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Abstract: In recent years, Circular Economy (CE) has captured vast global attention with regard to its
potential in mitigating contemporary economic, social, and environmental challenges. This study
aims to present the barriers that impede the application of CE concepts in the food supply chain (FSC)
which received limited literature recognition. A systematic literature review is utilized to scrutinize
challenges, resulting in 17 factors that burden CE adoption. The challenges were categorized under
six subsets and were prioritized based on two perspectives: literature importance and empirical
importance. A combination of literature frequency analysis and Field-Weighted Citation Impact
was employed to derive the rankings related to literature importance. The pragmatic importance of
challenging factors is derived using the Fuzzy Best-Worst method. Both rankings reveal that cost
efficiency consideration is the most critical barrier that hinders the transition to CE in FSC. Thus,
this paper highlights similarities and differences in the perspectives of academia and practicality by
comparing the two prioritizations. The findings can be used to remove obstacles, create policies and
strategies, and assist governments in implementing circular practices throughout FSC.

Keywords: circular economy; sustainability; literature review; frequency analysis; fuzzy best-worst
method; food supply chain

1. Introduction

The world’s population is growing rapidly, and it is anticipated to reach 9.8 billion by
2050 [1]. Thus, food production is obligated to feed an additional two billion people within
30 years and will surge the food requirement by 70% [2]. Bastein et al. [1] confirmed that
the fulfillment of future food demand is impossible with existing scarce resources, and it
will ultimately declare greater pressure on the environment. Even today, the implications of
the food system have resulted in an 80% loss of biodiversity while contributing to one-third
of greenhouse gas emissions [2]. Food loss and waste is another prominent flaw in the food
chain as one-third of consumable food production is estimated to be lost or discarded in
the supply chain, equivalent to 1.3 billion tons per year [3]. On the contrary, around 10.7%
of the global population is suffering from hunger [4]. Hence, the current food supply chain
(FSC) confronts the contemporary trilemma of food security and scarcity, environmental
degradation, and food loss and waste that require urgent sustainable remedies.

Experts in the food system are intrigued by the concept of the Circular Economy (CE)
as a potential response to all the uncertainties and difficulties that lie ahead [5,6]. CE is
a sustainable paradigm that aims to build a system that is regenerative and restorative
by design [7,8]. In the CE, the ‘take-make-waste’ model of linear economy is replaced by
the concepts of reducing, repairing, reusing, refurbishing, remanufacturing, and recycling,
leading to zero or little waste generation. CE in the FSC can be stated as reducing food
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waste generated by various tiers in the food chain, utilizing by-products and food waste,
recycling nutrients, reusing packaging, and making dietary adjustments that have a lower
environmental impact [9]. On top of that, CE adoption is estimated to generate an annual
economic value of 1.8 trillion EUR by 2030. As a result, the transition towards CE will be
cost-effective while also contributing to environmental preservation and societal concerns.

However, since the existing approach is based on a resource-centric linear economy,
the transition to CE encounters significant challenges. These impediments hinder busi-
nesses from making the switch to circularity [10,11]. Therefore, Agyemang et al. [12] stated
that identifying and removing barriers to CE adoption will perform as the primary driver
for CE application in supply chains. We aim to approach that point of identifying chal-
lenging factors that impede the CE transition, particularly in FSC as a solid foundation for
eliminating the extant trilemma of the food system through this study.

As authors have recognized the importance of this concern, the previous academic
literature consists of several barrier analyses of CE adoption concerning various supply
chains and supply chain procedures. Farooque et al. [13], Mangla et al. [14], Masi et al. [15],
and Tura et al. [16] explored descriptive lists of challenges from a general supply chain
perspective. As the authors understood the importance of specifying particular supply
chains, Farooque et al. [17] focused on determining barriers in FSC in the Chinese context
as FSC has its unique vulnerabilities [18]. Following that, Sharma et al. [19] probed in the
Indian context where FSCs are more complex and irregular. Despite recent enthusiasm
for changes to CE adoption in FSC, Farooque et al. [17] concluded that the literature lacks
a comprehensive list of challenging factors specified for FSC universally. Therefore, we
designed our study based on the pronounced academic gap to contribute to implementing
circularity in sustainable food chains. Throughout our study, we seek to fulfill several
knowledge disparities by following the research objectives stated below:

RO1. Identify challenges to applying CE in the FSC from existing research
RO2. Categorize and rank the challenges based on literature appearance
RO3. Systematically analyze and prioritize challenges based on expert opinions
RO4. Compare and contrast the differences between literature ranking and experien-
tial rankings

Our work offers important insights about barriers to CE transition in FSC that are
derived through a systematic literature review to bridge the knowledge gap. Previous
studies have analyzed the factors by employing various techniques [10,17,19]. As per
the authors’ best knowledge, this study is the initial work that attempts to compare the
challenges of prioritization considering literature importance and empirical importance. We
utilized literature frequency analysis combined with article-level citation metric to develop
literature importance and the Fuzzy Best-Worst method (FBWM) which is a novel multi-
criteria decision analysis tool [20] for empirical importance derivation. By incorporating
a literature review and professionals’ opinions into our work, we intend to point out the
similarities and differences between literature and practical prioritizations and attention
to different challenging factors as a vital contribution to CE transition in the food system.
Thus, we present a preliminary research contribution work in terms of developing an
exhaustive list of barriers that hinder applying CE in FSC and comparing the literature and
pragmatic importance of barriers.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 discusses the research
background of the discipline. Section 3 depicts the methodology adopted to identify,
categorize, and rank the challenging factors and the rationale behind selecting those
techniques. Research findings, analysis, and discussion are elaborated in Section 4. Section 5
provides industrial implications, research limitations, and future directions. At last, the
conclusion of the paper is depicted in Section 6.

2. Background

The broad literature on food circularity consists of diverse sectors and value chains
considered for the transition. For instance, Borrello et al. [21] focused on the agri-food
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industry in the Netherlands to apply CE framework and identified several challenges
in conceptual CE framework adoption. The cooking oil industry in the UK is explored
by incorporating a hybrid Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) model to derive the emissions,
waste, and carbon footprint of the industry [22]. Similarly, the LCA model has been widely
used in the literature to bracket out the impacts of extant practices and the influence
of circularity [5,10]. Not only food production and processing, but food packaging and
distribution have caught the eye of researchers as the impact of the outbound supply
chain is significant. The impact of food packaging that affects the lifetime of food and
food waste is investigated by Pauer et al. [23]. Kazancoglu et al. [24] employed system
dynamics to investigate the performance appraisal of reverse logistics in FSC. In addition,
consumer acceptance and behavior on circular food production and similar research on the
consumption stage are covered in the literature [25].

The contemporary trilemma faced by FSC has aroused the requirement of reflec-
tion on sustainable development attached to CE. Therefore, the importance of CE con-
cepts with regard to sustainable development is broadly investigated throughout the
literature [9,26–29]. Sauvé et al. [26] described the relationship between CE and sustain-
able development as these concepts respectively follow bottom-up and top-down ap-
proaches and intersect clearly. Adding to that, since CE concepts in FSC concentrate on
minimizing food waste and boosting sustainability, initially it helps to achieve sustainable
development goals (SDGs) such as responsible consumption and production (SDG 12) [27],
zero hunger (SDG 2) [22], and climate action (SDG 13) [9]. Further, adopting CE concepts
indirectly induces good health and well-being (SDG 3), clean water and sanitation (SDG 6),
industry, innovation and infrastructure (SDG 9), life below water (SDG 14), and life on land
(SDG 15) [27,30,31].

CE concept adopts the processes in the supply chain in contrast to the linear econ-
omy where the waste is directly discarded from the value chain. In CE, the term ‘waste’
implies a contradictory meaning to the traditional junk; in lieu, it means underutilization
of resources and assets according to the Circular Economy Symposium held in India [32].
Despite the criticality of CE application in FSCs, it encounters various challenges along
the way of transitioning to CE [33]. Jurgilevich et al. [9] emphasized that identifying and
removal of barriers that act against CE transition is a key driving factor for implementing
circular practices.

There are a few studies that touched on CE application in FSCs as adopting CE is
described as a technique for uplifting the efficiencies in the food system while optimizing
the resources in the value chain [17]. Mostly, the scope of those studies is limited or
concentrated to a particular stage in the supply chain. Table 1 stipulates the existing
studies that addressed the FSCs in diverse areas, the focused country of the study, and the
limitations encountered in the exploration.

The extant research lacks an exhaustive literature review on CE barriers for adop-
tion in FSC, classification, prioritization, and comparisons of literature and empirical
rankings. Even though past studies have used different methodologies to prioritize the
challenges for application, neither study compares the acceptability of factors among schol-
ars with the prioritization of decision-making techniques. In this paper, we attempt to
bridge the current apertures in the research field by conducting a systematic literature
review to derive a comprehensive list of challenging factors. Further, we systematically
categorize and prioritize the identified factors based on their literature and pragmatic
importance. Finally, we compare the two prioritizations of barrier importance in terms of
CE transition in FSC.
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Table 1. Extant literature on barrier identification studies for CE adoption in FSC.

Authors and Year Focused Area of Study Focused Country Limitations of the Study

Kasim and Ismail [34] Restaurant chain Malaysia Only considered environmental
sustainability aspect

Borrello et al. [21] Bread FSC Netherlands Limited scope

Farooque et al. [17] Not specified China Barrier identification is not exhaustive Limited
barriers No categorization of barriers

Sharma et al. [19] Dairy FSC India The list of identified challenges is not
comprehensive Challenges are not categorized

Dossa et al. [35] Wheat FSC UK Challenges identification scope is limited

Garske et al. [36] Food loss and waste stage European Union Determined challenges concern legislation
application; limited challenges definition

Taghiye et al. [37] Agri-FSC Azerbaijan Limited barriers are identified

Xia and Ruan [38] Agri-FSC China Considered only the agricultural
sector in the study

Kumar et al. [39] Agri-FSC India Limited to the agri-food industry and focused on
challenges to adopting CE related to industry 4.0

Gedam et al. [10] Not specified India The list of identified challenges
is not comprehensive

3. Methodology

This section is laid as follows: we discuss how the challenges to adopting CE in the
FSC can be identified and categorized in Section 3.1. We then discuss barrier prioritization
techniques where the literature importance-based approaches are presented in Section 3.2
and pragmatic importance-based approaches in Section 3.3. We introduce the first attempt
at utilizing the Fuzzy Best-Worst Method to obtain prioritization weights for barriers
identified for CE transition in the FSC.

