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Abstract

This article examines the drivers and barriers to implementing Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG)
principles in organisational and project-related management practices in emerging countries. A systematic literature
review based on the Scopus database was conducted using PRISMA logic and interpreted through institutional
theory. The search identified 605 records, from which 40 peer-reviewed studies were included after screening
and eligibility assessment. The findings show that ESG implementation is shaped by the interaction of regulatory
pressure, organisational readiness, financial feasibility, stakeholder coordination and implementation capability. The
main drivers include supportive regulation, stakeholder pressure and involvement, training, leadership commitment,
governance arrangements and technological capability. The main barriers include high upfront costs, restricted
finance, fragmented regulation, insufficient professional competence, low awareness, cultural resistance and
weak stakeholder engagement. The results reveal an imbalanced distribution of attention across ESG dimensions.
Governance emerges as the most visible, appearing in 62.5% of the reviewed sources. Environmental follows with
55.0%. Social receives the least attention, at only 32.5%. The article identifies a persistent translation failure between
ESG adoption and its operational implementation across organisational and project-related contexts. The findings
contribute to understanding ESG implementation as an institutionally conditioned and capability-dependent process
and offer implications for project managers, organisations and policymakers.

Keywords: barriers; drivers; emerging countries; ESG; institutional theory; project management; systematic
literature review.
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Introduction

ESG principles are increasingly important for organisations. They support sustainability
performance, accountability, and long-term value creation.

In project management, ESG is particularly relevant. Project delivery translates sustainability
commitments into practical decisions. For example, in the case of Nepal, the objectives of ensuring
the sustainability of a water supply and sanitation project in rural areas were achieved through the
coordination of stakeholders, the involvement of the local population, and the continuous refinement
of management decisions throughout the project’s implementation. These management practices
helped translate the project’s sustainability objectives into concrete outcomes, including improved
sanitation, public health and gender equality [1].

ESG principles also produce measurable outcomes. This is visible in the Ghanaian construction
context, where construction accounts for more than 40% of global energy consumption and greenhouse
gas emissions, while green building technology adoption is shaped by government-related barriers,
company-level drivers, regulation, incentives, and R&D support [2].

Formal ESG expectations often develop faster than the capacity needed for implementation.
This problem is especially important in emerging and developing-country contexts. The Vietnamese
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case provides direct evidence of this gap: although 80% of enterprises had committed to or planned
ESG practices within the next two to four years, 71% had not planned ESG disclosure or had not
considered its implications, and only 30% had taken action on ESG disclosure. This shows that
formal ESG intention does not necessarily lead to practical disclosure or implementation action [3].

Other studies also link implementation difficulties to several factors. These include high
investment costs and uncertain returns. Weak legislative support, training gaps, and employee
awareness problems are also mentioned [4, 5].

The central argument advanced in this study is that emerging countries remain predominantly at
the adoption stage of ESG. Organisations in these contexts recognise ESG expectations and encounter
external pressure. Nevertheless, the translation of such commitments into operational practice across
organisational and project-related contexts remains limited, selective, and inconsistent.

Existing systematic reviews address related but distinct areas of the literature. Daugaard [6] maps
the development of ESG investing research, while Govindan and Hasanagic [7] examine circular-
economy drivers, barriers and practices from a supply-chain perspective. Reviews of sustainable
supply-chain management have also developed conceptual frameworks centred on supply-chain
triggers and strategies [8]. In project-related research, Aarseth et al. [9] review project sustainability
strategies, while Osei-Kyei et al. [10] focus specifically on net-zero-carbon procurement in
construction projects. These reviews provide valuable insights, but their scopes remain concentrated
on investment, particular sustainability models, supply chains, or specific project-related practices.

While most literature in this domain looks at a particular industry, a certain project
implementation mechanism, or the determinants of either of these two variables, this study seeks to
understand the link between the commitment to environmental, social, and governance issues and
their corresponding implementations in terms of organisational and project management systems in
emerging nations. Specifically, this study combines drivers, barriers, implementation mechanisms,
environmental, social, and governance dimensions, institutional pressure and project management
categories. Institutional theory explains why the adoption of a practice does not necessarily equate to
the implementation of the same.

Three research questions were addressed:

1. What are the main drivers and barriers to implementing ESG principles in organisational and
project-related management practices in emerging countries?

2. How is ESG implementation operationalised through concrete mechanisms such as tools,
routines, systems and coordination arrangements?

3. How do emerging-country conditions shape the translation of ESG from organisational
adoption to project-management practice?

The purpose of this study is to systematically review the factors facilitating and hindering the
implementation of ESG principles in organisational and project-related management practices in
emerging countries, and to interpret these patterns through institutional theory.

Materials and methods

A systematic literature review was conducted using PRISMA logic [10, 11, 12]. The Scopus
database was selected because it provides broad coverage of peer-reviewed publications in business,
management, sustainability and related fields [13]. The search was conducted in title, abstract and
keyword fields and combined ESG/sustainability terms, implementation/adoption terms, driver/
barrier terms and emerging/developing-country terms.

