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Abstract 
The framework for the packaging waste management in EU and accessing countries 
was set-up by the European Community packaging directive accepted in 1994. 
Croatia accepted basic principles of the mentioned directive and developed 
completely new recycling system in 2006 - with the introduction of the new Ordinance 
on packaging and packaging waste. The Ordinance set-up a new recycling system 
based on environmental fees and a deposit stimulating the use of returnable 
packaging. The system quickly achieved significant success in terms of increased 
recycling rates but certain imperfections and unexpected side effects also appeared 
on the way. Packaging waste collection became widely popular, especially among 
people of lower/lowest income. The illegal dump sites were cleaned during the initial 
phase of the deposit system. However, the deposit system missed the target of 
raising the environmental concern among the general population. Furthermore, 
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packaging waste collection became more-less charitable activity - rather than a part 
of an environment conservation process. In order to solve abovementioned problems, 
the government proposed a new version of Ordinance which should be introduced in 
2011.  Again, the Ordinance missed to fully address the environmental aspects of the 
deposit system.  
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1 Introduction and background 
Primary (consumer) packaging has, besides the utilitarian function of protection and 
containment, the role of enabling easy manipulation throughout the supply chain. 
Therefore, the package needs to be carefully designed and suitable type of material 
providing necessary protection for the content should be selected.  Finally, regarding 
purchasing, the package needs to communicate various positive messages to 
consumers and close the sale. According to some recent authors, (e.g. Shimp, 2003; 
Underwood, 2003; Fill 2009; Draskovic, Temperley and Vignali, 2011)  packaging 
communicates with consumers via various elements, such as size, shape, packaging 
material, etc. However, the act of communication with consumer takes place within 
two general contexts, or, as Löfgren (2005) suggested, every package passes 
through two “moments of truth” during which it has to play its 
marketing/communication role. First, the package communicates “from the shelves” 
at the point of purchase and, second, the package communicates at the point of 
consumption.  
 
However, it is possible to identify the third “moment of truth” which refers to the 
afterlife of the package or the processes which occur once the package is used and 
considered as “unwanted” waste. Due to its wide use and numerous applications, 
disposed packaging creates millions of tonnes of waste every year (DEFRA, 2011). 
At the point when package becomes unwanted “surplus”, consumer had to get rid of 
it. Ideally, the package will enter the recycling stream and it will be processed and 
used as a raw material for the production of various products and even new 
packages. In less ideal situation, the package will be inappropriately disposed, 
pollute the environment and, eventually, it would end up in a landfill. 
 
Environmental aspects of packaging attracted certain attraction among academic 
researchers. Initially, disposal and packaging recycling received some interest in the 
early 1970s (e.g. Smith, 1972). However, at that time, environmental protection was 
mostly a point of interest for various ‘green’ organizations and environmental 
preservation movements (e.g. Greenpeace). Because of the scale of the day-to-day 
consumption and related problems with waste disposal, environmental issues 
became an important topic as soon as the late 1970s and early 1980s (Lund, 2000), 
really taking off during early 1990s (Paine, 2002; Anderson and Brodin, 2005). 
Excessive use of packaging, especially due to fulfilling the marketing role, received 
extensive criticism from environmental associations and consumers pointing the need 
for the pro-environmental behaviour (e.g. Meikle, 2009; Van Birgelen, Semeijn and 
Keicher, 2009) 
 
Since the 1990s, packaging became crucial within the environmental legislation open 
issues. In the European Union environmental issues related to packaging were raised 