3.1. Challenges Identification and Categorization

In the first phase of the research objectives, the challenges for adopting CE into the
overall FSC need to be identified and effectively categorized such that the proceeding
analysis will provide accurate conclusions.

3.1.1. Challenges Identification

The current CE barrier studies are limited to a specific stage of FSC which requires
the present study to develop a comprehensive list of challenges that opposes the adoption
of CE into the entire FSC. To overcome the evident literature gap in the field [40,41], we
utilize SLR to derive a comprehensive list of challenges considering the overall FSC on
CE transition.

SLR is an evidence-based approach that condenses and produces a thorough insight
into past academic literature, recognizing the gaps, and recommending new research arenas
for future studies [42,43]. Unlike traditional reviews, this is a replicable, transparent, and
scientific process that reduces selection bias through a literature-wide assessment [43].

We adopted the content analysis-based literature review method of Seuring and
Gold [44] to effectively recognize the literature pertaining to barriers to adopting CE and
be relevant to the food industry. The exercise of SLR is carried out in three phases: material
collection, material selection and evaluation, and challenges identification.

I. Material collection

This selects the relevant keywords, develops search strings, and identifies databases to
perform database searches. An in-depth discussion was held among the authors to identify
the most relevant keywords that address the objectives of the research. Moreover, certain
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specific search terms were extracted through the trial-and-error method and inspected the
reduced literature pool individually to ensure that all applicable studies are captured.

The defined keywords are used to construct the search string using Boolean Logic.
Truncated terms (* sign) are used to expand the range of possible published studies as
suggested by Gimenez and Tachizawa [45]. The search string was continuously refined to
include all possible keyword combinations. The finalize Boolean search is as follows:

((barrier* OR challenge* OR obstacle*) AND (circular* OR “green supply chain” OR
“sustainable supply chain” OR “closed-loop”) AND (“food chain” OR “food supply chain”
OR “food system” OR “food industry”))

Next, a well-known publisher database, Scopus was selected to ensure the quality
and reliability of the work. The finalized keywords string was applied in the search field
“Article Title, Abstract, Keywords” of Scopus. No chronic limitation is exercised. The
search queries were performed in September 2021 and obtained 196 papers from the Scopus
search engine.

II. Material selection and evaluation

After the materials collection is concluded, a series of inclusion/exclusion criteria are
applied to screen and select the papers that are relevant to the scope of the study. We first
screen the pool of 196 papers based on two criteria: (1) the language in which the articles
are written and (2) the quality of the articles based on the satisfactory impact factor of their
publication sources.

Since English is the most recognized language for academic publication, we excluded
the articles written in non-English languages from the paper pool. Following the standard
practice in systematic reviews [46,47], we rejected books, book chapters, theses, conference
proceedings, and other types of contributions, and only the articles that are published in
peer-reviewed journals were considered quality materials. This process reduced the overall
pool of papers to 157.

Next, we performed a manual screening of abstracts based on a defined set of inclu-
sion/exclusion criteria. Using VOSviewer version 1.6.18 for the 157 filtered articles, we
carried out a keyword co-occurrence analysis that identified the excluded study topics by
evaluating and displaying the relationships between the keywords [48]. The co-occurrences
indicate the rate at which the keyword pairings have occurred in the given paper set. The
keywords of the paper set are obtained from Scopus and were pre-processed before the anal-
ysis. Words that are in structured abstracts referring to methodological aspects (e.g., article,
priority journals, analysis, experiment/s) were eliminated and synonyms implying the
same denotation yet appeared in various formats were replaced using a thesaurus file
to keep the consistency. For example, LCA, life cycle analysis, and life cycle assessment
are replaced with life cycle assessment. Figure 1 illustrates the visualization of keyword
co-occurrence analysis obtained from the filtered 157 literature pool.

Based on the results, the following inclusion/exclusion criteria can be defined for
abstract screening.

Inclusion criteria:

• Conceptual studies based on CE and FSC
• Conceptual studies that focus on CE transition in any FSC and identified challenges

for CE adoption

Exclusion criteria:

• Studies focused on water treatment i.e., freshwater, mineral water, wastewater, and
sludge-related studies

• Empirical studies on CE-related developments in chemistry, biology, and biotechnol-
ogy focus on nutritional and laboratory experiments in the food sector, and do not
synchronize with research objectives
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Using the above criteria, the paper pool was reduced to 37 by manually inspecting
the titles, abstracts, and keywords for their relevance to the focus areas of our research.
For a fair screening process, the introductions and conclusions of some papers were also
screened based on the above criteria to finalize the ‘review sample’.

Finally, the references in the selected papers were cross-examined to eliminate possible
database search limitations and to discover significant proceedings in the research domain.
This uncovered 3 papers that did not capture in the initial search that was missed as the
search process did not identify their inconsistent keyword usage of them. Adding those
3 papers manually, brought the literature pool into 40 papers that are known as ‘review
sample’. The overall screening steps are presented in Figure 2. It includes each step
of SLR along with the paper count adopting the systematic search process followed by
Perera et al. [47].
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The final phase of the review analysis consists of the collection of data related to the fi-
nalized literature pool of 40 papers and summarized results. Full texts of the 40 papers were
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obtained and the authors read through the papers to distinguish the barriers to adopting
CE in sustainable FSCs. While identifying challenging factors, the related information was
summarized to construct a rigorous comprehension of the barriers. This content analysis
provides extensive insight into the knowledge contributed by scholars [49].

3.1.2. Challenges Categorization

The identified barriers are then categorized into groups that contain similar implica-
tions for the supply chains [10]. Challenges categorization is beneficial for prioritization
purposes as tables with challenging factors would be less complicated and easily conveyed
to the resource persons. Additionally, the results would be clearer and more usable [50,51].
Following the underlying rationale of the classifications suggested by Moktadir et al. [52]
for the textile industry and Tura et al. [16] for CE transition in businesses, this work adopted
a categorization that has six sections: economic, social, institutional, technological and
informational, supply chain, and organizational.

In the second and third phases of the research objectives, the categorized challenges to
adopting CE in FSC should be ranked based on a prioritization index. In this paper, we
mainly look at two barrier prioritization aspects, considering the literature perspective and
the pragmatic perspective.

3.2. Challenges Prioritization—Literature Importance

First, we developed the prioritization of identified challenging factors based on lit-
erature importance that built upon SLR. This computes the literature importance for all
the challenging factors sequenced generally by the rate of literature occurrence for each
factor in a selected literature pool [53–55]. As a fundamental tool for frequency analysis in
literature, SLR could be used to measure the occurrence frequency of each factor as it is
condensed within the boundary of the study [56]. This aligns with our study approach as
the review sample selection was performed based on SLR.

Generally, the ranking is computed for each factor based on the appearance frequency
of the factor in the literature pool. However, this is not effective as it can cause possible
misestimations for the barrier ranking weights. As a remedy, the frequency analysis is often
complemented with a research citation metric-based approach [53]. Among the different
types of citation metrics available, article-level citation metrics are more fitting as they
appraise citation impact based on the discipline of study and period of publication [57]. This
quantifies the impact of published research work historically at the journal level. Between
the two article-level citation metrics, Field-Weighted Citation Impact (FWCI) and Relative
Citation Ratio (RCR), FWCI is conceded to be the most stable metric for engineering and
supply chain research scopes [58]. Thus, we adopted FWCI as the article-level research
citation metric to compute the ranking weights and eliminate the misestimation that may
be present in a mere literature occurrence analysis.

FWCI indicates the mean citation impact of the literature paper, and it collates the
actual citations obtained by the paper with the anticipated number of citations for a
paper published of the same kind. It accounts for the document type, publication year,
and discipline of the original literature to normalize how well the original paper is cited
compared to similar documents. The ratio of the particular article’s citations to the average
number of citations received by all similar documents over three years is calculated as
FWCI [59]. In FWCI, each discipline contributes to the metric equally eliminating the
differences in research citation behavior which did not address in traditional metrics.

Correspondently, the FWCI of the review sample was retrieved from Scopus in the last
week of February 2022 to utilize the recent FWCI of the research articles. The prioritization
weight of challenging factors is computed employing the frequency of literature appearance
and FWCI as per the following Equation:

WCx =
∑40

n=1 ( in× FWCIn )

40
in = 1 if x ∈ paper n
in = 0 if x /∈ paper n

(1)
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where WCx is the prioritization weight of a challenging factor x, n is the index of papers
in the review sample where n = 1 to 40 and FWCIn is the field-weighted citation impact
of the corresponding paper, n. Based on Equation (1), the barrier prioritization based on
literature importance is derived.

3.3. Challenges Prioritization—Pragmatic Importance

As the second prioritization approach, we derive the prioritization based on the expe-
riences of professionals with considerable exposure to the FSC. The study first considered
the feasible methodologies to analyze the people-centric decisions on CE adoption barriers
while bridging a literature gap in the same context.

Our study on CE transition for the FSC considers multiple objectives, alternatives,
and criteria. Thus, Multi-Criteria Decision Making (MCDM) methods take dominance in
analyzing the professional responses and prioritizing the decisions for our study. Similar
studies that use MCDM methods utilize ISM ANP [39], Fuzzy DEMATEL [10,17], Gray
DEMATEL [38], and ISM Fuzzy-DEMATEL [60]. These studies, however, are restricted to a
single country. Most human decisions-based studies employ uncertainty models such as
Fuzzy logic, grey set theory, probability statistics, and rough sets [61,62].

The pragmatic perspective in our study requires ranking real-world challenging factors
by involving fuzziness, uncertainty, and complexity of decision-making environments. The
uncertainty theories involve input data for the study’s empirical aspect, which is usually
collected using questionnaires based on experts’ experiences in the FSC. As the input
data reflects cognitive responses and the membership function is well defined, the grey
set theory that handles inadequate information can be excluded [63]. The probability
theory can be disbarred as well as the input data need not be from a known distribution
derived based on a large sample of historical records [64]. Since the available information
is cognitive and a small sample and membership function is well-defined, fuzzy logic is
ideal for the analysis [64,65].