The final Scopus search string was:

(TITLE-ABS-KEY ((«ESG» OR «environmental, social, and governance» OR «sustainability»
OR «sustainable development») AND («driver*» OR «barrier*» OR «challenge*» OR «enabler*»
OR «success factor*» OR «factor*» OR «obstacle*») AND («implementation» OR «adoption»)
AND («emerging econom™*» OR «emerging market*» OR «developing countr*»))) AND PUBYEAR

535



HERALD OF THE KAZAKH-BRITISH
Vol. 23, No. 2, 2026 TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

>2015 AND PUBYEAR <2026 AND (LIMIT-TO (DOCTYPE, «ar») OR LIMIT-TO (DOCTYPE,
«re»)) AND (LIMIT-TO (SUBJAREA, «BUSI»)) AND (LIMIT-TO (LANGUAGE, «English»))

The search was limited to English-language Scopus-indexed articles and reviews published
between 2016 and 2025 in the Business, Management and Accounting area. The initial search
produced 605 records. After removing 4 duplicates, 601 records were screened by title and abstract.
At this stage, 535 records were excluded because they did not meet one or more of the inclusion
criteria. The main reasons were the absence of a clear emerging- or developing-country context,
the lack of a focus on ESG or sustainability implementation and adoption, a purely technical or
engineering orientation, or the absence of a meaningful connection with organisational or project-
related management practices.

The remaining 66 reports were assessed through full-text review. Of these, 24 were excluded
because their relevance to the implementation focus of the study was indirect or only partial. A
further 2 articles were excluded during final coding verification because the available evidence was
insufficient for consistent inclusion in the analytical framework. As a result, 40 studies were included
in the final review.

[ Identification of studies via databases and registers ]

Records removed before screening
Records identified from
Databases (n = 605) * Duplicate records removed (n = 4)

scopus (n =5605) — + Records removed for other
reasons (n = 0)

Records screened (n = 601) »| Records excluded (n = 535)
Reports sought for retrieval Reports nol retrieved

(n=66) (n=10}

w

Reports assessed for eligibility (n

Reports excluded (n = 26)

= 66) —_— + Indirect or incomplete thesis fit
after full text/relevance assessment
(n=24)
l « Excluded after final coding
verification because they did not
g Studies included in review (n = ;.;It:.r meet the final review scope (n =
40)

Figure 1 — PRISMA flow diagram of the study selection process

The inclusion criteria required studies to address ESG or sustainability issues; focus on
implementation, adoption, drivers, barriers or related factors; examine emerging-market economies
or developing countries; and relate to organisational or project-related management practices. Studies
were excluded if they lacked practical relevance to implementation, focused primarily on technical
or engineering aspects without a management-related dimension, or did not provide sufficiently clear
evidence for inclusion in the coding framework.
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Data from the 40 included articles were extracted into an Excel-based coding matrix. The analysis
combined inductive coding of drivers, barriers and implementation approaches with deductive coding
of ESG dimensions, institutional pressures, level of analysis, project type and project-management
domains. Coding was applied conservatively; where evidence was insufficient, “No clear evidence”
was recorded.

The review dimensions were developed through a combination of inductive and deductive
logic. This approach is consistent with prior systematic review studies that classify literature
through analytical categories, thematic synthesis and frequency-based interpretation of drivers and
barriers [14]. Inductive and deductive dimensions were identified based on recurring patterns
identified in the analysed studies. These dimensions capture the factors that facilitate, constrain, or
operationalise ESG implementation. The deductive dimensions were used to connect the extracted
evidence with the theoretical and project-management focus of the article. ESG dimensions were
included to classify whether implementation was mainly related to environmental, social, governance,
or combined ESG concerns. Institutional pressures were included to explain why organisations in
emerging countries move toward ESG adoption. Finally, project type and PM domains were used
as project-management-related lenses to assess where ESG implementation is located, whether the
evidence refers to clearly bounded project contexts, and which areas of project management are most
visible in the reviewed literature. This structure allowed the review to move beyond listing drivers
and barriers and to analyse how ESG implementation is shaped by different conditions.

Table 1 — Review dimensions and categorisation framework

Methods Structural dimensions Analytical categories
Inductive Drivers of ESG Regulatory support and policy incentives; Financial and
implementation economic benefits; Technological innovation; Stakeholder
demand and pressure; Organisational commitment and strategic
orientation
Barriers to ESG Lack of regulatory frameworks; Financial constraints and high
implementation implementation costs; Technical and operational complexity;

Lack of knowledge and expertise; Coordination and integration
challenges; Site-specific and logistical constraints

Implementation Technology-based approaches; Process-based approaches;
approaches Management and organisational approaches; Capability-building
approaches
Deductive ESG dimensions Environmental; Social; Governance; combined ESG patterns
Institutional pressures Regulatory pressure; Normative pressure; Mimetic pressure;
combined patterns
Project type Infrastructure; Building / construction; Green building; Energy;

Public sector; No clearly bounded project type / organisational-
level implementation context

PM domains Cost; Time; Resource; Risk; Procurement; Stakeholder;
Integration

Source: compiled by the author based on the review framework and coded article data.

The coded data were analysed through thematic synthesis and frequency analysis. Frequencies
were counted only where clear evidence was available and were interpreted as recurring patterns in
the reviewed literature, not as measures of causal strength [10, 14, 15]. The results of this synthesis
are presented in the next section.
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Results and discussion

Dominant drivers of ESG implementation

The inductive findings show that ESG implementation is supported by several interrelated
conditions rather than by a single dominant factor.

