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1|Introduction    

Global supply chains are the backbone of international trade, yet they often operate in the shadow of ethical 

and environmental uncertainty [1]. Is it not alarming that, despite growing awareness and regulatory efforts, 
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Abstract 

Adopting the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) due diligence practices in supply chains is crucial for 

ensuring ethical, transparent, and sustainable business operations, particularly in emerging economies. However, various socio-economic 

and institutional challenges hinder the effective implementation of these practices. Therefore, this study aims to identify and prioritize the 

key challenges faced in adopting OECD due diligence within the supply chains of emerging economies. In this study, Multi-Criteria 

Decision-Making (MCDM) techniques, including the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), the Technique for Order of Preference by 

Similarity to Ideal Solution (TOPSIS), and the Preference Ranking Organization Method for Enrichment Evaluation (PROMETHEE), 

were applied. The integrated combinations of AHP-TOPSIS and AHP-PROMETHEE were used to verify the robustness of the study 

results. The study reviewed the literature to identify the prioritization criteria and challenges, and also incorporated expert input. This 

study selected six criteria and seventeen challenges. AHP determined ‘Severity of Impact’ and ‘institutional and regulatory’ as the most 

influential criteria. ‘Weak regulatory enforcement,’ ‘corruption and governance issues,’ and ‘political instability’ were identified as the top 

three challenges in both the AHP-TOPSIS and AHP-PROMETHEE approaches. By addressing these challenges, policymakers and 

industry leaders can foster a more resilient and responsible supply chain ecosystem in emerging economies. This study provides strategic 

insights to enhance regulatory effectiveness, stakeholder collaboration, and institutional capacity, ultimately facilitating the successful 

adoption of OECD due diligence guidelines. 
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  global supply chains continue to face persistent challenges such as child labor, unsafe working conditions, 

and environmental harm? With over 150 million child laborers worldwide [2], nearly 2.8 million deaths 

annually from workplace accidents and diseases [3], and industries contributing to more than 20% of global 

carbon emissions [4], these concerns remain critical. As consumers and regulators demand greater 

transparency, businesses face mounting pressure to ensure responsible practices throughout their supply 

chains [1].  

The adoption of due diligence frameworks, such as the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises 

(MNEs), has emerged as a cornerstone for addressing these challenges. These frameworks provide companies 

with a roadmap to identify, prevent, and mitigate adverse impacts on human rights, the environment, and 

governance [5]. However, implementing such frameworks is not without hurdles, particularly in emerging 

economies where structural and systemic barriers persist. 

The OECD due diligence guidelines are internationally endorsed principles designed to promote responsible 

business conduct across global supply chains. These guidelines closely align with frameworks such as the UN 

Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (UNGPs) and the Sustainable Development Goals 

(SDGs), reinforcing their significance in advancing sustainability and ethical practices [6]. Existing research 

highlights the complexities of integrating these guidelines, especially in export-oriented industries within 

emerging economies. Challenges such as fragmented supply chain structures, limited resources, weak 

regulatory enforcement, and a lack of stakeholder alignment hinder effective implementation [7–11]. Despite 

these obstacles, adherence to due diligence practices is increasingly recognized as a critical pathway to 

achieving sustainable and ethical globalization. 

Although the importance of the OECD due diligence guidelines is widely acknowledged, a significant research 

gap remains in understanding the unique challenges faced by emerging economies in implementing these 

practices. Most existing studies focus on developed nations, where regulatory frameworks, institutional 

support, and stakeholder engagement are comparatively robust [7], [10]. However, in emerging economies, 

supply chains are often characterized by weak governance, inadequate infrastructure, and socio-economic 

disparities, all of which exacerbate the difficulty of adhering to international standards [9]. These challenges 

create an urgent need for a detailed investigation into the barriers and complexities that hinder the adoption 

of due diligence practices in such contexts. Fig. 1 illustrates the research problem of this ongoing study. The 

OECD's due diligence guidance covers a wide range of business responsibilities that can support ethical, 

transparent, and sustainable supply chains in emerging economies, provided that these challenges are 

addressed and mitigated. 

 

Fig. 1. Challenges hindering ethical and sustainable supply chains in emerging economies. 

Given this context, the following research questions arise: 

RQ1: What are the significant challenges affecting the implementation of OECD due diligence in the supply 

chains of emerging economies? 
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RQ2: What criteria can be used to prioritize the identified challenges and develop a hierarchical approach to 

mitigate them? 

RQ3: How can a prioritization framework be developed for an emerging economic country where resource 

is constrained to address all the challenges at a time? 

To address this gap in the literature, researchers and industrial policymakers must conduct more extensive 

investigations into the implementation challenges of OECD due diligence and identify effective resilience 

strategies. Therefore, this research aims to identify the existing challenges and prioritize them using a hybrid 

Multi-Criteria Decision-Making (MCDM) approach, integrating the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) and 

the Technique for Order of Preference by Similarity to Ideal Solution (TOPSIS) method. To ensure the 

robustness of the results obtained through AHP-TOPSIS hybridization, the Preference Ranking Organization 

Method for Enrichment Evaluation (PROMETHEE) with AHP (integrating AHP and PROMETHEE) is 

going to be applied. 

AHP is a structured and quantitative method that provides a mathematically rigorous approach to decision-

making and is favorable to the researcher for its calculation simplicity. TOPSIS and PROMETHEE are two 

other popular techniques for making optimal decisions among multiple alternatives. In hybrid MCDM 

techniques, AHP is primarily used for determining the weightage of criteria, while TOPSIS ranks the 

alternatives [12]. Similarly, when AHP is combined with PROMETHEE, AHP defines the criteria weights, 

and PROMETHEE determines the final ranking [13]. 

This research is significant because supply chain transparency and ethical practices are essential for achieving 

long-term sustainability goals. By addressing the challenges associated with adopting OECD due diligence 

guidelines, this study contributes to the advancement of responsible supply chain management, particularly 

in export-driven industries that play a crucial role in the economies of emerging nations. Furthermore, this 

research provides actionable insights that align with the broader objectives of the UN SDGs, particularly 

those related to decent work, reducing inequalities, and promoting sustainable industrialization [11]. 

Understanding these challenges and developing structured frameworks for prioritization and decision-making 

will help bridge the gap between international standards and practical implementation in resource-constrained 

environments. 

This study aims to address three key objectives: 

RO1: Identify the challenges in adopting OECD Due Diligence Practices in supply chains within emerging 

economies. 

RO2: Determine the criteria for effectively prioritizing these challenges. 

RO3: Develop a comprehensive decision-making framework using AHP-TOPSIS and AHP-PROMETHEE 

methodologies. 

In addressing these objectives, this research hypothesizes that structural and systemic challenges significantly 

hinder the adoption of due diligence frameworks. However, these challenges can be systematically prioritized 

and mitigated using robust decision-making models. By bridging this gap, the study aims to pave the way for 

more ethical, transparent, and sustainable supply chains, providing a blueprint for emerging economies to 

align with global standards. 

2|Literature Review 

The growing complexities of global supply chains have heightened concerns over ethical, environmental, and 

governance issues, making due diligence a critical area of research [14]. Existing studies highlight the 

significance of OECD due diligence guidelines in mitigating risks such as labor exploitation, unsafe working 

conditions, and environmental degradation. However, a gap remains in understanding how these challenges 

can be systematically prioritized and addressed using structured decision-making models. This literature 
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  review explores key studies on supply chain due diligence, the challenges to implementation, and the 

effectiveness of MCDM approaches in overcoming these obstacles. 

