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ABSTRACT In the dynamic landscape of Industry 4.0, the selection of Third-Party Logistics Providers
(3PLs) has emerged as a critical strategic decision for businesses seeking to optimize their supply chain
operations. This paper aims to develop a new hybrid Multi-Criteria Decision-Making (MCDM) approach
based on Industry 4.0 components for selecting the best 3PL provider by integrating Fuzzy Analytical
Hierarchy Process (FAHP) and Fuzzy Measurement Alternatives and Ranking according to Compromise
Solution (FMARCOS). The criteria for 3PL evaluation and selection are determined with respect to literature
studies and experts’ consultation. In the proposed approach, judgments of different experts are expressed
by linguistic terms based on fuzzy numbers. The criteria weights are calculated by applying FAHP, then
the ranking and selection of the best potential 3PL provider have been done using FMARCOS. A case
study from a manufacturing company is illustrated. Finally, sensitivity analysis on the criteria weights
and comparative analysis among MCDM methods (FMABAC, FWASPAS, FCOSOSO, FSAW, FCOPRAS,
FTOPSIS and FVIKOR) are conducted for the validity of the results. The results indicate that the integrated
FAHP and FMARCOS model offers a robust and adaptable framework for 3PL selection, enabling companies
to navigate the complexities of Industry 4.0 with a strategic and informed approach. This research contributes
to the evolving discourse on logistics optimization in the era of Industry 4.0 and provides practical insights

for industry practitioners, academics, and policymakers.

INDEX TERMS Manufacturing, Industry 4.0, 3PL selection, FAHP, FMARCOS.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Fourth Industrial Revolution, often termed ‘‘Indus-
try 4.0,” stands as a monumental advancement in human
progress. Emerged in 2011 from Germany’s high-tech strat-
egy, it epitomizes a fresh epoch of industrial evolution,
characterized by the digitalization and automation of pro-
duction processes [1]. This industrial revolution, commonly
known as “Industry 4.0, represents the newest era of
industrial transformation by introducing the digitalization
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of processes and the automation of production models [2].
Industry 4.0 envisions a realm of smart manufacturing, where
machines and products harmoniously interact without human
intervention [3], [4]. This gives rise to intelligent factory sys-
tems, encompassing astute machinery, devices, and logistics
processes [5], [6], [7]. Industry 4.0 extends its transfor-
mative touch across the entire supply chain, fundamentally
reshaping supply chain management (SCM). It leaves an
indelible mark on retailers, operators, and other vital SCM
components. The integration of Industry 4.0 into SCM bol-
sters the core elements—integration, operations, purchasing,
and distribution—enhancing overall productivity [8]. This
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integration significantly diminishes lead times for product
delivery, amplifies responsiveness to unforeseen disruptions,
and elevates the quality of decision-making [9]. The outcome
is a supply chain ecosystem marked by heightened efficiency,
adaptability, and resilience. By amalgamating cutting-edge
technology into the supply chain, Industry 4.0 ushers in a
future where businesses operate with unprecedented preci-
sion and agility. As it continues to permeate industries, its
impact on global commerce is poised to be profound, rev-
olutionizing how goods move from production lines to the
hands of consumers. Embracing Industry 4.0 is not merely
a choice; it is a strategic imperative for enterprises aspiring
to remain competitive in the dynamic landscape of modern
commerce [10].

Logistics is at the core of supply chain operations, serving
as the lifeblood that ensures products flow seamlessly from
production to consumption [11]. In the context of Industry
4.0, logistics undergoes a profound transformation. Utiliz-
ing advanced technologies like Internet of Things (IoT), big
data, autonomous automation, and artificial intelligence (AI)
offer unprecedented visibility and control in logistics. This
capability enables businesses to respond promptly and adapt
flexibly to changing market conditions, striving for greater
efficiency and effectiveness in their operations. More specif-
ically, this empowers businesses to optimize routes, monitor
shipments in real-time, and proactively respond to any dis-
ruptions [12]. Third-party logistics service providers (3PLs)
play a pivotal role in this logistics revolution. They act as
intermediaries, offering specialized expertise and resources to
streamline the movement and storage of goods. With Industry
4.0, the expectations from 3PLs have evolved. Companies
now seek partners who can leverage technology to provide
data-driven insights, predictive analytics, and agile solutions.
Equipped with advanced digital capabilities, 3PLs hold the
key to significantly enhancing supply chain efficiency and
responsiveness.

There are various examples of how Industry 4.0 tech-
nologies play key roles in the 3PL section. IoT sensors
are integrated into transport vehicles, warehouse facilities,
and inventory items to provide real-time visibility into
their status and location [9]. This allows 3PL providers to
track shipments, monitor temperature and humidity levels
for perishable goods, and optimize routes for more effi-
cient delivery. Al-powered algorithms analyze large volumes
of historical and real-time data to predict demand, opti-
mize inventory levels, and identify potential disruptions in
the supply chain [13]. This helps 3PL providers to make
data-driven decisions, minimize stockouts, and improve over-
all efficiency. Industry 4.0 has also introduced the use of
autonomous vehicles and drones for last-mile delivery and
warehouse operations [14]. These technologies enable 3PL
providers to deliver goods faster, reduce delivery costs, and
improve customer satisfaction by offering same-day or next-
day delivery options. Blockchain technology ensures the
integrity and security of transactions and data exchanges
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in the supply chain [15]. By leveraging blockchain, 3PL
providers can create transparent and tamper-proof records
of every transaction, reducing the risk of fraud, counterfeit-
ing, and unauthorized access to sensitive information. Cloud
computing and data analytics enable seamless collaboration
and data sharing among supply chain partners, including
manufacturers, suppliers, and customers [16]. This allows
3PL providers to access real-time data, optimize inventory
management, and improve overall supply chain visibility
and transparency. In addition, augmented reality (AR) and
virtual reality (VR) technologies are used in warehouse
operations for order picking, inventory management, and
employee training [17]. By providing immersive and inter-
active experiences, these technologies help 3PL providers
to improve accuracy, efficiency, and safety in warehouse
operations. Beyond operational efficiency, Industry 4.0 also
champions sustainability endeavors [18]. Through optimized
routes and intelligent load management, it curtails fuel con-
sumption and emissions. Additionally, real-time monitoring
and adjustment of temperature-sensitive shipments minimize
waste and spoilage. Furthermore, Industry 4.0 dissolves tra-
ditional boundaries between logistics and other supply chain
functions, enabling seamless coordination across production,
warehousing, and transportation. This synchronized ecosys-
tem not only heightens overall efficiency but also augments
customer satisfaction by ensuring swifter delivery times and
more reliable service. As more and more companies seek
more innovative solutions to achieve greater value for them-
selves and stakeholders, adequate evaluation and selection of
3PLs should be required for new business models that come
with Industry 4.0 criteria.

Hence, it can be believed that the selection of a poten-
tial 3PL provider is a complex decision making procedure
with the goal of reducing the preliminary set of 3PLs to
the final choices. A high degree of uncertainty is associ-
ated with these decision-making processes, based on suitable
multiple criteria, are taken into account of experts’ rea-
soning and personal experience. The most popular tools
for such complicated decision-making problems are multi-
criteria decision-making (MCDM) tools, owing to the fact
that these tools may quickly and effectively resolve eval-
uation issues that are complicated, poorly structured, and
comprise numerous incompatible objectives or criteria [19].
More specifically, MCDM methodologies offer a viable solu-
tion for addressing the challenge of 3PL selection. MCDM
techniques used in the research consider both qualitative and
quantitative factors for the assessment of a set of 3PLs. Pre-
vious studies on 3PL selection considering both conventional
factors and sustainability/green factors were based predomi-
nantly on criteria such as cost, relationship, services, quality,
information and equipment systems, flexibility, delivery, pro-
fessionalism, financial position, location, and concern for
the environment (green policies, carbon emissions, pollu-
tion, waste, etc.) [20], [21], [22], [23], [24], [25], [26], [27],
[28]. Moreover, while existing literature has explored 3PL
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selection extensively, both in crisp and fuzzy environment,
there remains a need for further research encompassing a
broader spectrum of criteria, diverse expertise, and linguistic
variables, all of which should be viewed through the lens of
Industry 4.0 advancements.

To handle the mentioned problem, this study aims to
develop a new hybrid MCDM approach for the 3PL selection
problem considering criteria appropriate to the characteristics
of Industry 4.0. An integrated Fuzzy Analytical Hierarchy
Process (FAHP) and Fuzzy Measurement Alternatives and
Ranking according to Compromise Solution (FMARCOS)
approach was proposed to decide the most suitable provider.
For determining evaluation criteria of the 3PL selection in
the context of Industry 4.0, a panel of experts is assem-
bled in the first stage. Subsequently, the criteria are refined
based on the review of the literature and experts’ opinions
from the Industry 4.0 perspective. The criteria weights are
calculated by applying the FAHP method, then the ranking
and selection of the best potential 3PL provider have been
done using FMARCOS. The use of fuzzy logic allows the
representation of uncertain and vague judgments commonly
associated with the complexities of Industry 4.0 criteria.
By incorporating fuzzy logic, the model can capture the
inherent uncertainty in expert opinions on multiple factors,
ensuring a more realistic representation of decision-making
processes. Thus, the application of FAHP-FMARCOS con-
tributes to the advancement of both theoretical understanding
and practical implementation of Industry 4.0 principles by
providing a robust methodology for decision support in
complex and uncertain environments. A case study from a
company in Vietnam that needs to choose a logistics providers
is implemented. Lastly, a sensitivity analysis and a compar-
ative analysis have been conducted to validate the accuracy
and reliability of the created framework.

In order to overcome judgments based on unbalanced
scales, imprecision, uncertainty, and decision makers’ biases,
fuzzy theory has been integrated with the AHP. Thus, FAHP
makes the decision makers’ linguistic evaluations more flexi-
ble and effective [29], [30], [31]. The benefits of FMARCOS,
a new developed MCDM method [32], is as follows: (1) This
method is simpler, more effective, and easier to sort and opti-
mize than other MCDM methods such as TOPSIS, COPRAS,
MABAC, SAW, ARAS, WASPAS, and EDAS. The method
improves the accuracy and reliability of decision-making
results even further. MARCOS performs better in large data
sets and is better suited for solving multi-criteria models
with more criteria. MARCOS differs from other methods in
that it has a simpler algorithm that does not become more
complex as the number of criteria or alternatives increases.
(2) The MARCOS model is distinguished by its adaptability
in analyzing expert preferences. The algorithm’s flexibility
is demonstrated by its ability to process expert preferences
regardless of the scale used. (3) When it comes to ranking
alternatives, the MARCOS method outperforms the TOP-
SIS method, which is based on similar principles, namely
defining the distance of alternatives relative to reference
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points (ideal and anti-ideal alternatives). The FMARCOS
method provides an algorithm for analyzing the relationship
between alternatives and reference points in order to improve
the robustness of MCDM in a fuzzy environment [33]. To pro-
vide a robust decision, FMARCOS integrates the following
points: defining reference points (fuzzy ideal and fuzzy
anti-ideal values), determining the relationship between alter-
natives and fuzzy ideal/anti-ideal values, and defining the
utility degree of alternatives in relation to the fuzzy ideal and
fuzzy anti-ideal solutions. The FMARCOS method produces
more reasonable results due to the fusion of the ratio approach
and the reference point sorting approach. FMARCOS demon-
strates significant results stability and reliability in a dynamic
environment.