Table 2 — Drivers of ESG implementation identified in the reviewed literature

Code Drivers/success factors Supporting references % of 40 Rank
articles
D1 Supportive regulatory framework for ESG [2], [35], [4], [36], [16], [37], 20.0% 1
implementation [25], [32]
D2 Professional training provision for [1],126], [38], [39], [40], [41], 17.5% 2
implementation practice [32]
D3 Strong external stakeholder pressure for ESG | [16], [29], [21], [22], [42], 15.0% 3
adoption [39]
D4 Active stakeholder involvement in [1],[31], [38], [43], [44], [32] 15.0% 3
implementation processes
D5 Strategic leadership commitment to [3],[16], [29], [37], [22] 12.5% 4
sustainability implementation
D6 Technological capability for sustainability [17],[45], [41], [25], [46] 12.5% 4
implementation
D7 Strategic orientation toward long-term [19], [25], [46], [41], [37] 12.5% 4
sustainability value
D8 Effective governance architecture for [3], [16], [46], [47] 10.0% 5
implementation oversight
D9 Long-term cost efficiency of sustainability [21], [22], [19], [37] 10.0% 5
measures
D10 Practical knowledge base for ESG [3], [40], [43], [47] 10.0% 5
implementation
D11 Supportive organisational culture for [38], [43], [40] 7.5% 6
sustainability practice
D12 Risk-management capability in [17], [46] 5.0% 7
implementation processes
D13 Enabling institutional environment for [16], [42] 5.0% 7
implementation uptake
D14 | Client demand for sustainable project [35], [4] 5.0% 7
solutions
D15 | Favourable market environment for [35], [29] 5.0% 7
sustainable delivery
D16 | Organisational monitoring systems for [1], [46] 5.0% 7
implementation progress
Note: Categories are not mutually exclusive; frequencies indicate recurrence in the reviewed literature, not causal
strength. Source: compiled by the author based on existing data.

The drivers in Table 2 cannot be read as separate and equal factors. They form an implementation
chain. External pressure creates the reason for organisations to act. Internal governance determines
how this pressure is interpreted. Practical capability then affects whether ESG-related commitments
become part of organisational and project management routines. These three clusters were derived
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inductively from frequency patterns in the reviewed literature. They reflect repeated groupings of
favourable conditions within the framework of the reviewed studies.

Cluster 1: External institutional and stakeholder pressure. External pressure is the first reason
organisations act. This pressure comes from institutions and stakeholders (D1, D3, D4, D13, D14,
D15). For example, in Ghana’s mining sector regulatory compliance, voluntary compliance, and
stakeholder demands encouraged multinational mining companies to adopt sustainability practices.
Regulatory requirements had clear goals. They focused on environmental protection, impact
mitigation, and post-closure land rehabilitation. This example illustrates a key point. External
pressure can turn sustainability from a general corporate aspiration into formal organisational
requirements [16].

Cluster 2: Internal governance and strategic commitment. This translates external expectations
into organisational priorities and responsibilities (D7, D8, D11, D16). Amoah and Eweje (2023) show
that sustainability implementation in Ghanaian mining companies was shaped by external institutional
pressure and internal organisational features such as managerial cognition or organisational size [16].
This suggests that organisations do not simply react to ESG pressure. They interpret it through their
own values, strategic interests, and other conditions.

Cluster 3: Practical implementation capability. This cluster reflects the capability-related drivers
(D2, D6, D10, D12). Capability is the condition that allows ESG-related implementation to move
beyond policy language. The I5.0 drones study in Nigeria supports this point. It shows that drone use
can support cleaner production through specific operational tasks, such as reducing plant diseases
and supporting more precise agricultural operations. The study also notes the need for awareness and
knowledge transfer on the potential of 15.0 technologies in emerging economies. This means that
technology alone is not enough. It must be supported by user knowledge and practical understanding
of where it can improve implementation [17]. The RTP study in Nigeria and South Africa gives a
similar operational example. It conceptualises returnable transport packaging as an environmental
technology and resource, but also shows that effective use requires tracking, control systems and
management capabilities [18]. Together, these studies show that implementation capability is the
practical bridge between sustainability goals and operational change.

Overall, the driver findings indicate that ESG implementation is sequential rather than additive.
External pressure may initiate adoption, but it does not by itself ensure operational change. Its effect
depends on whether organisations translate expectations into governance arrangements, assign
responsibilities and develop the skills, systems and technologies needed for implementation. This
helps explain why similar regulatory or stakeholder pressures can lead to uneven outcomes across
organisations. In emerging-country contexts, the decisive issue is therefore not the presence of an
individual driver, but the alignment between external pressure, internal governance and practical
capability.

Dominant barriers of ESG implementation

Table 3 — Barriers to ESG implementation identified in the reviewed literature

Code Barriers References % of 40 | Rank
articles
Bl High upfront cost burden of sustainability [35], [4], [5], [23], [29], [21], 27.5% 1
uptake [22], [24], [18], [34], [32]
B2 Restricted access to implementation finance [48], [5], [19], [49], [24], [18], 20.0% 2
[37], [50]
B3 Fragmented regulatory framework for [17, [2], [5], [23], [29], [21], 20.0% 2
sustainability uptake [33], [32]
B4 Insufficient professional competence for [351, [4], [21], [19], [26], [34], 20.0% 2
sustainability implementation [33], [32]
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Continuation of table 3