2.1|Challenges in Implementing Due Diligence Laws 

Felbermayr et al. [7] analyze the implications of Germany’s due diligence law on mechanical and plant 

engineering firms, particularly its impact on compliance with human rights and environmental standards. 

Using empirical analysis and policy evaluation, the study draws on OECD input-output tables, International 

Trade Union Confederation (ITUC) reports, and economic research to assess interdependencies between 

German firms and suppliers in developing countries. The findings reveal a significant risk: rising compliance 

costs may reduce firm competitiveness, prompting companies to limit supplier networks or shift production 

domestically. This shift could exclude developing countries from global supply chains, undermining their 

economic integration. Additionally, the study warns that the law may inadvertently disadvantage firms already 

adhering to higher standards, while non-compliant suppliers may bypass regulations through indirect trade 

routes. These insights suggest that while due diligence laws aim to promote ethical sourcing, they may also 

create unintended economic distortions in global supply chains. 

Schilling‐Vacaflor and Lenschow [9] examine governance gaps in global supply chains and the limitations of 

EU-level policymaking in enforcing corporate accountability through mandatory due diligence regulations. 

Through primary document analysis, semi-structured interviews, and policy debate observations, the study 

identifies weak enforcement mechanisms, limited stakeholder involvement, and legal liability concerns as 

major barriers to effective implementation. The authors also highlight the risk of "accountability traps," where 

due diligence laws fail to hold corporations meaningfully responsible. These findings underscore the broader 

challenges of implementing due diligence frameworks, particularly in emerging economies where regulatory 

enforcement is often weaker. 

2.2|Human Rights Due Diligence and Corporate Practices 

Smit et al. [14] explore Human Rights Due Diligence (HRDD) in global supply chains, focusing on corporate 

risk management practices related to human rights abuses. Grounded in the UNGPs, the study examines how 

companies across various sectors integrate HRDD into their supply chain governance. Using desk-based 

research, semi-structured interviews, and roundtable discussions, the study identifies key challenges and 

emerging trends. Findings indicate that HRDD practices vary significantly across sectors, with some 

companies implementing proactive measures such as supplier codes, training programs, and grievance 

mechanisms. However, supply chain transparency remains a major challenge, particularly beyond first-tier 

suppliers. The study also highlights the rise of mandatory HRDD regulations and the increasing use of 

technology-driven approaches, such as traceability tools and Human Rights Impact Assessments (HRIAs). 

Ultimately, the research emphasizes the growing expectation for companies to embed HRDD into corporate 

governance rather than relying solely on compliance mechanisms. 

2.3|Regulatory Complexity and Corporate Accountability 

Villiers [10] examines the European Union’s evolving regulatory framework for corporate reporting, due 

diligence, and accountability, focusing on the challenges posed by organizational and regulatory complexity 

in the context of sustainability and climate change. Through a theoretical and analytical approach, the author 

reviews existing literature, analyzes regulatory frameworks such as the Non-Financial Reporting Directive 

(NFRD), Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD), and Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence 

Directive (CSDDD), and explores case studies like Enron and Wirecard to illustrate the pitfalls of complexity. 

The study finds that while complexity can enhance resilience and adaptability, it also risks enabling 

obfuscation and regulatory arbitrage, leading to information overload and reduced transparency. The author 

argues for robust regulation that balances flexibility and steadfastness, proposing streamlined reporting 

standards, enhanced stakeholder engagement, and proactive due diligence to align corporate behaviors with 
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sustainability goals. The study concludes that the EU’s regulatory efforts, though commendable, must address 

overlapping requirements and ensure clarity to avoid undermining their potential impact. 

2.4|From Cascading Compliance to Mandatory Due Diligence 

Wilhelm [11] critiques the shift from the "cascading compliance" model, where MNEs impose sustainability 

standards on suppliers through codes of conduct and audits, to mandatory due diligence legislation, such as 

the EU’s CSDDD. Using a literature review and policy analysis, the study highlights the failure of the 

cascading compliance model to address human rights and environmental violations and explores the 

implications of mandatory due diligence for lead firms, suppliers, and governments. The findings suggest that 

while due compulsory diligence represents a paradigm shift toward a risk-based approach, its success depends 

on firms’ willingness to invest in thorough risk assessments, capacity building for suppliers, and collaboration 

with NGOs and other stakeholders. This shift could lead to more equitable value distribution and improved 

sustainability governance in Global Value Chains (GVCs). 

2.5|Research Gap and Contribution through MCDM Approach 

While the aforementioned studies underscore the significance of supply chain due diligence in a global context 

and acknowledge the persistent challenges in implementing guidelines, particularly in emerging economies, 

none offer a framework to prioritize these challenges systematically. Moreover, existing research lacks tailored 

strategies for emerging economies, where challenges often stem from socio-economic contexts. This gap in 

the literature highlights the need for a structured approach to address these issues. 

Previous studies have utilized combined MCDM approaches, such as AHP-TOPSIS, to analyze operational 

hazards [12], sustainable supplier selection [15], supply chain challenges assessment [16], and supply chain 

performance analysis [17]. Similarly, the AHP-PROMETHEE approach has been applied in related fields 

[18–20]. However, to the best of the author’s knowledge, no prior study has used these methods to identify 

and prioritize challenges in adopting OECD due diligence practices in the supply chains of emerging 

economies. Therefore, this ongoing study represents a novel contribution to the field of supply chain due 

diligence.  

3|Pathway to Achieving OECD Due Diligence in Emerging 

Economies 

The OECD Due Diligence Guidance for Responsible Business Conduct offers a systematic process for 

identifying, preventing, and mitigating adverse impacts within business operations, supply chains, and broader 

business relationships. For emerging economies, aligning with these standards requires a careful balance 

between adopting internationally recognized practices and accommodating local constraints such as limited 

institutional capacity, fragmented supply chains, and resource scarcity [21]. The pathway to achieving OECD-

aligned due diligence in such contexts must therefore combine the six core steps of the framework with 

implementation strategies tailored to the realities of developing market environments (see Fig. 2). 
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Fig. 2. Pathway to achieving OECD due diligence. 

The first step is embedding responsible business conduct into both national policy frameworks and company-

level governance structures. Governments in emerging economies can encourage adoption by integrating 

OECD principles into trade, labor, and environmental regulations, while also offering incentives such as tax 

benefits or export advantages to compliant companies. At the industry level, sector-specific codes of conduct 

adapted from OECD guidelines can help translate broad principles into contextually relevant standards [22]. 

Capacity building plays a critical role at this stage, with targeted training for managers, procurement officers, 

and suppliers, ensuring that responsible business conduct is understood as a core operational value rather 

than a peripheral compliance exercise. 

Identifying and assessing adverse impacts presents unique challenges in emerging economies due to the 

prevalence of informal suppliers, weak data systems, and limited traceability. Addressing these gaps requires 

innovative approaches such as digital mapping platforms, mobile-based reporting systems, and partnerships 

with local NGOs, community groups, and industry associations. A risk-based prioritization approach can help 

concentrate initial efforts on high-risk sectors or regions where the likelihood and severity of adverse impacts 

are greatest, such as areas with persistent labor rights violations, environmental degradation, or weak 

governance structures. 