The main contribution of this paper is to present a new
hybrid model combining FAHP and FMARCOS for the 3PL
selection problem in the perspective of Industry 4.0 lev-
els in the context of linguistic evaluation. The originality
of this paper is threefold: (1) This study is the first to
consider Industry 4.0 factors in the 3PL selection problem
under fuzzy environment. The research can provide valuable
insights into the criteria of Logistics 4.0, more specifically,
suitable indicators to evaluate the 3PL industry from the lens
of Industry 4.0 towards sustainability. (2) Using the merits
of both methods FAHP and FMARCOS, the proposed inte-
grated approach can conveniently express the real condition
of decision-making problem, providing better representa-
tion of experts’ evaluation with simplified calculations.
(3) A real case study of a manufacturing company in Vietnam
that specializes in electronic components, smart devices, and
other technology-related products was conducted which aims
to implement heavily in innovative technologies to reduce
costs, increase customer satisfaction and gain competitive
advantage in the landscape. Furthermore, the implementa-
tion of sensitivity analysis and comparative analysis with
other MCDM methods (FMABAC, FWASPAS, FCOSOSO,
FSAW, FCOPRAS, FTOPSIS and FVIKOR) will allow
decision-makers to test the method’s stability. Findings can
be effectively adapted to other sectors.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW
Confronting the strategic decision of evaluating and select-
ing the best logistics provider, scholars have advocated for
the applications of Multi-criteria Decision Making (MCDM)
methods based on standalone and integrated use of fuzzy sets
theory which allows these models to perform under uncertain
decision-making processes. Furthermore, academics and pro-
fessionals generally agree that the 3PL selection problem is
a multi-criteria problem influenced by various factors, with a
variety of quantitative and qualitative criteria for choosing an
appropriate provider [34]. Table 1 provides a description of
various 3PL evaluation criteria and MCDM methods used by
numerous researchers.

Kannan et al. [35] introduced a framework combining
Interpretive Structural Modeling (ISM) and fuzzy Tech-
nique for Order Preference by Similarity to Ideal Solution
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TABLE 1. Summary of basic components of Industry 4.0.

Per¢in and Min (2013) [25]

regression and

Cost, timeliness, service quality, flexibility, and

Author(s) Method Criteria llustrative
example
Breadth of services, business experience,
. . characterization of service, compatibility, financial A dairy
][32(();; ani and Rizzi (2006) Fuzzy TOPSIS stability, flexibility, performance, price, physical product
equipment and information systems, quality, strategic | company
attitude, trust and fairness
ISM and fuzz Quality, delivery, logistics cost, rejection rate, A battery
Kannan et al. (2009) [35] TOPSIS Y technical/engineering capability, inability to meet manufacturin
future requirement, willingness and attitude g company
AHP, DEA and | p .jiability of quality, speed of service, flexibility, .
. linear ; . A company in
Falsini et al. (2012) [26] roorammin cost, equipment, operators’ safety, and environmental Ttal
programming safeguard Y
integration
QFD and fuzzy Cost, delivery, flexibility, quality, technology, risk A suppher of
Ho etal. (2012) [21] AHP and related sub-criteria hard disk
components
Relationship, flexibility, information sharing,
Hsu et al. (2013) [36] DEMATEL and | knowledge and skills, customer satisfaction, on-time A Taiwanese
st ’ ANP rate, cost saving, flexibility in billing, labour union, airline
loss of management control, and information security
QFD, linear

An auto part

green decision making, logistics costs and related
sub-criteria

MOP reputation manufacturer
Transportation and warehousing cost, logistics .
infrastructure and warehousing facilitites, customer ;Zicgillgn t
service and reliability, network management, material 5
. Fuzzy AHP and . o . . . for a health
Singh et al. (2017) [22] handling capabilities, quality control and inspection,
fuzzy TOPSIS > . . . food
automation of processes, innovation and effectiveness manufacturin
of cold chain processes, IT applications for tracking compan
and tracing, flexibility of processes & pany
Keshavarz Ghorabaee et al. Interval Type-2 Expected cost, services, quality, flexibility, delivery, A hqme
(2017) [27] fuzzy CRITIC risk, and financial position appliance
and WASPAS ’ manufacturer
Quality, cost, lead time, delivery and services,
Fuzzy SWARA transportation, recycle, disposal, remanufacture and An
Zarbakhshnia et al. (2018) Y reuse, green technology capability, environment .
and fuzzy ; . . . . automotive
[37] protection certification, eco-design production, health
COPRAS . o1 company
and safety, voice of customer, employment stability,
operational and financial risk
Vehicle fleet condition, financial stability,
Rough SWARA | professionalization of drivers, cost of transport, .
s . e P A chemical
Sremac et al. (2018) [55] and rough application of risk mitigation measures, application compan
WASPAS of IT in transport organization, compensation for pany
damages caused during transportation, reliability
BWM,
WASPAS, and Services, logistics cost, information system, An
Pamucar et ak. (2019) [24] MABAC with intangible, geographical location, and related sub- electronics
interval rough criteria company
numbers
Flexibility time, work experience, technology, risk,
quality, social factors, company's green management, A
Vazifehdan and Darestani Fuzzy ANP, environmental pollution, economic factors, etrochemical
(2019) [23] QFD, and SIR environmental laws, logistics industry, governmental Eompany
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TABLE 1. (Continued.) Summary of basic components of Industry 4.0.

Logistics cost, financial stability, IT and R&D
systems, network management, quality of service,
Fuzzy AHP and re]iabilij[y and delive;ry time, ﬂexibilit.y and ‘ A company in
Wang et al. (2021) [38] f responsiveness, environmental pollution, ecological .
uzzy VIKOR 1 . . Vietnam
aws, green operation, health and safety, voice of
customer, reputation, operational risk, and financial
risk
Probabilistic A case study
linguistic Cost of logistics, transportation and distribution time, | from e-
Yuan etal. (2022) [56] DEgMATEL- customer sgervice levelf)and storage level commerce
COPRAS industry
Cost of services, reputation, delivery reliability,
technological expertise, geographical location,
resource consumption, compliance with international
Fuzzy organization for standardization, green distribution A food
Nila and Roy (2023) [28] LOPCOW- strategies, environmental protection policies, manufacturin
FUCOM-DOBI | emission, effluents and waste generation, local g company
community influence, equity labour sources, labour
organization code, health and safety practices, and
staff training

(TOPSIS) to select the best logistics provider for a bat-
tery manufacturing company in India. Falsini et al. [26]
proposed a method that combines AHP, Data Envelopment
Analysis (DEA) and linear programming (LP) for selecting
3PLs, focusing on three sectors in Italy, namely: industry
and defense, perishable products, and consumer goods. Hsu
et al. [36] developed an integrated model that combined
Decision-Making Trial and Evaluation Laboratory (DEMA-
TEL) and Analytic Network Process (ANP) for 3PL selection
in a Taiwanese airline case. To select the best 3PL for Turk-
ish auto part manufacturers, Percin and Min [25] employed
three methods: Quality Function Deployment (QFD), multi-
objective programming (MOP) and fuzzy linear regression.
A combined approach based on Interval Type-2 Fuzzy Sets
(IT2FSs), the CRiteria Importance Through Inter-criteria
Correlation (CRITIC) and Weighted Aggregated Sum Prod-
uct ASsessment (WASPAS) methods was proposed in a study
of Ghorabaee et al. [27] to evaluate 3PLs for a home appli-
ance manufacturer. In a case study from automotive industry,
Zarbakhshnia et al. [37] used fuzzy Step-wise Weight Assess-
ment Ratio Analysis (SWARA) to weigh the evaluation
criteria, and fuzzy COmplex PRoportional ASsessment of
alternatives (COPRAS) was proposed to rank and select the
sustainable logistics providers. Pamucar et al. [24] devel-
oped a new integrated interval rough number (IRN) approach
based on the Best Worst Method (BWM) and Weighted
Aggregated Sum Product Assessment (WASPAS) method
along Multi-Attributive Border Approximation area Compar-
ison (MABAC) to evaluate 3PL providers for an electronics
company. Vazifehdan and Darestani [23] proposed a com-
binational approach using QFD, fuzzy ANP based on fuzzy
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DEMATEL and Superiority and Inferiority Ranking method
(SIR) for a green logistics outsourcing problem in the petro-
chemical industry. Wang et al. [38] used the FAHP method
and fuzzy vlsekriterijumska optimizacija i kompromisno
resenje (FVIKOR) for a case study in Vietnam. Recently, Nila
and Roy [28] developed an integrated MCDM framework
based on triangular fuzzy numbers (TFN) that combines the
LOgarithmic Percentage Change-driven Objective Weight-
ing (LOPCOW), Full Consistency Method (FUCOM), and
DOmbi Bonferroni (DOBI) methods for evaluating crite-
ria and ranking alternatives for a case study of an Indian
food manufacturing company’ s optimal selection of 3PL
providers.

As can be seen from the studies summarized in Table 1,
studies on 3PL selection with elements of Industry 4.0 have
been lacking. Furthermore, there is a complete lack of both
the application of FMARCOS and the integration of FAHP
and FMARCOS in the literature currently available for 3PL
evaluation. Thus, this serves as our driving force behind
conducting this study. Stevi¢ et al. [32] first proposed the
MARCOS method in 2020 for sustainable supplier selection
in healthcare industries. In 2021, Ecer [39] applied MARCOS
for performance assessment of battery electric vehicles based
on ranking strategies. Pamucar et al. [40] used proposed
neutrosophic fuzzy MARCOS for the evaluation of alterna-
tive fuel vehicles for sustainable road transportation. Kovac
et al. [41] proposed spherical fuzzy MARCOS method for
assessment of drone-based city logistics concepts. Additional
research that combines FAHP and FMARCOS is necessary
to the best of our knowledge regarding a novel 3PL selection
strategy in the Vietnamese context.
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lll. MATERIALS AND METHODS

Decision-making in the context of real-world problems, par-
ticularly when evaluating and selecting third-party logistics
service providers, encompasses not only quantitative criteria
such as cost and lead time but also qualitative factors like
customer feedback and reputation. Fuzzy set theory proves
invaluable in managing intricate decision-making problems
entailing numerous interconnected variables. Within the
scope of this paper, FAHP (fuzzy analytic hierarchy pro-
cess) and FMARCOS (fuzzy measurement of alternatives and
ranking according to the compromise solution) have been
chosen from the array of available MCDM (multiple criteria
decision making) models. These selections are based on the
fact that they are integrated into decision-making software,
facilitating effective decision-making by practitioners. The
flow of the re-search is shown in Figure 1.