B5 Low awareness of implementation benefits [217, [49], [31], [39], [33], 15.0% 3
[32]
B6 Inadequate digital readiness for ESG [48], [5], [21], [34], [44] 12.5% 4
integration
B7 Entrenched cultural resistance to sustainable | [1], [49], [31], [26], [33] 12.5% 4
practice
BS Weak stakeholder engagement in [51, [49], [31], [33], [32] 12.5% 4
implementation processes
B9 Thin practical knowledge base for ESG [22], [49], [51], [33] 10.0% 5
uptake
B10 | Fragile executive commitment to [48], [21], [26], [34] 10.0% 5
sustainability goals
Bl11 Underdeveloped implementation [48], [24], [44], [33] 10.0% 5
infrastructure
B12 Insufficient workforce training for ESG [4], [19], [26], [33] 10.0% 5
practice
B13 Weak transition management during [17, [35], [32] 7.5% 6
organisational change
Bl14 Weak governance architecture for ESG [17, [48] 5.0% 7
oversight
B15 Constraining institutional environment for [24], [39] 5.0% 7
implementation
Bl16 Unfavourable market conditions for [24], [44] 5.0% 7
sustainable delivery
Note: Categories are not mutually exclusive; frequencies indicate recurrence in the reviewed literature, not
causal strength. Source: compiled by the author based on existing data.

The barrier findings suggest that ESG-related implementation in emerging-country contexts
is constrained by interacting financial, institutional and capability-related conditions. This pattern
indicates that financial limits, weak institutional support and capability gaps often reinforce one
another rather than operating as isolated obstacles.

Financial feasibility is the first major barrier cluster (B1, B2). ESG-related implementation often
requires investment in technologies, reporting procedures and training. Under conditions of limited
resources, these requirements can constrain implementation even where organisations are willing
to adopt sustainability-related practices. It is visible in the Thai manufacturing sector [19]. This
study found that environmental sustainability approaches were commonly used, but implementation
remained moderate. Full implementation required large investment capacity and proper training
and knowledge, which were among the weakest elements of the firms studied. This suggests that
financial barriers are not only about cost. They also restrict the organisational capacity needed to
build implementation routines.

The second cluster concerns external and market-environment barriers (B3, B15, B16).
Fragmented regulation and unfavourable market conditions refer to external conditions that make
ESG implementation harder. They include unclear rules or ambiguous rules, weak monitoring,
limited external support and challenging market conditions. Organisations face uncertainty about
what is required and lack the external pressure needed to sustain implementation after formal
ESG commitments are made [16]. In emerging-country contexts, this institutional uncertainty is
particularly significant because it can leave organisations without clear guidance or monitoring
mechanisms. Even in resource-rich contexts such as Kazakhstan, the implementation of ESG faces
structural constraints. Akhmedov et al. [20] show that the transition to renewable energy is hindered
by economic, financial, institutional, technical and regulatory barriers, including investment risks and
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the need for regulatory and institutional improvements. This suggests that institutional uncertainty is
not limited to low-income developing countries but extends to emerging economies with significant
resource endowments, where structural dependencies on existing industries can delay sustainability
transitions regardless of financial capacity.

The third cluster concerns organisational capability (B4, BS, B6, B9, B12). Low awareness,
weak training and limited technical readiness affect whether sustainability goals can be translated
into operational practice. A clear example comes from Pakistan’s automobile industry [21]. The main
barriers to circular-economy implementation were unawareness, high costs, financial constraints.
The study also shows that firms lacked the technical expertise needed to convert waste materials
into useful remanufactured products. This evidence supports the interpretation that implementation
depends not only on willingness, but also on knowledge, technical competence and learning capacity.

A similar capability problem appears in service and supply-chain contexts. Local managers in
Malawi’s hospitality sector lacked knowledge about sustainability practices and how these practices
could be integrated into business operations [22]. Some also viewed sustainability as a cost burden
because they did not clearly understand its business benefits. Similarly, evidence from Pakistan’s
textile sector shows that sectoral-economic, managerial and supplier-related hindrances influence the
adoption of sustainable supply-chain management practices [23]. These findings suggest that ESG-
related implementation depends on both internal readiness and coordination across organisational
and supply-chain actors.

Overall, the barrier findings show that ESG-related implementation in emerging countries is
financially constrained, institutionally uncertain and capability-dependent. High upfront costs limit
investment in systems and technologies. Weak institutions reduce enforcement and accountability.
Capability gaps then make it difficult to convert sustainability expectations into operational routines.
Therefore, the main finding is not simply that some barriers appear more often than others. The deeper
point is that these barriers interact and create a translation failure between ESG-related adoption and
practical implementation.

The driver and barrier findings point to a common pattern: ESG implementation is less a question
of formal commitment than of organisational translation. The same factor can operate differently
depending on context. Regulation is a clear example. Coherent standards, monitoring and policy
incentives support implementation, whereas fragmented rules and weak enforcement increase
uncertainty and reduce accountability. Financial constraints have a similar multiplier effect: they
limit not only investment in technologies but also training, monitoring and coordination capacity.

This pattern creates a risk of decoupling between adoption and practice. Organisations may
respond to external pressure by adopting ESG language, policies or reporting commitments, while
implementation remains selective and uneven. The findings therefore suggest that the central
challenge in emerging-country contexts is not simply to increase ESG awareness, but to build the
institutional and organisational conditions that allow commitments to become stable routines.

Implementation approaches through which ESG is operationalised

This subsection examines how ESG-related principles are operationalised. The focus is on the
reviewed literature. To avoid duplication with drivers and barriers, implementation approaches
are interpreted in different ways. They are considered as practical mechanisms. Such mechanisms
include tools and methods of coordination.

Table 4 shows that the implementation of ESG principles depends on an organisation’s ability to
put its sustainability goals into practice.