Once risks have been identified, the next priority is to cease, prevent, or mitigate adverse impacts. In practice, 

this may involve enforcing compliance with minimum labor, environmental, and governance standards as a 

condition for supplier engagement, while also providing technical assistance, shared technologies, or co-

investment opportunities to address systemic shortcomings. Recognizing that smaller suppliers may struggle 

with immediate compliance, phased implementation plans can help them gradually align with OECD 

standards without jeopardizing livelihoods or economic stability [23]. 

Monitoring progress is critical to ensure that due diligence efforts produce tangible results. In contexts where 

institutional oversight is weak, independent third-party audits can supplement official inspections, while 

community feedback mechanisms such as grievance hotlines can provide valuable real-time insights. Digital 

tools, including low-cost mobile applications and IoT-enabled sensors, can further enhance monitoring 

efficiency, particularly for tracking environmental performance or occupational safety compliance. 
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Transparent communication is another vital component of the OECD due diligence process [24]. Companies 

operating in emerging economies can build credibility with both local stakeholders and global buyers by 

publishing accessible sustainability reports, sharing progress updates with trade partners, and participating in 

multi-stakeholder forums that encourage open dialogue. Effective communication not only demonstrates 

accountability but also reinforces trust, which is critical for sustaining long-term commercial relationships. 

Finally, when adverse impacts occur despite preventive measures, remediation is essential. This may involve 

establishing culturally appropriate grievance mechanisms, collaborating with buyers and civil society to 

address systemic issues, and implementing restorative measures such as compensation, retraining programs, 

or environmental rehabilitation projects. In many emerging economies, cooperative approaches that involve 

multiple actors, government agencies, NGOs, industry bodies, and international partners can significantly 

improve the effectiveness of remediation efforts. 

Achieving OECD-aligned due diligence in emerging economies is not simply a matter of adopting an external 

framework; it requires structural enablers such as regulatory alignment, investment in monitoring and 

traceability infrastructure, institutional support mechanisms, and accessible financing for supplier upgrades. 

By following this pathway, countries can progressively harmonize their supply chains with global standards, 

strengthen their competitiveness in international markets, and enhance sustainability outcomes. This process 

also highlights the persistent challenges, ranging from inadequate resources and technical expertise to 

fragmented and opaque supply chains, that must be systematically addressed, forming a natural bridge to the 

subsequent discussion of barriers faced by emerging economies in operationalizing OECD due diligence. 

4|Methodology 

The methodological framework for this study includes the formation of the expert panel, reviewing the 

literature for identifying the criteria and the challenges, and applying the AHP, the TOPSIS, and the 

PROMETHEE methods for determining the prioritization of the risks. Fig. 3 depicts the methodology of 

this research. 

 

Fig. 3. Research methodology. 
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  4.1|Forming the Panel of Experts 

For this study, a total of 25 experts were initially approached. Eventually, 16 experts (64% of those 

approached) were selected purposively to participate in the expert panel for this study. In MCDM studies, 

purposive selection of the experts is a common practice rather than random selection to utilize the relevant 

expertise of the experts properly and to be aligned with the study’s objectives [25]. The number of responding 

experts in such types of study may vary from a single expert to several [26]. The inclusion criteria for selecting 

the experts were as follows: a minimum of 10 years of experience working in the supply chain sector, a clear 

understanding and knowledge of supply chain due diligence, familiarity with OECD guidelines, ability to 

comprehend the semi-structured questionnaire, and willingness to modify or participate in multiple stages of 

evaluation to ensure consistency of the results. The names and working organizations of the experts are kept 

confidential. Table 1 shows a brief profile of the experts. 

Table 1. Brief profile of the experts. 

 

 

 

 

4.2|Identifying the Challenges Prioritizing Criteria 

Criteria selection is a crucial step in prioritizing alternatives in a hybrid MCDM technique, as the weights 

assigned to each criterion heavily influence the final ranking score. It is also important that the chosen criteria 

are relevant to the study objective, selected challenges, and study scope [27]. After a thorough review of the 

literature, this study scrutinized six challenge-prioritizing criteria to assess the challenges in the subsequent 

phase of the study. Furthermore, these criteria were validated by experts using a 'yes' or 'no' based response. 

A detailed description of the selected criteria for prioritizing challenges in adopting OECD due diligence 

practices in supply chains can be found in Table 2. 

Table 2. Prioritization criteria. 

 

4.3|Identifying the Challenges 

After conducting a comprehensive literature review, this study initially identified 20 challenges. Following a 

'yes' or 'no' validation from experts, 17 challenges were confirmed as persistent obstacles to adopting OECD 

due diligence practices in the supply chains of emerging economies. Given the lack of research on the 

identification of supply due diligence, the study also reviewed literature from other related sectors. The search 

Experts’ Designation Year of Experience Number of Experts Percentage of the Total 

Head of supply chain 16-20 years 4 25% 

General manager 12-15 years 5 31.25% 

Supply chain manager 10-12 years 7 43.75% 

Criteria Description of the Criteria Source 

Institutional and 
regulatory (C1) 

Assesses the extent to which government policies, legal frameworks, and 
institutional capacity hinder due diligence implementation. 

[28] 

Severity of impact (C2) Measures how significantly a challenge affects adoption. Higher severity 
means a greater negative impact on compliance. 

[29] 

Alignment with 
sustainability (C3) 

Measures the impact of addressing a challenge in achieving broader 
sustainability objectives, such as the UN SDGs. 

[30] 

Complexity and 
scalability (C4) 

Evaluates how difficult it is to apply due diligence practices across various 
supply chain levels, including traceability and multi-tiered supplier networks. 

[31] 

Economic and financial 
(C5) 

Evaluates the financial burden on companies in adopting due diligence 
measures. 

[32] 

Stakeholder resistance 
and engagement (C6) 

Measures resistance from key stakeholders (businesses, workers, consumers, 
and governments) and the level of collaboration between them. 

[33] 
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strings for scholarly articles included ("OECD" or "due diligence") and ("challenges" or "barriers"), "supply 

chain" and ("emerging" or "developing"), and so on. A detailed description of the identified challenges can 

be found in Table 3. 

Table 3. Identified challenges. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.4|Collecting Experts' Evaluation for the Criteria and the Challenges 

The study utilized a two-phase evaluation process to collect expert opinions and evaluate criteria and 

challenges. The first phase involved a semi-structured survey questionnaire to evaluate the criteria, while the 

second phase involved another semi-structured survey questionnaire to evaluate the challenges. The 

evaluation score from the first phase was then used in the AHP method to determine the criteria weights, 

while the evaluation score from the second phase was used in both the AHP-TOPSIS and AHP-

Codes Challenges Description Source 

R1 Limited institutional capacity Government agencies and industry 
associations lack resources and expertise to 
support compliance. 

[9] 

R2 Weak regulatory enforcement Laws may exist, but enforcement is 
inconsistent or ineffective due to governance 
issues. 

[9], [10] 
 

R3 Skills and training gaps Shortage of skilled professionals to conduct 
due diligence, risk assessments, and compliance 
reporting. 

[34] 

R4 Corruption and governance 
issues 

Bribery and weak institutional integrity make 
due diligence efforts ineffective. 

[11] 

R5 Lack of awareness and 
understanding 

Limited knowledge of OECD guidelines 
among businesses makes compliance difficult. 

[34] 

R6 Short-term profit focus Businesses prioritize immediate financial gains 
over long-term, responsible supply chain 
practices. 