by the European Community (EC) packaging directive accepted in 1994 (Rundh, 
2005). The main goal of the mentioned directive is to minimise the impact of 
packaging on the environment by recovery, recycling or by the utilisation of 
returnable packaging. The EC directive has stipulated precise quotas for the 
recycling and recovery of particular packaging materials for all of the member 
countries. However, the implementation of environmental laws within the EU has not 
been seamless and there have been some difficulties in the enforcement of 
environmental laws, e.g. in the UK (Fernie and Hart, 2001) and Germany 
(Livingstone and Sparks, 1994). However, most of the initial problems were solved 
early on. It seems that EU industry showed a high level of awareness for the 
environmental legislation (Prendergast, 1995). During the Iast decade, excessive 
packaging also became legal. The United Kingdom, for example, introduced a special 
law on excess packaging in 1999, but the first serious legal actions took place just 
recently, like in the case of Sainsbury’s who was taken to court for selling 
‘overpacked’ beef (Poulter, 2010). Despite increasing pressures on sales packaging 
to conform to environmental requirements (through package reduction, recycling or 
reuse) there is a lack of trade research looking at who influences the sales packaging 
decision within the organization and whether or not these individuals perceive any 
trade-offs between the marketing/logistics functions of the sales package and 
environmental demands on the sales package (Prendergast and Pitt, 1996). 
 
Media fuzz and educational efforts resulted in more environmentally responsible 
consumers. Through the years, many consumers realised how their purchasing 
behaviour affects the environment (Laroche, Bergeron and Barbaro-Forleo, 2001) 
making an opportunity for niche marketing. D’Souza (2004) pointed out how the 
growing green consumerism has made manufacturers and marketers aware of the 
possible use of green attributes as a marketing tool in positioning. Some research 
studies also showed an increasing number of consumers who are willing to pay more 
for environmentally friendly products (Laroche, Bergeron and Barbaro-Forleo, 2001).  
 
Growing public concern about the environmental impact of packaging also resulted 
with certain activities by the packaging industry and bottlers. Firstly, technological 
progress is providing possibilities for lighter packages which results with the reduction 
of energy and raw materials consumption, together with the decrease of material that 
ends in landfill (Selke, 1994; Levy, 2000; Geiselman, 2005; WRAP, 2007; Watson, 
2008; Eustice, 2008). The light-weighting of packaging also results with certain cost 
reductions (Wasik, 1996). Secondly, more and more producers (i.e. different 
packaging material producers) are facilitating closed circle recycling or recycling loop 
(Jeavans, 2008; GPI, 2011; Alupro, 2011). In a nutshell, closed circle recycling refers 
to the development stage of recycling technology in which theoretical utilisation of 
almost 100% recycling should be possible. Finally, in order to minimize the impact on 
the environment there is also a possibility for the usage of returnable packaging in 
certain product categories. Studies had shown that the usage of returnable 
packaging results with lower energy consumption together with raw materials 
conservation (Selke, 1994), but this is not evenly applicable for all product categories. 
 

 

2 Legal framework for packaging waste management in Croatia 
2.1 Brief historical background 



Separate collection and recycling of few types of materials (e.g. metals, paper, glass, 
etc.) existed in limited form in Croatia since 1950s (Buljan, 1986). It was result of 
initiatives started up by several state-owned companies which utilised recycled 
materials in their production processes in order to improve the quality and reduce 
costs. With the exception of primary and secondary education system, there were no 
systematic and permanent activities conducted in order to educate and stimulate 
general population to perceive recycling as important and useful social activity. 
However, significant proportion of glass and metal containers for food and beverage 
products was reused in households for various purposes (e.g. for filling home-made 
food products and wine or planting flowers and vegetables, etc.). By the late 1980s, 
local glass industry distributed significant number of containers for the collection of 
used glass in the northern part of Croatia, but the whole system collapsed in early 
1990s with the outbreak of war.  
 
The activities partially resumed in the mid 1990s with the introduction of new 
environmental laws. One of the first legal acts referred to the packaging waste was 
the Ordinance on packaging waste treatment (1996) which was introduced in order to 
reduce the packaging waste. According to the Ordinance, the industry (e.g. bottlers, 
importers, etc.) became the main responsible party for the collection of packaging 
waste. They were also supposed to establish a recycling system for packaging waste 
by installing a vast number of recycling containers through the country enabling 
separate collection of packaging waste. The Ordinance provided a legislative 
framework, while the industry was supposed to design the recycling system and 
make it operational. Despite introduced mandatory penalties for those who will not 
comply with the new rules, the Ordinance was mostly ignored by the industry. 
Furthermore, even the government itself mistreated it, so it failed to achieve the 
expected goals.  
 