Once the uncertainty theory is finalized, a satisfactory MCDM technique needs to
be confirmed. Ansari and Kant [66] declared that Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) and
Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) are the highest used MCDM techniques in CE and
sustainable supply chain management studies. Interpretive Structural Modeling (ISM),
Techniques for Order Preference by Similar to Ideal Solution (TOPSIS), Analytic Network
Process (ANP), and Decision-Making Trial and Evaluation Laboratory (DEMATEL) are
some of the MCDM methods used in similar barrier studies. Further, Best-Worst Method
(BWM) is the latest MCDM method proposed by Rezaei in 2015 and there is a lack of studies
that employed BWM in analyses until the present [20]. To select an appropriate MCDM
technique to combine with fuzzy logic, a comparison between conventional techniques is
illustrated in Table 2.

Table 2. Comparison between MCDM techniques used in similar studies.

DEMATEL ISM ANP AHP TOPSIS BWM

Result of the
method

Contextual interactions
among variables

Causal interactions
among variables

Interdependencies
among variables

Hierarchical structure
of variables

Geometric distance
of alternatives

Prioritization and
ranking of variables

No. of pairwise
comparisons High High High High High Low

BWM is ideal to attain more consistent results, especially when the list of barriers iden-
tified is long. Further, it aligns with the research objectives of challenges ranking and em-
ploys fewer pairwise comparisons that make the analysis easy. Therefore, BWM combined
with fuzzy logic is adopted in the study as the pragmatic survey data analysis method.

3.3.1. Fuzzy Best-Worst Method (FBWM)

To obtain consistent and precise results, Guo and Zhao [20] developed a mathematical
model integrating fuzzy set theory and BWM that normalizes the subjectivity of human
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decisions by incorporating a fuzzy linguistic scale while BWM prioritizes the criteria and
alternatives. However, FBWM is rarely exploited in prioritizing barrier factors of adopting
CE in an overall FSC. Thus, our proposal of using FBWM to compute the prioritizing
weights of challenging factors to adopt CE in the FSC on experiential data contributes
to bridging the research inadequacy in the domain. FBWM guided the following steps
in the study:

Step 1: Define the list of barriers as the decision criteria as {B1, B2, B3, . . . , Bn}.
Step 2: Determine the most important (BB) and least important barrier (BW) based on the
professional opinion without any comparisons.
Step 3: Using the linguistic scale (see Table 3), the expert was asked to decide the degree
of importance of BB compared to other barriers. A fuzzy reference comparison of the
best-to-others vector can be given as AB = (aB1, aB2, aB3, . . . , aBn), where aBj represents the
fuzzy importance of barrier BB over the barrier Bj. Here aBB equals (1, 1, 1).

Table 3. The linguistic scale for decision-makers assessment [20].

Linguistic Terms Membership Function

Equal Importance (EI) (1, 1, 1)
Weakly Important (WI) (2/3, 1, 3/2)
Fairly Important (WI) (3/2, 2, 5/2)
Very Important (WI) (5/2, 3, 7/2)

Absolutely Important (WI) (7/2, 4, 9/2)

Step 4: Utilizing the linguistic scale, the expert was asked to decide the degree of importance
of other barriers compared to BW. A fuzzy reference comparison of the worst-to-others
vector can be given as Aw = (a1W, a2W, a3W, . . . , anW), where ajW represents the fuzzy
importance of the particular barrier Bj over BW. Here aWW equals (1, 1, 1).
Step 5: Calculate the optimal fuzzy weights (w1

*, w2
*, w3

*, . . . , wn
*)

To generate the optimal weights of the challenging factors, for each pair of wB/wj
and wj/wW, there are wB/wj = aBj and wj/wW = ajW. As a result, it is needed to find a
solution where the maximum absolute differences,

∣∣(wB/ wj
)
− aBj

∣∣ and
∣∣(wj/wB

)
− aBj

∣∣
are minimized. It is to be noted that wB; wj; and wW are TFNs. Thus, the fuzzy weights of

barriers represented by TFN w̃j =
(

lwj , mw
j , uw

j

)
needs to be converted to a crisp value. To

calculate the relative weights, the below demonstrated constrained optimization needs to
be solved.

min maxj

{∣∣∣ w̃B
w̃j
− ãBj

∣∣, ∣∣∣ w̃j
w̃W
− ãjW

∣∣}

s.t



n

∑
j=1

R
(
w̃j
)
= 1

lw
j ≤ mw

j ≤ uw
j

lw
j ≥ 0

j = 1, 2, 3, . . . , n
where w̃B = (lw

B , mw
B , uw

B ), w̃j =
(

lw
j , mw

j , uw
j

)
, w̃W = (lw

W , mw
W , uw

W), w̃Bj = (lw
Bj, mw

Bj, uw
Bj), w̃jW = (lw

jW , mw
jW , uw

jW)

(2)
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To solve the problem, Equation (2) can be transferred into a nonlinear programming
problem as follows:

Min ξ̃,

s.t



∣∣∣ w̃B
w̃j
− ãBj

∣∣ ≤ ξ̃∣∣∣ w̃j
w̃W
− ãjW

∣∣ ≤ ξ̃

∑n
j=1 R

(
w̃j
)
= 1

lw
j ≤ mw

j ≤ uw
j

lw
j ≥ 0

j = 1, 2, 3, . . . , n
where ξ̃ =

(
l ξ̃ , mξ̃ , uξ̃

)
.

(3)

Let ξ̃∗ = (k∗, k∗, k∗), k∗ ≤ l∗ ≤ m∗ ≤ u∗, then Equation (3) can be rephrased as min ξ̃∗:

s.t



∣∣∣∣ lw
B , mw

B , uw
B

lw
j , mw

j , uw
j
− lBj, mBj, uBj

∣∣ ≤ (k∗, k∗, k∗)∣∣∣∣ lw
j , mw

j , uw
j

lw
W , mw

W , uw
W
− ljB, mjB, ujB

∣∣ ≤ (k∗, k∗, k∗)
n

∑
j=1

R
(
w̃j
)
= 1

lw
j ≤ mw

j ≤ uw
j

lw
j ≥ 0

j = 1, 2, 3, . . . , n

(4)

Once the w1
*, w2

*, w3
*, . . . , wn

* are calculated, those need to be defuzzied as follows:

w∗d =
lw
j∗ , 4mw

j∗ , uw
j∗

6
(5)

where w∗d is the defuzzied value of the importance weight of the particular barrier.

Step 6: Once the importance weights are calculated, the accept/reject decision is calculated
using the Consistency Ratio (CR) as in Equation (6). Table 4 provides the Consistency Index
(CI) correlated with each linguistic term as per the expert’s response. It indicates to which
extent BB is more important than BW displayed as aBW.

Table 4. CI for linguistic terms.

Linguistic Term EI WI FI VI AI

aBW (1, 1, 1) (2/3, 1, 3/2) (3/2, 2, 5/2) (5/2, 3, 7/2) (7/2, 3, 9/2)
CI 3.00 3.80 5.29 6.69 8.04

CR =
ξ̃∗

CI
(6)

If CR < 0.10, then the response is considered consistent; otherwise, the respondent is
asked to revisit the questionnaire under the guidelines of Guo and Zhao [20].

Step 7: The final weight of the challenging factor is computed by aggregating all the
responses from experts as per Equation (7).

Waggj =
1
K
× [Wa1 + Wa2 + Wa3 + · · ·+ WaK ], j = 1, 2, 3, . . . , n (7)

where Waggj is the aggregated weight of the particular barrier, Wai is the defuzzied value of
the particular barrier and K is the number of experts who responded to the pragmatic survey.
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3.3.2. Data Collection

The questionnaire to collect responses from professionals in the food industry is
designed to be aligned with FBWM which only requires responses from a limited number
of responses [67]. Therefore, this study collected responses from 21 experts [68,69] who
have more than 5 years of experience in the food industry. The sample contains 43% of
professionals from the food industry and 57% from academia.

The present study can be applied in any geographical or demographical context as
it explored challenging factors of CE transition in the FSC through SLR. On top of that,
the empirical survey incorporated experts from several countries with substantial years
of experience and exposure in the food sector. Therefore, the study can be nominated as a
study with fewer limitations as it conducted exhaustive literature scrutiny while embedding
literature importance prioritization and extended to a pragmatic analysis of the barriers.

4. Research Findings and Discussion
4.1. Results of Systematic Literature Review

This section discusses the outcome of the descriptive analysis that was done on the
SLR’s final pool of 40 articles in its chronical, geographical, and scientific distribution.

4.1.1. Descriptive analysis of Systematic Literature Review

I. Distribution of articles by the year of publication

We analyzed the extracted review sample (see Figure 3) to investigate the research
interest of the scholars regarding CE adoption in food system and its trends. Even though
in the early years from 2008 to 2015 there has not been any significant research outcome,
there is a substantial growth in the number of publications after 2016. This sudden growth
can be assumed due to the EU’s recent attention to transforming the economy into a much
more resilient, eco-friendly, and profit-oriented circular structure introduced in 2014 [70,71].
Therefore, it has been widely brought to the attention of scholars to identify the rationale
behind the reluctance to adopt CE in value chains and evaluate CE practices in FSC.
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Figure 3. Publication trend of literature pool.

II. Geographical distribution of the pool of literature

We extracted the author’s affiliations from the review samples to identify the geo-
graphical distribution of the literature which is shown in Figure 4. It illustrates that there is
a significant contribution from the EU countries such as the United Kingdom, Italy, and
Finland mainly due to the interest of the EU regarding CE adoption in FSC. Research
proceedings from UK and Italy indicate the key stakeholder and policymaker alignment
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toward CE adoption [72,73] due to its high popularity in CE adoption literature. India and
China have also shown a great interest in identifying and assessing barriers to adopting CE
in FSC even though they have underlying constraints for CE adoption [74].
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Figure 4. Country-wise distribution of publications.

Considering the regional-wise distribution, it can be seen that 62.5% contribution
is from the Europe region mainly due to the EU’s CE agenda on food security [2]. The
second most contribution is from the Asian region which accounts for 22.5% and it indicates
the shift of interest towards CE especially in China as opposed to its restrictions on their
internal components and dominance in the linear economy in the supply chain [17].

III. Journal contribution toward literature scope

To determine the journal contribution, we gathered scientific journals that have an
impact factor of more than 3 according to the Thomson Reuters Journal Citation Report [75]
as they are considered to be good sources in their respective discipline. 32.5% of articles
are published in four journals and the rest of the journals that contain only one article are
categorized as ‘Others’. The interest in CE sustainability and its environmental aspects
can be seen by the high number of articles published in the journals of Sustainability
Switzerland, Business Strategy and The Environment, Journal of Cleaner Production, and
Resources Conservation and Recycling.