[35] 

R7 High implementation costs Expenses for audits, training, compliance 
systems, and infrastructure upgrades are often 
prohibitive. 

[7] 

R8 Limited buyer support International buyers demand compliance but 
provide little financial or technical assistance to 
suppliers. 

[7] 

R9 Fragmented and opaque 
supply chains 

Multi-tiered and complex supply chains make 
tracing risks and ensuring compliance 
challenging. 

[14] 

R10 Monitoring and accountability 
challenges 

Weak mechanisms for tracking compliance and 
enforcing penalties against violations. 

[9] 

R11 Lack of data transparency Limited access to reliable data makes risk 
assessment and reporting difficult. 

[14], [10] 
 

R12 Resistance to change Traditional business cultures and supply chain 
actors resist adopting new due diligence 
requirements. 

[14] 

R13 Poor labor practices Prevalence of informal employment, child 
labor, and weak worker representation hinders 
compliance. 

[36] 

R14 Poor stakeholder 
collaboration 

Limited engagement and coordination between 
businesses, regulators, NGOs, and labor 
groups. 

[37] 

R15 Environmental non-
compliance 

Difficulty in meeting environmental standards 
due to poor waste management and outdated 
technology. 

[34] 

R16 Political instability Frequent policy changes and weak institutional 
stability create uncertainty in regulatory 
enforcement. 

[38] 

R17 Overlapping and conflicting 
standards 

Businesses struggle with multiple, sometimes 
contradictory, regulations (e.g., OECD, 
UNGP, ISO). 

[10] 
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  PROMETHEE methods to determine the final ranking of the challenges. The survey questionnaire was 

created in Google Forms and distributed to the experts through email communication. A sample of the survey 

questionnaires used in the two phases can be found in Appendix A, Table A1, and Table A2. 

For collecting experts' opinions, this study utilized a 9-point evaluation scale in both phases of survey response 

collection. That scale was introduced by Saaty [39]. Table 4 shows the 9-point scale. 

Table 4. A 9-point evaluation scale for collecting experts' opinions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.5|AHP Method 

Saaty developed the AHP method, which is significant for its structured approach to decision-making and 

prioritization of factors based on their relative importance [40]. It allows decision-makers to break down 

complex problems into smaller, more manageable parts and to evaluate and compare different criteria or 

alternatives. Detailed procedures [12] of the AHP method are as follows: 

Step 1. Using the opinions of experts, generate pairwise comparison matrices of the criteria as follows. 

Step 2. The consistency of each pairwise comparison matrix was confirmed by maintaining a Consistency 

Ratio of less than or equal to 0.1 following Eqs. (1) and (2). 

Here, CI stands for consistency index, CR stands for consistency ratio, and RI stands for random index. 𝜆max 

is the maximum eigenvalue of the matrix and represents the average weight of the criteria. In this study, n  = 

6, and RI = 1.24 for six criteria. If the CR is greater than 0.1, the decision-maker needs to revise the pairwise 

comparison matrix to improve its consistency. 

Step 3. All of the pairwise comparison matrices were combined into a single pairwise comparison matrix 

using the geometric mean approach. 

Step 4. The aggregated pairwise matrix was normalized. 

Step 5. The weights of the criteria were determined through the arithmetic mean of all the row elements of 

the aggregated pairwise matrix. 

Linguistic Variables Numeric Values 

Equal  1 

Between equal and moderate 2 

Moderate 3 

Between moderate and strong 4 

Strong 5 

Between strong and very strong 6 

Very strong 7 

Between very strong and extremely strong 8 

Extremely strong 9 

Cn×n =

[
 
 
 
 
 

1 c̃12 c̃13 ⋯ c̃1n

c̃12
−1 1 c̃23 ⋯ c̃2n

c̃13
−1 c̃23

−1 1 ⋯ c̃3n

⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮ ⋮
c̃1n

−1 c̃2n
−1 c̃3n

−1 ⋯ 1 ]
 
 
 
 
 

.  

CI =
λmax − n

n − 1
. (1) 

CR =
CI

RI
≤ 0.1. (2) 
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4.6|TOPSIS Method 

TOPSIS, developed by Hwang and Yoon, is a method for evaluating alternatives based on their similarity to 

the ideal solution [41]. This MCDM tool has gained popularity due to its simplicity, computational efficiency, 

and comprehensive mathematical concept [42]. TOPSIS is founded on two concepts, positive and negative 

ideal solutions. Detailed procedures of the TOPSIS method [43] are as follows- 

Step 1. Establishing the decision matrix where each element of the decision matrix (𝑥𝑖𝑗) is a measure of 

criterion C𝑗 over alternative 𝐴𝑖. 

Step 2. Creating the normalized decision matrix with Eq. (3). 

Step 3. Creating the weighted normalized decision matrix with Eq. (4). 

where 𝑤𝑗 represents the weight of criterion j, indicating its relative importance, compared to other criteria. 

Step 4. Determining the positive and negative ideal solutions with Eqs. (5) and (6). 

where A+ indicates the positive ideal solution, A− represents the negative ideal solution, J+is regarded as the 

set of positive criteria, and J−displays the set of negative criteria. 

Step 5. Calculating the distances from 𝐴+ and 𝐴‒ with Eqs. (7) and (8). 

ere si
+ indicates the distance from the positive ideal solution and si

− shows the distance from the negative 

ideal solution. 

Step 6. Calculating the similarity index and ranking alternatives with Eq. (9). 

Alternatives are ranked based on the descending order of the similarity index (ci
+). 

4.7|PROMETHEE Method 

The PROMETHEE methodology is a useful tool for analyzing multi-criteria problems and determining 

priority order in decision-making. Like the TOPSIS, PROMETHEE is also a relatively simple ranking method 

in conception and application. PROMETHEE is particularly effective for ranking problems with a finite 

number of alternatives based on conflicting criteria [44]. The method includes a partial ranking component 

(PROMETHEE I) and a complete ranking component (PROMETHEE II). In this study, PROMETHEE II 

rij =
xij

√∑ (xij)
2m

i=1

 , i = 1, 2, 3, … . . , m;  j = 1, 2, …… . , n. (3) 

vij = wj × rij, i = 1, 2, … . . , m;  j = 1,2,… . . , n, (4) 

A+ = {V1
+ , V2

+ , …… , Vj
+ , …… . , Vn

+} = {( V⩝i
max

ij|jεJ
+), ( V⩝i

min
ij|jεJ

−)}  
(5) 

A− = {V1
− , V2

− , …… , Vj
− , …… . , Vn

−} = {( V⩝i
min

ij|jεJ
+), ( V⩝i

max
ij|jεJ

−)} 
(6) 

si
+  =  √∑ (Vij − Vj

+) 2
n

j=1
. (7) 

si
−  =  √∑ (Vij − Vj

−) 2
n

j=1
. (8) 

ci
+ = 

si
−

si
+ +  si

− , 0 < ci 
+ < 1. (9) 
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  is used for determining a complete ranking. Detailed procedures of the PROMETHEE II method [45] are as 

follows- 

Step 1. Establishing the decision matrix where each element of the decision matrix (𝑥𝑖𝑗) is a measure of 

criterion C𝑗 over alternative 𝐴𝑖. 

