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Abstract. The success of transformation to a circular economic model mainly depends 
on effective government interventions. The objective of this paper is to reveal the imple-
mentation schemes, actors in charge, and funding mechanisms of the circular economy 
action plan in Greece. Additionally, a comparison has been made concerning the waste 
management governance practices in Armenia given a few distinct political, social, eco-
nomic and behavioral characteristics common to both countries. Special emphasis was 
put on the food industry, since it generates a large amount of waste annually with limit-
ed by-product valorization and recycling rate. A comprehensive document analysis has 
been conducted with deductive or concept-driven approach using the software Atlas.ti. 
Research results highlighted several deficiencies existing within the policy papers and 
a set of recommendations covering critical success factors such as education, finance, 
cooperation, market development, monitoring, and evaluation related to the system 
change were offered. By addressing these deficiencies, policymakers may ensure an 
environment conducive to circularity practices and facilitate the transition to a more 
sustainable and resource-efficient economy.

Key words: 	circular economy; governance; action plan; document analysis; waste man-
agement; food industry.

INTRODUCTION

Under the global economic and environmental crisis, conventional production in 
almost all sectors needs to be replaced with a more sustainable and resource-efficient 
system (Duflou et al., 2012). Particularly, the one-way trip of production to consumption, 
also known as the cradle-to-grave economy, can threaten the natural capital of our plan-
et causing massive disruptions of the ecosystem. This, in return, affects different layers 
of our life aspects (McDonough and Braungart, 2010). The newly emerged concept of 
Cradle-to-Cradle economy relies on design thinking and change in the entire system of 
production. From the perspective of the food industry, this practice stimulates the cycle 
of nutrients known as “biological metabolism” (Braungart et al., 2007). “Cradle-to-Cra-
dle” and “Circular Economy” (CE) as newly developed concepts are perceived as inter-
changeable, and they are sometimes identified with sustainability. Though similar to 
their long-term visions, circular economy and sustainability have a few distinctions. 
Circularity focuses on value retention, while sustainability is a broader concept and it 
ensures the intersection and balance of social, economic, and environmental factors. 
If presented graphically, it can have the visual interpretation of Figure 1 (adapted from 
Walker et al., 2022.). As can be noted, there are two frameworks that have been men-
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tioned in the circle: R-Framework and System 
Thinking (Kirchherr, 2017).

In practice and in the literature, there 
are various R-Frameworks elaborated. The 
most common one and essentially the first 
was the 3-R Framework, which stands for Re-
duce-Reuse-Recycle (Kopacek, 2021). Those 
frameworks have been updated and upgrad-
ed over time. Nowadays, even the 10-R frame-
work can be found in the literature and white 
papers developed by different international 
organizations. The European Union has offi-
cially adopted the 4R framework: Reduce-Re-
use-Recycle-Recover. Those actions are the 
key elements to making transformation in the 
production system. System thinking, however, 
refers to a change that happens at micro, macro, and meso-level (Vanhamaki et al., 
2019). Transformation at a macro-level happens due to the structural change in the en-
tire economy. Meso-level refers to eco-industrial parks and collaboration between the 
economic entities. Change attributed to individual players or companies in the econ-
omy is defined as micro-level approach (Robinson, 2022). Circular Economy is thinking 
that not only emphasizes the “less is good” strategy but also restores and regenerates 
the resource base (Garcés-Ayerbe et al., 2019). However, shifting to CE is not merely 
the responsibility of the direct players such as businesses. The government has a very 
important role in terms of establishing regulatory frameworks and designing policies 
(Circularity Gap Report, 2021). 

The research visit to Panteion University in Athens influenced the selection of the 
circular economy action plan in Greece for comparison. The firsthand knowledge and 
understanding of a country’s culture, history, and socio-political dynamics served as 
the cornerstone for this research study. 

Thus, the main objective of the study is to identify the regulatory and policy frame-
works and actions in Greece and briefly compare them with those from Armenia focus-
ing on the food industry, where applicable. 

The research questions proceeding from the main objective are the following: 
RQ1: What are the key findings and insights from the analysis of the circular econ-

omy action plan in Greece: scope, measures and implementation schemes?
RQ2: What recommendations can be made to enhance its effectiveness and ad-

dress any identified limitations or gaps?
RQ3: To what extent does the current waste management system in the Republic 

of Armenia support the transition towards a circular economy?