Technology-based approaches (IA1) show that technology can support implementation when
it improves operational control. For instance, a case study of a sub-Saharan African firm operating
in the agricultural industry shows that digital technologies can support operational optimisation
and more efficient resource use [24]. However, the same study also shows that technology alone is
insufficient. Wider adoption was constrained by limited government support and access to foreign
markets, as well as economic, technological and cultural barriers. This means that technology-based
implementation depends on whether firms operate in conditions that allow these tools to be used
effectively.
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Table 4 — Implementation approaches and mechanisms through which ESG is operationalised

Code Broad implementation Representative mechanisms References % of 40
approach articles
1A1 Technology-based Digital tools; drones; KPI/carbon [35], [17], 10.0%
approaches monitoring [24], [25]
1A2 Process-based Environmental management routines; ISO [41, [5], [19], 17.5%
approaches 14001/PDCA routines; circular-economy [51], [18],
practices; recycling; reverse logistics; [27], [30]
1A3 Management and Local facilitation; coordination; supplier [11,[29], [49], | 17.5%
organisational approaches | partnerships; monitoring systems; carbon [31], [38],
management accounting; [46], [30]
1A4 Capability-building Training; organisational learning; CSR [1], [29], [40], | 17.5%
approaches communication [26], [38],
[43], [39]
Note: Categories are not mutually exclusive; frequencies indicate recurrence in the reviewed literature, not
causal strength. Source: compiled by the author based on existing data.

Process-based approaches (IA2) show that implementation depends on repeatable practice,
not only on formal sustainability goals. For example, 70.9% of firms in Nigeria and South Africa
had adopted RTP, but only 4.3% of non-adopters were certain that they would implement it in the
future [18]. This suggests that process-based mechanisms can make sustainability practical, but their
diffusion may remain disparate in developing-country contexts.

Management and organisational approaches (IA3) indicate that implementation hinges on how
organisations allocate responsibilities and coordinate internal decisions. Evidence from the hotel
sector across Africa and Asia suggests that sustainability practices gain traction when technological
advancement, organisational commitment, and environmental standards are aligned [25]. The issue
is not the introduction of a single tool. Rather, it lies in connecting technology, internal policies,
and external standards into a functioning system. In the absence of such alignment, sustainability
commitments tend to remain formal declarations rather than operational realities.

Capability-building approaches (IA4) show that training and learning do not automatically
produce implementation. For example, in Brazilian public universities environmental training was
viewed as useful, but it produced limited accomplishments [26]. This suggests that capability-
building is not only about providing training. It requires internal conditions that allow learning to
change practice.

The implementation-approach findings suggest that operationalising ESG is not merely a
technical challenge. Process routines, stakeholder coordination, and capacity-building appear more
often in the reviewed literature than technology-centric tools. This distinction is important: it moves
the question away from which technologies an organisation adopts and toward whether it has the
organisational preconditions to use them well.

In emerging-country contexts, limited resources, weak institutional support and infrastructure
constraints mean that even well-designed mechanisms may be applied unevenly. The gap between
formally adopting an implementation approach and embedding it into routine practice reflects the
same translation failure identified in the driver and barrier findings. External commitments, on their
own, do not automatically translate into operational change.

ESG dimensions

The ESG-dimension findings show that ESG implementation in the reviewed literature is not
presented as an equal balance of environmental, social and governance concerns. The distribution
is not consistent: Governance dominates, Environmental follows closely, while Social appears in a
smaller share of articles.
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Distribution of ESG dimensions

Ervironmenta

Governance

Figure 2 — Distribution of ESG dimensions

The ESG-dimension findings reveal an imbalanced distribution of attention across the three
pillars that warrants critical interpretation rather than simple description. Governance emerges as the
most visible dimension, appearing in 62.5% of the reviewed sources, followed by Environmental at
55.0%, while Social receives the least attention at only 32.5%.

This hierarchy is not arbitrary. It reflects a structural feature of how ESG translates into
observable organisational practice. Governance and environmental concerns are more readily
codified: they produce measurable artefacts such as board-level policies, environmental management
systems, carbon accounting routines and ISO-certified procedures. These artefacts are easier to study,
report and verify, which means they are more likely to appear in peer-reviewed implementation
research. The dominance of governance in the findings therefore reflects not its greater practical
importance, but its greater institutional visibility. This is consistent with Lucas et al. [25], who show
that sustainability practices in the hospitality sector cluster around technological, organisational and
environmental conditions, precisely the dimensions that lend themselves to formal measurement and
compliance reporting.

The underrepresentation of the social dimension is more consequential than a bibliometric
curiosity. Social concerns such as worker welfare, community impact, health and safety, gender
equity, stakeholder participation are harder to standardise, harder to measure and more politically
contested than environmental or governance metrics. As Esfahbodi et al. [27] note, direct social
measures remain less developed in sustainable supply chain management research. In emerging-
country contexts, this gap has practical implications: if social concerns are less visible in the literature,
they are also less likely to be integrated into implementation frameworks, monitoring systems
or project-level decision-making. The result is an ESG model that, in practice, skews toward the
dimensions that are easiest to report rather than those that may matter most to affected communities.
Future research and practice should treat this imbalance as a substantive problem, not a measurement
gap to be corrected at some later stage.

Institutional pressures

The institutional-pressure findings explain the external conditions shaping ESG implementation
in the reviewed literature [28].

