and more about contributing to ecological 
coherence, social well-being, and strategic resilience [98]. 

This redefinition has significant implications for theory-building. It challenges the field to 
develop new constructs, such as green lean maturity, sustainability-integrated process capability, or 
operational climate responsiveness, that reflect the complex, multi-level dynamics of the 
sustainability era. GLOE thus contributes not only to the extension of lean theory, but also to its 
renewal—positioning it as an active and responsive domain within the larger project of sustainable 
development. 

4.3. Bridging Sustainability Science and Operation Management 

The evolving landscape of global sustainability challenges has prompted a convergence between 
two traditionally separate fields: sustainability science and operations management. Sustainability 
science, by nature, is transdisciplinary, systems-oriented, and solution-focused, aiming to understand 
and transform complex socio-ecological systems under stress [99–101]. In contrast, operations 
management has historically concentrated on the optimization of internal organizational processes, 
guided by metrics of cost, time, and efficiency. The theoretical and methodological distance between 
the two fields has long hindered meaningful integration. 

The Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) framework contributes to bridging this divide 
by functioning as a translation mechanism—a conceptual interface that connects the normative 
aspirations of sustainability science with the instrumental logic of operational practice. GLOE does 
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not simply apply sustainability “on top of” lean principles; rather, it embeds sustainability as a 
foundational orientation that reshapes operational objectives, tools, and metrics. Through this 
repositioning, the model invites both disciplines to reframe their assumptions and engage in mutual 
conceptual exchange. 

For instance, the model’s emphasis on feedback and refinement loops reflects the sustainability 
science perspective on reflexivity, learning, and adaptive governance—principles central to 
navigating uncertainty and complexity in socio-ecological systems [102]. GLOE adopts these 
principles and reinterprets them within an operational logic: continuous improvement becomes not 
only about eliminating waste, but also about enhancing system-level sustainability and resilience. 

Moreover, GLOE explicitly aligns its structure with the United Nations Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs)—a global framework often referenced in sustainability science but rarely 
operationalized within mainstream operations literature. By connecting firm-level activities to 
macro-level sustainability imperatives—particularly SDG 9 (Industry, Innovation, and 
Infrastructure), SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production), and SDG 13 (Climate Action)—
the model supports the conceptual integration of local action and global responsibility [103–105]. 

This integrative function is particularly valuable given the mutual blind spots each field carries. 
Sustainability initiatives in business are often criticized for lacking operational grounding, resulting 
in programs that are idealistic but unsustainable in practice. Conversely, operations research has been 
slow to incorporate environmental system dynamics, leading to models that ignore ecological 
interdependencies or treat them as external constraints rather than integral design parameters 
[106,107]. 

The GLOE framework addresses these disconnects by offering a shared conceptual language—
one that invites scholars and practitioners from both domains to engage in joint theorization. It 
reframes operations not as isolated internal systems, but as active contributors to the sustainability 
of larger ecosystems and stakeholder communities. At the same time, it encourages sustainability 
scholars to consider the feasibility, scalability, and measurability that operational frameworks can 
offer. 

In doing so, GLOE represents more than a synthesis; it is a boundary-spanning framework that 
facilitates cross-disciplinary theorizing. It opens space for hybrid constructs such as sustainable 
throughput, eco-adaptive capability, or systems-aligned operational strategy—concepts that do not 
belong exclusively to either domain but are forged at their intersection. This aligns with recent calls 
in both fields to build integrative theories that respond to the complexity of sustainability transitions, 
rather than remaining within disciplinary silos [108–110]. 

Ultimately, the GLOE model provides a theoretical bridge—not just between two academic 
domains, but between competing logics of efficiency and responsibility, short-term control and long-
term viability, local optimization and global interdependence. It is in this bridging capacity that the 
model’s most enduring theoretical value resides. 

4.4. Embedding Organizational Resilience in Operation Strategy 

One of the most critical theoretical contributions of the Green Lean Operational Excellence 
(GLOE) framework is its capacity to embed resilience not as an external response mechanism, but as 
a structural attribute of operational design. The past decade has revealed the vulnerability of lean-
centric systems in the face of disruption—from global supply chain breakdowns triggered by the 
COVID-19 pandemic to climate-induced shocks such as droughts, floods, and extreme energy 
volatility [111,112]. While lean systems excel under conditions of relative stability, their efficiency-
driven architecture often lacks the redundancies, buffers, and slack needed to absorb unexpected 
disturbances. 

The GLOE framework addresses this fragility by proposing an alternative logic of adaptive 
operational capability. Through its integration of sustainability principles—such as environmental 
sensing, circular resource flows, and regenerative feedback—it introduces structural diversity and 
temporal flexibility into process design. This allows operational systems not only to absorb shocks 
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but to evolve through them. In contrast to conventional lean models that aim to eliminate variability, 
GLOE acknowledges that certain forms of variability are essential to resilience. 