MATERIALS AND METHODS

As a review paper of a regulatory and policy frameworks of Greece and Armenia, 
this paper used various sources of information such as EU acts, policy papers and na-
tional strategies. On the one side, the actual regulatory and policy frameworks were 
screened out, on the other side, already existing white papers from international orga-
nizations, reports, scientific papers, and book chapters as analyses of the frameworks 
were extracted from Google Scholar, Scopus, Springer, and Web of Science databases. 
To get maximum corresponding search results from those databases, special search op-
erators have been applied with particular keywords. Among them “Circular AND “Econo-

Figure 1. Sustainability VS Circular Economy 
(adapted from Walker, A.M. et al 2022.)
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my” AND “Food” and “Policy” were mostly used. To get comprehensive results, different 
parts of the texts were selected: Title, Abstracts, and Keywords through capitalizing only 
the first letter in words. Full-texts were not used within the search phase, as it could 
result in a number of papers that covered general information on those notions. 

Journal articles, policy, and regulatory frameworks, white papers, and other types 
of literature were analyzed using Atlas.Ti, which is a computer-assisted software for 
qualitative, quantitative, and mixed research methods. Deductive or concept-driven 
and inductive coding have been used for the purpose of this analysis 1. It is based on 
the ground theory or individual research questions. Here the researchers have a pre-
defined set of codes and they assign excerpts to codes while reading the documents. 
Inductive coding is an approach to conduct literature review, where the researcher de-
rives codes (themes, concepts, etc.), while screening the documents. 

The final list of the concepts for deductive approach: 
CE Definition by the national strategy and their objective

	� Environmental 
	� Social 
	� Economic

Priority areas
Vision: time and statement 
Barriers to CE implementation
Interventions
Implementation Process in Food Industry 

	� Consumer Agency 
	� Market Development 
	� Finance/Funding
	� Technology and Infrastructure
	� Participatory approach
	� other arenas

Actors
Monitoring and Assessment 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Current State of Circularity in Greece
EU member countries upon establishing their national action plans, also report 

their circular economy indicators. This enables many actors in the transformation to 
make data driven decisions. 

Four major circular economy directions are specified in the Eurostat, where the 
circular economy-related data is provided by the member countries: production and 
consumption, waste management, innovations, and competitiveness as well as second-
ary raw materials. Each category has a specific set of indicators for each country. Before 
discussing on the circular economy action plan as a policy approach toward change, 
there have been made a few comparisons between Greece and EU averages in terms of 
their indicators2.  

According to Eurostat, Greece’s circularity rate was 3.4% in 2020, which is lower 
than the European Union (EU) average -11.7%. Although the waste recovery in the Greek 
National Action Plan of Circular Economy plays a vital role, the level of circularity in the 
country is still very low. Collecting, sorting, and treating waste may significantly impact 
1	 https://dovetail.com/
2	 All the indicators that are described in this paper are taken from the Directorate-General of the European Commission (EUROSTAT) 

with the latest access on the 18th of April, 2023.
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the circularity rate in the country, while the development of circular business models 
may guarantee quick and efficient transformations. 

According to the Environmental Implementation Review carried out by the EU 
Commission in 2017, 81% of its municipal waste in Greece is sent to landfills (compared 
to the EU-28 average - 31%), while only 16% is recycled (EU-28: 27%) and 4% is compost-
ed (EU-28: 15%). 

Management of food waste may ensure many benefits for the environment, econ-
omy, and society. 

Europe is experiencing a significant amount of food waste, however, and Greece 
has larger food waste per capita (191kg) than the EU average (131kg) (Eurostat, 2023).

According to the European Parliamentary Research Service, the 120 Mtonnes of 
EU food waste causes 170 Mtonnes of CO2 emissions and eventually, it consumes 261 
Mtonnes of resources.

Food waste is not only a matter of ethical and environmental concerns, but it is 
also about a huge loss of monetary value: it is calculated that $940 billion USD a year is 
being lost due to food waste globally (Uekert et al., 2020). 

In Greece, food waste is generated by almost all the elements of the food life-cycle: 
in agricultural primary production, processing, retail, and at household consumption. 
Therefore, wasting food at any stage of its life cycle means wasting all the resources 
used from the „farm-to-fork” pathway.

Food production and waste are also associated with extreme pressure and stress 
on the energy-land-water nexus as scarce resources (EU Fusions, 2023).

In the past decade, Greece has developed many regulatory frameworks and pol-
icies for food waste prevention and 
utilization. One of the most prom-
inent action plans in Greece is the 
National Strategic Waste Prevention 
Programme (NSWP), which is based 
on many other policy papers and 
legal documents (Sakalis, 2023). The 
mix of the Greece policies on the 
food waste management is provided 
in Figure 2. 

NSWP has a few major objec-
tives, which cover a wide range of 
sectors. The major objectives of the 
NSWP are raising public awareness 
and improving public information 
programs on of waste prevention, 
promoting sustainable consump-
tion of products, and product reuse. 