Mimetic presure
MNormative pressure

0,00%  500% 10,00% 1500% 20,00% 2500% 30,00% 3500% 4000%  4500%
Figure 3 — Institutional pressure pattern
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Regulatory pressure is the most visible institutional pattern in the coding results. This indicates
that ESG implementation in emerging-country contexts is often explained through compliance
with various requirements. Manufacturing firms in emerging markets provide relevant evidence.
Regulatory tightening and international legislation can drive the adoption of SSCM [27].

Normative pressure is visible when organisations respond to external expectations. These
expectations concern responsible and legitimate behaviour. In Malawi’s hospitality sector, local
societal expectations and the pursuit of community legitimacy shaped sustainability practices; firms
faced pressure to contribute to social well-being [22]. This suggests that ESG-related adoption may
be shaped by formal regulation and legitimacy concerns.

In the reviewed literature, mimetic pressure does not emerge as consistently. This does not mean
that organisations do not imitate one another. It means that imitation requires clear examples to
follow. In many emerging economies, the adoption of ESG practices remains constrained by weak
regulation and limited organisational capacity. These conditions can hinder the development of robust
practices at the sectoral level. However, mimetic pressure may still arise when suppliers compete for
contracts or employees [29]. Therefore, mimetic pressure is best viewed as a conditional factor.
Taken together, these findings show that ESG implementation is externally encouraged and internally
determined. Governance capacity, resources and coordination determine whether external pressure
becomes embedded practice.

The findings also distinguish stakeholder pressure from stakeholder involvement. Stakeholder
pressure may push organisations toward ESG adoption, but implementation requires practical
coordination, dialogue, partnership and participation. Customer and stakeholder expectations can
create adoption pressure, while supplier partnerships, community engagement, collaborative work
and knowledge transfer help turn ESG expectations into implementation mechanisms [30].

This distinction matters especially in emerging-country contexts. Where formal institutions are
weak or enforcement is limited, stakeholder involvement becomes a practical substitute for missing
regulatory support [31, 32]. Implementation therefore depends not only on whether stakeholders
demand ESG, but on whether they are actively integrated into implementation processes.

Project-management domains and level of analysis

This section examines the project-management relevance of ESG implementation through two
indicators: PM domains and project type. PM domains show which project-management concerns are
most visible among studies. Project type clarifies whether the evidence is based on clearly bounded
projects or broader organisational and sectoral settings. Together these factors shift the focus from
the question of why organisations adopt ESG principles to where and how they are put into practice
in project management.

Table 5 — PM domains associated with ESG implementation in the reviewed literature

Code PM domain Supporting references Rank % of 40 articles
PM1 Stakeholder [11, [4], [51, [31, [16], [29], [21], [22], [19], [49], 1 42.5%
[31], [38], [43], [44], [39], [33], [32]
PM2 Cost [351, [5], [23], [21], [22], [19], [49], [37], [34], 2 27.5%
[33], [32]
PM3 Integration [3], [16], [23], [34], [25], [52], [30], [47] 3 20.0%
PM4 Resource [11, [35], [3], [40], [41], [34], [33], [52] 3 20.0%
PMS5 Procurement [271, [30], [33], [32] 5 10.0%
PM6 Time [33], [32] 6 5.0%
PM7 Risk [32] 7 2.5%
Note: PM domains are deductive categories. Categories are not mutually exclusive; frequencies indicate
recurrence, not causal strength. Source: compiled by the author based on existing data.
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The PM-domain findings show that ESG implementation is most often connected to Stakeholder,
Cost, Integration and Resource domains. These domains are not equally represented. The reviewed
literature is more concerned with whether ESG implementation is feasible than with how it is
controlled once underway. ESG therefore appears more often through coordination, budgeting and
organisational alignment than through detailed project-control routines.

An example from Nigerian construction helps clarify this gap. Prevention through design is linked
to risk control, procurement, project cost and project time [33]. It also depends on coordination with
stakeholders. This shows that safety-related ESG concerns become project-management practice
when they are built into design decisions, assigned responsibilities and construction-phase activities.

Procurement, time, and risk appear less often in the coding results. That does not imply these
domains lack importance. Instead, direct evidence at the project level tends to cluster contexts,
construction safety being one example. ESG is more commonly tied to general managerial concerns
than to concrete project tools like schedules, risk registers, or site monitoring [34].

Table 6 — Project type in the reviewed literature

Code Project type References Rank %
PT1 Organisational-level [48], [35], [4], [36], [3], [16], [23], [29], 1 80.0%
context / no clearly [21], [22], [19], [49], [40], [51], [17], [24],
bounded project [45], [18], [27], [41], [37], [43], [34], [44],
[25], [42], [39], [52], [46], [50], [30], [47]
PT2 Building / construction [311, [38], [39], [32] 2 10.0%
PT3 Energy [5] 3 2.5%
PT4 Green building [2] 3 2.5%
PTS5 Infrastructure [1] 3 2.5%
PT6 Public sector [26] 3 2.5%

Note: PT are deductive categories. Categories are not mutually exclusive; frequencies indicate recurrence, not
causal strength. Source: compiled by the author based on existing data.

The project-type findings strengthen this interpretation. Most reviewed articles examine ESG
implementation at organisational or sectoral level rather than within clearly bounded projects.
Project-specific evidence exists, particularly in construction, green building and infrastructure
contexts, but it is less dominant. The project-management relevance of the evidence base is therefore
mixed: the literature identifies the conditions that influence ESG implementation more clearly than
the mechanisms through which ESG is embedded in project delivery.