This theoretical repositioning aligns with emerging literatures on sustainable supply chain 
design, antifragility, and resilience engineering, all of which emphasize responsiveness over rigidity 
and learning over standardization [113–115]. However, GLOE advances these conversations by 
placing resilience not as a reactive outcome of disruption but as an intentional design goal embedded 
within the operational core. 

Furthermore, the framework challenges the dominant narrative that efficiency and resilience 
exist in tension. Instead, it suggests a more nuanced interpretation: that sustainability-informed 
efficiency, grounded in ecological awareness and stakeholder interdependence, can enhance long-
term system viability without sacrificing performance [116,117]. This reframing encourages scholars 
and practitioners alike to rethink what it means to be efficient in a world defined by volatility, 
uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity. 

By incorporating resilience as both an outcome and an enabler, GLOE introduces a dual function 
that is largely absent from traditional operational models. As an outcome, resilience reflects an 
organization’s ability to sustain performance under stress; as an enabler, it becomes a strategic 
capacity that supports continuous learning, cross-functional responsiveness, and systems-level 
alignment. These dual roles open the door to new conceptualizations of resilience—not merely as 
“bouncing back” but as transformational adaptability grounded in sustainable practice [118–120]. 

The implications for theory development are significant. GLOE invites operations scholars to 
move beyond linear models of risk mitigation toward more complex, dynamic, and ecological 
understandings of resilience. It proposes that future research explore how resilience can be co-
designed with sustainability rather than retrofitted into systems after failure occurs. Concepts such 
as resilience maturity, green responsiveness, and strategic buffering capacity may serve as fruitful 
avenues for theoretical expansion. 

In this way, the GLOE framework makes resilience operationally visible and strategically 
actionable, offering a foundational shift in how organizations can be designed to not only withstand 
the turbulence of the present, but to regenerate through it. This reframing positions resilience not as 
an exception to operational efficiency, but as an essential feature of excellence in uncertain times. 

4.5. Implications for Theory-Building and Research Development 

The Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) framework contributes to the advancement of 
operations management theory by addressing persistent conceptual gaps and offering a coherent yet 
adaptable foundation for future theorization. In contrast to many prescriptive or practice-based 
approaches, GLOE operates at the level of conceptual synthesis, drawing together previously 
disconnected strands from lean theory, sustainability science, and resilience studies. In doing so, it 
provides a structured platform for scholars to construct, test, and refine multi-dimensional 
operational models that reflect the complexity of contemporary organizational challenges. 

From a theory-building perspective, GLOE responds to two central critiques in the existing 
literature. First, that most models of sustainable operations remain either overly abstract or narrowly 
empirical, lacking integrative conceptual grounding. Second, that lean-based frameworks often stop 
short of addressing environmental and social interdependencies at the systems level [121,122]. GLOE 
offers a corrective to both by proposing a model that is strategically integrative, theoretically 
expansive, and empirically generative. 

The framework’s structure, particularly its focus on strategic antecedents, process mechanisms, 
performance outcomes, and adaptive feedback, offers a conceptual map for building causal models 
that link sustainability orientation with operational performance. These models can inform future 
studies that seek to empirically validate the relationships outlined in the propositions of Section 3.3, 
using methods such as structural equation modeling, configurational analysis, or longitudinal case 
inquiry [123–125]. 
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Importantly, the framework also opens space for cross-level theorizing. Because it bridges 
macro-level goals (e.g., SDG alignment), meso-level systems (organizational processes), and micro-
level enablers (leadership, culture), GLOE encourages the development of multi-level theoretical 
models—a direction that remains underexplored in operations research. This orientation is especially 
relevant in global contexts where sustainability challenges manifest unevenly across institutional and 
cultural environments. 

In advancing this framework, several critical research questions emerge that warrant scholarly 
attention: 

 How do trade-offs between cost-efficiency and sustainability evolve over time in different 
operational contexts? 

 What organizational mechanisms mediate or moderate the effectiveness of green lean strategies 
across industries and cultures? 

 Can green lean systems be extended to address social sustainability goals—such as worker well-
being, inclusive innovation, and community resilience? 

 Under what conditions do feedback loops enable genuine strategic adaptation rather than 
superficial compliance? 

 How might digital technologies and AI tools interact with or disrupt the balance between lean 
discipline and environmental responsiveness? 

These questions define a rich and actionable research agenda that pushes the boundaries of 
traditional operations theory. Rather than reinforcing old dichotomies between efficiency and 
responsibility, or between standardization and adaptability, GLOE invites researchers to theorize 
operational hybridity—the intentional blending of goals, logics, and learning mechanisms that enable 
organizations to navigate complexity while advancing sustainability. 