A. PRELIMINARIES

Fuzzy set theory has emerged as a crucial method for address-
ing imprecision or vagueness in real-world problems. The
fuzzy triangular numbers (TFN) can be described as (/, m, u),
indicating the least likely (), most promising (), and largest
conceivable (u#) values in TFN. TFN can be defined as in
equations (1) and (2) below [42].

0 if a<m,

ifl <a<m,

)= m—1 (1)

if m<a<u,

u
0 if a > u,

W= (Mo<y>’ Mi(y))
=[l+m—-Dy,u

+(m—u)yl,ye€[0,1] @

where o(y) and i(y) denote the left and right sides, respec-
tively, of a fuzzy number.

The following equations (3)—(7) illustrate fundamental
computations involving two positive TFN [43], M; =
(ly, my, uy) and Mz = (lp, mp, up) . Addition:

My & M = (Iy, my, uy)
+ (I, ma, up) = (I} + lp, my +my, uy + uz)

3)
Subtraction:
My © My = (I, my, u1) — (o, mp, ua)
=1 —uz,my —mo,u; — b) “4)
Multiplication:
My ® M = (Iy, my, ur) x (L, ma, un)
= (1 X lh, my x my, uy X up) (5)
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Division:
My (h,mi,w)
M, (,mo,up)
I m w
=(—c—~— ©)
uy mp Iy
Reciprocal:
_ . 11 1
M =, m,u)” = —,—, — (7
uy mp

B. FUZZY ANALYTIC HIERARCHY PROCESS (FAHP)
Table 2 illustrates that fuzzy triangular numbers represent the
linguistic terms for both the pairwise comparison scale and
the assigned fuzzy scale. The relative importance of the two
criteria is assessed on a scale ranging from 1 to 9, using the
linguistic variables provided. A tilde sign (~) is used above
the parameter symbol to denote uncertainty. Consequently,
the following outlines the specifics of the FAHP process [44].
Step 1: In order to generate the integrated fuzzy pair-
wise comparison matrix utilized in the FAHP calculation,
we employ the geometric integration method as depicted in
equation (8). 7,:/ denotes the importance of the i” criterion over
the j criterion.

} Iy - ll:n
= I L Dy
i o o 1
Ly e
_ | Vhe 1 e by ®)

L
_ [ -1 81 771 671,571 471 371 271 171 1,2,3
11

Step 2: The equation (9) is to determine the fuzzy geometric
mean of each criterion.

1/n

n
7= Hl:j suchthati=1,2,...,n 9
=1

where 7; approximated by the fuzzy geometric mean, and
l;j is a fuzzy comparison value generated by a panel of
decision-makers based on the i” criterion over the ;7
criterion.

Step 3: The equation (10) is to determine the fuzzy prefer-
ence weight for each criterion.

W=F®Fene.. . &F) (10)
where ; is the fuzzy weight of the " criterion.
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(3PLs) evaluation in the industry 4.0
v

. o . Literature
Experts > Determine criteria and alternatives < .
review
; |
Determine MCDM methods <

v
Criteria weighting with
fuzzy AHP

Step 1: Building integrated fuzzy pairwise
comparison matrix

A 4

Step 2: Determination of fuzzy geometric
mean of each criterion

A 4

weight for each criterion

v

Step 4: Defuzzification of fuzzy preference
weight

A 4

Step 3: Calculation of relative criteria

Alternative ranking with
fuzzy MARCOS
Step 1: Creating initial fuzzy decision-

!
!
|
|
!
!
|
!
!
|
!
!
|
|
!
!
|
!
!
|
!
!
|
|
!
!
|
|
Il Step 3: Calculation of fuzzy preference
|
!
|
!
!
|
!
!
|
|
!
!
|
!
!
|
!
!
|
|
!
i
i weight by normalized preference weight
!

making matrix
v
Step 2: Creating extended initial fuzzy
matrix (X)
v
Step 3: Creating normalized fuzzy matrix

)
v

Step 4: Computation of weighted fuzzy

matrix (V)
v

Step 5: Calculation of new fuzzy matrix (S)

Step 6: Calculation of utility degree of
alternatives (K7)

Step 7: Calculation of fuzzy matrix (77)

Step 8: Determination of utility functions

f(Ki+) and f(Ki-)

Step 9: Determination of utility function of
alternative f(Ki)

Step 10: Ranking alternatives

Sensitivity analysis of criteria, comparative
analysis of MCDM methods

b

Main findings, conclusions

FIGURE 1. The research flow.

Step 4: To obtain a clear result, we need to defuzzify the
fuzzy preference weights using the average weight criterion
Gi, equation (11).

G = w; + mw; + uw;
3

where W; is the fuzzy weight of the i criterion, which can be

presented as w; = (Iw;, m w;, u w;), such that Iw;, m w;, u w;

are the lower-bound, middle-bound, and upper-bound of w;,

respectively.

Step 5: The relative importance of each criterion, as deter-
mined by the normalized preference weight H;, as seen

Y
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by equation (12).
Z?:l Gi

C. FUZZY MEASUREMENT OF ALTERNATIVES AND
RANKING ACCORDING TO THE COMPROMISE

SOLUTION (FMARCOS)

In the context of multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM)
scenarios, involving a defined set of criteria and a multitude
of potential solutions, the employment of fuzzy measurement
of alternatives and ranking based on compromise solutions

H; (12)
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TABLE 2. Definition of the FAHP scale [44].

Fuzzy Set Definition Fuzzy Scale
1 Equal importance (1,1, 1)
2 Weak importance (1,2,3)
3 Not bad (2,3,4)
7! Preferable (3,4,5)
5 Importance (4,5, 6)
6 Fairly importance (5,6,7)
7 Very important (6,7,8)
8 Absolute (7,8,9)
9 Perfect 8,9, 10)

(FMARCOS) proves to be a valuable strategy for mitigating
uncertainty. Decision-makers can enhance the stability of
MCDM in fuzzy scenarios by adopting this approach, which
is underpinned by three core elements: reference points, the
interplay among choices, and alternative utility levels, as out-
lined in reference [33]. The FMARCOS procedure is detailed
below.

Step 1: Identifying an initial fuzzy decision-making matrix
including n criteria and m alternatives.

Step 2: Identifying an extended initial fuzzy decision mak-
ing matrix by determining the fuzzy ideal A(ID) and anti-ideal
A(AI) solutions, equations (13).

Ccq ) Cc3
A(~AI) Xail Xai2 <o+ Xain
Ar | X X2 o0 X
~ A X X R
¥ A2 21 22 2n (13)
Am ;le )sz e )Emn
A(ID) | Xid1  Xid2 - Xidn

The fuzzy A(ID) is an alternative with the best performance,
while the fuzzy A(AI) is the worst alternative. Based on the
type of the criteria, A(ID) and A(A[) are defined by applying
Equations (14) and (15):

A(ID) = max Xjj ifj € B and minX; ifj
1 1
eC (14)
A(AD) = min¥; ifi € Band min¥; iff € C  (15)
1 1
where B and C are a set of benefit and cost criteria,
respectively.
Step 3: Defining the normalization of the extended initial

fuzzy decision-making matrix, which is N = [;lij]mxn using
Equations (16) and (17):

1 m u

X X o xh

e nh. o am oty = L Y i

nl]_(nl:/’nij’nij)_(xu’xu’xu)’ jeB (16
id *id *id
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I l I

X, oxt xt
s m ) id "id “id :
njj = (nlj,nlj,nl]) _(x_u’_m’_l)’ jecC (17)

ij xij xij
I .m Lu l m u
where elements Xijs X X and x;;, x;3, x;, represent the ele-

ments of the matrix X.

Step 4: Establishing the weighted fuzzy matrix V =
[f/,;/]mxn, calculated by multiplying matrix N with the
fuzzy weight coefficients of the criteria w; as follows,
equations (18).

~ I om u\ _ =~ ~
vij = (Vijv Vijvvij) = Njj @ Wj

_ ) [ . m mo o u u
= (nijij,nl-j X w; ,nijij) (18)
where w; = (WJI-, w}”, w]”) represents the elements of the

fuzzy weight of the criteria. B
Step 5: Computing the fuzzy matrix S; using Equation (19)
below.

u

n
Si=> ¥ (19)
i=1
! 57, st

where §; = (s, “) is the sum of the elements of the
weighted fuzzy matrix V.

Step 6: Computing the utility degree of alternative K; using
Equations (20) and (21):

- S' sl. s g4
K ===+ 5 —+ (20)

Sai Sai Sai Sai

- S' sl. s g4
Ki+=~—’= Tl’LmTl (21)

Sid Sid Sid Sia
Step 7: To build the fuzzy matrix T;, we use Equation (22):

Ti=1= (tf 1, ti”)
= i(f @ f(;r = (kifl + kiH’ kifm + k;rmv k;u + kiﬂ)

(22)
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C36. Supply chain visibility ‘

FIGURE 2. The decision tree for evaluating 3PLs.

Following that, a new fuzzy number D is determined by
equation (23):

b= (dl, dam, d”) = max iy (23)
l

Then, it is necessary to defuzzify the number D using the

expression df ., = IHT’”J“” obtaining the number df ;-
Step 8: Calculating the utility function to the ideal

f (i(ﬁ') and anti-ideal f (ki_) solutions using Equations (24)

and (25):

_ IZ_ k'_l kom —u
&) ===\ 7 24)
df crisp df crisp df crisp df crisp

. ki+ B kl+l kl+m ki—Ht
(& = : : (25)
df crisp df crisp df crisp df crisp

Finally, computing the defuzzification of I~(;, I~(i+, f (f( 7),

1

and f (f(ﬁ) values using the same defuzzification formula.
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Step 9: Alternative utility functions f (K;) can be calculated
with Equation (26):

f k= K K 26)
)= T L 1K)
Y56 T 7w

Step 10: The ranking of the alternatives is established based
on the final values of the utility degree function. The preferred
alternative is the one with the highest utility function value.

As presented in Table 3, a new linguistic scale has been
introduced for the evaluation of alternatives in conjunction
with the FMARCOS method. This scale comprises a total of
nine words, each of which is associated with its respective
fuzzy triangular number.