Step 2. Determining the deviation of the related alternatives for each criterion with Eq. (10). 

where 𝑑𝑗 (𝐴𝑖, 𝐴𝑖') represents the difference between two evaluations (𝐴𝑖, 𝐴𝑖') on each criterion. This equation 

is inverted to a negative nature for the criterion. 

Step 3. Calculating the preference function value with Eq. (11). 

where f indicates the preference function, which is determined based on the nature of each criterion and the 

decision maker's opinion. 

Step 4. Calculating the preference index with Eq. (12). 

where 𝑤𝑗 displays the relative weight of each criterion. 

Step 5. Calculating the outranking flows with Eqs. (13) and (14). 

where Ø + (Ai) and Ø - (Ai) are described as the leaving and entering flow, respectively. 

Step 6. Calculating the net outranking flow Eq. (15). 

Alternatives are ranked based on the descending order of the outranking flow.  

4.8|Calculations 

A sample pairwise matrix formed with the response from an expert for the AHP method can be found in 

Appendix B, Table B1. Similarly, 17 responses collected from 17 experts were aggregated to form the aggregated 

pairwise matrix shown in Table 5.  

Table 5. Aggregated pairwise comparison matrix for the criteria. 

 

 

 

 

The consistency ratio for this aggregated pairwise comparison matrix was 0.00167, which is less than 0.1 and 

acceptable. The normalized matrix is shown in Table 6. 

di(Ai , Ai′) =  Cj(Ai) − Cj(Ai′), i = 1, 2, … ,m; i′ = 1, 2,… ,m;  j = 1, 2, … , n. (10) 

Pj(Ai , Ai′) = f [ dj(Ai , Ai′)], (11) 

π (Ai , Ai′) =  ∑Pj(Ai , Ai′)wj ,    ∑wj

n

j=1

n

j=1

= 1, (12) 

Ø+(Ai)  =  
1

m − 1
∑ π

x εA

(Ai , Ai′). (13) 

Ø−(Ai)  =  
1

m − 1
∑ π

x εA

(Ai , Ai′), (14) 

Ø (Ai) =  Ø+(Ai) − Ø−(Ai). (15) 

 C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 

C1 1.00 0.92 5.80 3.87 2.86 5.80 
C2 1.08 1.00 6.16 4.15 3.10 6.25 
C3 0.17 0.16 1.00 0.51 0.49 1.00 
C4 0.26 0.24 1.97 1.00 0.92 1.92 
C5 0.35 0.32 2.05 1.08 1.00 2.00 
C6 0.17 0.16 1.00 0.52 0.50 1.00 
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Table 6. Normalized pairwise comparison matrix for the criteria. 

 

 

 

 

 

The obtained weights of the criteria from the normalized matrix are shown in Table 7. 

Table 7. Obtained criteria weights. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A sample decision matrix formed with the response from an expert for the AHP-TOPSIS and the AHP-

PROMETHEE method can be found in Appendix B, Table B2. Similarly, 17 responses collected from 17 

experts were aggregated to form the aggregated decision matrix, which is shown in Table 8.  

Table 8. Aggregated decision matrix with the experts' evaluation scores. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The normalized matrix obtained from the aggregated decision matrix is shown in Table 9. 

 
C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 

C1 0.33 0.33 0.32 0.35 0.32 0.32 
C2 0.36 0.36 0.34 0.37 0.35 0.35 
C3 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 
C4 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.09 0.10 0.11 
C5 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.11 0.11 
C6 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.06 

Criteria Weights 

Institutional and regulatory (C1) 0.329 

Severity of impact (C2) 0.354 

Alignment with sustainability (C3) 0.054 

Complexity and scalability (C4) 0.097 

Economic and financial (C5) 0.111 

Stakeholder resistance and engagement (C6) 0.055 

Challenges C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 

R1 4.05 6.94 6.94 5.05 6.05 7.94 

R2 5.15 7.94 5.10 7.94 4.15 5.05 

R3 5.05 4.93 3.05 5.94 1.04 1.92 

R4 4.90 7.94 7.94 8.94 4.93 2.05 

R5 3.05 7.94 6.05 8.94 3.93 4.93 

R6 2.05 3.93 2.05 6.94 5.05 1.04 

R7 3.05 4.93 5.94 6.94 4.05 3.93 

R8 3.05 3.93 3.05 3.05 2.93 3.05 

R9 1.04 7.94 3.05 6.94 2.05 1.04 

R10 1.04 3.93 1.04 1.04 2.05 3.05 

R11 3.05 5.94 4.05 3.05 7.94 2.05 

R12 2.05 4.93 6.05 5.05 2.05 1.04 

R13 2.05 5.94 2.05 6.05 2.05 2.05 

R14 1.04 4.05 7.94 7.94 5.94 3.05 

R15 1.04 1.04 5.05 5.05 3.05 6.94 

R16 4.05 6.94 7.06 7.94 6.94 5.94 

R17 2.05 5.05 5.94 7.94 6.05 3.05 
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  Table 9. Normalized decision matrix. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The calculated ranking of the challenges by the AHP-TOPSIS can be found in Table 10. 

Table 10. Ranking of the challenges by the AHP-TOPSIS method. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The preference function for the AHP-PROMETHEE method can be found in Table 11. 

 

 

 

 

  

Challenges C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 

R1 0.085 0.074 0.084 0.048 0.086 0.137 

R2 0.108 0.084 0.062 0.076 0.059 0.087 

R3 0.106 0.052 0.037 0.057 0.015 0.033 

R4 0.103 0.084 0.096 0.085 0.070 0.035 

R5 0.064 0.084 0.074 0.085 0.056 0.085 

R6 0.043 0.042 0.025 0.066 0.072 0.018 

R7 0.064 0.052 0.072 0.066 0.058 0.068 

R8 0.064 0.042 0.037 0.029 0.042 0.052 

R9 0.022 0.084 0.037 0.066 0.029 0.018 

R10 0.022 0.042 0.013 0.010 0.029 0.052 

R11 0.064 0.063 0.049 0.029 0.113 0.035 

R12 0.043 0.052 0.074 0.048 0.029 0.018 

R13 0.043 0.063 0.025 0.058 0.029 0.035 

R14 0.022 0.043 0.096 0.076 0.084 0.052 

R15 0.022 0.011 0.061 0.048 0.043 0.119 

R16 0.085 0.074 0.086 0.076 0.099 0.102 

R17 0.043 0.054 0.072 0.076 0.086 0.052 

Challenges C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 𝐬𝐢
+ 𝐬𝐢

− 𝐜𝐢
+ Rank 

R1 0.028 0.026 0.005 0.005 0.010 0.007 0.010 0.032 0.770 4 

R2 0.035 0.030 0.003 0.007 0.007 0.005 0.007 0.039 0.851 1 

R3 0.035 0.019 0.002 0.005 0.002 0.002 0.017 0.032 0.647 6 

R4 0.034 0.030 0.005 0.008 0.008 0.002 0.007 0.039 0.837 2 

R5 0.021 0.030 0.004 0.008 0.006 0.005 0.016 0.031 0.658 5 

R6 0.014 0.015 0.001 0.006 0.008 0.001 0.028 0.015 0.357 14 

R7 0.021 0.019 0.004 0.006 0.006 0.004 0.020 0.022 0.524 8 

R8 0.021 0.015 0.002 0.003 0.005 0.003 0.024 0.018 0.433 12 

R9 0.007 0.030 0.002 0.006 0.003 0.001 0.031 0.027 0.464 9 

R10 0.007 0.015 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.035 0.011 0.243 16 

R11 0.021 0.022 0.003 0.003 0.013 0.002 0.018 0.026 0.584 7 

R12 0.014 0.019 0.004 0.005 0.003 0.001 0.027 0.017 0.387 13 

R13 0.014 0.022 0.001 0.006 0.003 0.002 0.026 0.020 0.443 11 

R14 0.007 0.015 0.005 0.007 0.009 0.003 0.032 0.016 0.330 15 

R15 0.007 0.004 0.003 0.005 0.005 0.007 0.039 0.008 0.166 17 

R16 0.028 0.026 0.005 0.007 0.011 0.006 0.009 0.033 0.788 3 

R17 0.014 0.019 0.004 0.007 0.010 0.003 0.025 0.020 0.446 10 
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Table 11. Preference function. 