In this way, the GLOE framework serves not only as a conceptual model but as a scaffold for 
theory construction. It encourages researchers to move beyond isolated variable testing and toward 
the development of holistic, integrative theories that reflect the interdependent realities of 
contemporary operational environments. Such an approach is essential if operations management is 
to remain a relevant and generative field within the broader sustainability discourse. 

4.6. Practical Relevance and Academic Significance 

While the Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) framework has been primarily developed 
as a conceptual contribution, its relevance extends meaningfully into the domain of managerial 
practice. In an era marked by climate volatility, geopolitical uncertainty, and escalating regulatory 
demands, organizations face the urgent challenge of reconciling operational efficiency with ecological 
and social imperatives. The GLOE framework responds to this challenge by offering a strategically 
grounded, theoretically robust structure through which operational transformation can be 
envisioned and enacted. 

Rather than prescribing specific tools or practices, GLOE provides what can be described as 
practical scaffolding—a conceptual architecture that enables decision-makers to align internal 
process design with external sustainability goals. By emphasizing elements such as adaptive 
feedback, SDG alignment, and hybrid process tools, the model encourages organizations to move 
beyond compliance-driven sustainability toward strategic integration, where environmental and 
operational logics are mutually reinforcing [126,127]. 

For managers, the model serves as a diagnostic and design aid. It supports reflection on whether 
existing operational systems are structured to withstand disruption, enable learning, and deliver 
long-term value without ecological compromise. In particular, the inclusion of resilience, reflexivity, 
and stakeholder legitimacy as performance dimensions challenges practitioners to reframe 
operational excellence as more than a function of throughput or margin. Instead, excellence becomes 
a function of regenerative capacity, systems thinking, and ethical foresight. 

From an academic perspective, GLOE offers a much-needed unifying language to connect 
fragmented discourses in lean operations, green production, circular economy, and sustainable 
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strategy. These discourses, while conceptually aligned, often operate in parallel silos—limiting their 
cumulative theoretical impact. By integrating these strands into a coherent conceptual model, GLOE 
supports the development of a theoretical ecosystem in which future scholarship can be more 
cumulative, comparative, and interdisciplinary [128,129]. 

This integrative function is especially timely as scholars across fields call for frameworks that 
can respond to what some describe as the "polycrisis" of contemporary systems—where economic, 
environmental, and institutional uncertainties intersect. GLOE answers this call by positioning 
operations not as passive executors of strategic intent, but as active agents of organizational 
transformation. 

The academic significance of GLOE lies in its ability to reposition operations management within 
the broader sustainability and systems transformation agenda. It expands the narrative beyond 
technical process design toward a vision of operations as a strategic and ethical function, capable of 
shaping how organizations adapt, evolve, and contribute to planetary well-being. In doing so, it 
reinforces the value of conceptual scholarship in developing actionable insights that are not bound 
to specific industries or timeframes, but are capable of informing strategic thinking across sectors and 
across generations. 

5. Managerial Implications 

The Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) framework offers managers a comprehensive 
blueprint for aligning operational performance with long-term sustainability. Although this model is 
conceptual, it generates a series of practically relevant insights that can guide implementation in 
diverse organizational contexts—particularly for leaders navigating climate uncertainty, stakeholder 
scrutiny, and evolving regulatory landscapes. 

Unlike traditional efficiency-driven models, GLOE encourages managers to reimagine 
operations not merely as engines of productivity, but as strategic systems for sustainable value 
creation. This shift has several implications for industrial practice. 

5.1. Implementation Requires ystemic Integration, Not Add-On Programs 

A key managerial implication of the Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) framework is 
the necessity of structural integration. Too often, organizations approach sustainability as a 
peripheral concern—delegated to corporate social responsibility (CSR) teams, environmental 
compliance units, or ad hoc reporting structures. This fragmented approach not only weakens 
sustainability outcomes but also disconnects sustainability goals from the operational core where 
value is actually created and delivered. 

GLOE challenges this fragmentation by advancing a view of sustainability not as a supplement 
to lean, but as a co-logic of operational design. In this view, sustainability must be woven into the 
same systems, routines, and performance structures that govern quality, cost, and speed. Rather than 
layering green practices onto existing operations, organizations are called to reconfigure operational 
logic so that ecological considerations are treated as inherent design criteria. 

This integration entails more than symbolic alignment—it requires transformation of tools, roles, 
and metrics. For example, traditional value stream mapping (VSM) must evolve into eco-VSM, 
capturing material and energy flows alongside time and cost. Continuous improvement initiatives 
must adopt a Green Kaizen mindset, where eco-efficiency is treated as an equally critical target for 
innovation. Metrics that previously centered on throughput and waste elimination must now include 
indicators such as carbon intensity, circularity ratios, and life cycle impact. 