Since the legal framework did not success in establishing of a recycling system, 
some partial solutions were introduced by a certain number of municipal companies 
as substitute(s) of proper national system. The separate collection of packaging 
waste was organised on the voluntarily basis and the whole system struggled with 
partial success due to an insufficient network of poorly dispersed recycling 
containers.  The distribution of recycling containers depended on the wealth of the 
local communities which resulted with better coverage in more developed urban 
areas while less developed and rural areas were neglected. Beside traditionally 
present glass and paper recycling facilities, collection of PET (polyethylene 
terephthalate) initiated development of rudimental PET recycling activities but also 
resulted with a significant export of non-processed PET waste to China. Since there 
was no nationwide recycling initiative introduced, recycling rates were bellow EU 
standards. According to estimates made by packaging industry experts, the recycling 
rates in 2005 were at 19% for glass and approximately at 5% for PET while the 
recycling rate of multilayer (carton) packaging was negligible. 
 

Due to the official application for the EU membership in 2003 and start of the 
negotiation process in 2005, legal harmonization with EU became one of Croatia’s 
top priorities. Following the European Community (EC) directive 94/62/EC and its 
amendments, Croatia introduced a number of environmental laws. After the initial 
failure in the 1990s, Croatia made a sharp turn with the introduction of new 
Ordinance on packaging and packaging waste (2005) which set up a new packaging 



recycling and recovery deposit system managed by the specialized government 
agency. Although the introduction of new Ordinance was planned for October 1, 
2005, due to many negative reactions from the relevant industries and professional 
associations, the implementation was postponed until December 1, 2005. The new 
deposit system was based upon a system consisting of environmental fees and 
deposits - stimulating the use of returnable packaging with the setting of specific 
returnable packaging quotas for different product categories (Ordinance on the 
packaging and packaging waste, 2005) (Figure 1). The government agency set-up 
very optimistic goals for the national returnable packaging quota, not necessarily 
feasible due to product category related specifics, consumer preferences and the 
need for significant financial investments into the returnable packaging systems. 
However, the set of goals was revised in two years due to the pressure from the food 
and beverage industry (Varosanec, 2007). 
 

The system of environmental fees was designed in a way to refer to specific 
packaging material, container capacity and the achievement of the national 
returnable packaging quota. However, the deposit system was intended solely for 
beverage and diary packaging with the capacity above 20 cl. The other product 
categories were not covered. The Ordinance also made slight difference in taxation 
among different packaging materials (e.g. glass, PET, other plastic materials, metal). 
The system of fees and deposit consists of the following elements: 

 Weight and material based disposal fee (e.g. HRK 410.00 per tonne for PET, 
HRK 150.00 per tonne for glass, etc.) 

 Beverages fee of HRK 0.50 per piece for all non-returnable packages above 
20 cl. 

 Stimulating fee of HRK 0.50 per piece for all non-returnable packages above 
20 cl 

 Deposit of HRK 0.50 per piece for non-returnable packages above 20 cl which 
is returned/refunded when the piece of packaging is returned to the retail 
outlet or to other licensed collector. 

 

The abovementioned fees and the deposit are combined together to calculate the 
total environmental fee or tax for a particular beverage or diary product produced in 
Croatia or legally imported to Croatia. While the role of the deposit is to motivate 
consumers to participate in the separate collection of packaging waste, the remaining 
fees act as a source of financing for the whole system which consists of companies 
authorised for collecting packaging waste, companies authorised for disposal, 
recycling and recovery of packaging waste, and transporters authorised for the 
transportation of collected packaging waste (Ordinance on the packaging and 
packaging waste, 2005). The management of the whole system was appointed to the 
Environmental protection and energy efficiency fund (see: www.fzoeu.hr). 
 