4.1.2. Content Analysis of Systematics Literature Review

In an attempt to discover distinct challenging factors that impede CE in FSC, we
carried out a thorough analysis of the finalized article pool. Although there are different
types of challenges that are pertaining to different stages of the supply chain, those can
be identified under similar themes [10] and can be narrowed down to 17 challenging
factors. Also, the use of recent publications for the SLR safeguards the applicability of these
challenges in modern-day supply chains.

We defined 6 sections to categorize the 17 challenging factors according to the barrier
categorization methodologies proposed by Moktadir et al. [52] and Tura et al. [16]. Table 5
showcase the summarized version of the challenging factors with their respective categories.
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Table 5. Summary of the extensive list of challenging factors identified through the SLR [76].

Category Ref. Challenging Factor Description

Economic

A1 Cost efficiency considerations

Low economies of scale in the food sorting and recycling operations; expensive
recycling materials; high production costs in green agriculture; high logistics

costs associated with waste collection and storage for quality preservation prior
to reuse; expensive CE processing research and development.

A2 Issues in investments—scalability
and replicability

Assessment of the viability of technologies that are currently available to
support the transformation of food waste requires significant investments; the

return on investments cannot be predicted before implementation; lack of
financial capability; the benefits of CE are difficult to measure and replicate; less

willingness in CE investments due to the low ROI.

Social

B1 No trade and social pressure
Lack of trade pressure and price competitiveness for CE-related food products
due to a lack of players in the industry; low reaction to demand from local and
global markets; promotion of the green side is slow or poor in some projects.

B2 Lack of societal acceptance and
demand

Limited knowledge of the advantages of CE-related food items and services in
terms of the environment and the economy; uncertainty about the quality of the

products and doubts on health concerns associated with CE practices; the
commercial strategies implemented by CE have not yet fully satiated consumers’

cultural, social, and psychological requirements.

Institutional

C1 Less enforcement of legislation
and regulations

Lack of penalties for policy violations; ineffective administrative processes that
impede CE business models; absence of single-use plastic food packaging bans;
absence of food quality control and criteria; absence of standards and policies

that promote CE initiations; complex government structure and policy
framework; misinterpretation of policies.

C2 Insufficient subsidies and
uncertainty of incentives

Governments do not subsidize where incentives are uncertain; lack of subsidies
that fund the research gaps in CE; lack of subsidies and tax treatments for CE

products and business models; inaccessibility for grant funding; even
subsidizing farmers does not lead to the use of innovative technologies that

promote resource efficiency and CE.

Technological and
Informational

D1
Lack of information on

sustainable processes; less
transparency

Lack of production and cost data limits LCA assessments; a lack of knowledge
about the material used in production restricts recycling because mixed

materials cannot be recycled; challenges in gaining access to data from multiple
FSC actors; a lack of a reliable method to estimate food waste; a lack of

knowledge about food processing; complexity in LCA accounting.

D2 Lack of awareness and expertise
Less professional knowledge and skills needed for CE implementation and lack

of training; limited environmental awareness; less knowledge of quality
standards and safe handling; less awareness of the value of trash.

D3 Technological difficulties and
R&D deficiency

Lack of technical readiness in FSC and laboratories; difficulties determining the
quality and hygienic standards of CE-related items; inefficient use of technology

for labor-intensive tasks, such as sorting plastic waste.

D4 Problems in innovations Some CE methods take a lot of energy; are not very user-friendly; lack quality in
circular products; have few innovations.

Supply chain

E1 Geographical challenges Between food waste collection and CE transformation hubs, there are storage
and transportation issues; there is also less transparency and tracking.

E2 No long-term shared vision
among stakeholders

Intellectual property and firm confidentiality issues; the complex ecosystem and
viewpoints among FSC actors; market competitiveness and brand image; a lack
of network and system support; gaps in extended producer responsibility; low

industry practitioner and academic collaboration.

E3 Competition from existing linear
businesses

Overly reliant on lands hinders agricultural innovation; high investment costs
for CE as fossil fuel prices are low; price volatility favors importing food over

growing it; CE is deterred by linear firms’ high ROI.

E4
Lack of support from the logistics

network and reverse logistics
management

Lack of supply chain design and optimization; high vulnerability to FSC
disruptions, such as natural disasters; lack of quality packaging and cold chain
that retain food for a long time; outdated organizational mechanisms; either a

lack of quality measures or high-quality standards within the food chain;
difficulties managing circular FSC due to its complexity.
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Table 5. Cont.

Category Ref. Challenging Factor Description

Organizational

F1 Lack of infrastructure and
methodologies

Outdated warehouse and transportation systems; problems with the separation
of food and packaging waste; lack of information tools for FSC management;

processing inefficiencies; inaccurate product projections result a high volume of
waste production.

F2 Top management reluctancy Lack of organizational preparation; poor leadership; unfavorable economic
assessment prevents the deployment of CE.

F3 Employee connectedness and
company culture

Due to a lack of time, poor vision, and limited resources, businesses lack CE
understanding, practices, and teamwork; FSC lacks CE indicators; employment

of green financial policy inefficiently.

4.2. Results of Challenges Prioritization—Literature Importance

We ranked the challenging factors based on their importance according to the method-
ology elaborated in Section 3.2 using the frequency analysis of barriers. In order to tackle
the limitation of the frequency analysis [56], we utilized FWCI as an article-level research
citation metric. FWCI of articles in the literature pool on the last week of February 2022 is
obtained for the analysis. The frequency of literature occurrence of challenging factors is at-
tached in Appendix A. The prioritization weights of challenging factors derived according
to the literature importance using the frequency analysis combined with FWCI are shown
in Table 6.

It can be observed that the cost efficiency considerations (A1 “2.96”) have the highest
weight implying the most important barrier followed by the less enforcement of legislation
and regulations (C1 “2.29”) and no long-term shared vision among stakeholders (E2 “1.94”).
These rankings should be considered when addressing and eliminating the respective bar-
riers [17]. However, the rankings will differ if we use a category-wise literature importance
ranking as opposed to ranked challenging factors. However, the importance of ranking
based on challenging factors will remain high [10] as these are considered individually.

Table 6. Results of literature importance prioritization.

Category Ref Challenging Factor Weights of Challenges Ranking

Economic
A1 Cost efficiency considerations 2.96 1

A2 Issues in investments—scalability and replicability 0.82 12

Social
B1 No trade and social pressure 0.64 15

B2 Lack of societal acceptance and demand 1.69 6

Institutional
C1 Less enforcement of legislation and regulations 2.29 2

C2 Insufficient subsidies and uncertainty of incentives 1.37 8

Technological and
Informational

D1 Lack of information on sustainable processes; less transparency 1.91 4

D2 Lack of awareness and expertise 1.67 7

D3 Technological difficulties and R&D deficiency 1.74 5

D4 Problems in innovations 0.43 17

Supply chain

E1 Geographical challenges 0.99 11

E2 No long-term shared vision among stakeholders 1.94 3

E3 Competition from existing linear businesses 1.17 10

E4 Lack of support from the logistics network and
reverse logistics management 0.78 13

Organizational

F1 Lack of infrastructure and methodologies 1.29 9

F2 Top management reluctancy 0.69 14

F3 Employee connectedness and company culture 0.44 16
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4.3. Results of Challenges Prioritization—Pragmatic Importance

As the third objective of the study, we prioritized challenging factors based on em-
pirical data. According to the methodology in Section 3.3, their responses were used to
complete the comparison matrices based on the linguistic scale in Table 3. Then we attained
the defuzzied weights of challenging factors using Equation (5) via obtaining the optimal
barrier categories and barriers based on FBWM introduced by Guo & Zhao [20]. This
resulted in a non-linear minimization problem of which the global optimization could be
achieved with Lingo software [68]. We used Lingo 18.0 version to derive optimal TFN
values and the objective functions. Tables 7 and 8 display the FBWM results for barrier cat-
egories and challenging factors respectively. We have attached one of the expert responses
with the simplified non-linear programming equations for the ease of understanding the
aggregation of FBWM results for readers.

Table 7. FBWM results for barrier categories.

Barrier Category
Fuzzification

Defuzzification Rank
l m u

Economic 0.1834 0.2099 0.2269 0.2083 1

Social 0.1274 0.1393 0.1552 0.1400 5

Institutional 0.1252 0.1252 0.1606 0.1311 6

Technological and
Informational 0.1509 0.1738 0.1927 0.1732 3

Supply Chain 0.1617 0.1850 0.2107 0.1854 2

Organizational 0.1326 0.1479 0.1621 0.1477 4

ξ̃∗ 0.6591

CR 0.0874

Table 8. FBWM results and optimal weights of challenging factors.

Category Category Weights ξ̃* CR Barrier Ref.
Fuzzification Local Weights

(Defuzzification) Global Weights Ranking
l m u

Economic 0.2083 4.4 × 10−8 5.5 × 10−9
A1 0.7675 0.7889 0.8744 0.7996 0.1666 1

A2 0.1943 0.1972 0.2193 0.2004 0.0417 13

Social 0.1400 6.5 × 10−8 8.1 × 10−9
B1 0.4796 0.4796 0.5772 0.4959 0.0472 11

B2 0.3867 0.4796 0.7194 0.5041 0.0928 2

Institutional 0.1454 6.6 × 10−8 8.2 × 10−9
C1 0.5736 0.5845 0.6675 0.5965 0.0782 3

C2 0.3781 0.3937 0.4680 0.4035 0.0529 8

Technological and
Informational 0.1732 5.5 × 10−1 7.9 × 10−2

D1 0.3405 0.3405 0.3936 0.3494 0.0605 4

D2 0.1718 0.1901 0.2637 0.1993 0.0345 15

D3 0.3256 0.3405 0.3635 0.3419 0.0592 5

D4 0.1061 0.1061 0.1257 0.1094 0.0189 17

Supply Chain 0.1854 4.6 × 10−1 7.0 × 10−2

E1 0.1491 0.1703 0.1963 0.1711 0.0317 16

E2 0.2819 0.3073 0.3351 0.3077 0.0571 6

E3 0.2401 0.2668 0.2966 0.2674 0.0496 10

E4 0.2278 0.2521 0.2867 0.2538 0.0471 12

Organizational 0.1477 4.1 × 10−1 6.0 × 10−2

F1 0.3185 0.3563 0.4023 0.3577 0.0528 9

F2 0.3257 0.3578 0.4098 0.3611 0.0533 7

F3 0.2546 0.2781 0.3202 0.2812 0.0415 14

We can observe that the economic category is the most important barrier followed
by the supply chain and technological and informational categories as per the experts
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in the food industry. The institutional category is the least focused barrier in the eyes
of the experts with a pragmatic background in the said industry since government and
policy-making institutes are beyond the industry boundaries.