 

The calculated ranking of the challenges by the AHP-PROMETHEE II can be found in Table 12. 

Table 12. Ranking of the challenges by the AHP- PROMETHEE II method. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5|Results and Discussion 

5.1|Results 

The obtained weights of the criteria (see Table 7) are as follows: C2 (0.354) > C1 (0.329) > C5 (0.111) > C4 

(0.097) > C6 (0.055) > C3 (0.054). Fig. 4 depicts the weights of the criteria. 

 R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10 R11 R12 R13 R14 R15 R16 R17 

R1   0.007 0.024 0.007 0.014 0.036 0.022 0.032 0.036 0.051 0.020 0.035 0.033 0.036 0.050 0.002 0.026 

R2 0.014   0.023 0.005 0.015 0.043 0.028 0.039 0.038 0.058 0.030 0.042 0.039 0.045 0.059 0.011 0.034 

R3 0.008 0.000   0.001 0.014 0.026 0.014 0.020 0.028 0.037 0.016 0.022 0.021 0.031 0.043 0.007 0.021 

R4 0.014 0.004 0.024   0.016 0.041 0.029 0.040 0.037 0.058 0.028 0.041 0.038 0.042 0.061 0.011 0.033 

R5 0.007 0.002 0.023 0.003   0.030 0.014 0.026 0.024 0.044 0.017 0.028 0.025 0.031 0.045 0.005 0.021 

R6 0.002 0.001 0.007 0.000 0.002   0.002 0.007 0.012 0.018 0.004 0.006 0.006 0.007 0.023 0.000 0.000 

R7 0.002 0.001 0.009 0.002 0.000 0.016   0.012 0.022 0.030 0.007 0.015 0.015 0.018 0.032 0.000 0.008 

R8 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.001 0.000 0.009 0.000   0.017 0.018 0.001 0.010 0.010 0.014 0.025 0.000 0.007 

R9 0.006 0.000 0.014 0.000 0.000 0.016 0.011 0.019   0.022 0.011 0.013 0.009 0.015 0.028 0.004 0.011 

R10 0.000 0.000 0.003 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.002   0.001 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.011 0.000 0.000 

R11 0.003 0.006 0.015 0.005 0.006 0.021 0.010 0.016 0.025 0.035   0.021 0.018 0.024 0.040 0.002 0.013 

R12 0.000 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.006 0.000 0.008 0.009 0.018 0.003   0.003 0.010 0.022 0.000 0.000 

R13 0.001 0.000 0.006 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.004 0.010 0.008 0.020 0.003 0.006   0.014 0.026 0.000 0.003 

R14 0.003 0.005 0.014 0.003 0.004 0.009 0.005 0.013 0.012 0.018 0.008 0.012 0.013   0.020 0.001 0.001 

R15 0.000 0.002 0.009 0.005 0.002 0.008 0.003 0.007 0.008 0.012 0.007 0.007 0.008 0.004   0.001 0.004 

R16 0.004 0.007 0.025 0.007 0.013 0.037 0.023 0.034 0.037 0.053 0.021 0.037 0.034 0.036 0.053   0.026 

R17 0.003 0.004 0.013 0.003 0.003 0.011 0.005 0.016 0.018 0.027 0.007 0.011 0.012 0.011 0.030 0.000   

Challenges Leaving Flow Entering Flow Net Outranking Flow Rank 

R1 0.027 0.004 0.023 4 

R2 0.033 0.002 0.030 1 

R3 0.019 0.014 0.006 6 

R4 0.032 0.003 0.030 2 

R5 0.022 0.006 0.016 5 

R6 0.006 0.020 -0.014 14 

R7 0.012 0.011 0.001 8 

R8 0.007 0.019 -0.011 12 

R9 0.011 0.021 -0.010 10 

R10 0.001 0.032 -0.031 17 

R11 0.016 0.011 0.005 7 

R12 0.005 0.019 -0.014 15 

R13 0.007 0.018 -0.011 11 

R14 0.009 0.021 -0.012 13 

R15 0.005 0.036 -0.030 16 

R16 0.028 0.003 0.025 3 

R17 0.011 0.013 -0.002 9 
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Fig. 4. Weights of the criteria. 

 

The ranking of the challenges obtained by the AHP-TOPSIS method (see Table 10) is as follows: R2 > R4 > 

R16 > R1 > R5 > R3 > R11 > R7 > R9 > R17 > R13 > R8 > R12 > R6 > R14 > R10 > R15. Fig. 5 depicts 

the results obtained by the AHP-TOPSIS method. 

 

Fig. 5. Ranking of the challenges obtained by the AHP-TOPSIS. 

 

The obtained ranking of the challenges by the AHP-PROMETHEE II method (see Table 12) is as follows: 

R2 > R4 > R16 > R1 > R5 > R3 > R11 > R7 > R17 > R9 > R13 > R8 > R14 > R6 > R12 > R15 > R10. 

Fig. 6 depicts the results obtained by the AHP-PROMETHEE II method. 

C1 0/329؛

C2 0/354؛

C3 0/054؛

C4 0/097؛

C5 0/111؛

C6 0/055؛

R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10 R11 R12 R13 R14 R15 R16 R17
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0/387
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Fig. 6. Ranking of the challenges obtained by the AHP-PROMETHEE II. 

 

A comparison of the obtained ranking from two distinct phases of this study is shown in Table 13 and Fig. 7. 

Table 13. A comparison of two rankings. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 7. A comparison between the two rankings. 
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R1 4 4 
R2 1 1 
R3 6 6 

R4 2 2 
R5 5 5 
R6 14 14 
R7 8 8 
R8 12 12 
R9 9 10 
R10 16 17 
R11 7 7 
R12 13 15 
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  5.2|Discussions 

5.2.1|Criteria weights 

The weight distribution obtained through the AHP method reflects the socio-economic realities of emerging 

economies, where weak regulatory frameworks, financial constraints, and institutional inefficiencies hinder 

OECD due diligence adoption.  

Severity of Impact (0.354) holds the highest weight because supply chains in these economies often involve 

human rights violations, unsafe workplaces, and environmental harm. Institutional and Regulatory (0.329) 

rank second, highlighting weak governance, inconsistent enforcement, and corruption as key barriers. Even 

when due diligence laws exist, poor enforcement undermines their effectiveness, making institutional reform 

critical. Without strong regulatory mechanisms, compliance remains voluntary, limiting its impact. 

Economic and Financial (0.111) are also significant, as compliance requires costly audits, training, and 

monitoring, which many SMEs struggle to afford. However, financial constraints become secondary when 

strict regulations and market pressures enforce compliance, explaining the lower weight compared to 

regulatory issues. 