Figure 1: Initial returnable packaging goals by the product category (2005) 
 
Product category 2005 2006 2007 2008 2011 2012 2013

Wine 10% 10% 15% 25% 40% 50% 60%

Beer 55% 65% 70% 75% 80% 85% 90%

Juices 10% 10% 15% 25% 40% 50% 60%

Packed water 10% 10% 15% 25% 40% 50% 60%

Carbonated soft drinks 10% 10% 15% 25% 40% 50% 60%

Diary products 0% 0% 5% 15% 30% 40% 60%  



Source: Ordinance on packaging and packaging waste (2005), Official Gazette of Republic of Croatia, 
No. 97/05. 

 

The implementation of the new deposit system achieved initial success. In the first 
five months of the system’s existence, more than 247 million pieces or 34.000 tons of 
beverage packaging have been collected (4.765 tons of PET, 28.679 tons of glass, 
454 tons of metal cans) which doubled the recycling rates in 2006 (Iksic, 2006). 
However, due to relatively high deposit, certain irregularities were recorded. For 
example, in 2006, a total of 760 million pieces of packaging entered the deposit 
system, but, in the same period, a HRK 0.50 deposit was collected for almost 910 
million of pieces of packaging (Varosanec, 2007). There were certain speculations 
about the cause of this discrepancy, but the following developments probably 
contributed the most (ibid; Jutarnji list, 2010): 

 The deposit acted as a motivator for the lower income segments of population 
to become active in searching for packaging in garbage bins and on waste 
dumps, so the deposit was also collected for packaging which was sold on 
market before the introduction of the new system. 

 With the deposit at HRK 0.50 and the production cost of a new plastic bottle at 
around HRK 0.20, some packaging producers were suspected to “produce 
bottles just for collecting the deposit, without contributing to the system 
through fees and deposit. Consequently, the recycling rate for plastic bottles 
soon exceeded 100%. 

 The deposit is accounted by piece of packaging, but the fees for the 
companies authorised for collecting packaging waste were calculated on the 
weight basis. Due to the use of different calculation systems, there is no direct 
link between the quaintly and the weight of collected packaging waste, so 
some of the collectors claimed fees for false quantities. 

 

Due to the above mentioned irregularities, the governmental agency introduced 
certain improvements to the system in the following years, like improved marking on 
the packaging which is entitled for the deposit and better system of recording of the 
quantities of collected packaging waste (Amended ordinance packaging and 
packaging waste, 2008).  
 
Unfortunately, the environmental aspects of the new deposit system were not properly 

communicated to the wider public. All the communication and educational efforts 
regarding the Ordinance and the deposit system were passed to the mass media. 
Consequently, wider public received a vast number of misleading information which 
resulted with misunderstanding of the deposit system and its environmental aspects 
(Pavicic, Draskovic and Gnjidic, 2007) 
 

2.2 Croatian packaging recycling system today 
After almost five years of its existence, Croatian packaging waste legislation received 
formal approval from the EU. The negotiation chapter number 27 which deals with 
the stipulation of environmental laws was provisionally closed in December 2010 
(Delegation of the European Union to the Republic of Croatia, 2011). Hover, both 
legislation and the deposit system received fair amount of criticism during the years. 
Probably the most systematic criticism came from the trade association Eko-Ozra 
(2011) which repeatedly pointed on certain deposit system’s imperfections. 
Furthermore, the environmental aspects of the deposit system remained poorly 
communicated to the wider public. 



 
Despite continuous improvements of the deposit system during the last five years, 
the Environmental protection and energy efficiency fund still generates loss on the 
recycling efforts for the packaging waste. According to the Report on the 
implementation of programs and operations of the Environmental protection and 
energy efficiency fund (2010), in 2009 a total of 72,431 tons of packaging waste was 
collected. Unfortunately, the system loss reached almost 17 million EUR in the same 
period of time. 
 
Due to criticism and certain failures, Ministry of Environment proposed new revised 
version of Ordinance on packaging and packaging waste in December 2010. In a 
nutshell, the proposed Ordinance brings certain changes to the system, among which the 
most important are the following (Draft version of Ordinance on packaging and 
packaging waste, 2010): 

 Some newly introduced packaging materials in the segment of beverages and 
dairy products are included in the system, like the PH-DE plastic packaging for 
UHT milk introduced by Dukat (Danas, 2010). 