This imbalance is also visible in the PM-domain findings. Stakeholder, cost, integration and
resource concerns appear more frequently than time, risk and procurement. The pattern suggests
that ESG is still discussed mainly through feasibility, coordination and organisational alignment,
rather than through detailed project-control routines. The low visibility of schedules, risk registers,
procurement criteria and site-level monitoring should not be read as evidence that these tools are
unimportant. Instead, it indicates that the existing literature provides limited direct evidence on how
ESG commitments are converted into project-specific artefacts and decisions.

The predominance of organisational-level studies is therefore not only a limitation of this review;
it is also a substantive finding. In emerging-country contexts, ESG appears to be more developed
as a strategic and institutional agenda than as a consistently embedded project-delivery practice.
Future empirical research should examine how organisational commitments are translated into
responsibilities, monitoring arrangements and decision points across specific project phases.
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Conclusion

This study examined the drivers and barriers to implementing ESG principles in organisational
and project-related management practices in emerging countries through a systematic literature
review. The findings show that ESG implementation is a multi-dimensional and institutionally
conditioned process rather than the result of isolated factors. The main drivers include supportive
regulation, stakeholder pressure and involvement, governance arrangements, training, leadership
commitment and implementation capability. The main barriers include high upfront costs, restricted
finance, fragmented regulation, insufficient competence, low awareness, cultural resistance and
uneven organisational readiness.

The study contributes to the literature by synthesising fragmented evidence across ESG,
sustainability, circular economy, supply-chain management, construction, reporting and organisational
implementation studies. It also contributes theoretically by applying institutional theory to explain
why regulatory, normative and legitimacy pressures may encourage ESG adoption but remain
insufficient without governance capacity, resources, skills and coordination mechanisms.

Practically, the findings suggest that ESG implementation should not be treated as a late-stage
compliance activity. Project managers and organisations need to integrate ESG into feasibility
assessment, budgeting, procurement planning, stakeholder engagement, monitoring, resource
allocation and implementation routines. For policymakers, the findings highlight the importance of
coherent regulation, policy support and enabling institutional environments.

The study has several limitations. Its findings depend on the selected Scopus-based evidence
base rather than primary field data. Some dimensions, especially implementation approaches and
level-of-analysis patterns, required interpretive synthesis. The coding was conducted conservatively,
but it was not independently checked by a second coder. In addition, much of the reviewed evidence
focuses on organisational, sectoral or supply-chain contexts rather than clearly bounded projects.
This limits direct conclusions about project-specific artefacts such as schedule control, site-level
risk management or project team dynamics, but it also reveals an important research gap: ESG
implementation in emerging countries is still studied more at strategic and organisational levels than
at project-delivery level.

Future research should examine the social dimension of ESG more directly, especially worker
welfare, health and safety, community impact, stakeholder participation and social equity. More
project-level empirical studies are also needed to explain how ESG principles are translated into
procurement criteria, schedules, reporting systems, monitoring routines and site-level decision-
making across different emerging-country contexts.
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TOKIPUBECIHE ESG KATMJIATTAPBIH EHTI3YTE BIKIIAJI ETETIH
"KOHE KEJEPTI KEJTIPETIH ®PAKTOPJIAP

Anjarna

Maxkara mamymisl enaepaeri »obamapapl Oackapy Toxipubecinge Environmental, Social and Governance
(ESG) xarmpmarTapblH €HTI3YAiH HETi3ri KO3FaymIbl KYIITepi MEH KeAepriiepiH KapacThIpaabl. 3epTTey
Scopus nepekkopsl Herizinae PRISMA jorukachiHa COMKEC KYPri3uIreH Kyieni ome0u MmIonyFa CyWeHemi, ai
HOTIDKEJICp MHCTUTYIIMOHABIK TEOPHUsSl TYPFBICBIHAH TyCiHmipuieni. [3aey Oappichinaa 605 xa30a aHBIKTAbIII,
CKPUHMHT TIeH CoWKecTiKTi OaranmaynaH keifin 40 peneH3usIanraH 3eprrey Tanjayra eHrizingi. Hotmwkenep ESG
KaFUJATTapblH CHIi3y PETTeylll KbICHIMHBIH, YHBIMIIBIK TAWbIHIBIKTBIH, Kap)KbUIBIK MYMKIHIIKTIH, MYAJETi Ta-
panTapabl YHIECTIpyIiH JKOHE iCKe achIpy OJeyeTiHIH e3apa OaillaHBICHI apKbUIBI KAJIBINITACATHIHBIH KOPCETEI.
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Heri3ri gpaiiBeprepre Kojigayibl peTTey, MyAeil TapanTap/blH KbICBIMBI MEH KaThICYbl, OKBITY, OaCHIBUTBIKTHIH
KOJIJ1aybl, OacKkapy TETIKTepi )KOHE TEeXHOJIOTHSIIBIK MYMKIHIIKTEp Jkarajabl. Herisri kegeprinep periHzue >KOFapbl
OacTarKpl IBIFBIHAAP, KAPXKBUIAHBIPY/ABIH EKTEYI O0Nybl, peTTeyAiH (parMeHTTeNyl, KociON Ky3bIPeTTLTIKTIH
JKETKUTIKCI3Iri, Xa0apHapiabIKTEIH TOMEHIITI, MOICHH KapChUIBIK JKOHE MYAIENI TapanTapAblH OJICi3 KaThICYbI
anbIkTannel. Hotmkenep ESG emmemnepi apaceiana HazapasH Oipkenki 6eminOerenin kepcereni. backapy emmemi
eH keI ke3zaeceni — 62,5%. DKONMOTHsUIBIK eeM ojaH Keiin 55,0%. OneyMeTTik oJIIeM eH a3 Ha3apra ue — TeK
32,5%. Maxkanana ESG eHrizy MeH »00abIK JeHrei1eri HaKThl ONepaLMsUIBIK TOKIpHOEep apachiHIarbl TYPaKThI
anmakTelK aran erineni. Hotmwxenep ESG eHrizynl MHCTHUTYIMOHAIIBIK JKarJaiinap MEH YHWBIMABIK olieyeTKe
TOyel i Ipolece peTiHae TYCIHyTe yiec KOcaJbl, COHal-aK x00a MEeHeLKepiIepi, YIbIMIap KoHe casicaTKepiiep
YIIiH MPAaKTUKAJIBIK YCHIHBIMAP YCHIHAIbI.