IV. EVALUATION OF THIRD-PARTY LOGISTICS SERVICE
PROVIDERS FOR A CASE STUDY IN VIETNAM

A. DESCRIPTION OF CASE STUDY

In this section, the data obtained from academic and industrial
experts are analyzed. We conducted a case study of a manu-
facturing company in Vietnam that specializes in electronic
components, smart devices, and other technology-related
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TABLE 3. The linguistic of rating system for alternatives [33].

Symbol Definition Scale of TFN
EP Extremely poor (1,1,1)
VP Very poor 1,1,3)

P Poor (1,3.3)
MP Medium poor (3,3,5)
M Medium (3,5,5)
MG Medium good (5,5,7)
G Good (5,7,7)
VG Very good (7,7,9)
EG Extremely good (7,9.9)

TABLE 4. lllustrates key sub-criteria according to main three criteria.

Main criteria Symbol | Criteria
Cl1 Carbon footprint tracking and reporting
Cl12 Waste management and pollution prevention using smart technologies
Environmental (C1) Cl13 Green and smart packaging solutions
Cl4 | Energy efficiency
Cl5 | Green and smart logistics
C21 | Workforce development and digital skills
Social (C2) C22 Data security
C23 Collaborative platforms and digital marketplaces
C24 Employee safety and well-being
C31 | Real-time tracking and tracing capabilities
C32 Digital warehouse management
Economic (C3) C33 | Technology-enabled cost optimization
C34 Quality improvement by using smart technologies
C35 | Technology capability
C36 | Supply chain visibility

products. These products require sophisticated supply chain
and logistics management. They involve high-tech manufac-
turing processes, frequent product iterations, and complex
distribution networks, where efficient logistics operations are
crucial for success. Thus, with a focus on innovation and
adaptation to Industry 4.0 technologies, the company seeks to
enhance its logistics and supply chain operations by selecting
a 3PL that aligns with modern industry standards and digital
transformation initiatives, considering the Industry 4.0 crite-
ria. For this purpose, a panel consisting of 15 experts was
designed to weigh the criteria and rank the 3PL providers. The
selected experts have high-level education and working expe-
rience for more than 5 years in various domains including
logistics and supply chain management, technology, industry-
specific insights, and compliance. Each expert possesses a
deep understanding of Industry 4.0 criteria and its relevance
to the manufacturing sector. Also, face-to-face meetings to

67300

collect data make the survey reliable. Opinions of all experts
were gathered to clarify the problem and discuss the evalu-
ation criteria for 3PL selection in the Industry 4.0 context.
Following this, the criteria are narrowed according to the
literature studies and experts’ opinions from the Industry
4.0 perspective. Table 4 illustrates key sub-criteria according
to main three criteria: environmental, social and economic
factors. The FAHP method is used to determine criteria’s
weights with the evaluation of experts. Then, based on the
ranking of criteria, five potential 3PL providers {3PL-01,
3PL-02, 3PL-03, 3PL-04, 3PL-05} have been identified for
further evaluation by FMARCOS. The decision tree for eval-
uating 3PLs is presented in Figure 2.

B. CRITERIA WEIGHTING USING FAHP
The FAHP method is employed to derive the weights for
the criteria. All computations are conducted while assuming
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Weight of criteria

C11. Carbon footprint tracking and reporting
C12. Waste management and pollution prevention usi...
C13. Green and smart packaging solutions
C21. Workforce development and digital skills
C23. Collaborative platforms and digital marketplaces
C24. Employee safety and well-being
C31. Real-time tracking and tracing capabilities
C32. Digital warehouse management
C34. Quality improvement by using smart technologies
C36. Supply chain visibility

FIGURE 3. Criteria weighting of FAHP.

TABLE 5. The triangular fuzzy weight of criteria of FAHP.

o Fuzzy Geometric Triangular Fuzzy Weight of
Criteria Mean Weight criteria
C11. Carbon footprint tracking and reporting 0471 068 1 1.00 | 0.02°) 0.04 1 0.09 0.0437

20 11 05 07 32 27
C12. Waste management and pollution prevention using | 0.49 | 0.72 | 1.08 | 0.02 | 0.04 | 0.10
smart technologies 97 76 14 20 62 02

. . 0.65 | 095 | 1.35 | 0.02 | 0.06 | 0.12
C13. Green and smart packaging solutions 35 1 08 39 05 60 0.0601

C14. Energy efficiency 0é693 09953 1;;;6 Oé(iz 0{.)%5 06182 0.0599

. 0.87 | 1.31 | 1.86 | 0.03 | 0.08 | 0.17
C15. Green and smart logistics 61 29 02 85 33 23 0.0821

. . 0.61 | 0.89 | 1.32 | 0.02 | 0.05 | 0.12
C21. Workforce development and digital skills 10 3 31 69 67 2 0.0575

C22. Data security 04'3.7 lél 1;‘;16 Oé(f Oé(? Oél; 0.0824

. . 0.78 | 1.14 | 1.62 | 0.03 | 0.07 | 0.15
C23. Collaborative platforms and digital marketplaces 04 53 96 3 27 10 0.0720

C24. Employee safety and well-being 0&578 0;;2 1;,)2 05%2 Oé%S 0;31 0.0535

. . . e 0.66 | 095 | 1.39 | 0.02 | 0.06 | 0.12
C31. Real-time tracking and tracing capabilities 73 15 34 04 04 9] 0.0611

. 0.46 | 0.63 | 0.95 | 0.02 | 0.04 | 0.08
C32. Digital warehouse management 02 48 68 02 03 36 0.0416

N 1.00 | 1.48 | 2.13 | 0.04 | 0.09 | 0.19
C33. Technology-enabled cost optimization 74 95 50 a3 45 78 0.0939

oo . . 1.08 | 1.59 | 2.23 | 0.04 | 0.10 | 0.20
C34. Quality improvement by using smart technologies 34 90 62 78 14 71 0.0995

C35. Technology capability lé(;g lé? 25354 0;;4 Oégo 0%1 0.1031

C36. Supply chain visibility 0:;7 °i635 09936 0(')%2 034 oéogg 0.0424

0.0470

that all criteria provide benefits. The significance of each the criteria by employing linguistic terms. The integrated
criterion is determined based on the input from 15 experts’ fuzzy comparison matrix of FAHP is shown in Table 11
opinions. The experts conveyed their opinions regarding (Appendix).
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3PL ranking
3PL-05 I
3pL-04
3pL-03
3PL-02 |
3PL-01 |
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
3PL-01 3PL-02 3PL-03 3PL-04 3PL-05
W Score 0.9309 1.0036 1.1173 0.9152 0.8424
FIGURE 4. The final 3PLs ranking.
TABLE 6. Utility degree and fuzzy matrix of 1~',
Companie ~ ~_ ~ . ~
S Fuzzy S; Fuzzy K; Fuzzy K; Fuzzy T;
I m u l m u / m u / m u
0.329 | 0.695 | 1.464
A (AD 7 4 6
3PL-01 0.321 | 0.836 | 2.116 | 0.219 | 1.202 | 6.419 | 0.152 | 0.836 | 4.460 | 0.372 | 2.038 | 10.879
) 4 2 4 5 6 4 5 2 4 0 8 9
3PL-02 0.336 | 0.869 | 2.174 | 0.229 | 1.251 | 6.597 | 0.159 | 0.869 | 4.583 | 0.389 | 2.120 | 11.180
) 6 9 9 8 0 1 7 9 9 5 9 9
3PL-03 0.361 | 0.907 | 2.283 | 0.246 | 1.305 | 6.926 | 0.171 | 0907 | 4812 | 0418 | 2.212 | 11.738
3 6 4 7 2 1 4 6 5 2 8 5
3PL-04 0.315 | 0.835 | 2.091 | 0.215 | 1.201 | 6.342 | 0.149 | 0.835 | 4.407 | 0364 | 2.037 | 10.749
3 6 0 3 7 6 6 6 0 9 3 6
3PL-05 0.299 | 0.802 | 2.024 | 0.204 | 1.153 | 6.140 | 0.141 | 0.802 | 4.266 | 0.346 | 1.955 | 10.407
1 0 5 2 4 7 9 0 8 1 4 5
A (ID) O";74 1'%00 2‘1607 Dferisp MAX 3.5013

Table 5 and Figure 3 present the results of the FAHP
analysis. Based on the information provided, it can be seen
that the top five impact criteria identified through the FAHP
analysis are ‘“Technology capability”’, “Quality improve-
ment by using smart technologies”, “Technology-enabled
cost optimization”, “Data security”’, and “Green and smart
logistics™, with the criteria weight at 0.1031, 0.0995, 0.0939,
0.0824, and 0.0821, respectively. These criteria hold par-
ticular significance in the evaluation of 3PLs in specific
decision-making contexts. It’s crucial to emphasize that the
choice of specific criteria and their relative importance is con-
tingent upon the unique context of the decision or project, and
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it may fluctuate in accordance with the goals and objectives of
the decision-maker. FAHP aids decision-makers in taking into
account a multitude of factors in the decision-making pro-
cess, enabling them to arrive at more well-informed decisions
through a thorough assessment of the relative importance of
diverse criteria.

C. ALTERNATIVE RANKING USING FMARCOS

The FMARCOS method is implemented by utilizing the
weights acquired through FAHP in order to identify the opti-
mal 3PLs. Fifteen experts are invited to assess the linguistic
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TABLE 7. Utility functions and final ranking of 3PLs.