 Packaging waste collection could be utilised by automatic machines capable of 
bar-code reading. 

 Minor revision of fees which now also includes plastic bags. 
 New of goals for the returnable packaging, which are now set to 25% for all 

beverages excluding beer with the goal set to 65%.  

 
Again, there are no indications for the wider public campaign which would 
communicate environmental aspects of the system. 
 

3 Primary research 
3.1 Methodology 
The goal of primary research is to explore the social side effects of the Croatian 
deposit system for packaging waste. Although there were frequent media reports on 
the social aspects of packaging waste collection and criticism towards the system 
itself, there is a lack of systematic approach and research of this phenomenon. 
Furthermore, the aim of the primary research is to investigate the attitudes towards 
the deposit system from industry perspective and to provide a limited into the topic of 
social responsibility within the Croatian food and beverage industry. Therefore, the 
primary research is explorative in its nature and with broader scope. Consequently, 
the authors rely on the qualitative methodology, among which an in-depth or 
intensive interview has been selected. As Hesse-Biber and Leavy (2006, p. 119) 
outlined, “in-depth interview uses individuals as the point of departure for the 
research process and assumes that individuals have unique and important 
knowledge about the social world that is ascertainable through verbal 
communication”. Furthermore, the goal of the in-depth interview is to yield information 
and to thoroughly explore a respondent’s point of view and perspective (Guion, 
2001). 
 
The in-depth interviews were conducted on a convenient sample of ten industry 
professionals related with the Croatian deposit system. Two of them are employed by 
companies which participate in the process of packaging waste recycling. Another 
two were employees of the local municipal companies, while the remaining of the 
respondents were recruited among sales and marketing managers within the 
Croatian food and beverages industry. In-depth interviews were semi-structured and 



a research agenda was used as guideline for the interviewer. The in-depth interviews 
were conducted in-person at respondents’ offices and were audio-recorded.  
 
The data collected through the in-depth interviews was interpreted by qualitative 
content analysis. Hsieh and Shannon (2005, p. 1278) define qualitative content 
analysis as ‘a research method for the subjective interpretation of the content of text 
data through the systematic classification process of coding and identifying themes’. 
Following these principles, recorded interviews were analysed and several themes 
were identified and interpreted. Besides, several indicative and self-concluding 
quotes from the respondents are presented to provide better understanding of their 
attitudes.  
 

 

3.2 Research findings 
3.2.1 General remarks on the recycling system 
In overall, respondents find the recycling system only partially successful. First of all, 
the system managed to improve the recycling rates for various packaging materials. 
As some of the participants reported, the initial success after the deposit system’s 
introduction was quite beyond the expectations: 
 

Recycling rates in Croatia prior 2006 were quite low. With the introduction 
of the new deposit system, the rates were doubled and event tripled in 
matter of months. The initial success of the system was really 
tremendous. [Respondent 3] 

 
Soon after the introduction of the new deposit system, we received really 
huge quantities of waste packaging intended for recycling. It seems that 
some people collected some of the long forgotten packaging left in cellars. 
I even got the impression that some of the packaging was recollected from 
rubbish dumps. [Respondent 4] 

 
Also, the system managed to motivate segments of the population to participate in 
the collection of packaging waste. However, there is still a vast quantity of packaging 
which is not included in the deposit system: 
 

It make no sense to pay all the fees and the deposit for the PET 
packaging used for beverages and in the same time there are, for 
example, products like textile softeners also packed in PET bottles but 
they are not included in the deposit system. You can imagine how huge 
the quantities of packaging out of the system are. [Respondent 1] 
 
The deposit system forgot to include smaller capacity packaging for soft 
drinks, like 20 cl which dominates in the HORECA sector. [Respondent 3] 
 