Before deriving the final CR, responses that exceeded CR of more than 0.1 were
redistributed to relevant experts to reevaluate, and then it was taken into account which
ensures the results are consistent and accurate. Furthermore, our results resonated with
similar studies that were performed in different sectors of FSC [77].

As the defuzzied weights are local, we needed global weight factors (Equation (8)) to
compare challenging factors among different categories.

Global weight of the barrier = Local weight of barrier (Defuzzification of barrier)
×Weight of the respective barrier category

(8)

Table 8 displays the calculated global weight factors and rankings. We obtained the
rankings by aligning with the barrier category prioritization, where the most crucial barrier
is cost efficiency considerations (A1 “0.1666”) in the economic category.

4.4. Comparison of Barrier Prioritization—Literature vs. Pragmatic Ranking

As the final objective, we have compared the two prioritizations, which were the liter-
ature importance of challenging factors deduced by the SLR and the pragmatic importance
of the barriers based on the responses from industry experts in the food supply chain. In the
final phase, we are evaluating the similarities and differences in theoretical and empirical
perspectives towards CE adoption barriers in the food industry.

When we compare the barrier ranking of both literature and empirical importance as
shown in Table 9, it was observed that cost efficiency considerations (A1) were the most
important factor in both prioritizations which leads to the fact that the literature findings
are verified by the industry experts. This was stated in the earlier works of Dossa et al. [35]
and Gedam et al. [10]. Most of the rankings are similar or deviated slightly in the two
prioritization methods ensuring that there is a high correlation of rankings between the
contrasting barriers. There are only two factors that deviated significantly, and they are
namely, lack of awareness and expertise (D2) and top management reluctance (F2). These
occasional deviations are mainly due to the differences in dependencies with category
weights and barrier weights in the ranking calculation.

Table 9. Comparison of barrier prioritization between literature and pragmatic importance.

Barrier Category Ref Challenging Factors Literature
Importance Ranking

Pragmatic
Importance Ranking

Economic
A1 Cost efficiency considerations 1 1

A2 Issues in investments—scalability and replicability 12 13

Social
B1 No trade and social pressure 15 11

B2 Lack of societal acceptance and demand 6 2

Institutional
C1 Less enforcement of legislation and regulations 2 3

C2 Insufficient subsidies and uncertainty of incentives 8 8

Technological and
Informational

D1
Lack of information on sustainable processes;

less transparency 4 4

D2 Lack of awareness and expertise 7 15

D3 Technological difficulties and R&D deficiency 5 5

D4 Problems in innovations 17 17
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Table 9. Cont.

Barrier Category Ref Challenging Factors Literature
Importance Ranking

Pragmatic
Importance Ranking

Supply Chain

E1 Geographical challenges 11 16

E2 No long-term shared vision among stakeholders 3 6

E3 Competition from existing linear businesses 10 10

E4
Lack of support from the logistics network and

reverse logistics management 13 12

Organizational

F1 Lack of infrastructure and methodologies 9 9

F2 Top management reluctancy 14 7

F3 Employee connectedness and company culture 16 14

Even though there are CE-related barrier studies in the food industry; various stages
of the food chain or different supply chains, there was no study to be found as our best
knowledge of us, which evaluates both literature and empirical data to derive a comparison
between two prioritizations. Further, we were able to identify studies [33,38,74,78,79] which
align with the results of our work. There are some differences as these studies were carried
out on different supply chains not only limiting to the food supply chain. But our work
stretches beyond the barriers defined in previous studies by incorporating an extensive list
of 17 challenging factors while concluding the cost efficiency considerations (A1) as the most
important barrier to mitigate first by both literature and pragmatic importance analysis.

5. Managerial Implications

This paper yields prescient intuition and production predominant theoretical contri-
butions to CE implementation in the food system. The barrier identification, categorization,
and prioritizations to thrust the execution of CE in the food chain. This study highlighted
the cost efficiency considerations as the most crucial challenging factor for CE transition in
the food industry validated by both analyses. CE adoption is a cost-intensive paradigm and
organizations in the food industry find it difficult to invest in experimental, costly products
or services where the outcome is unrealized [78,80]. Thus, firms need to understand the
impact of the FSC in the sustainable arena and strengthen the financial capabilities of
circular products and services to gain long-run benefits. Businesses in the food industry are
compelled to adopt circularity to address global food security and eliminate hunger that is
yet to happen. Therefore, taking extra steps for CE transition is emphasized in this study.

Other than financial considerations, less enforcement of legislations and regulations,
lack of long-term shared vision among stakeholders, and lack of societal acceptance are
identified as the most impactful challenging factors in food chain adoption of CE. Al-
though EU countries, China, the UK, and the US have taken the forefront by adopting
and promoting CE as state and regional policies, most of the world has not paid enough
attention to the cruciality and timeliness of CE adoption in the food industry. Even the
aforementioned economies faced a lack of enforcement of regulations as the implementa-
tion is more controversial than the promulgation, supported by low administrative status
and prevailing corruption associated with the extant linear economy [17]. Therefore, the
government should actively collaborate with policy-making institutions in this regard to
implement more stringent regulations that enforce performance and monitor the practices
advised. Education and awareness of CE, formulation of green policies and regulations,
and legislation and monitoring can drive CE adoption in the food system. Governmen-
tal and bureaucratic support, along with other stakeholders in the value chain is critical
for CE transition as a lack of long-term shared vision hinders the process. Businesses
should explore government support and subsidies for financing while taking the oppor-
tunities of sustainability collaborations, eco-industrial parks, resource valorizations, and
eco-innovations [81]. Development of a common strategy that circulates resources among
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food chains and businesses involved in between would be the initial step of executing
collaboration among stakeholders and it will ultimately gain societal acceptance as all
businesses connected towards one shared goal. Another critical barrier of lack of societal
acceptance can be eliminated accordingly while aligning CE with social beliefs, culture,
and awareness.

It would be valuable for decision-makers, policymakers, and managers in the sector
to identify the problematic elements in order to determine which areas need immediate
attention for the CE transition. As the essential and fundamentals of problematic elements
are defined in the study, this work will serve as a reference for designing strategies according
to the specific industry in the food system. This study also draws attention to the plethora
of opportunities that can be obtained from the CE application, including potential supply
chain collaboration and effective reuse and recycling procedures. However, once the most
prominent barriers are addressed it is essential to mitigate remaining challenges as they
collectively drive the CE transition in sustainable FSCs.

Despite following a robust methodology in the study, there are a few limitations worth
noting. Even though we utilized Scopus which is one of the largest peer-reviewed academic
literature databases, there might be database limitations and studies that have not been
captured in our literature pool. Further, we employed frequency analysis combined with
FWCI for literature prioritization of challenging factors and it might be limiting the results
as FWCI is updated weekly and with time the identified importance can be altered.

The comparison between literature importance and pragmatic importance alleviates
fresh research objectives such as: investigating the consequences of similarities and dif-
ferences between two rankings; finding a way to bridge the different prioritizations in
literature and pragmatic perspectives to implement CE optimally in the food system. Thus,
the literature future in CE is infinite and scholars are required to pay diligent attention to
circularity frameworks while industries follow the recommendations collaboratively. That
will lead to a world free from food trilemma and achieve sustainability.

6. Conclusions

In a nutshell, this study yields significant attention to CE implementation in sustainable
FSCs by identifying and prioritizing the barriers that hinder the adoption. This work found
17 challenging factors of CE adoption related to FSC via an SLR. Then the challenges are
classified into six barrier categories following the frameworks of previous reviews. The
challenging factors were prioritized based on literature importance declared by associate
scholars and pragmatic importance defined by professions in the food industry.

Cost efficiency consideration (A1) resulted as the most crucial barrier to be tackled
by both prioritizations. Less enforcement of legislation and regulations is ranked as the
second most pivotal challenge by literature appearance while experts placed it in third
place. Correspondingly, this work highlights the rankings of challenging factors and the
necessity of extending interest into such factor rankings, elaborating on the current issues
faced by FSC. The adoption of CE principles in prominent economies and the inadequacy
of obligatory measures related to FSC are discussed as well.

Further, the comparison of the two rankings provides insight into the contrasting and
similar perspectives of academia and practicality. Therefore, this work can be exercised
as a handbook for governments, policy, and decision-makers as well as top management
of the business to determine the crucial factors to be eliminated initially for effective
implementation of CE in the food system and bridge the perception gap of theoretical and
empirical interpretations.
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Appendix A

Appendix A.1. Final Literature Pool of 40 Papers

1—[82]
2—[83]
3—[34]
4—[9]
5—[84]
6—[21]
7—[85]
8—[22]
9—[86]
10—[87]
11—[88]
12—[89]
13—[17]
14—[90]
15—[91]
16—[73]
17—[92]
18—[19]
19—[38]
20—[93]
21—[94]
22—[95]
23—[35]
24—[36]
25—[37]
26—[28]
27—[96]
28—[97]
29—[98]
30—[99]
31—[46]
32—[100]
33—[40]
34—[101]
35—[41]
36—[72]
37—[102]
38—[10]
39—[103]
40—[104]
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Appendix A.2. Frequency of Literature Occurrence of Challenging Factors

Table A1. Frequency of challenging factors occurrence in review sample.

Year 2008 2010 2012 2016 2016 2016 2017 2017 2018 2018 2019 2019 2019 2019 2019 2019 2019 2019 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 2021 2021 2021 2021 2021 2021 2021 2021 2021 2021
#1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40

A1 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 29
A2 � � � � � � � � 8
B1 � � � � � � � 7
B2 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 26
C1 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 32
C2 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 18
D1 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 21
D2 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 22
D3 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 22
D4 � � � � � � � � � 9
E1 � � � � � � � � � � 10
E2 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 23
E3 � � � � � � � � � � 10
E4 � � � � � � � � � � � � � 13
F1 � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � � 20
F2 � � � � � � � � � � � � 12
F3 � � � � 4

1. Total number of occurrences in the literature.
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Number 1 to 40 indicates the articles in the literature pool as per A.1 and reference
A1 to F3 indicates the challenging factors as per Table 5.