Importantly, implementation cannot be confined to the operations department. The logic of 
green lean demands a cross-functional governance structure—one that actively engages 
sustainability, finance, human resources, product development, procurement, and even marketing. 
Operational excellence in the GLOE framework is not the result of isolated departmental success, but 
of systemic collaboration and horizontal alignment across the organization. 
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This shift also redefines the role of operations managers. No longer is their responsibility limited 
to executing predefined processes. Instead, they become architects of integrative systems—tasked 
with balancing efficiency, innovation, and ecological viability within evolving institutional and 
market contexts. 

In summary, GLOE reframes implementation not as a technical rollout of green tools, but as a 
strategic integration of values, capabilities, and systemic purpose. Success depends less on the 
adoption of individual practices and more on the coherence and intentionality with which 
sustainability is embedded into the everyday logic of operational decision-making. 

5.2. Leadership Must Drive Strategic Alignment Cultural Adaptation 

The successful adoption of the Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) framework is 
contingent not only on systems and tools, but on the strategic orientation of leadership. As 
highlighted in the model’s foundational layer, leadership commitment and cultural readiness are 
essential preconditions that enable organizations to transition from fragmented sustainability efforts 
to integrative operational transformation. 

GLOE places sustainability at the heart of operational excellence, but it is top management that 
must make this integration both possible and credible. This begins with articulating a clear and 
coherent sustainability vision—one that is not treated as aspirational rhetoric but embedded in the 
daily realities of operational strategy. Leaders are responsible for ensuring that sustainability is not 
framed as a compliance burden or reputational add-on, but as a core value proposition that shapes 
how the organization defines success, allocates resources, and measures performance. 

This requires concrete organizational commitments. For example, senior leaders must champion 
the inclusion of sustainability indicators in performance incentive systems, reconfigure budgeting to 
fund green process innovation, and institutionalize climate targets within operational planning 
cycles. Furthermore, sustainability roles—often positioned at the margins of decision-making—must 
be elevated to strategic levels, with clear authority and influence over cross-functional operations. 

Leadership must also steward cultural transformation. In organizations shaped by decades of 
cost-efficiency logic, the transition toward sustainability often meets resistance—not only from 
systems, but from mindsets. GLOE implies that leaders must actively reshape cultural narratives 
around what constitutes operational success. This includes normalizing ambiguity, embracing 
experimentation, and moving away from perfectionist execution cultures toward adaptive learning 
environments. 

At the operational level, this means encouraging teams to challenge assumptions, test greener 
alternatives, and revisit routine decisions through a sustainability lens. Leaders play a key role in 
creating psychological safety for this kind of reflexive behavior—where the willingness to re-evaluate 
established processes is seen not as a risk, but as a capability. 

The GLOE framework thus positions leadership as more than a role—it is a strategic function 
that orchestrates alignment between organizational intent, operational capability, and cultural 
adaptability. Without leadership that embraces sustainability as a long-term value driver, green lean 
initiatives remain vulnerable to short-term trade-offs and organizational inertia. 

In essence, implementing GLOE is not a matter of compliance or technical rollout; it is an act of 
strategic stewardship. Leaders must be willing to challenge legacy assumptions, build new 
competencies, and model a mindset of continual inquiry and systemic responsibility. Only then can 
operational systems evolve from efficiency machines into platforms for sustainability-driven 
excellence. 

5.3. Rethinking Success Metrics and Operational Priorities 

A critical implication of the Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) framework lies in its call 
to redefine how operational success is measured. Traditional lean systems have long been governed 
by metrics such as cycle time, defect rate, inventory turnover, and unit cost—indicators tightly linked 
to throughput and efficiency. While these measures remain useful, they are increasingly insufficient 
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in an era where stakeholders demand not just faster and cheaper systems, but smarter, cleaner, and 
more responsible ones. 

GLOE challenges managers to adopt a multi-dimensional view of performance that goes beyond 
efficiency metrics and incorporates indicators of environmental impact, social contribution, and 
system resilience. This represents more than an expansion of the performance dashboard; it reflects 
a paradigm shift in operational thinking, where what is measured is not merely what is managed, 
but what is valued. 

For instance, a manufacturing firm operating under GLOE logic may move from tracking 
absolute energy costs to carbon intensity per unit of output, signaling commitment to climate-aligned 
production. A logistics provider may assess not only delivery speed but also emissions per kilometer, 
reframing optimization in ecological terms. A retail operation may expand performance review from 
shrinkage and margin to include waste diversion rates, reuse loops, and product circularity indices. 