There is still quite huge amount of packaging which is not included within 
the deposit system. There are some recycling bins publicly available for 
the collection of this packaging waste. However, collection of the waste 
packaging which is out of the deposit system does not generate high 
income like the packaging from the deposit system…. We have situation in 
which retail chains have recognized an opportunity to get additional 



revenue from the waste packaging collection, while the municipal 
companies have to deal with the rest of the waste packaging. [Respondent 
4] 

 
There is also certain criticism aimed at the deposit system, mostly among the 
participants working within the Croatian food and beverage industry: 
 

The system makes discrimination based on the product segment which is 
in discrepancy with the EU legislation. EU will probably force Croatian 
government to change that. [Respondent 6] 

 
The introduction of the deposit system increased the retail prices which 
had negative impact on sales [Respondent 9] 
 
Yes, we need the recycling system, but it should be manage by the 
industry and not by the governmental agency. I belief the cost of the 
system will be lower in that case. [Respondent 10]  

 
In overall, there are mixed feelings towards the deposit system among the 
respondents. They all credit the system for increased recycling rates, but 
respondents from the food and beverage industry expressed more negative attitude 
towards the system than those from recycling and municipal companies. 
 
3.2.2 Environmental aspects of the deposit system 
All the respondents agree that companies need to take care about the environment 
and operate on the principles of sustainable development. However, the respondents 
also pointed out the increased cost which is related with the implementation of 
environment-friendly processes and technology. Similarly, the cost related with the 
deposit system also received certain criticism among the respondents:  
 

The deposit system provided us with the solution for the packaging waste. 
But, this came with certain cost. I am not sure if the Fund calculated the 
cost for recycling properly… Since the whole system is managed by the 
governmental agency, I believe that the system’s cost was not their 
concern at all. Furthermore, they show no initiative to make the system 
more efficient. [Respondent 8] 
 
The system is quite expensive for the industry and event with so high fees 
it generates significant financial loss… I believe the system could be 
organized in more efficient way. [Respondent 2] 
 
If the industry had the opportunity to organize the system, the cost would 
be lower and the system will be more efficient. [Respondent 7] 
 
The food and beverage industry had the opportunity to organize its own 
recycling system in 2003, but the industry had chosen stalling strategy. 
When the government realised that, it was already one minute till noon, so 
the government had to solve the problem by itself… Yes, the government 
did not care much about the cost, so the system is relatively expensive. 
[Respondent 1] 



 
Deposit system is considered as a positive pro-environmental activity in the overall 
recycling effort in Croatia. However there are also certain differences in the pro-
environmental sensitivity among the respondents: 
 

As packaging producers, we benefit from recycling due to lower raw 
material and energy consumption in our production process. Besides 
positive impact on the environment, use of recycled packaging has also 
positive impact on our production cost… We need recycled packaging in 
our production process and we were very active in finding a solution for 
the recycling system before the introduction of the new Ordinance. 
[Respondent 1] 
 
We need to keep our country clean and that is probably the main goal of 
the deposit system. We need to recycle as much is possible… Wider 
public benefits from the system, but I have noticed different opinions 
among people from the beverage industry…They expressed quite a lot of 
criticism towards the system. [Respondent 3] 
 
We have to follow certain set of rules and achieve recycling goals 
stipulated by the EU. We are still not members, but we have to prepare fro 
our membership. [Respondent 4] 
 
A lot of money has been invested into the system and I am talking about 
the industry’s money… Some of the recycling goals were exceeded at the 
beginning and the system should slow down now because we reached the 
EU goals. [Respondent 5] 
 
The system also included packaging for diary products, but I do not think it 
is fair. Milk belongs to the basic food products, together with bread, flower, 
or oil… Deposit system caused price increase on diary products which 
had negative impact on the standard of life, especially among people with 
lower income. [Respondent 10] 

 
It could be noticed that respondents have different attitudes towards the 
environmental aspects of the system. In overall, respondents agree on the positive 
environmental impact of recycling, but there were also some restrains. Some of 
respondents clearly expressed economic and/or environmental benefits from the 
system. However, respondents from the food and beverage industry find the system 
more as some kind of “necessary evil” which was introduced due to the legal 
harmonization with the EU.  
 