Food Waste Prevention and Management is also separately addressed among all 
the sectors that NSWP covers. The NWPP has set a strategic objective to achieve a 30% 
decrease in food waste per person by 2030, as compared to the amount of food waste 
generated in 2022 by both consumers and retailers. This objective includes reducing 
food waste in primary production, processing and manufacturing, retail, restaurants, 
and food services, as well as in households. The aim is to reduce food losses along the 
production and supply chain. This provision has been included in Article 20, paragraph 
2, of Law 4819/2021, which implements Directive 2018/851 at the national level. Addi-
tionally, a dedicated program for preventing food waste is being developed and will be 
completed soon.

Figure 2. Greek policy Mix of Food Waste Management 
(Source: https://www.eu-fusions.org)

https://www.eu-fusions.org
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Last but not the least, it is important to pay special attention to the employment 
opportunities created by the circular economy. The number of individuals employed is 
described as the overall number of people working in the observed entity, such as a 
company. 

Overall, the number of people in the EU employed in a circular economy was 
around 4,3 million in 2021. In Greece, 60 thousand people were employed in the circular 
economy in 2021. 

In conclusion, we can state that transition towards circular economy in Greece has 
been fostered in recent years. Although most of the circular economy indicators are low 
compared to the EU average, the tendency is positive. A number of waste management 
practices have been proposed by the public authorities through special policy packages 
including prevention, reuse, recycling, and energy recover.

Analysis of Circular Economy Action Plan (CEAP) in Greece
Circular Economy has a pivotal role in EU policy frameworks (Garces-Ayerbe et al., 

2019). In 2005, the term “decoupling” for resource use was already present in EU policy 
papers. In 2011, the roadmap towards a resource-efficient European economy has been 
established, which aimed to transform the conventional economy towards a sustain-
able system by 2050. In 2015, the EU published the Circular Economy Action Plan (CEAP 
2020), which was updated in 2020. The core essence and slogan of this policy document 
are to build a “cleaner and competitive Europe”. This should be implemented through 
the prism of the following categories as mentioned in the CEAP 2020: sustainable pro-
duction, empowered consumers, enhanced lifetime of products, and less waste. The 
CEAP has identified and included the following high-impact sectors: Electronics and ICT, 
Batteries and Vehicles, Packaging, Plastics, Textiles, Construction and Buildings, Food 
and Water. Since 2015, EU countries have also adopted distinct national strategies for 
Circular Economy. In this paper, the Greek national strategies have been explored. 

This action plan is considered an official document issued by the Greek public 
authorities. ”National Circular Economy Strategy” in Greece was adopted in December 
2018 by the Ministry of Environment and Energy. Greek public authorities have identi-
fied the need for industry transformation due to the country’s limited resources and 
specific geographical aspects. The enablers of the smooth transition are described by 
the availability of untapped secondary resources and waste, scientific workforce, and 
know-how. The national action plan defines the circular economy as a model based 
on rational resource use, the concept of recycling and reuse, and industrial symbiosis 
(Hellenic Ministry of Environment and Energy, 2020). Three-dimensional advantages of 
the circular economy have been provided in the action plan, which are summarized in 
the table below.

Table 1. Economic, environmental, and social benefits of circular economy  
(elaborated by the authors through deductive coding)

Economic Environmental Social 
reinforced primary and secon-
dary economic sectors, econo-
mic specialization, high-added 
value, reduced dependency on 
imports, improved trade ba-
lance, improved resource and 
energy productivity indices, de-
velopment of small and medium 
enterprises

rational waste management, 
reuse of water, greenhouse gas 
emissions and pollution reducti-
on, green public procurement 

higher levels of employment, 
development of social economy, 
youth engagement, new knowle-
dge, technology, and vocational 
skills, decreased brain drain, 
innovative ways of consumption
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The national action plan of the country provides a number of incentives and pri-
ority areas for the modernization and implementation of CE practices. Waste manage-
ment and eco-design are seen as key aspects for CE within the set priority areas of the 
country, among them are food waste management, public and private construction, 
water efficiency, energy, development of renewables, and urban mobility. The action 
plan by public authorities is central to the circular economy discipline, as it consists of 
the set of implementation tools. 

Financing is one of the distinct measures of the CE policies in Greece, which in-
cludes the development and support of demonstrative CE models, enterprises, and 
technological advancement. Smart financing tools have a specific role in the funding 
dimension of the policy. The use of funds through the financing institutions such as 
the Investment Bank, the Juncker Package, and the National Strategic Reference Frame-
works (NSRF) is considered an efficient measure to the benefit of CE development in 
Greece. 

When it comes to market development, the Greek public authorities emphasize 
the role of developing the market of secondary raw materials: special focus is given to 
textile and food products. The action plan embraces the development of the entrepre-
neurial mindset in the country by developing new products, business models, technolo-
gies, and forms of organization. Overall support and promotion of new entrepreneurial 
models regarding environmental innovation are highlighted by the development of new 
products, technologies, and forms of organization. Market models based on leasing/
hiring, sharing, repairing, upgrading, and recycling are included in the strategic devel-
opment of the circular economy in Greece. 