References
1. Bastein, T.; Roelofs, E.; Rietveld, E.; Hoogendoorn, A. Opportunities for a Circular Economy in the Netherlands. In Report

Commissioned by the Netherlands Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment; TNO: Delft, The Netherlands, 2013; ISBN 9789059864368.
2. FAO Food Systems at Risk. New Trends and Challenges; FAO: Rome, Italy; CIRAD: Montpellier, France, 2019.
3. Santeramo, F.G.; Lamonaca, E. Food Loss–Food Waste–Food Security: A New Research Agenda. Sustainability 2021, 13, 4642.

[CrossRef]
4. FAO; IFAD; UNICEF; WFP. Who Food Security and Nutrition in the World the State of Building Climate Resilience for Food Security and

Nutrition; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2018; ISBN 9789251305713.
5. Noya, I.; Aldea, X.; González-García, S.; Gasol, C.M.; Moreira, M.T.; Amores, M.J.; Marín, D.; Boschmonart-Rives, J. Environmental

Assessment of the Entire Pork Value Chain in Catalonia—A Strategy to Work towards Circular Economy. Sci. Total Environ. 2017,
589, 122–129. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Laso, J.; García-Herrero, I.; Margallo, M.; Vázquez-Rowe, I.; Fullana, P.; Bala, A.; Gazulla, C.; Irabien, Á.; Aldaco, R. Finding an
Economic and Environmental Balance in Value Chains Based on Circular Economy Thinking: An Eco-Efficiency Methodology
Applied to the Fish Canning Industry. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2018, 133, 428–437. [CrossRef]

7. Seuring, S.; Mu, M. From a Literature Review to a Conceptual Framework for Sustainable Supply Chain Management. J. Clean.
Prod. 2008, 16, 1699–1710. [CrossRef]

8. Nanayakkara, P.R.; Jayalath, M.M.; Thibbotuwawa, A.; Perera, H.N. A Circular Reverse Logistics Framework for Handling
E-Commerce Returns. Clean. Logist. Supply Chain 2022, 5, 100080. [CrossRef]

9. Jurgilevich, A.; Birge, T.; Kentala-Lehtonen, J.; Korhonen-Kurki, K.; Pietikäinen, J.; Saikku, L.; Schösler, H. Transition towards
Circular Economy in the Food System. Sustainability 2016, 8, 69. [CrossRef]

10. Gedam, V.V.; Raut, R.D.; Lopes de Sousa Jabbour, A.B.; Tanksale, A.N.; Narkhede, B.E. Circular Economy Practices in a Developing
Economy: Barriers to Be Defeated. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 311, 127670. [CrossRef]

11. Perera, H.N.; Perera, H.Y.R. Applications of Pixel Oriented Mobility Modelling in Transport & Logistics. Lect. Notes Logist. 2022,
337–348. [CrossRef]

12. Agyemang, M.; Kusi-Sarpong, S.; Khan, S.A.; Mani, V.; Rehman, S.T.; Kusi-Sarpong, H. Drivers and Barriers to Circular Economy
Implementation: An Explorative Study in Pakistan’s Automobile Industry. Manag. Decis. 2019, 57, 971–994. [CrossRef]

13. Farooque, M.; Zhang, A.; Thürer, M.; Qu, T.; Huisingh, D. Circular Supply Chain Management: A Definition and Structured
Literature Review. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 228, 882–900. [CrossRef]

14. Mangla, S.K.; Luthra, S.; Mishra, N.; Singh, A.; Rana, N.P.; Dora, M.; Dwivedi, Y. Barriers to Effective Circular Supply Chain
Management in a Developing Country Context. Prod. Plan. Control 2018, 29, 551–569. [CrossRef]

15. Masi, D.; Kumar, V.; Garza-Reyes, J.A.; Godsell, J. Towards a More Circular Economy: Exploring the Awareness, Practices, and
Barriers from a Focal Firm Perspective. Prod. Plan. Control 2018, 29, 539–550. [CrossRef]

16. Tura, N.; Hanski, J.; Ahola, T.; Ståhle, M.; Piiparinen, S.; Valkokari, P. Unlocking Circular Business: A Framework of Barriers and
Drivers. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 212, 90–98. [CrossRef]

17. Farooque, M.; Zhang, A.; Liu, Y. Barriers to Circular Food Supply Chains in China. Supply Chain Manag. 2019, 24, 677–696.
[CrossRef]

18. Jayalath, M.M.; Perera, H.N.; Thibbotuwawa, A.; Hettiarachchi, B.D. A Profit Maximization Approach for Organic Short Food
Supply Chains. In Proceedings of the 2022 Moratuwa Engineering Research Conference (MERCon), Moratuwa, Sri Lanka,
27–29 July 2022; pp. 1–6. [CrossRef]

19. Sharma, Y.K.; Mangla, S.K.; Patil, P.P.; Liu, S. When Challenges Impede the Process: For Circular Economy-Driven Sustainability
Practices in Food Supply Chain. Manag. Decis. 2019, 57, 995–1017. [CrossRef]

20. Guo, S.; Zhao, H. Knowle Dge-Base d Systems Fuzzy Best-Worst Multi-Criteria Decision-Making Method and Its Applications.
Knowl. -Based Syst. 2017, 121, 23–31. [CrossRef]

21. Borrello, M.; Lombardi, A.; Pascucci, S.; Cembalo, L. The Seven Challenges for Transitioning into a Bio-Based Circular Economy
in the Agri-Food Sector. Recent Patents Food Nutr. Agric. 2016, 8, 39–47. [CrossRef]

22. Genovese, A.; Acquaye, A.A.; Figueroa, A.; Koh, S.C.L. Sustainable Supply Chain Management and the Transition towards a
Circular Economy: Evidence and Some Applications. Omega 2017, 66, 344–357. [CrossRef]

23. Pauer, E.; Wohner, B.; Heinrich, V.; Tacker, M. Assessing the Environmental Sustainability of Food Packaging: An Extended Life Cycle
Assessment Including Packaging-Related Food Losses and Waste and Circularity Assessment. Sustainability 2019, 11, 925. [CrossRef]

24. Kazancoglu, Y.; Ekinci, E.; Mangla, S.K.; Sezer, M.D.; Kayikci, Y. Performance Evaluation of Reverse Logistics in Food Supply
Chains in a Circular Economy Using System Dynamics. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2021, 30, 71–91. [CrossRef]

25. Borrello, M.; Caracciolo, F.; Lombardi, A.; Pascucci, S.; Cembalo, L. Consumers’ Perspective on Circular Economy Strategy for
Reducing Food Waste. Sustainability 2017, 9, 141. [CrossRef]

26. Sauvé, S.; Bernard, S.; Sloan, P. Environmental Sciences, Sustainable Development and Circular Economy: Alternative Concepts
for Trans-Disciplinary Research. Environ. Dev. 2016, 17, 48–56. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3390/su13094642
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.02.186
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28273595
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2018.02.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2008.04.020
http://doi.org/10.1016/J.CLSCN.2022.100080
http://doi.org/10.3390/su8010069
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.127670
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-05359-7_27/COVER
http://doi.org/10.1108/MD-11-2018-1178
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.303
http://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2018.1449265
http://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2018.1449246
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.11.202
http://doi.org/10.1108/SCM-10-2018-0345
http://doi.org/10.1109/MERCon55799.2022.9906250
http://doi.org/10.1108/MD-09-2018-1056
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.knosys.2017.01.010
http://doi.org/10.2174/221279840801160304143939
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.omega.2015.05.015
http://doi.org/10.3390/su11030925
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2610
http://doi.org/10.3390/su9010141
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envdev.2015.09.002


Sustainability 2022, 14, 16536 22 of 24

27. Kumar, M.; Raut, R.D.; Jagtap, S.; Choubey, V.K. Circular Economy Adoption Challenges in the Food Supply Chain for Sustainable
Development. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2022, 1–23. [CrossRef]

28. Lehtokunnas, T.; Mattila, M.; Närvänen, E.; Mesiranta, N. Towards a Circular Economy in Food Consumption: Food Waste
Reduction Practices as Ethical Work. J. Consum. Cult. 2020, 22, 227–245. [CrossRef]

29. Danancier, K.; Ruvio, D.; Sung, I.; Nielsen, P. Comparison of Path Planning Algorithms for an Unmanned Aerial Vehicle
Deployment under Threats. IFAC-PapersOnLine 2019, 52, 1978–1983. [CrossRef]

30. Corona, B.; Shen, L.; Reike, D.; Rosales Carreón, J.; Worrell, E. Towards Sustainable Development through the Circular Economy—
A Review and Critical Assessment on Current Circularity Metrics. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2019, 151, 104498. [CrossRef]

31. Nielsen, P.; Nielsen, I.; Steger-Jensen, K. Analyzing and Evaluating Product Demand Interdependencies. Comput. Ind. 2010, 61,
869–876. [CrossRef]

32. FICCI Circular Economy Symposium, Accelerating India’s Circular Economy Shift A Half-Trillion USD Opportunity Future-
Proofing Growth in a Resource-Scarce World. Available online: https://ficci.in/spdocument/22977/FICCI-Circular-Economy.pdf
(accessed on 16 May 2022).

33. Kirchherr, J.; Piscicelli, L.; Bour, R.; Kostense-Smit, E.; Muller, J.; Huibrechtse-Truijens, A.; Hekkert, M. Barriers to the Circular
Economy: Evidence From the European Union (EU). Ecol. Econ. 2018, 150, 264–272. [CrossRef]

34. Kasim, A.; Ismail, A. Environmentally Friendly Practices among Restaurants: Drivers and Barriers to Change. J. Sustain. Tour.
2012, 20, 551–570. [CrossRef]

35. Dossa, A.A.; Gough, A.; Batista, L.; Mortimer, K. Diffusion of Circular Economy Practices in the UK Wheat Food Supply Chain.
Int. J. Logist. Res. Appl. 2020, 25, 328–347. [CrossRef]

36. Garske, B.; Heyl, K.; Ekardt, F.; Weber, L.M.; Gradzka, W. Challenges of Food Waste Governance: An Assessment of European
Legislation on Food Waste and Recommendations for Improvement by Economic Instruments. Land 2020, 9, 231. [CrossRef]

37. Taghiye, A.; Mehdiyeva, I.; Kerimli, V.; Gafarov, N.; Sultanova, N.; Heydarova, K.; Taghiyev, A. Barriers and Drivers of the
Implementation and Management of Green Agri-Food Supply Chains in Azerbaijan. Int. J. Supply Chain Manag. 2020, 9, 527–535.