This transition requires more than technical instrumentation. It demands the development of 
decision-making frameworks capable of negotiating complex trade-offs among financial, 
environmental, and social goals. Managers must learn to interpret performance not as a single-axis 
equation, but as a balancing act among competing priorities. For example, an initiative that slightly 
increases production costs but significantly reduces water use and improves community relations 
may be judged favorably under GLOE, even if it fails conventional ROI thresholds. 

Crucially, this rethinking of metrics is not just about reporting—it is about strategic learning. 
Metrics, in the GLOE model, are not static targets, but dynamic feedback loops. They help 
organizations test assumptions, correct course, and align operational behavior with evolving 
definitions of excellence. This reflects a shift from performance measurement as control to 
performance measurement as adaptive capacity. 

Adopting this perspective also involves organizational unlearning. Metrics that once served as 
proxies for progress—such as output per labor hour or inventory turnover—must be interrogated for 
their unintended consequences on environmental systems or long-term viability. GLOE encourages 
managers to move from blind efficiency to informed sustainability, from numeric optimization to 
systemic reflection. 

Ultimately, the implication is clear: as operational challenges become more complex, so too must 
the metrics we use to navigate them. GLOE equips managers with the logic to recognize that success 
in the 21st century is not measured solely by what an organization produces, but by how it produces, 
at what cost to the system it depends on, and how well it learns along the way. 

5.4. Transitioning from Control to Resilience in Operation Strategy 

Finally, the Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) framework offers a compelling shift in 
how operational strategy should be conceptualized—from a logic of control toward a logic of 
resilience. Traditional operational systems, particularly those built on classical lean principles, have 
long been anchored in goals such as minimizing variance, enforcing standardization, and pursuing 
predictability. These objectives were well-suited for stable environments where variability was 
considered waste and control was synonymous with efficiency. 

However, such assumptions have become increasingly untenable. The current operating 
landscape is marked by compound uncertainty—climate-related disruptions, geopolitical volatility, 
fluctuating regulatory pressures, and fragility in global supply chains. In this context, the very 
attributes that made lean systems efficient under normal conditions—tight coupling, low buffers, and 
rigid standardization—can render them vulnerable under stress. 

GLOE challenges this legacy logic by proposing resilience not as a reactive measure, but as a 
designed attribute of operational systems. The model treats adaptability as a strategic asset, 
positioning organizations not merely to absorb shocks, but to learn, adjust, and evolve through them. 
This reorientation transforms resilience from a post-crisis response into a proactive design principle. 

For managers, this transition entails rethinking how operations are structured and governed. It 
calls for deliberate investments in modularity, slack, and distributed capabilities—elements 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 10 June 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202506.0717.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202506.0717.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 18 of 31 

 

traditionally viewed as inefficient but now seen as essential enablers of continuity. For example, 
introducing flexible production cells, maintaining diversified supplier networks, and embedding 
sustainability goals in procurement processes are not just environmentally prudent—they are 
resilience-enhancing moves. 

In this sense, GLOE redefines resilience not as the opposite of excellence, but as its core 
expression in a volatile world. The model shifts the emphasis from optimizing for cost and output to 
designing for responsiveness, redundancy, and robustness. It invites managers to think in systems 
rather than silos, to manage complexity through learning rather than control, and to treat uncertainty 
as a stimulus for innovation rather than a threat to be neutralized. 

This perspective also calls for a new managerial mindset—one that sees variability not only as a 
challenge, but also as a source of strategic differentiation. Organizations that can sense shifts early, 
reconfigure quickly, and maintain trust with stakeholders during disruption are likely to outperform 
their more brittle counterparts. In this context, feedback loops, scenario planning, and adaptive 
performance reviews become more relevant than static control charts or historical KPIs. 

Ultimately, the implication is profound: resilience is operational excellence in the age of 
uncertainty. Under the GLOE paradigm, excellence is no longer defined by perfection under ideal 
conditions, but by durability, agility, and sustainability under imperfect ones. This insight recasts the 
role of operations from execution engine to strategic buffer, empowering organizations not just to 
survive, but to lead in times of turbulence. 

5.5. Summary for Practice 

In sum, the practical value of the GLOE framework lies not in prescribing a checklist of green 
initiatives, but in providing a fundamentally new logic for operational decision-making—one that 
replaces linear efficiency thinking with systemic, adaptive, and sustainability-oriented reasoning. It 
reframes the operational playbook for managers navigating the turbulence of climate volatility, 
regulatory shifts, and stakeholder scrutiny. 