Tyiiin ce3aep: ESG, namymisr enzep, xodanapasl 6ackapy, xKyhesi 91e0H Moy HHCTUTYIHOHAIIBIK TEOPHS,
KeZIeprijiiep, Ko3rayIbl KyIITep.
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GAKTOPBI, CHIOCOBCTBYIOINUE U NPENNATCTBYIOLIUE
BHEJIPEHUIO ESG-TIPUHIUIIOB B IPAKTUKE YIIPABJIEHUSA
INPOEKTAMM B PASBBUBAIOIIIUXCHA CTPAHAX

AHHOTAIHUA

B crarbe paccMarpuBalOTCs IBIKYIIME CHIIBI U Oapbepbl BHEAPEHHUS SKOJIOTHYECKHUX, COIUAIBHBIX MPUHIIN-
1oB 1 npuHIHIoB ynpasienus (ESG) B mpakTuky ynpasieHHs MPOSKTaMH B pa3BUBAoOIIMXcs cTpaHax. [IpoBeaen
CHCTEMaTHYeCKHi 0030p JUTEpaTyphl Ha OCHOBE 0a3bl Scopus ¢ Hcmoiap3oBanueM Joruku PRISMA u unTepmpe-
Tanuel Yepe3 HHCTUTYIMOHAIBHYI0 Teoputo. [Touck BeisiBII 605 3amuceid, 3 KOTOPBIX MOCIEe CKPUHUHTA B OIEH-
KU TIPUEMJIEMOCTH ObUTH BKITIOUeHBI 40 perieH3upyeMbIX UCCIIe0BaHUM. Pe3yabTarsl NOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO BHEAPEHUE
ESG ¢opmupyercst B3anMopeiicTBUEM PEryssiTOPHOTO JaBJICHHS, OPraHW3allMOHHOW TOTOBHOCTH, (DPMHAHCOBOM
OCYyIIECTBUMOCTH, KOOPJMHAINU 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX CTOPOH M CHOCOOHOCTH K peanu3anuu. OCHOBHBIMHU Jpaii-
BEpaMH SIBIISIOTCS TOIEPKUBAIOIIEE PETYINPOBAHNE, JaBICHNE U BOBJICUCHNE CTEHKXOIAEPOB, OOydeHHE, MPHU-
BEPKEHHOCTH PyKOBOJICTBA, MEXaHU3MBI YIIPABICHHUS M TEXHOJIOTMYECKHE BO3MOKHOCTH. OCHOBHBIMH OapbepaMu
SBJISIOTCS BEICOKHE NTePBOHAYAIbHbIE 3aTPaThl, OTpaHUYEHHOE (prHAHCHpOBaHKE, (PParMEHTAPHOE PETYINPOBAHHE,
HeJI0CTarouHasi Mpog)ecCuoHalIbHass KOMIIETEHTHOCTh, HU3Kasi OCBEJOMICHHOCTD, KYJIBTYPHOE COIPOTUBIICHHE U
ciaboe B3aMMOJICHCTBHE C 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIMY CTOPOHAMU. Pe3ynbrarbl 00HapyKMBalOT HEpaBHOMEPHOE pacripe-
JieTieHne BHUMaHust Mexxay m3Mepennsimu ESG. YipasieHnueckoe n3mepenne Hanbosee 3ameTHo — 62,5% mnpoaHa-
JTM3UPOBAHHBIX NCTOYHUKOB. DKOJOTHUECKOE H3MEPEHHE cieyeT 3a HuM ¢ 55,0%. ConnansHoe H3MepeHne moiry-
YyaeT HauMEHbIIee BHUMaHNe — JTUIIb 32,5%. CTaThs BBIBISIET YCTOMUMBEIA Pa3pbIB IEPEBOA MEXKTY IPHHATHEM
ESG u onepanmoHHOl IPpakTUKON Ha YPOBHE MPOEKTOB. Pe3ynbTarhl ciocoOCTBYIOT MOHNMaHuI0 BHenpenus ESG
KaK MHCTHTYIHOHAJIBHO OOYCJIOBJICHHOTO M 3aBUCSIIET0 OT OPraHU3alMOHHBIX BOBMOXKHOCTEH Mpoliecca u conep-
JKaT BBIBOJIBI JIUISL PYKOBOJMTEIIECH ITPOEKTOB, OPraHU3alNi 1 TIOJUTHKOB.

Kuarouesble cioBa: ESG, Oapbeepsl, IBIKYIINE CHITBI, HHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHAS TEOPHSl, PA3BUBAIONINECS CTPAHBI,
cHCTeMaTn4ecKuii 0030p JIUTEPaTypsl, yIPaBICHHE IPOCSKTaAMH.
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