3.2.3 Side-effects of the deposit system 
Respondents are also aware of the certain side-effects of the system. First of all, 
media focused its communication on plastic packaging which made certain 
confusion: 
 

Journalists mostly wrote about the collection of plastic or PET bottles. 
However, other packaging materials like glass or can are also included in 
the deposit system. [Respondent 1] 



 
Mass media provided most of the information about the deposit system to 
wider public. However, the journalists showed lack of knowledge and 
sometimes communicated misleading information. For example, they 
always talked about plastic bottles, but there are also other packaging 
materials.  [Respondent 4] 

 
The deposit itself became very important variable for the success of the system. As 
all of the respondents noticed, the HRK 0.50 deposit became a motivator for the 
lower income segments of public to became regular participant in the system: 
 

You have people collecting the packaging waste almost professionally. 
Lower income people saw their chance to improve their personal finances 
by collecting packaging waste. [Respondent 4] 
 
Some people became very active in collecting the packaging waste… 
Quite soon after the introduction of the new Ordinance the once littered 
fields and woods became free of packaging waste. [Respondent 2] 
 
The deposit system provided relatively efficient solution for cleaner 
environment. It is really hard to find beverage packaging thrown at the 
street, as is was case six or seven years ago. [Respondent 9] 

 
Unfortunately, the deposit system did not promote environmental aspects of the 
packaging waste collection. As the respondents suggested, government spend all the 
energy on the legal framework and the system’s management, while the 
environmental aspect was neglected. Furthermore, the collection of packaging waste 
in sometimes not perceived in a proper ways and it seems to receive negative 
connotations among some segments of the population: 
 

The system or the government forgot to communicate the environmental 
aspects of the packaging waste collection. They forgot to talk about 
recycling and positive impact on the environment... Recycling became a 
“job” for poor people who are browsing through the garbage to find some 
bottles. [Respondent 3] 
 
It is really ridiculous situation. You have a working recycling system but 
the only motivation for the wider public to participate seems to be the 
deposit. Therefore, you could see retired persons and unemployed 
searching for the bottles in garbage bins... On the other hand, you have, 
let say, people with medium or higher income who feel certain reluctance 
to participate in the system... They simply do not want to wait in lines at 
the supermarket or somewhere outside to pass the packaging and receive 
the deposit back. [Respondent 5] 
 
I believe there is a lack of care for the environment among our people. We 
still have to educate the public and inform them about the real benefits of 
the deposit system... It is not about getting the money for the collected 
packaging, as many people perceive... It is something of public interest, 
but in many cases it is not perceived like that. [Respondent 7] 



 
Some people are lazy to take the packaging back to the supermarket. The 
deposit itself does not motivate them to participate in recycling. 
Unfortunately, the overall environmental consciousness is at very low 
level... Some people would pack the bottles in plastic bags and leave them 
nearby the garbage bins knowing that someone will pick them up and take 
to the supermarket. [Respondent 10]  

 
As the respondents pointed out, the deposit system is not perceived as a part of the 
overall recycling effort. Unfortunately, the system is considered as a source of 
income for some segments of the population, rather than an environmental activity. 
Furthermore, certain segments of the population would rather avoid to participate in 
the system and loose the deposit or pass it to someone “who needs it more”.  
 

CONCLUSION 
Many political, economic, social, and technological inventions/innovations were 
introduced as simple “side-effects” of some other core activities that were done “on-
purpose”. Modern “Robin Hoodism” introduced through packaging waste regulations 
in Croatia is definitely one of such inventions/innovations. It is evident that the 
packaging waste issues in Croatia are going through perpetual learning-by-doing 
planning and implementation stages. In addition, wide(r) social acceptance and 
involvement in packaging waste issues is not achieved yet. Some elements of the 
related recycling processes are overwhelmed by previously elaborated “charitable” 
components that both – enabled and limited expected effects of recycling 
phenomenon as a crucial element of social cohesion. However, the message should 
be clear - recycling is for everybody (if it is properly planned and implemented)! Any 
positive or negative discrimination could lead to unwanted social ghettos.      
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