Com;:)anle Fuzzy f (Kl-_) Fuzzy f (K;') K K FKD) | fFKKD) | FK) Rlz(m
1 m u 1 m u
3PL-01 0.043 | 0.238 | 1.273 | 0.062 | 0.343 | 1.833 | 1.908 | 1.326 | 0.378 | 0.545 | 0.930 3
6 8 9 7 5 4 2 3 8 0 9
3PL-02 0.045 | 0.248 | 1.309 | 0.065 | 0.357 | 1.884 | 1.971 | 1.370 | 0.391 | 0.563 | 1.003 5
6 4 2 6 3 2 8 5 4 2 6
3PL-03 0.049 | 0.259 | 1.374 | 0.070 | 0.372 | 1.978 | 2.065 | 1.435 | 0.410 | 0.590 | 1.117 1
0 2 5 5 8 1 6 7 0 0 3
3PL-04 0.042 | 0.238 | 1.258 | 0.061 | 0.343 | 1.811 | 1.894 | 1.316 | 0.376 | 0.541 | 0.915 4
7 7 7 5 2 5 1 5 0 0 2
3PL-05 0.040 | 0.229 | 1.218 | 0.058 | 0.329 | 1.753 | 1.826 | 1.269 | 0.362 | 0.521 | 0.842 s
5 1 6 3 4 8 4 5 6 6 4
TABLE 8. The weight of criteria in all scenarios.
Cri B:S Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Scen | Scen | Scen | Scen | Scen | Scen
ter cas | mari | nari | nari | nari | nari | nari | nari | nari | nari | ario | ario | ario | ario | ario | ario
ia . ol 02 | 03 | o4 | o5 | 06| 07| o8| 09 10 11 12 13 14 15
Cl | 0.0 0 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04
1 | 437 59 65 65 76 64 77 71 62 66 56 83 86 88 57
Cl | 0.0 | 0.04 0 0.05 | 0.05 | 0.05 | 0.04 | 0.05 | 0.05 | 0.04 | 0.05 | 0.04 | 0.05 | 0.05 | 0.05 | 0.04
2 1470 | 91 00 00 12 98 12 06 96 00 90 19 22 24 91
Cl | 0.0 | 0.06 | 0.06 0 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06
3 1601 | 29 31 40 55 38 55 48 35 40 27 64 68 70 28
Cl | 0.0 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 0 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06
4 599 | 26 28 37 52 35 53 45 33 38 25 61 65 68 25
Cl | 0.0 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.08 0 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.09 | 0.09 | 0.09 | 0.08
5 | 821 59 62 74 73 71 95 85 67 74 57 06 12 15 57
C2 | 0.0 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 0 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06
1 | 575 ] 02 04 12 12 27 27 20 08 13 00 35 39 41 01
C2| 0.0 | 008 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.08 0 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.09 | 0.09 | 0.09 | 0.08
2 [ 824 | 62 65 77 77 98 75 88 71 78 60 10 15 19 61
C2| 0.0 | 0.07 | 0.07 | 0.07 | 0.07 | 0.07 | 0.07 | 0.07 0 0.07 | 0.07 | 0.07 | 0.07 | 0.08 | 0.08 | 0.07
3 | 720 | 53 56 66 66 84 64 85 61 67 51 95 00 03 52
C2| 00 | 005 0.05|0.05]|0.05]0.05|0.05]| 0.05] 0.05 0 0.05 | 0.05 | 0.05 | 0.05 | 0.05 | 0.05
4 | 535 ] 60 62 69 69 83 68 83 77 70 58 91 94 97 59
C3 | 0.0 | 006 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 0 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06 | 0.06
1 | 611 | 39 41 50 50 65 48 66 58 45 37 74 78 81 38
C3 | 0.0 | 004 | 0.04 | 004]0.04]0.04 |004]|0.04 ] 0.04 | 0.04]| 0.04 0 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04
2 | 416 | 35 37 43 43 54 42 54 49 40 43 59 62 64 35
C3| 0.0 | 0.09|0.090.10 | 0.09 | 0.10 | 0.09 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.09 | 0.10 | 0.09 0 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.09
3 1939 | 82 86 00 99 24 97 24 12 93 01 80 43 48 81
C3| 0.0 | 0.10| 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.10 0 0.11 | 0.10
4 1995 | 40 44 59 58 84 56 84 72 51 60 38 98 09 39
c3| 0.1 |0.10} 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.11 | 0.10 | O.11 | 0.11 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.10 | 0.11 | O.11 0 0.10
5 1031 79 82 97 97 24 94 24 11 90 98 76 38 45 77
C3 | 0.0 | 004 | 0.04 | 0.04|0.04 | 0.04 | 004|004 0.04|0.04| 004 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 | 0.04 0
6 | 424 | 44 45 51 51 62 50 62 57 48 52 43 68 71 73
variables employed in the evaluation of prospective 3PLs. fuzzy decision matrix of FMARCOS, the integrated normal-

In Appendix, Table 12, 13, and 14 presented the integrated ized fuzzy decision matrix of FMARCOS, and the integrated
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Sensitivity analysis

e N % O “ © A % S 9 > > e- O
@éb% «\7’(\0 «\7’(\0 &«\0 c’z’i\o o’z’;\\o (\7’(\0 oé\o (\"’(\O o’bi\o & & 5‘\0\, @00\’ & &
Q)'b L)g?/ L)(_’?/ c,(-/?’ ‘006 (1(,?’ (,)LQ’ “)é?/ (_)(g, L)(_’?/ %QQ/Q (_)(IQ’O (,)b?’(\ (,)(/e(\ (’)(,z(‘ g)(zé\
m3pPL-01 m3PL-02 ®W3PL-03 mW3PL-04 m3PL-05
FIGURE 5. The ranking of 3PLs in all scenarios.
TABLE 9. The prospect value of 3PLs in all scenarios.

Co B:S Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Sce | Scen | Scen | Scen | Scen | Scen | Scen
mpa cas nari | nari | nari | nari | nari | nari | nari | nari | nari | ario | ario | ario | ario | ario | ario
nies . ol 02 03 o4 05 06 o7 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15
3PL | 0.9 | 0.57 | 0.58 | 0.58 | 0.60 | 0.58 | 0.57 | 0.61 | 0.57 | 0.56 | 0.58 | 0.58 | 0.59 | 0.55 | 0.58 | 0.58
-01 | 309 | 41 33 80 60 91 12 13 14 86 76 15 89 94 18 06
3PL | 1.0 | 0.64 | 0.62 | 0.63 | 0.64 | 0.64 | 0.64 | 0.62 | 0.62 | 0.63 | 0.62 | 0.61 | 0.66 | 0.63 | 0.64 | 0.64
-02 | 036 | 46 89 82 78 85 46 21 24 78 20 93 81 44 41 27
3PL | 1.1 | 0.70 | 0.70 | 0.70 | 0.70 | 0.70 | 0.71 | 0.70 | 0.72 | 0.71 | 0.72 | 0.71 | 0.70 | 0.70 | 0.70 | 0.70
-03 | 173 | 70 78 82 40 25 45 39 00 34 03 04 97 95 63 94
3PL | 09 | 0.58 | 0.56 | 0.52 | 0.58 | 0.58 | 0.57 | 0.57 | 0.55 | 0.57 | 0.56 | 0.59 | 0.58 | 0.59 | 0.55 | 0.56
-04 | 152 | 95 71 93 05 47 10 11 55 28 93 26 38 36 76 30
3PL | 0.8 | 0.51 | 053 052|054 |054]050|054|049|0521] 049 | 053 049 | 051 | 054 | 0.53
-05 | 424 | 69 28 50 55 86 66 71 68 54 63 53 39 99 20 44

weighted normalized fuzzy decision matrix of FMARCOS,
respectively.

This paper conducts a case study of 5 logistics service
providers in Vietnam, which are {3 PL-01, 3PL-02, 3PL-03,
3PL-04, 3PL-05}. Following the FMARCOS process, fuzzy
ideal A~ (ID) and anti-ideal A~ (AI) solutions are defined
for each criterion. A~ (ID) represents the highest value for
each criterion, while the lowest value corresponds to A~ (AI).
Subsequently, the experts’ linguistic judgments matrix and
the integrated matrix for the FMARCOS method are com-
puted. Table 6 displays the utility degree and fuzzy matrix
of T™_i. Finally, the ultimate utility function of the 3 PLs
is determined. Using these values, the final ranking of 3PLs
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is established. The utility function and the ultimate ranking
of the 3PLs are presented in Table 7. The results indicate that
the top three 3PLs are 3 PPL-03, 3PL-02, 3PLO1}, occupying
the first, second, and third positions, with utility function
scores of 1.1173,1.0036, and 0.9309, respectively. Figure 4
visualizes the final ranking of 3PLs derived from the FAHP
and FMARCOS model.

V. RESULTS VALIDATION

A. SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF CRITERIA WEIGHT

In MCDM problems, the majority of input data tend to
be dynamic, rather than continuous and stable. Conse-
quently, sensitivity analysis plays a crucial role in aiding
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TABLE 10. Comparative analysis of MCDM methods.

Fuzzy F AHP Fuzzy Fuzzy Fuzzy Fuzzy Fuzzy Fuzzy
AHPand | % AHPand | AHPand | AHPand | AHPand | AHPand | AHPand
and Fuzzy
Compa Fuzzy MABAC Fuzzy Fuzzy Fuzzy Fuzzy Fuzzy Fuzzy
nies MARCOS WASPAS CoCoSo SAW COPRAS TOPSIS VIKOR
Valu | Ra | Valu | Ra | Valu| Ra | Valu | Ra | Valu | Ra | Valu | Ra | Valu | Ra | Valu | Ra
[ nk e nk e nk e nk e nk e nk e nk e nk
0.93 . 0.76 5.27 0.93 91.7 0.07 0.06
3PL-01 09 3 0&(())0 3 34 3 91 3 33 3 5 3 31 3 33 2
1.00 0.03 0.79 5.46 0.96 95.2 0.07 0.07
SPL2 0 5 1 2 o | 2 0 | 2 | 2 o5 |2 3| % ]ss % 4|
1.11 0.12 0.83 5.92 1.01 100. 0.07 0.00
3PL-03 73 ! 49 ! 97 ! 04 ! 83 ! 00 ! 90 ! 00 !
0.91 . 0.76 5.14 0.92 90.8 0.07 0.09
3PL-04 52 4 Oi(iZ 4 02 4 73 4 90 4 3 4 1 4 30 4
0.84 . 0.72 471 0.89 87.6 0.07 0.12
3PL-05 24 5 0&(17 5 9% 5 02 5 63 5 4 5 03 5 39 5

Comparative analysis

Fuzzy AHP  Fuzzy AHP
and Fuzzy  and Fuzzy
MARCOS MABAC

and Fuzzy
WASPAS

and Fuzzy

CoCoSo SAW

E3PL-01 m3PL-02 m3PL-03

and Fuzzy

3PL-05
3PL-04
3PL-03

Fuzzy AHP  Fuzzy AHP  Fuzzy AHP  Fuzzy AHP  Fuzzy AHP  Fuzzy AHP

and Fuzzy and Fuzzy and Fuzzy
SAW TOPSIS VIKOR
3PL-04 m3PL-05

FIGURE 6. Comparison of proposed model with other MCDM methods.

the decision-making process. In this study, we employed
sensitivity analysis within the context of MCDM problems.
This approach allows us to assess the impact of altering the
weights of one criterion, resulting in modifications to the
problem’s solutions. These changes encompass adjustments
in the weighting of other criteria and shifts in the final ranking
of alternatives [45].

To achieve this objective, we conducted a systematic
removal of one criterion at a time, and examined its impact on
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the final ranking. Consequently, 15 scenarios were generated
in the sensitivity analysis of criteria weights. Table 8 presents
the criteria weights for all of these scenarios. The prospect
values of the alternatives in each scenario are detailed in
Table 9, and their respective rankings are visually depicted
in Figure 5.

Significantly, it becomes apparent that although there are
variations in the prospect values of the 3PLs, the final rank-
ing remains consistent, with {3PL-01, 3PL-02} consistently
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TABLE 11. The integrated fuzzy comparison matrix of FAHP.