38. Xia, X.; Ruan, J. Analyzing Barriers for Developing a Sustainable Circular Economy in Agriculture in China Using Grey-DEMATEL
Approach. Sustainability 2020, 12, 6358. [CrossRef]

39. Kumar, S.; Raut, R.D.; Nayal, K.; Kraus, S.; Yadav, V.S.; Narkhede, B.E. To Identify Industry 4.0 and Circular Economy Adoption
Barriers in the Agriculture Supply Chain by Using ISM-ANP. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 293, 126023. [CrossRef]

40. Dsouza, A.; Price, G.W.; Dixon, M.; Graham, T. A Conceptual Framework for Incorporation of Composting in Closed-Loop Urban
Controlled Environment Agriculture. Sustainability 2021, 13, 2471. [CrossRef]

41. Mehmood, A.; Ahmed, S.; Viza, E.; Bogush, A.; Ayyub, R.M. Drivers and Barriers towards Circular Economy in Agri-Food Supply
Chain: A Review. Bus. Strateg. Dev. 2021, 4, 465–481. [CrossRef]

42. Oguntoye, O.; Quartey, S.H. Environmental Support Programmes for Small Businesses: A Systematic Literature Review. Bus.
Strateg. Dev. 2020, 3, 304–317. [CrossRef]

43. Petticrew, M.; Roberts, H. Systematic Reviews in the Social Sciences: A Practical Guide. Syst. Rev. Soc. Sci. A Pract. Guid. 2008, 2,
1–336. [CrossRef]

44. Seuring, S.; Gold, S. Conducting Content-Analysis Based Literature Reviews in Supply Chain Management. Supply Chain Manag.
2012, 17, 544–555. [CrossRef]

45. Gimenez, C.; Tachizawa, E.M. Extending Sustainability to Suppliers: A Systematic Literature Review. Supply Chain Manag. 2012,
17, 531–543. [CrossRef]

46. Do, Q.; Ramudhin, A.; Colicchia, C.; Creazza, A.; Li, D. A Systematic Review of Research on Food Loss and Waste Prevention and
Management for the Circular Economy. Int. J. Prod. Econ. 2021, 239, 108209. [CrossRef]

47. Perera, H.N.; Hurley, J.; Fahimnia, B.; Reisi, M. The Human Factor in Supply Chain Forecasting: A Systematic Review. Eur. J.
Oper. Res. 2019, 274, 574–600. [CrossRef]

48. Radhakrishnan, S.; Erbis, S.; Isaacs, J.A.; Kamarthi, S. Correction: Novel Keyword Co-Occurrence Network-Based Methods to
Foster Systematic Reviews of Scientific Literature. PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0172778, Correction in PLoS ONE 2017, 12, e0185771.
[CrossRef]

49. Elo, S.; Kyngäs, H. The Qualitative Content Analysis Process. J. Adv. Nurs. 2008, 62, 107–115. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
50. Demestichas, K.; Daskalakis, E. Information and Communication Technology Solutions for the Circular Economy. Sustainability

2020, 12, 7272. [CrossRef]
51. Thibbotuwawa, A.; Bocewicz, G.; Nielsen, P.; Banaszak, Z. UAV Mission Planning Subject to Weather Forecast Constraints.

In Proceedings of the International Symposium on Distributed Computing and Artificial Intelligence, Ávila, Spain, 26–28 June 2019;
Herrera-Viedma, E., Vale, Z., Nielsen, P., Del Rey, A.M., Vara, R.C., Eds.; Springer Science and Business Media LLC: Berlin,
Germany, 2019; pp. 65–76.

52. Moktadir, M.A.; Rahman, T.; Rahman, M.H.; Ali, S.M.; Paul, S.K. Drivers to Sustainable Manufacturing Practices and Circular
Economy: A Perspective of Leather Industries in Bangladesh. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 174, 1366–1380. [CrossRef]

53. Ayat, M.; Imran, M.; Ullah, A.; Kang, C.W. Current Trends Analysis and Prioritization of Success Factors: A Systematic Literature
Review of ICT Projects. Int. J. Manag. Proj. Bus. 2021, 14, 652–679. [CrossRef]

54. Kilubi, I.; Haasis, H.D. 26 Years of Strategic Technology Partnering: Investigating Trends, Patterns and Future Prospects in
Research Through Frequency Analysis. Int. J. Innov. Technol. Manag. 2016, 13, 1650008. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1002/BSE.3191
http://doi.org/10.1177/1469540520926252
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ifacol.2019.11.493
http://doi.org/10.1016/J.RESCONREC.2019.104498
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compind.2010.07.012
https://ficci.in/spdocument/22977/FICCI-Circular-Economy.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2018.04.028
http://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.621540
http://doi.org/10.1080/13675567.2020.1837759
http://doi.org/10.3390/land9070231
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12166358
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2021.126023
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13052471
http://doi.org/10.1002/bsd2.171
http://doi.org/10.1002/bsd2.96
http://doi.org/10.1002/9780470754887
http://doi.org/10.1108/13598541211258609
http://doi.org/10.1108/13598541211258591
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2021.108209
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2018.10.028
http://doi.org/10.1371/Journal.Pone.0172778
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18352969
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12187272
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.11.063
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJMPB-02-2020-0075
http://doi.org/10.1142/S0219877016500085


Sustainability 2022, 14, 16536 23 of 24

55. Kedir, F.; Hall, D.M. Resource Efficiency in Industrialized Housing Construction—A Systematic Review of Current Performance
and Future Opportunities. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 286, 125443. [CrossRef]

56. Buchanan, D.A.; Bryman, A. The Sage Handbook of Organizational Research Methods; SAGE Publishing Ltd.: Singapore, 2009; Volume 24,
pp. 1–2.

57. Fenner, M. What Can Article-Level Metrics Do for You? PLoS Biol. 2013, 11, e1001687. [CrossRef]
58. Purkayastha, A.; Palmaro, E.; Falk-Krzesinski, H.J.; Baas, J. Comparison of Two Article-Level, Field-Independent Citation Metrics:

Field-Weighted Citation Impact (FWCI) and Relative Citation Ratio (RCR). J. Informetr. 2019, 13, 635–642. [CrossRef]
59. Scopus What Is Field-Weighted Citation Impact (FWCI)?—Scopus: Access and Use Support Center. Available online: https:

//service.elsevier.com/app/answers/detail/a_id/14894/supporthub/scopus/related/1/ (accessed on 22 May 2022).
60. Mangla, S.K.; Luthra, S.; Rich, N.; Kumar, D.; Rana, N.P.; Dwivedi, Y.K. Enablers to Implement Sustainable Initiatives in Agri-Food

Supply Chains. Int. J. Prod. Econ. 2018, 203, 379–393. [CrossRef]
61. Mentes, A.; Akyildiz, H.; Helvacioglu, I.H. A Grey Based Dematel Technique for Risk Assessment of Cargo Ships. In Proceedings

of the 2nd International Conference on Maritime Technology, ICMT 2014, Glasgow, UK, 7–9 July 2014; pp. 1–6.
62. Kießner, P.; Perera, H.N. Managing Complexity in Variant-Oriented Manufacturing: A System Dynamics Approach. Lect. Notes

Logist. 2022, 363–375. [CrossRef]
63. Feylizadeh, M.R.; Mahmoudi, A.; Bagherpour, M.; Li, D.F. Project Crashing Using a Fuzzy Multi-Objective Model Considering

Time, Cost, Quality and Risk under Fast Tracking Technique: A Case Study. J. Intell. Fuzzy Syst. 2018, 35, 3615–3631. [CrossRef]
64. Sung, I.; Nielsen, P. Speed Optimization Algorithm with Routing to Minimize Fuel Consumption under Time-Dependent Travel

Conditions. Prod. Manuf. Res. 2020, 8, 1732848. [CrossRef]
65. Liu, S.; Yang, Y.; Forrest, J. Grey Data Analysis; Springer: Singapore, 2017. [CrossRef]
66. Ansari, Z.N.; Kant, R. A State-of-Art Literature Review Reflecting 15 Years of Focus on Sustainable Supply Chain Management. J.

Clean. Prod. 2017, 142, 2524–2543. [CrossRef]
67. Malek, J.; Desai, T.N. Prioritization of Sustainable Manufacturing Barriers Using Best Worst Method. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 226,

589–600. [CrossRef]
68. Ghoushchi, S.J.; Yousefi, S.; Khazaeili, M. An Extended FMEA Approach Based on the Z-MOORA and Fuzzy BWM for

Prioritization of Failures. Appl. Soft Comput. J. 2019, 81, 105505. [CrossRef]
69. Perera, H.N.; Thibbotuwawa, A.I.; Rajasooriyar, C.; Sugathadasa, P.R.S. Managing supply chain transformationprojects in the

manufacturing sector: Case-based learning from Sri Lanka. In Proceedings of the Research for Transport & Logistics Industry
Conference (R4TLI), Colombo, Sri Lanka, 3–7 June 2016.

70. European Commission. European Commission Communication from the Commission—Towards a Circular Economy: A Zero Waste
Programme for Europe; European Commission: Minsk, Belarus, 2014.

71. Sung, I.; Nam, H.; Lee, T. Scheduling Algorithms for Mobile Harbor: An Extended m-Parallel Machine Problem. Int. J. Ind. Eng.
Theory Appl. Pract. 2013, 20.