Complexity and Scalability (0.097) reflect the fragmented supply chains in emerging economies, where 

subcontracting and informal labor arrangements make traceability difficult. Stakeholder Resistance and 

Engagement (0.055) has a lower weight because resistance to due diligence is often due to weak enforcement 

rather than fundamental opposition. Businesses adapt when regulatory and buyer pressures increase, making 

resistance a secondary challenge. 

Alignment with Sustainability (0.054) ranks lowest, as businesses in emerging economies prioritize financial 

survival over long-term sustainability. Compliance efforts are initially focused on meeting legal and buyer 

demands, with sustainability becoming relevant only after fundamental regulatory and financial challenges are 

addressed. 

5.2.2|Challenges ranking 

This study determined the topmost challenges consistent for both ranking methods applied in the research, 

which is ensuring the sensitivity of the obtained result (see Table 13 and Fig. 7). Only a little difference is 

observed for some of the lower-ranked risks in the two methods. For example, both rankings showed, ‘weak 

regulatory enforcement (R2)’, ‘corruption and governance issues (R4)’, ‘political instability (R16)’, ‘limited 

institutional capacity (R1)’, and ‘lack of awareness and understanding (R5)’ are the topmost prioritized five 

challenges for the adoption of OECD due diligence in the supply chains of emerging economies.  

Weak regulatory enforcement (R2) undermines the effectiveness of due diligence frameworks. In many 

emerging economies, even when due diligence laws exist, lax oversight, weak penalties, and underfunded 

enforcement agencies allow non-compliance to persist. For instance, Bangladesh’s industrial sector has seen 

persistent workplace safety violations despite international regulations [46]. Many factories bypass safety 

upgrades due to weak inspections and insufficient legal consequences. Weak enforcement undermines trust 

in institutions and creates a culture of non-compliance. Strengthening regulatory enforcement can improve 

data transparency (R11) by mandating accurate reporting and reducing corruption (R4) by increasing 

accountability in governance. 

Corruption and governance issues (R4) weaken due diligence implementation. In many countries, factory 

inspections and labor audits can be manipulated through unofficial payments, allowing non-compliant 

suppliers to continue operating unchecked. For example, in industries of emerging economies, factory owners 

sometimes bribe inspectors to overlook labor violations [47]. Corruption distorts market mechanisms, 

favoring unethical businesses, and undermines investor confidence. Reducing corruption enhances 

stakeholder collaboration (R14) by promoting trust between businesses, regulators, and NGOs, and also 

contributes to political stability (R16). 
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Political instability (R16) leads to frequent policy changes and unpredictable governance, creating uncertainty 

that deters long-term investments in compliance mechanisms. In Myanmar, shifts in government policies 

following political turmoil have disrupted labor rights enforcement, increasing violations in supply chains 

[48]. Unstable governance results in inconsistent labor rights enforcement and discourages foreign 

investments. Addressing political instability supports stronger institutional capacity (R1) and enables long-

term policy planning. 

Limited Institutional Capacity (R1), particularly in government agencies and industry associations in emerging 

economies, often results in a lack of resources and expertise to support due diligence compliance. Many 

regulatory bodies struggle with outdated technology, understaffing, and insufficient training programs. In 

many developing countries’ mining sectors, weak institutional capacity has led to environmental and labor 

law violations [49]. Strengthening institutions can facilitate training programs (R3) and promote stakeholder 

engagement (R14). 

Lack of awareness and understanding (R5) is prevalent. Many businesses, particularly SMEs, are unaware of 

OECD guidelines. In Ethiopia’s textile industry, manufacturers struggle to understand international 

compliance requirements, limiting market access [50]. Improved awareness programs can bridge the 

compliance gap and improve data transparency (R11). 

By addressing the highest-ranked challenges, emerging economies can indirectly tackle lower-ranked ones. 

Strengthening enforcement mechanisms, reducing corruption, stabilizing governance, and improving 

institutional capacity create a foundation for solving financial and operational challenges, such as high 

compliance costs (R7) and fragmented supply chains (R9). This ranking aligns with studies in Asia and Africa, 

which emphasize governance and institutional strength as prerequisites for sustainable supply chains [51]. 

However, while China has successfully improved regulatory enforcement, many emerging economies still face 

entrenched institutional weaknesses, highlighting the difficulty of overcoming these barriers without systemic 

reform. 

The interconnection between these challenges suggests that addressing the top-ranked issues will have a 

cascading impact on the lower-ranked ones, ultimately facilitating the adoption of OECD due diligence 

practices in emerging economies. 

For instance, strengthening regulatory enforcement (R2) directly improves data transparency (R11) by 

mandating accurate reporting mechanisms, reducing the ability of companies to conceal unethical practices. 

It also discourages corruption (R4) by holding businesses accountable for compliance, creating an 

environment where ethical supply chain practices are incentivized rather than avoided. Studies on supply 

chain governance in Southeast Asia and Latin America have highlighted that weak enforcement mechanisms 

create loopholes that businesses exploit to avoid compliance costs. By closing these loopholes, emerging 

economies can create a more predictable regulatory environment that attracts responsible investment. 

Similarly, reducing corruption (R4) ensures that regulatory agencies function effectively, reinforcing 

institutional capacity (R1) and improving political stability (R16). Many developing nations struggle with policy 

uncertainty due to government instability, deterring long-term compliance investments. A transparent 

regulatory environment builds trust among businesses, investors, and workers, encouraging sustainable 

business practices. For example, Rwanda’s strong anti-corruption measures have significantly improved its 

business climate, contrasting with more corrupt environments like Nigeria, where supply chain regulations 

remain poorly enforced [52]. 

Addressing political instability (R16) creates a foundation for stable regulatory frameworks, which in turn 

strengthen institutions (R1). Many businesses hesitate to adopt OECD due diligence practices in politically 

volatile regions due to the fear that shifting policies may unpredictably increase compliance costs. Countries 

that have achieved regulatory stability—such as Vietnam, which improved its labor standards after securing 

trade agreements—demonstrate how stability facilitates the adoption of responsible business practices. 
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  Further, enhancing institutional capacity (R1) allows regulatory agencies to provide technical guidance and 

enforcement support. A lack of skilled professionals (R3) often hinders due diligence implementation, 

particularly in industries that are reliant on manual labor, such as textiles and agriculture. Strengthening 

institutions enables better training programs and fosters compliance readiness among businesses, addressing 

both knowledge gaps (R5) and labor-related risks (R13). Ethiopia’s experience in the textile sector highlights 

this need—factories aiming to enter European markets often lack the technical expertise required for 

sustainable sourcing, resulting in frequent compliance failures. 

Finally, raising awareness and understanding (R5) bridges the compliance gap, particularly for Small and 

Medium Enterprises (SMEs) that lack the resources to navigate complex regulatory landscapes. Many SMEs 

operate in informal supply chains, where OECD guidelines are not well understood. Targeted education and 

training initiatives, such as those implemented in South Africa’s mining sector, help businesses align with 

international standards. This, in turn, reduces resistance to change (R12), as businesses recognize the long-

term benefits of compliance in securing stable buyer relationships. 

Addressing these top-ranked challenges lays the groundwork for solving financial and operational barriers. 