To effectively translate this conceptual model into actionable practice, managers must undertake 
a fivefold strategic realignment: 

 Shift from siloed execution to integrated systems design: Sustainability cannot remain the remit 
of CSR or compliance departments. It must be embedded across operational processes, decision 
hierarchies, and performance architectures. 

 Mobilize top leadership for strategic alignment: Cultural inertia is a key barrier. Without visible 
commitment from senior leaders—including the allocation of resources, redefinition of success, 
and narrative transformation—green lean initiatives will lack the traction needed to scale. 

 Redefine success through multi-dimensional metrics: Traditional KPIs fail to capture system 
health. Managers must adopt indicators that account not only for throughput and cost, but also 
for carbon intensity, material circularity, employee well-being, and long-term adaptability. 

 Transition from control to designed resilience: Rather than striving for operational perfection 
under ideal conditions, firms must be structured to bend without breaking—through 
redundancy, flexibility, modularity, and scenario-based planning. 

 Foster adaptive learning and institutional reflexivity: GLOE demands a culture where routines 
are not sacred but provisional—constantly challenged and re-aligned based on sustainability 
feedback, stakeholder expectations, and contextual evolution. 

These shifts are not incremental improvements within an existing framework; they represent a 
reprogramming of the operational logic that underpins how decisions are made, how systems are 
designed, and how excellence is defined. 

In an era where environmental turbulence is no longer an outlier but a baseline, organizations 
that operationalize this shift in thinking will hold strategic advantage—not merely in reputation or 
compliance, but in their capacity to remain viable, responsive, and trusted. 
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GLOE thus empowers managers with a forward-compatible operational mindset: one that 
embraces complexity, values resilience over rigidity, and positions operations as the engine of long-
term sustainability—not merely short-term output. 

6. Future Research Agenda 

As a conceptual framework, the Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) model offers an 
integrated theory of sustainable operations. However, to evolve from a conceptual model into a 
robust managerial paradigm, GLOE requires a multi-phase empirical research program. This section 
outlines a forward-looking research agenda aimed at validating, refining, and extending the model 
across diverse sectors and methodological approaches. The roadmap (Figure 2) illustrates a three-
stage agenda—short-term, medium-term, and long-term—each building upon the last to support a 
cumulative research trajectory. 

6.1. Short-Term: Empirical Testing of the Conceptual Model 

The immediate research imperative for advancing the Green Lean Operational Excellence 
(GLOE) framework is to subject its conceptual architecture to empirical scrutiny. While GLOE is 
rooted in theoretical integration across lean, green, and sustainability paradigms, its practical 
legitimacy depends on evidence of construct validity, causal robustness, and contextual adaptability. 
This phase serves as the foundational bridge between theory development and actionable 
knowledge. 

Researchers are encouraged to operationalize the core components of the model—strategic 
preconditions (e.g., leadership commitment, SDG alignment), hybrid mechanisms (e.g., Eco-VSM, 
Green Kaizen), sustainability-linked outcomes (e.g., environmental performance, resilience), and 
adaptive feedback loops—into testable variables. These can then be explored through both 
quantitative and qualitative lenses, ideally in parallel. 

 Quantitative approaches such as structural equation modeling (SEM), partial least squares (PLS), 
or confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) can be deployed to assess the model’s internal logic, 
mediating structures, and predictive potential. These methods are particularly suited to 
validating the propositions outlined in Section 3.3, allowing researchers to evaluate the 
relationships between sustainability orientation, operational innovation, and performance 
outcomes. 

 Qualitative methods such as embedded case studies, ethnographic fieldwork, or process-tracing 
can uncover implementation dynamics within organizations actively pursuing green lean 
strategies. These methods are vital for capturing the tacit logic, institutional constraints, and 
managerial interpretations that shape real-world adoption—elements that are often flattened in 
purely statistical models. 

To ensure relevance and generalizability, research should focus on industries already shaped by 
lean traditions and facing heightened sustainability demands. High-potential sectors include: 

 Manufacturing (e.g., automotive, electronics), where operational efficiency is mature but 
environmental mandates are intensifying; 

 Logistics and distribution, where green transport and low-carbon logistics are emerging 
performance differentiators; 

 Energy utilities and infrastructure, where resilience, carbon reduction, and stakeholder 
legitimacy are deeply intertwined with operational models. 

This empirical testing phase is not intended to confirm the model as static truth, but to engage 
it as a dynamic hypothesis platform—open to refinement, contextual calibration, and theoretical 
extension. Insights from this phase will inform whether GLOE’s architecture holds across sectoral 
realities, or whether modifications are needed to accommodate institutional, cultural, or 
technological differences. 
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Ultimately, this step moves GLOE from conceptual elegance to field-tested relevance. It lays the 
groundwork for building a scalable, evidence-based framework that can inform not only academic 
discourse, but strategic operations across sustainability-critical industries. 