72. Patel, S.; Dora, M.; Hahladakis, J.N.; Iacovidou, E. Opportunities, Challenges and Trade-Offs with Decreasing Avoidable Food
Waste in the UK. Waste Manag. Res. 2021, 39, 473–488. [CrossRef]

73. Clark, N.; Trimingham, R.; Storer, I. Understanding the Views of the UK Food Packaging Supply Chain in Order to Support a
Move to Circular Economy Systems. Packag. Technol. Sci. 2019, 32, 577–591. [CrossRef]

74. Lahane, S.; Kant, R.; Shankar, R. Circular Supply Chain Management: A State-of-Art Review and Future Opportunities. J. Clean.
Prod. 2020, 258, 120859. [CrossRef]

75. Geissdoerfer, M.; Savaget, P.; Bocken, N.M.P.; Hultink, E.J. The Circular Economy—A New Sustainability Paradigm? J. Clean.
Prod. 2017, 143, 757–768. [CrossRef]

76. Pannila, N.; Jayalath, M.M.; Thibbotuwawa, A.; Perera, H.N. Challenging Factors to Adopt Circular Economy in Sustainable
Food Supply Chain. In Proceedings of the 2022 Moratuwa Engineering Research Conference (MERCon), Moratuwa, Sri Lanka,
27–29 July 2022; pp. 1–6. [CrossRef]

77. Khandelwal, C.; Barua, M.K. Prioritizing Circular Supply Chain Management Barriers Using Fuzzy AHP: Case of the Indian
Plastic Industry. Glob. Bus. Rev. 2020. [CrossRef]

78. Rizos, V.; Behrens, A.; Kafyeke, T.; Hirschnitz-Garbers, M.; Ioannou, A. The Circular Economy: Barriers and Opportunities for SMEs;
European Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2015.

79. Govindan, K.; Hasanagic, M. A Systematic Review on Drivers, Barriers, and Practices towards Circular Economy: A Supply
Chain Perspective. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2018, 56, 278–311. [CrossRef]

80. Ellen MacArthur Foundation. Ellen MacArthur Foundation Towards a Circular Economy: Business Rationale for an Accelerated Transition;
Ellen MacArthur Foundation: Cowes, UK, 2015.

81. Aranda-Usón, A.; Portillo-Tarragona, P.; Marín-Vinuesa, L.M.; Scarpellini, S. Financial Resources for the Circular Economy: A
Perspective from Businesses. Sustainability 2019, 11, 888. [CrossRef]

82. Uyen, N.N.; Schnitzer, H. Zero Emissions Systems in Food Processing Industry. WSEAS Trans. Environ. Dev. 2008, 4, 313–333.
83. Solér, C.; Bergström, K.; Shanahan, H. Green Supply Chains and the Missing Link between Environmental Information and

Practice. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2010, 19, 14–25. [CrossRef]
84. Kuokkanen, A.; Mikkilä, M.; Kahiluoto, H.; Kuisma, M.; Linnanen, L. Not Only Peasants’ Issue: Stakeholders’ Perceptions of

Failures Inhibiting System Innovation in Nutrient Economy. Environ. Innov. Soc. Transitions 2016, 20, 75–85. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.125443
http://doi.org/10.1371/JOURNAL.PBIO.1001687
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.joi.2019.03.012
https://service.elsevier.com/app/answers/detail/a_id/14894/supporthub/scopus/related/1/
https://service.elsevier.com/app/answers/detail/a_id/14894/supporthub/scopus/related/1/
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.07.012
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-05359-7_29/COVER
http://doi.org/10.3233/JIFS-18171
http://doi.org/10.1080/21693277.2020.1732848
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-1841-1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.11.023
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.056
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.asoc.2019.105505
http://doi.org/10.1177/0734242X20983427
http://doi.org/10.1002/pts.2474
http://doi.org/10.1016/J.JCLEPRO.2020.120859
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.12.048
http://doi.org/10.1109/MERCon55799.2022.9906296
http://doi.org/10.1177/0972150920948818
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2017.1402141
http://doi.org/10.3390/SU11030888
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.655
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2015.11.001


Sustainability 2022, 14, 16536 24 of 24

85. Sposato, P.; Preka, R.; Cappellaro, F.; Cutaia, L. Sharing Economy and Circular Economy. How Technology and Collaborative
Consumption Innovations Boost Closing the Loop Strategies. Environ. Eng. Manag. J. 2017, 16, 1797–1806. [CrossRef]

86. Guillard, V.; Gaucel, S.; Fornaciari, C.; Angellier-Coussy, H.; Buche, P.; Gontard, N. The Next Generation of Sustainable Food
Packaging to Preserve Our Environment in a Circular Economy Context. Front. Nutr. 2018, 5. [CrossRef]

87. Chance, E.; Ashton, W.; Pereira, J.; Mulrow, J.; Norberto, J.; Derrible, S.; Guilbert, S. The Plant—An Experiment in Urban Food
Sustainability. Environ. Prog. Sustain. Energy 2018, 37, 82–90. [CrossRef]

88. Zucchella, A.; Previtali, P. Circular Business Models for Sustainable Development: A “Waste Is Food” Restorative Ecosystem. Bus.
Strateg. Environ. 2019, 28, 274–285. [CrossRef]

89. Shao, J. Sustainable Consumption in China: New Trends and Research Interests. Bus. Strateg. Environ. 2019, 28, 1507–1517.
[CrossRef]

90. McCarthy, B.; Kapetanaki, A.B.; Wang, P. Circular Agri-Food Approaches: Will Consumers Buy Novel Products Made from
Vegetable Waste? Rural Soc. 2019, 28, 91–107. [CrossRef]

91. Mu’azu, N.D.; Blaisi, N.I.; Naji, A.A.; Abdel-Magid, I.M.; AlQahtany, A. Food Waste Management Current Practices and
Sustainable Future Approaches: A Saudi Arabian Perspectives. J. Mater. Cycles Waste Manag. 2019, 21, 678–690. [CrossRef]

92. Ng, K.S.; Yang, A.; Yakovleva, N. Sustainable Waste Management through Synergistic Utilisation of Commercial and Domestic
Organic Waste for Efficient Resource Recovery and Valorisation in the UK. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 227, 248–262. [CrossRef]

93. Istudor, L.-G.; Suciu, M.-C. Bioeconomy and Circular Economy in the European Food Retail Sector. Eur. J. Sustain. Dev. 2020, 9,
501–511. [CrossRef]

94. Udugama, I.A.; Petersen, L.A.H.; Falco, F.C.; Junicke, H.; Mitic, A.; Alsina, X.F.; Mansouri, S.S.; Gernaey, K.V. Resource Recovery
from Waste Streams in a Water-Energy-Food Nexus Perspective: Toward More Sustainable Food Processing. Food Bioprod. Process.
2020, 119, 133–147. [CrossRef]

95. Hussain, S.; Jõudu, I.; Bhat, R. Dietary Fiber from Underutilized Plant Resources-A Positive Approach for Valorization of Fruit
and Vegetable Wastes. Sustainability 2020, 12, 5401. [CrossRef]

96. Giudice, F.; Caferra, R.; Morone, P. COVID-19, the Food System and the Circular Economy: Challenges and Opportunities.
Sustainability 2020, 12, 7939. [CrossRef]

97. Nattassha, R.; Handayati, Y.; Simatupang, T.M.; Siallagan, M. Understanding Circular Economy Implementation in the Agri-Food
Supply Chain: The Case of an Indonesian Organic Fertiliser Producer. Agric. Food Secur. 2020, 9. [CrossRef]

98. Zeller, V.; Lavigne, C.; D’Ans, P.; Towa, E.; Achten, W.M.J. Assessing the Environmental Performance for More Local and More
Circular Biowaste Management Options at City-Region Level. Sci. Total Environ. 2020, 745, 140690. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

99. Jang, Y.-C.; Lee, G.; Kwon, Y.; Lim, J.; Jeong, J. Recycling and Management Practices of Plastic Packaging Waste towards a Circular
Economy in South Korea. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2020, 158, 104798. [CrossRef]

100. Ciccullo, F.; Cagliano, R.; Bartezzaghi, G.; Perego, A. Implementing the Circular Economy Paradigm in the Agri-Food Supply
Chain: The Role of Food Waste Prevention Technologies. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2021, 164, 105114. [CrossRef]

101. Gwara, S.; Wale, E.; Odindo, A.; Buckley, C. Attitudes and Perceptions on the Agricultural Use of Human Excreta and Human
Excreta Derived Materials: A Scoping Review. Agriculture 2021, 11, 153. [CrossRef]

102. Singh, S.; Babbitt, C.; Gaustad, G.; Eckelman, M.J.; Gregory, J.; Ryen, E.; Mathur, N.; Stevens, M.C.; Parvatker, A.; Buch, R.; et al.
Thematic Exploration of Sectoral and Cross-Cutting Challenges to Circular Economy Implementation. Clean Technol. Environ.
Policy 2021, 23, 915–936. [CrossRef]

103. Campanati, C.; Willer, D.; Schubert, J.; Aldridge, D.C. Sustainable Intensification of Aquaculture through Nutrient Recycling and
Circular Economies: More Fish, Less Waste, Blue Growth. Rev. Fish. Sci. Aquac. 2021, 30, 143–169. [CrossRef]

104. Santagata, R.; Ripa, M.; Genovese, A.; Ulgiati, S. Food Waste Recovery Pathways: Challenges and Opportunities for an Emerging
Bio-Based Circular Economy. A Systematic Review and an Assessment. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 286, 125490. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.30638/eemj.2017.196
http://doi.org/10.3389/fnut.2018.00121
http://doi.org/10.1002/ep.12712
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2216
http://doi.org/10.1002/bse.2327
http://doi.org/10.1080/10371656.2019.1656394
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10163-018-0808-4
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.04.136
http://doi.org/10.14207/ejsd.2020.v9n2p501
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fbp.2019.10.014
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12135401
http://doi.org/10.3390/SU12197939
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40066-020-00264-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.140690
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32731062
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.104798
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.105114
http://doi.org/10.3390/agriculture11020153
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10098-020-02016-5
http://doi.org/10.1080/23308249.2021.1897520
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.125490

	Introduction 
	Background 
	Methodology 
	Challenges Identification and Categorization 
	Challenges Identification 
	Challenges Categorization 

	Challenges Prioritization—Literature Importance 
	Challenges Prioritization—Pragmatic Importance 
	Fuzzy Best-Worst Method (FBWM) 
	Data Collection 


	Research Findings and Discussion 
	Results of Systematic Literature Review 
	Descriptive analysis of Systematic Literature Review 
	Content Analysis of Systematics Literature Review 

	Results of Challenges Prioritization—Literature Importance 
	Results of Challenges Prioritization—Pragmatic Importance 
	Comparison of Barrier Prioritization—Literature vs. Pragmatic Ranking 

	Managerial Implications 
	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	Final Literature Pool of 40 Papers 
	Frequency of Literature Occurrence of Challenging Factors 

	References