Criteria Cl11 C12 C13 Cl4
Cl1 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 0.4087 | 0.6132 | 0.9294 | 0.3421 | 0.4611 | 0.6988 | 0.4605 | 0.6910 | 1.0194
Cl12 1.0760 | 1.6309 | 2.4469 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 0.4428 | 0.6598 | 1.0194 | 0.3073 | 0.4402 | 0.6988
C13 1.4310 | 2.1689 | 2.9231 | 0.9810 | 1.5157 | 2.2582 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 0.4280 | 0.6300 | 0.9474
Cl4 0.9810 | 1.4473 | 2.1714 | 1.4310 | 2.2715 | 3.2542 | 1.0556 | 1.5874 | 2.3364 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
C15 1.5695 | 2.5111 | 3.5166 | 1.1055 | 1.5874 | 2.3882 | 1.1055 | 1.6625 | 2.4836 | 0.8944 | 1.3711 | 2.0897
C21 0.6580 | 0.9221 | 1.3835 | 0.9810 | 1.4473 | 2.1714 | 0.5361 | 0.7813 | 1.2340 | 1.1578 | 1.8234 | 2.7455
C22 1.4310 | 2.3790 | 3.3842 | 1.1802 | 1.9247 | 2.8676 | 1.3046 | 2.0548 | 2.9106 | 1.7687 | 2.8297 | 3.8571
C23 1.5277 | 2.3522 | 3.2200 | 1.2125 | 1.9620 | 2.8131 | 1.6888 | 2.6484 | 3.5443 | 1.1269 | 1.6756 | 2.4943
C24 1.2457 | 1.8734 | 2.7241 | 1.0760 | 1.6309 | 2.4469 | 0.4020 | 0.5654 | 0.8898 | 0.4390 | 0.6322 | 0.9837
C31 1.2457 | 1.9097 | 2.8407 | 0.7725 | 1.1709 | 1.8001 | 0.5083 | 0.7262 | 1.0951 | 0.6371 | 0.9474 | 1.5253
C32 0.3275 | 0.4574 | 0.7632 | 0.5768 | 0.8570 | 1.3278 | 0.3023 | 0.4109 | 0.6467 | 0.4210 | 0.5994 | 0.9142
C33 1.1055 | 1.6625 | 2.4836 | 0.8540 | 1.2501 | 1.8903 | 1.1578 | 1.7080 | 2.5317 | 1.0000 | 1.5874 | 2.4662
C34 1.0760 | 1.6625 | 2.5516 | 1.0000 | 1.5874 | 2.4662 | 1.1895 | 1.8234 | 2.5828 | 1.2799 | 2.0000 | 2.8754
C35 1.1578 | 1.7888 | 2.6329 | 1.3046 | 2.0548 | 2.9106 | 1.3046 | 1.9620 | 2.8957 | 1.3046 | 1.9620 | 2.8957
C36 0.4159 | 0.5921 | 0.9574 | 0.6500 | 0.9657 | 1.4564 | 0.4295 | 0.5834 | 0.8394 | 0.3665 | 0.5017 | 0.7896

Criteria C15s C21 C22 C23
Cl1 0.2844 | 0.3982 | 0.6371 | 0.7228 | 1.0845 | 1.5198 | 0.2955 | 0.4204 | 0.6988 | 0.3106 | 0.4251 | 0.6546
Cl12 0.4187 | 0.6300 | 0.9046 | 0.4605 | 0.6910 | 1.0194 | 0.3487 | 0.5196 | 0.8473 | 0.3555 | 0.5097 | 0.8247
C13 0.4026 | 0.6015 | 0.9046 | 0.8103 | 1.2799 | 1.8654 | 0.3436 | 0.4867 | 0.7665 | 0.2821 | 0.3776 | 0.5921
Cl4 0.4785 | 0.7293 | 1.1181 | 0.3642 | 0.5484 | 0.8637 | 0.2593 | 0.3534 | 0.5654 | 0.4009 | 0.5968 | 0.8874
C15 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0444 | 1.6888 | 2.4042 | 0.9707 | 1.6125 | 2.3237 | 0.7085 | 1.0930 | 1.5874
C21 0.4159 | 0.5921 | 0.9574 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 0.3371 | 0.4961 | 0.7875 | 0.3421 | 0.5057 | 0.8091
C22 0.4303 | 0.6201 | 1.0302 | 1.2699 | 2.0158 | 2.9669 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 0.6077 | 0.9262 | 1.3451
C23 0.6300 | 0.9149 | 1.4114 | 1.2360 | 1.9775 | 2.9231 | 0.7435 | 1.0797 | 1.6456 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
C24 0.5493 | 0.7665 | 1.1550 | 0.6422 | 0.9400 | 1.4782 | 0.4724 | 0.6621 | 1.0178 | 0.6422 | 0.9400 | 1.4782
C31 0.6207 | 0.8975 | 1.3738 | 0.6546 | 0.9657 | 1.5481 | 0.7881 | 1.1093 | 1.6572 | 0.8254 | 1.1936 | 1.7568
C32 0.4080 | 0.5763 | 0.9142 | 0.5181 | 0.7460 | 1.1469 | 0.4874 | 0.6574 | 0.9786 | 0.5057 | 0.7262 | 1.1783
C33 0.8944 | 1.3711 | 2.0897 | 0.9117 | 1.4087 | 2.1885 | 0.7579 | 1.1093 | 1.7235 | 1.1055 | 1.6625 | 2.4836
C34 0.5768 | 0.8183 | 1.2768 | 1.1802 | 1.9247 | 2.8676 | 0.5181 | 0.7460 | 1.1469 | 1.6438 | 2.4634 | 3.2200
C35 1.2699 | 1.9247 | 2.8529 | 0.9624 | 1.5039 | 2.2485 | 1.0000 | 1.5874 | 2.4662 | 1.3299 | 1.9775 | 2.8108
C36 0.3839 | 0.5319 | 0.8113 | 0.4130 | 0.5571 | 0.8394 | 0.5282 | 0.7665 | 1.2011 | 0.5532 | 0.7875 | 1.2244

Criteria C24 C31 C32 C33
Cl1 0.3671 | 0.5338 | 0.8027 | 0.3520 | 0.5236 | 0.8027 | 1.3103 | 2.1860 | 3.0530 | 0.4026 | 0.6015 | 0.9046
Cl12 0.4087 | 0.6132 | 0.9294 | 0.5555 | 0.8540 | 1.2944 | 0.7531 | 1.1669 | 1.7336 | 0.5290 | 0.8000 | 1.1709
C13 1.1238 | 1.7687 | 2.4875 | 0.9132 | 1.3771 | 1.9674 | 1.5463 | 2.4336 | 3.3082 | 0.3950 | 0.5855 | 0.8637
Cl4 1.0166 | 1.5819 | 2.2777 | 0.6556 | 1.0556 | 1.5695 | 1.0938 | 1.6684 | 2.3752 | 0.4055 | 0.6300 | 1.0000
C15 0.8658 | 1.3046 | 1.8206 | 0.7279 | 1.1142 | 1.6112 | 1.0938 | 1.7351 | 2.4508 | 0.4785 | 0.7293 | 1.1181
C21 0.6765 | 1.0639 | 1.5572 | 0.6459 | 1.0355 | 1.5277 | 0.8719 | 1.3404 | 1.9300 | 0.4569 | 0.7099 | 1.0968
C22 0.9826 | 1.5105 | 2.1169 | 0.6034 | 0.9015 | 1.2688 | 1.0218 | 1.5211 | 2.0516 | 0.5802 | 0.9015 | 1.3195
C23 0.6765 | 1.0639 | 1.5572 | 0.5692 | 0.8378 | 1.2115 | 0.8487 | 1.3771 | 1.9775 | 0.4026 | 0.6015 | 0.9046
C24 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 0.3855 | 0.5441 | 0.8247 | 1.1770 | 1.8299 | 2.5557 | 0.3371 | 0.4961 | 0.7875
C31 1.2125 | 1.8378 | 2.5940 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 0.8203 | 1.2556 | 1.7672 | 0.3060 | 0.3982 | 0.5921
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TABLE 11. (Continued.) The integrated fuzzy comparison matrix of FAHP.

C32 ] 0.3913 | 0.5465 | 0.8496 | 0.5659 | 0.7965 | 1.2191 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 0.3241 | 0.4523 | 0.7319
C33 1.2699 | 2.0158 | 2.9669 | 1.6888 | 2.5111 | 3.2682 | 1.3663 | 2.2109 | 3.0855 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000
C34 1.5999 | 2.2188 | 2.7617 | 1.4986 | 2.3338 | 3.3172 | 1.7687 | 2.7019 | 3.5847 | 1.2799 | 1.9097 | 2.7649
C35 1.4310 | 2.3790 | 3.3842 | 1.4310 | 2.2715 | 3.2542 | 1.4986 | 2.3338 | 3.2061 | 0.4982 | 0.7124 | 1.1469
C36 | 0.5282 | 0.7665 | 1.2011 | 0.4618 | 0.6449 | 0.9906 | 0.4020 | 0.5654 | 0.8898 | 0.3084 | 0.4189 | 0.6175
Criteria C34 C35 C36

Cl1 0.3919 | 0.6015 | 0.9294 | 0.3798 | 0.5590 | 0.8637 | 1.0444 | 1.6888 | 2.4042

CI12 | 0.4055 | 0.6300 | 1.0000 | 0.3436 | 0.4867 | 0.7665 | 0.6866 | 1.0355 | 1.5384

CI13 0.3872 | 0.5484 | 0.8407 | 0.3453 | 0.5097 | 0.7665 | 1.1914 | 1.7141 | 2.3281

Cl4 | 0.3478 | 0.5000 | 0.7813 | 0.3453 | 0.5097 | 0.7665 | 1.2664 | 1.9931 | 2.7284

CI5 0.7832 | 1.2221 | 1.7336 | 0.3505 | 0.5196 | 0.7875 | 1.2326 | 1.8801 | 2.6052

C21 0.3487 | 0.5196 | 0.8473 | 0.4447 | 0.6650 | 1.0391 | 1.1914 | 1.7952 | 2.4212

C22 | 0.8719 | 1.3404 | 1.9300 | 0.4055 | 0.6300 | 1.0000 | 0.8326 | 1.3046 | 1.8933

C23 0.3106 | 0.4059 | 0.6084 | 0.3558 | 0.5057 | 0.7519 | 0.8167 | 1.2699 | 1.8078

C24 | 0.3621 | 0.4507 | 0.6250 | 0.2955 | 0.4204 | 0.6988 | 0.8326 | 1.3046 | 1.8933

C31 0.3015 | 0.4285 | 0.6673 | 0.3073 | 0.4402 | 0.6988 | 1.0095 | 1.5506 | 2.1655

C32 ]0.2790 | 0.3701 | 0.5654 | 0.3119 | 0.4285 | 0.6673 | 1.1238 | 1.7687 | 2.4875

C33 0.3617 | 0.5236 | 0.7813 | 0.8719 | 1.4038 | 2.0071 | 1.6195 | 2.3874 | 3.2427

C34 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 0.4844 | 0.7155 | 1.0592 | 1.4271 | 2.1445 | 2.8776

C35 0.9441 | 1.3977 | 2.0645 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 0.6765 | 1.0158 | 1.4974

C36 | 0.3475 | 0.4663 | 0.7007 | 0.6678 | 0.9844 | 1.4782 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 | 1.0000

emerging as the most suitable logistics service providers
across all scenarios. The results of the sensitivity analysis
phase suggest that, in this case study, the ranking of alter-
natives remains robust irrespective of changes in the criteria
weights. Hence, the proposed FAHP and FMARCOS model
demonstrate a high level of stability and applicability.

B. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF MCDM METHODS
In this phase of results validation, eight distinct inte-
grated fuzzy MCDM methods are taken into consideration
to cross-verify the outcomes obtained through the pro-
posed approach. The considered MCDM methods are the
fuzzy multi-attributive border approximation area compar-
ison (fuzzy MABAC) [46], the fuzzy weighted aggregated
sum product assessment (fuzzy WASPAS) [47], the fuzzy
combined compromise solution (fuzzy CoCoSo) [48], the
fuzzy simple additive weighting (fuzzy SAW) [49], and the
fuzzy complex proportional assessment of alternatives (fuzzy
COPRAS) [50], the fuzzy technique for order of prefer-
ence by similarity to ideal solution (fuzzy TOPSIS) [44],
the fuzzy Vlsekriterijumska Optimizacija I KOmpromisno
Resenje [51].

For the comparative analysis of various MCDM methods,
identical criteria weights are utilized, and the resulting out-
comes are detailed in Table 10. The comparison between
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FAHP and FMARCOS with other MCDM methods is illus-
trated in Figure 6. The results derived from different MCDM
methods demonstrate that there is no notable disparity in the
ranking of the top 3PLs. {3PL-03} consistently maintains its
position as the preferred 3PL. This consistent outcome across
all the considered MCDM methods serves to corroborate the
results obtained from the proposed model.

VI. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS
For businesses, choosing third-party logistics providers
(3PLs) presents a significant decision-making challenge.
Making this decision can help businesses stand out from
the competition and be crucial to achieving their goals.
It is crucial to proceed with caution and make sure that the
appropriate 3PL partners are aligned. An intensive effort is
being made to transform competitiveness, encourage innova-
tion, improve flexibility, support individuality, and improve
working conditions with the introduction of Industry 4.0.
By putting the customer at the center of a digital platform, this
transformation turns traditional supply chains into dynamic
supply networks. Companies now have to set new standards
and demands for their 3PL suppliers in order to align with
Industry 4.0 deployment procedures.

Moreover, this paradigm shift has managerial ramifications
for all industries. Although the suggested model is designed
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TABLE 12. The integrated fuzzy decision matrix of FMARCOS.

Com;;)ame Cl1 cl2 13 c1a
1 m u 1 m u 1 m u 1 m u
3PL-01 5286 | 6.221 | 7.319 | 4.772 | 5464 | 6.842 | 3919 | 5.109 | 6.047 | 2.759 | 4.028 | 4.938
2 9 2 9 9 8 3 3 8 7 9 2
3PL-02 3.874 | 4995 | 6.013 | 5406 | 6.327 | 7.442 | 5.720 | 6.579 | 7.740 | 3.939 | 4.828 | 5.982
0 9 6 2 0 8 3 9 3 5 7 8
3PL-03 5225 | 6.118 | 7.277 | 5225 | 6.221 | 7.277 | 4.828 | 5.720 | 6.881 | 5.225 | 6.083 | 7.277
2 5 7 2 9 7 7 3 8 2 9 7
3PL-04 2954 | 4359 | 5.164 | 5.164 | 6.327 | 7.236 | 3.288 | 4.410 | 5.464 | 4.076 | 4.995 | 6.118
2 7 8 8 0 5 8 7 9 0 9 5
3PL-05 4.828 | 5982 | 6.881 | 3.288 | 4.772 | 5.464 | 3.178 | 4.410 | 5343 | 2.564 | 3.807 | 4.772
7 8 8 8 9 9 7 7 7 8 6 9
Com;;)ame C15 o1 o o3
3PL-0] 4.008 | 5.109 | 6.150 | 4.667 | 5.850 | 6.729 | 3.305 | 4.217 | 5.406 | 4.076 | 4.995 | 6.118
2 3 0 0 1 1 7 2 2 0 9 5
3PL-02 3.939 | 5.109 | 5982 | 3.661 | 4.721 | 5.782 | 5286 | 6.257 | 7.319 | 4.028 | 5.348 | 6.083
5 3 8 3 5 5 2 3 2 9 1 9
3PL-03 5.050 | 6.118 | 7.116 | 4.076 | 5.286 | 6.118 | 5348 | 6.118 | 7.360 | 3.420 | 4.462 | 5.528
2 5 3 0 2 5 1 5 8 2 2 8
3PL-04 3939 | 4938 | 5982 | 4263 | 5343 | 6.327 | 4514 | 5.720 | 6.544 | 4.410 | 5.406 | 6.470
5 2 8 0 7 0 4 3 4 7 2 6
3PL-05 2.855 | 4.076 | 5.050 | 5.169 | 5.982 | 7.197 | 3.072 | 4217 | 5225 | 4.563 | 5.720 | 6.617
3 0 2 0 8 6 2 2 2 5 3 3
Comg)ame C24 31 . o1
3PL-01 4721 | 57720 | 6.767 | 3.788 | 4.828 | 5913 | 4.510 | 5.528 | 6.579 | 4.008 | 5.225 | 6.150
5 3 4 1 7 7 7 8 9 2 2 0
3PL-02 3.939 | 4.828 | 5982 | 5286 | 6.221 | 7.319 | 6.118 | 7.277 | 8.139 | 3.661 | 4.828 | 5.782
5 7 8 2 9 2 5 7 3 3 7 5
3PL-03 4.028 | 4995 | 6.083 | 4.076 | 4.885 | 6.118 | 4.772 | 5.782 | 6.842 | 5.406 | 6.327 | 7.442
9 9 9 0 1 5 9 5 8 2 0 8
3PL-04 4217 | 4.828 | 6.257 | 4.667 | 5497 | 6.729 | 2.303 | 3.680 | 4.510 | 4.563 | 5.406 | 6.617
2 7 3 0 5 1 8 1 7 5 2 3
3PL-05 3.288 | 4.613 | 5464 | 5982 | 7.037 | 8.004 | 2.653 | 4.028 | 4.881 | 5982 | 6.998 | 8.004
8 0 9 8 9 0 6 9 1 8 1 0
Comg)ame C34 35 36
3PL-0] 5225 | 6.257 | 7.277 | 5.109 | 5.850 | 7.156 | 4.828 | 5.850 | 6.881
2 3 7 3 1 8 7 1 8
3PL-02 4.772 | 5588 | 6.842 | 4.828 | 5.850 | 6.881 | 4.168 | 5.225 | 6.221
9 9 8 7 1 8 4 2 9
3PL-03 4.938 | 5850 | 6.998 | 5.720 | 6.433 | 7.740 | 5.169 | 6.118 | 7.197
2 1 1 3 9 3 0 5 6
3PL-04 3.479 | 4.824 | 5.683 | 5.343 | 6.617 | 7.400 | 5.720 | 6.881 | 7.740
9 7 3 7 3 7 3 8 3
3PL-05 4410 | 5286 | 6.470 | 4.120 | 4.881 | 6.186 | 3.305 | 4.363 | 5.406
7 2 6 3 1 7 7 3 2
for the manufacturing sector, given the widespread adoption 4.0 technologies into account can be easily adapted to a vari-
of Industry 4.0 principles, its framework which takes Industry ety of other sectors and industries. Because of Industry 4.0’s
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TABLE 13. The integrated normalized fuzzy decision matrix of FMARCOS.

flexibility in terms of integration, this study provides insight-
ful information to supply chain, innovation, and Industry
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Com;;)ame Cl1 c12 13 o1
1 m u 1 m u 1 m u 1 m u
3PL-0] 0.842 | 0.991 1.166 | 0.746 | 0.855 | 1.070 | 0.586 | 0.764 | 0.905 | 0.445 | 0.650 | 0.797
3 4 3 7 0 5 7 8 3 4 3 0
3PL-02 0.617 | 0.796 | 0958 | 0.845 | 0989 | 1.164 | 0.856 | 0985 | 1.158 | 0.635 | 0.779 | 0.965
3 1 2 8 8 4 3 0 7 9 4 7
3PL-03 0.832 | 0974 | 1.159 | 0.817 | 0973 | 1.138 | 0.722 | 0.856 | 1.030 | 0.843 | 0982 | 1.174
6 9 7 5 4 6 8 3 2 4 0 7
3PL-04 0.470 | 0.694 | 0.823 | 0.808 | 0.989 | 1.132 | 0.492 | 0.660 | 0.818 | 0.657 | 0.806 | 0.987
7 7 0 0 8 1 3 3 1 9 4 6
3PL-05 0.769 | 0953 | 1.096 | 0.514 | 0.746 | 0.855 | 0.475 | 0.660 | 0.799 | 0.414 | 0.614 | 0.770
4 3 6 5 7 0 8 3 9 0 6 4
Com;;)ame C15 a1 s 3
3PL-0] 0.657 | 0.838 | 1.009 | 0.763 | 0956 | 1.100 | 0.525 | 0.670 | 0.859 | 0.723 | 0.886 | 1.086
6 3 0 0 5 2 8 7 8 5 8 1
3PL-02 0.646 | 0.838 | 0981 | 0.598 | 0.771 | 0.945 | 0.840 | 0995 | 1.164 | 0.715 | 0949 | 1.079
3 3 6 6 9 4 7 2 1 1 3 9
3PL-03 0.828 | 1.003 | 1.167 | 0.666 | 0.864 | 1.000 | 0.850 | 0973 | 1.170 | 0.607 | 0.792 | 0.981
6 9 6 4 3 3 6 1 7 1 1 4
3PL-04 0.646 | 0.810 | 0981 | 0.697 | 0.873 | 1.034 | 0.718 | 0909 | 1.040 | 0.782 | 0.959 | 1.148
3 2 6 0 7 4 0 8 9 9 6 5
3PL-05 0.468 | 0.668 | 0.828 | 0.845 | 0978 | 1.176 | 0.488 | 0.670 | 0.831 | 0.810 | 1.015 | 1.174
5 7 6 1 2 8 6 7 0 0 4 6
Comg)ame C24 31 o1 33
3PL-01 0.823 | 0997 | 1.179 | 0.540 | 0.689 | 0.843 | 0.628 | 0.770 | 0.916 | 0.573 | 0.747 | 0.879
1 2 7 5 0 8 4 2 6 0 0 2
3PL-02 0.686 | 0.841 | 1.042 | 0.754 | 0.887 | 1.044 | 0.852 | 1.013 | 1.133 | 0.523 | 0.690 | 0.826
7 8 9 3 8 4 3 8 8 4 3 7
3PL-03 0.702 | 0.870 | 1.060 | 0.581 | 0.697 | 0.873 | 0.664 | 0.805 | 0.953 | 0.772 | 0904 | 1.064
3 9 6 6 1 0 9 5 2 9 5 0
3PL-04 0.735 | 0.841 | 1.090 | 0.665 | 0.784 | 0.960 | 0.320 | 0.512 | 0.628 | 0.652 | 0.772 | 0.946
2 8 8 9 4 2 9 7 4 4 9 0
3PL-05 0.573 | 0.804 | 0952 | 0.853 | 1.004 | 1.142 | 0.369 | 0.561 | 0.680 | 0.855 | 1.000 | 1.144
3 2 7 7 2 1 7 2 0 3 4 3
Comg)ame C34 35 36
3PL-01 0.835 | 1.000 | 1.163 | 0.770 | 0.882 | 1.079 | 0.712 | 0.862 | 1.014
6 6 8 5 2 2 1 7 9
3PL-02 0.763 | 0.893 | 1.094 | 0.728 | 0.882 | 1.037 | 0.614 | 0.770 | 0.917
2 7 3 1 2 7 7 6 6
3PL-03 0.789 | 0935 | 1.119 | 0.862 | 0970 | 1.167 | 0.762 | 0.902 | 1.061
7 5 1 6 2 2 3 3 5
0.556 | 0.771 | 0.908 | 0.805 | 0997 | 1.116 | 0.843 | 1.014 | 1.141
3PL-04 5 5 8 8 9 0 6 9 5
3PL-05 0.705 | 0.845 | 1.034 | 0.621 | 0.736 | 0.932 | 0.487 | 0.643 | 0.797
3 3 7 3 1 9 5 5 3