High implementation costs (R7) remain a significant concern, but with stronger institutions and reduced 

corruption, governments and international bodies can provide targeted financial and technical assistance to 

businesses. Similarly, fragmented and opaque supply chains (R9) become easier to manage when transparency 

initiatives and digital tracking systems are mandated through strong regulatory frameworks. 

6|Implications of the Study Result 

The findings of this study hold significant implications for both managerial decision-making and policy 

formulation in emerging economies, particularly in advancing the SDGs. By prioritizing key challenges in 

adopting OECD due diligence practices, this research provides actionable insights to enhance responsible 

supply chain management, institutional governance, and regulatory enforcement.   

For business leaders and supply chain managers, addressing the top-ranked challenges—weak regulatory 

enforcement, corruption, and political instability—can lead to more transparent, ethical, and sustainable 

business operations. Strengthening compliance mechanisms and internal governance structures will enhance 

risk management and resilience, aligning with SDG 8 (decent work and economic growth) and SDG 12 

(responsible consumption and production). By integrating robust due diligence processes, businesses can 

improve supplier accountability, reduce risks related to unethical labor practices, and build investor and 

consumer trust. Additionally, investing in technology-driven solutions such as blockchain for supply chain 

transparency and AI-driven risk assessments can help mitigate governance and compliance risks.   

For policymakers, the study highlights the urgent need to strengthen regulatory frameworks and enhance 

enforcement mechanisms. Addressing corruption and weak institutional capacity through anti-corruption 

policies, stricter penalties, and enhanced institutional monitoring will improve governance and support SDG 

16 (peace, justice, and strong institutions). Moreover, capacity-building programs for regulatory bodies and 

businesses will help close the compliance gap, ensuring a level playing field for all supply chain actors. Political 

stability and policy continuity are crucial for long-term investment in sustainable supply chain practices, which 

directly support SDG 9 (industry, innovation, and infrastructure). 

By addressing these challenges through targeted managerial actions and policy reforms, emerging economies 

can foster a more ethical, sustainable, and resilient supply chain ecosystem, ultimately accelerating progress 

toward global sustainability goals. 

7|Conclusions 

This study systematically examined the key challenges hindering the adoption of OECD due diligence 

practices in the supply chains of emerging economies, successfully addressing all three research objectives. 

First, by conducting an extensive literature review and incorporating expert input, the study identified and 
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categorized seventeen critical challenges affecting due diligence adoption (RO1). Second, using MCDM 

techniques, specifically AHP, TOPSIS, and PROMETHEE, the study established a structured prioritization 

framework and determined the most influential criteria (RO2). Finally, by integrating AHP-TOPSIS and 

AHP-PROMETHEE, the study developed a robust decision-making model, allowing policymakers and 

industry leaders to address challenges in resource-constrained environments (RO3) systematically.   

A unique contribution of this study is its dual-ranking validation, which ensures the reliability of results by 

cross-verifying prioritization outcomes. The findings reveal that ‘weak regulatory enforcement’, ‘corruption 

and governance issues’, and ‘political instability’ are the most significant barriers to OECD due diligence 

implementation, underscoring the need for stronger institutional frameworks and governance reforms. Other 

challenges are also significant for the OECD due diligence implementation. However, they are positioned 

comparatively lower as mitigating the topmost challenges and consequently mitigating the other challenges 

simultaneously. This stratified framework is another significant outcome of this research work. Moreover, the 

weight distribution analysis highlights the socio-economic realities of emerging economies, demonstrating 

that regulatory constraints and enforcement gaps play a more crucial role than financial limitations.   

From an implication’s perspective, this study provides practical insights for policymakers, businesses, and 

international organizations seeking to enhance supply chain transparency and sustainability. Strengthening 

regulatory enforcement, improving institutional capacity, and fostering multi-stakeholder collaboration are 

essential strategies for overcoming these challenges. Additionally, supporting SMEs with financial and 

technical resources can facilitate compliance without disproportionately burdening resource-constrained 

firms. 

Despite its contributions, this study has certain limitations. The comparison between the two methods shows 

a little difference in the position of some of the lower-ranked challenges. However, this is not significant from 

the perspective of the overall study results. The discrepancy occurred only for the calculation techniques of 

the two MCDM methods, the TOPSIS and the PROMETHEE II. 

The findings are based on expert input and literature review, which may introduce subjective biases. 

Additionally, the study focuses on macro-level challenges and does not explore sector-specific variations, 

which could be crucial for industry-specific policy recommendations. Future research should explore sector-

based case studies, incorporate dynamic modeling techniques, and examine the long-term impact of policy 

interventions to strengthen due diligence adoption in emerging economies further further. 
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Appendix A 

Table A1. Sample questionnaire for collecting experts' opinions to find criteria weights. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A2. Sample questionnaire for collecting experts' opinions to prioritize the challenges. 

 

 

 

 

 

Question Response 

How important do you think the Institutional and Regulatory (C1) is over the 
Severity of Impact (C2)? 

 

How important do you think the Institutional and Regulatory (C1) is over the 
Alignment with Sustainability (C3)?  

 

How important do you think the Institutional and Regulatory (C1) is over 
Complexity and Scalability (C4)? 

 

How important do you think the Institutional and Regulatory (C1) is over the 
Economic and Financial (C5)? 

 

How important do you think the Institutional and Regulatory (C1) is over 
Stakeholder Resistance and Engagement (C6)? 

 

… … … … … … … … … … … … … … … … … … … … … … … … …   
How important do you think Economic and Financial (C5) is over Stakeholder 
Resistance and Engagement (C6)? 

 

Code Criteria                                                                              
Challenges 

Response 
C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 

R1 Limited Institutional Capacity       

R2 Weak Regulatory Enforcement       

… … … … … … … … … … … … … …        

R17 Overlapping and Conflicting Standards       
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Appendix B 

Table B1. A sample pairwise matrix of an expert for the 

AHP method*. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table B2. A sample decision matrix of an expert for the 

challenge prioritization. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 

C1 1.00 0.50 5.00 3.00 2.00 5.00 

C2 2.00 1.00 7.00 5.00 4.00 9.00 

C3 0.20 0.14 1.00 0.33 0.33 1.00 

C4 0.33 0.20 3.00 1.00 0.50 2.00 

C5 0.50 0.25 3.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 

C6 0.20 0.11 1.00 0.50 0.50 1.00 
* The consistency ratio for this response was 0.015, which is less 
than 0.1 and acceptable. 

Criteria 
Risks 

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 

R1 4.00 7.00 7.00 5.00 6.00 8.00 
R2 6.00 8.00 5.00 8.00 6.00 5.00 
R3 5.00 5.00 3.00 6.00 1.00 2.00 
R4 5.00 8.00 8.00 9.00 5.00 2.00 
R5 3.00 8.00 6.00 9.00 4.00 5.00 
R6 2.00 4.00 2.00 7.00 5.00 1.00 
R7 3.00 5.00 6.00 7.00 4.00 4.00 
R8 3.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 
R9 1.00 8.00 3.00 7.00 2.00 1.00 
R10 1.00 4.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 
R11 3.00 6.00 4.00 3.00 8.00 2.00 
R12 2.00 5.00 6.00 5.00 2.00 1.00 
R13 2.00 6.00 2.00 6.00 2.00 2.00 
R14 1.00 4.00 8.00 8.00 6.00 3.00 
R15 1.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 3.00 7.00 
R16 4.00 7.00 7.00 8.00 7.00 6.00 
R17 2.00 5.00 6.00 8.00 6.00 3.00 