6.1. Medium-Term: Indicator Development and Contextual Adaptation 

Following initial empirical validation, the medium-term research agenda should focus on the 
development of context-sensitive indicators and diagnostic tools to operationalize the Green Lean 
Operational Excellence (GLOE) model across diverse settings. While GLOE emphasizes multi-
dimensional sustainability performance, the model’s real-world applicability depends on how 
effectively its components can be translated into measurable, comparable, and actionable metrics. 

This phase addresses a critical gap in existing literature: the absence of integrated indicators that 
bridge lean performance logic with environmental, social, and adaptive dimensions. To support 
meaningful benchmarking and cross-industry learning, future research must construct indicators 
that are simultaneously precise and contextually grounded. 

Key characteristics of such indicators include: 

 Industry-specific sensitivity: Each sector faces unique environmental pressures and operational 
structures. In logistics, indicators might focus on carbon intensity per transport unit; in 
packaging and consumer goods, material circularity ratios may be more salient; in energy 
utilities, a resilience index combining grid flexibility, renewable integration, and climate 
adaptation may be most relevant. 

 Strategic alignment with global frameworks: Indicators should not only serve operational goals 
but also reflect alignment with the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), particularly SDG 
9 (Industry, Innovation, Infrastructure), SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production), 
and SDG 13 (Climate Action). This alignment supports reporting legitimacy and stakeholder 
engagement. 

 Cultural and institutional adaptability: Successful adoption of GLOE metrics depends on their 
fit with the regulatory landscapes, stakeholder expectations, and institutional maturity of 
different regions. Metrics that work well in highly regulated, data-rich environments may 
require adaptation in emerging markets where infrastructure or reporting standards vary. 

In parallel, scholars should pursue comparative studies across developed and emerging 
economies to understand how GLOE practices evolve under conditions of varying resource 
constraints, stakeholder pressures, and organizational capabilities. For example, firms in Europe may 
integrate green lean as part of ESG and compliance strategies, while firms in Southeast Asia or Sub-
Saharan Africa may emphasize resilience and resource efficiency under supply volatility and policy 
gaps. 

Mixed-method designs are recommended for this phase. Quantitative surveys can capture 
patterns and correlations, while qualitative interviews and field studies can surface the institutional 
logics, trade-offs, and adaptations shaping GLOE implementation on the ground. These insights will 
help develop both universal core metrics and modular, context-dependent extensions. 

The primary outcomes of this phase should include: 

 A validated set of multi-dimensional indicators capable of capturing the operational essence of 
GLOE; 

 A typology of GLOE configurations, outlining how firms adapt and prioritize different 
components of the framework based on sectoral, institutional, and strategic contexts; 

 And potentially, the foundations for diagnostic tools or sustainability maturity models that 
organizations can use to self-assess their progress along the GLOE continuum. 

Through this work, GLOE can move from a theoretical ideal to a configurable model, responsive 
to the diversity of operational ecosystems it seeks to transform. 
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6.3. Long-Term: Integration With Digitalization and Broader Systems Innovation 

In the long-term horizon, the evolution of the Green Lean Operational Excellence (GLOE) model 
intersects with the rapid advancement of digital technologies and systems-level innovation. As 
organizations embrace Industry 4.0 architectures, artificial intelligence (AI), and sustainability 
analytics, there is significant opportunity for GLOE to be embedded within a digitally intelligent 
operational environment. 

Rather than treating digitalization and sustainability as parallel tracks, future research should 
explore how GLOE can serve as a conceptual bridge, aligning technological capabilities with strategic 
sustainability objectives. Specifically, digital enablers can augment GLOE by: 

 Automating green performance monitoring through IoT-enabled sensors, which allow real-time 
measurement of energy use, emissions, water intensity, and material flows across the value 
stream; 

 Enhancing adaptive capacity via AI-driven predictive analytics, enabling scenario modeling for 
supply chain disruptions, climate-related risks, and stakeholder shifts; 

 Operationalizing reflexivity through dynamic dashboards and closed-loop feedback systems 
that translate sustainability metrics into real-time operational adjustments—thus making 
continuous improvement ecologically intelligent. 

This trajectory positions GLOE within the emerging domain of cyber-physical sustainability 
systems, where operational excellence is no longer defined merely by throughput or cost, but by 
intelligent responsiveness, system-wide visibility, and long-term resilience. 

Additionally, long-term research should address systems-level implications of the GLOE 
framework. As firms become increasingly interconnected within regional ecosystems and global 
value chains, scholars must ask: 

 How does GLOE shape sustainability governance across supply networks? Can the model foster 
synchronized green lean practices among suppliers, partners, and logistics providers? 