4.0 researchers in addition to economists, managers, IT spe-

cialists, and industry experts in a variety of fields.
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TABLE 14. The integrated weighted normalized fuzzy decision matrix of FMARCOS.

Com;;)ame Cl1 cl2 13 c1a
/ m u / m u / m u / m u
3PL-0] 0.017 | 0.042 | 0.108 | 0.016 | 0.039 | 0.107 | 0.017 | 0.046 | 0.114 | 0.012 | 0.038 | 0.101
5 8 1 4 5 2 0 2 0 5 8 1
3PL-02 0.012 | 0.034 | 0.088 | 0.018 | 0.045 | 0.116 | 0.024 | 0.059 | 0.145 | 0.017 | 0.046 | 0.122
8 4 8 6 7 6 8 6 9 9 4 4
3PL-03 0.017 | 0.042 | 0.107 | 0.018 | 0.044 | 0.114 | 0.020 | 0.051 | 0.129 | 0.023 | 0.058 | 0.148
3 1 5 0 9 1 9 8 8 7 5 9
3PL-04 0.009 | 0.030 | 0.076 | 0.017 | 0.045 | 0.113 | 0.014 | 0.039 | 0.103 | 0.018 | 0.048 | 0.125
8 0 3 7 7 4 2 9 0 5 1 2
3PL-05 0.016 | 0.041 | 0.101 | 0.011 | 0.034 | 0.085 | 0.013 | 0.039 | 0.100 | 0.011 | 0.036 | 0.097
0 2 6 3 5 6 8 9 8 6 6 7
Com;;)ame C15 o1 o o3
3PL-0] 0.025 | 0.069 | 0.173 | 0.020 | 0.054 | 0.134 | 0.020 | 0.056 | 0.148 | 0.024 | 0.064 | 0.163
3 8 9 5 2 8 2 1 9 8 5 9
3PL-02 0.024 | 0.069 | 0.169 | 0.016 | 0.043 | 0.115 | 0.032 | 0.083 | 0.201 | 0.024 | 0.069 | 0.163
9 8 1 1 7 9 3 2 6 5 0 0
3PL-03 0.031 | 0.083 | 0.201 | 0.017 | 0.049 | 0.122 | 0.032 | 0.081 | 0.202 | 0.020 | 0.057 | 0.148
9 6 2 9 0 6 7 4 7 8 6 1
3PL-04 0.024 | 0.067 | 0.169 | 0.018 | 0.049 | 0.126 | 0.027 | 0.076 | 0.180 | 0.026 | 0.069 | 0.173
9 5 1 7 5 8 6 1 2 9 7 4
3PL-05 0.018 | 0.055 | 0.142 | 0.022 | 0.055 | 0.144 | 0.018 | 0.056 | 0.143 | 0.027 | 0.073 | 0.177
0 7 8 7 4 2 8 1 9 8 8 3
Comg)ame C24 31 . o1
3PL-01 0.021 | 0.052 | 0.133 | 0.015 | 0.041 | 0.108 | 0.012 | 0.031 | 0.081 | 0.025 | 0.070 | 0.173
3 4 7 9 6 9 7 0 2 4 6 9
3PL-02 0.017 | 0.044 | 0.118 | 0.022 | 0.053 | 0.134 | 0.017 | 0.040 | 0.100 | 0.023 | 0.065 | 0.163
7 3 2 1 6 8 2 8 5 2 2 5
3PL-03 0.018 | 0.045 | 0.120 | 0.017 | 0.042 | 0.112 | 0.013 | 0.032 | 0.084 | 0.034 | 0.085 | 0.210
1 8 2 1 1 7 4 4 5 2 5 4
3PL-04 0.019 | 0.044 | 0.123 | 0.019 | 0.047 | 0.123 | 0.006 | 0.020 | 0.055 | 0.028 | 0.073 | 0.187
0 3 6 5 3 9 5 6 7 9 0 1
3PL-05 0.014 | 0.042 | 0.108 | 0.025 | 0.060 | 0.147 | 0.007 | 0.022 | 0.060 | 0.037 | 0.094 | 0.226
8 3 0 1 6 4 5 6 3 9 5 3
Comg)ame C34 35 36
3PL-01 0.040 | 0.101 | 0.241 | 0.037 | 0.091 | 0.234 | 0.014 | 0.035 | 0.091
0 5 1 2 7 5 8 6 1
3PL-02 0.036 | 0.090 | 0.226 | 0.035 | 0.091 | 0.225 | 0.012 | 0.031 | 0.082
5 6 7 1 7 5 8 8 4
3PL-03 0.037 | 0.094 | 0.231 | 0.041 | 0.100 | 0.253 | 0.015 | 0.037 | 0.095
8 9 8 6 8 6 9 3 3
3PL-04 0.026 | 0.078 | 0.188 | 0.038 | 0.103 | 0.242 | 0.017 | 0.041 | 0.102
6 3 3 9 7 5 6 9 5
3PL-05 0.033 | 0.085 | 0.214 | 0.030 | 0.076 | 0.202 | 0.010 | 0.026 | 0.071
7 7 3 0 5 7 2 6 6
Vil. CONCLUSION marketplace. Businesses are prompted to match their oper-
The emergence of new technology forces businesses to ations with this disruptive wave by the advent of Indus-

adopt competitive tactics in order to thrive in the global try 4.0 technologies. The choice of third-party logistics
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providers (3PLs) becomes extremely important in this situ-
ation. To fully utilize Industry 4.0, SCM solutions must be
optimized. This is a critical aspect of the new era. The use
of digitalization signals advancements in SCM efficiency in
addition to a decrease in costs and risks. As a result, working
with digitally-competent 3PL suppliers is becoming more and
more important to businesses. This strategic alignment allows
them to leverage the benefits of Industry 4.0 technologies for
enhanced operational performance. The purpose of this study
is to propose an integrated MCDM approach based on FAHP
and FMARCOS to weigh the criteria and select the best 3PL
provider.

By exhaustively reviewing the literature and consulting
with experts, this research has determined three criteria, envi-
ronmental, social, and economic, and 15 sub-criteria based on
the Industry 4.0 components. While economic, environmental
and social aspects of 3PL selection problem have been dis-
cussed in the previous studies, less attention has been paid
to Industry 4.0. Our case study reveals that five different
criteria, technology capability (C35), quality improvement
by using smart technologies (C34), technology-enabled cost
optimization (C33), green and smart logistics (C15), and
data security (C22), are the most important factors from
the Industry 4.0 window for 3PL selection. These criteria
cover nearly 50% of the total weight for 3PL selection.
Both methods proposed in the research (FAHP-FMARCOS)
are proven to be effective for handling the 3PL selection
problem in Industry 4.0 which can help businesses imple-
ment an integrated framework to prioritize and select suitable
providers. It is observed that this new hybrid methodologies
can also be practically capable of addressing the uncertainty
of different real-life problems. A sensitivity analysis on the
criteria weights and a comparative analysis among MCDM
methods (FMABAC, FWASPAS, FCOSOSO, FSAW, FCO-
PRAS, FTOPSIS and FVIKOR ) were performed to show the
stability of the obtained results which increases the trustiness
of the results. Consequently, the robustness and efficiency of
the proposed framework have been proven, meaning that it
can be applied by practitioners in various industries to address
complex decision-making problems.

It is essential to recognize the limitations of this study.
Firstly, the findings may lack generalizability across indus-
tries in different countries. Future research should broaden
its scope to encompass various industries, thereby validating
the effectiveness of the proposed framework in diverse supply
chain contexts [52], [53]. Moreover, geographical variations
may lead to different outcomes, necessitating a more glob-
ally inclusive perspective. Secondly, the prioritized criteria,
influenced by expert opinions and literature, may be subject
to varying interpretations among stakeholders. Subsequent
studies could integrate a broader range of criteria that impact
logistics and supply chain processes, thereby expanding the
applicability of the approach across different sectors. Addi-
tionally, conclusions are contingent upon the opinions and
judgments of experts, potentially changing with alterations
in the expert panel. Hence, selecting the experts should be

VOLUME 12, 2024

performed carefully to reduce the impacts of the experts’
features. In the future, it would be beneficial to replicate the
current study in diverse countries and regions, inviting experts
from outside the country to participate in the expert group and
comparing the outcomes. Lastly, Granular Computing [54]
has emerged as a novel approach to Multi-Criteria Decision
Making (MCDM) and decision-making problems. Exploring
multi-granularity computing tools in MCDM could pro-
vide insights into addressing uncertainty and enhancing the
robustness of decision-making processes by describing and
processing vague, ambiguous, incomplete, and vast amounts
of information.

APPENDIX
See Tables 11-14.
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