 What is the potential for sectoral or industry-wide transformation, especially in industries with 
high environmental intensity such as energy, construction, and heavy manufacturing? 

 Can GLOE principles inform policy frameworks, standard-setting bodies, and transnational 
sustainability benchmarks? 

Such investigations demand interdisciplinary methods, combining system dynamics modeling, 
platform governance analysis, and institutional theory to capture the multi-scalar, cross-boundary 
nature of operational transformation. 

The long-term promise of GLOE, therefore, lies not only in firm-level optimization but in 
architecting new paradigms of sustainable industrial systems, where digital intelligence, ecological 
accountability, and strategic agility coalesce. Realizing this vision will require sustained collaboration 
between scholars, industry leaders, and policymakers—ensuring that the GLOE logic contributes 
meaningfully to the future of work, production, and planetary stewardship. 

6.4. Closing Remarks and Research Potential 

Taken together, this three-phase agenda positions the Green Lean Operational Excellence 
(GLOE) model as the foundation for a sustained and adaptive research program—one capable of 
evolving alongside changing industrial realities and societal demands. Rather than offering a static 
framework, GLOE is intended as a living platform for inquiry, innovation, and cross-sectoral 
exploration. 

Its ambition is to foster a generation of research that: 

 Bridges theory and practice by translating abstract sustainability principles into actionable 
operational systems; 

 Spans multiple industries and geographies, allowing comparative insights across varied 
regulatory, institutional, and cultural contexts; 
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 Adapts to evolving technological and environmental conditions, enabling integration with 
digital transformation, climate imperatives, and stakeholder-driven sustainability governance. 

To guide this scholarly trajectory, Figure 2 presents a structured roadmap that links short-, 
medium-, and long-term research goals. In the short term, the priority is empirical testing of the 
model’s internal logic and conceptual validity. The medium term focuses on developing 
sustainability-oriented performance indicators and contextual adaptations. The long term envisions 
full-scale integration of GLOE into digitalized and reflexive operational ecosystems—where 
sustainability is not only measured but also embedded and actively managed. 

 

Figure 2. Roadmap for Future Research on Green Lean Operational Excellence. 

As illustrated in Figure 2, the roadmap for future research is structured into three phases: short-
term efforts to empirically test the conceptual model, medium-term focus on developing 
sustainability indicators, and long-term integration of digitization and sustainability. 

By articulating this roadmap, the GLOE framework signals not just a contribution to existing 
literature, but an invitation to build a new interdisciplinary frontier at the intersection of operations 
management, sustainability science, and digital systems innovation. 

7. Conclusions 

This paper provides a conceptual foundation for rethinking operational excellence in the age of 
climate disruption, regulatory shifts, and rising stakeholder expectations. By integrating lean 
efficiency with environmental and social imperatives, the proposed Green Lean Operational 
Excellence (GLOE) model offers a strategic framework for organizations navigating the dual 
challenges of competitiveness and sustainability. 

Unlike traditional approaches that treat sustainability as an external constraint or compliance 
add-on, GLOE embeds it into the very logic of operations—beginning with strategic preconditions, 
flowing through hybrid mechanisms, and feeding into dynamic, feedback-driven outcomes. This 
systemic architecture enables firms to move beyond isolated green initiatives and toward cohesive, 
cross-functional transformation. 

The model redefines what it means to be excellent. It shifts the discourse from throughput and 
cost alone to a multi-dimensional paradigm encompassing resilience, accountability, and long-term 
system health. It expands lean theory by showing how green logic—when embedded structurally, 
not symbolically—can serve as a source of adaptive advantage rather than operational friction. 
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Moreover, GLOE contributes to bridging the gap between sustainability science and operational 
management by offering a language and structure that both communities can mobilize. Its emphasis 
on learning loops, strategic alignment with SDGs, and reflexive performance measures aligns with 
broader sustainability frameworks while remaining grounded in managerial logic. 

This is not merely a conceptual paper—it is a call to action. For scholars, it presents a roadmap 
for empirical validation, indicator development, and integration with digital systems. For 
practitioners, it provides a blueprint for transforming operations from cost-driven machines into 
agile, accountable, and future-fit systems. 

In a world where operational fragility and ecological limits converge, GLOE signals a timely 
shift: from control to resilience, from efficiency to responsibility, and from incremental change to 
strategic redesign. 
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Abbreviation Description 
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KPI Key Performance Indicator 
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Eco-VSM Ecological Value Stream Mapping 

SEM Structural Equation Modeling 
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CSR Corporate Social Responsibility 

TBL Triple Bottom Line 

ESG Environmental, Social, and Governance 

AI Artificial Intelligence 

SCM Supply Chain Management 
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