Implementation of circular practices in the Greek economy is also envisioned by 
the development of technologies and infrastructure. The Greek public authorities have 
given a special focus on them. The action plan ascertains that there should be more 
policies designed to develop ‘smart factory’concept, that will use innovative technol-
ogy with green, modular, and digitalized elements. Under a comprehensive economic 
reformation plan, Greece has also integrated the plan of innovative applications and 
cutting-edge technology for waste management. It is noteworthy that the agrifood sec-
tor represents another thematic direction of the reform. 

The action plan has been primarily motivated by the collaborative efforts of mul-
tiple agencies towards transformation. Greek authorities have introduced a public dia-
logue on the operational plan of the circular economy. Social organizations, as well as 
citizens, participated in the consultation services through meetings, conferences, and 
letters, as well as through Open Government (OpenGov) platforms to share their opin-
ions and recommendations on the potential improvements.

Additionally, within the scope of Action 1.19, Greece incentivizes the use of agricul-
tural and industrial waste by the Energy Communities through the participation of local 
authorities, local agencies, and citizens in energy communities. 

The monitoring and audit of the circular economy transition have been specifically 
discussed in the action plan by the Secretariat, which is an Inter-Ministerial Coordina-
tion body. 

The role and responsibilities of the Secretariat include setting the timeline and 
monitoring the schedule, defining the circular indicators, and following up their imple-
mentation. Quantifying the effectiveness of the actions is also a part of the responsi-
bilities of the Secretariat.
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Shortcomings and Barriers of the action plan
Although the Greek National Plan on CE is well elaborated and has big coverage in 

terms of the functioning areas and industries, there are some delays in its implemen-
tation and there are many actions that have not been completed. According to the au-
thorized Climate Change and Sustainability Services practice of Ernst & Young (HELLAS) 
Certified Auditors Accountants S.A. (“EY”), there have been one or two years of delays 
in the implementation of some predefined targets. Due to these delays and failures to 
meet the overall target of Directives, Greece has faced legal issues in the Court of Justice 
of the European Union. It is noteworthy that more than 50% of the directives mentioned 
above are related to the circular economy. 

Moreover, the sectors included in the CE action plan are mostly transitional, which 
are characterized by the waste management. These sectors usually have lower value 
circular practices such as recovery and/or recycling. 

Specifically, the transitional phase mostly includes low-value waste treatment 
strategies such as recycling or recovering. In some linear sectors, the waste is still en-
tirely disposed. 

As for the Greek Food and Beverage sector, local authorities, due to the collabo-
ration with Hellenic Recovery Recycling Corporation, collect the mixed waste. The food 
bio-waste in Greece originates mostly from the consumption phase, however, the ma-
jority of the waste is landfilled and only 19% is recovered. The recovered bio-waste is 
being used either as a resource for the same industry or used as animal food. Those 
gaps in the implementation may be the result of the lack of proper monitoring and au-
dit mechanisms, enforcement of laws, and the absence of administrative fines. 

There are, however, many other factors hindering the transformation towards a 
circular economy in Greece. Awareness degree of the circular economy producers is very 
low at this stage. They have not enough knowledge and experience related to the circu-
lar practices and principles as well as to the benefits these may bring to their activities. 
Thus, the action plan should play a critical role in addressing this issue through aware-
ness raising among producers, as well as among other actors in the market. Another 
barrier is the lack of financial support, incentives, and general funding for the enter-
prises to produce in a resource-efficient manner. Limited expertise, lack of technology, 
and infrastructure are also hindering the smooth transformation toward the circular 
economy. Many Greek organizations try to recycle or recover the waste; however, it is 
imperative to work on the product design too. According to Den Hollander et al. (2017), 
designers should aim to make sure that the materials of the products can be recycled 
efficiently, and can be recovered in the economic closed loop. 

Comparison with Armenia
Within the past decade, Armenia faces many environmental issues as well. The 

overexploitation and unsustainable use of natural resources, pollution, poor manage-
ment of water resources, forestry, and waste have made the country vulnerable to many 
health and economic hazards.

However, unlike many EU member states, Armenia has not designed a national ac-
tion plan for the circular economy, therefore, for the purpose of this study we will make 
a general comparison with the Waste Governance in Armenia. Overall mechanisms, ac-
tors, and technological and infrastructure availability will be presented highlighting 
food waste as a separate category in the existing sectors. 

According to the waste governance report of Armenia, the overall understand-
ing and implementation of waste reduction, sorting, recycling habits, and customs is 
very limited in the country (Amirkhanian A. et al, 2020). In addition, solid municipal 
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waste management by corresponding authorities is not implemented properly leading 
to many social and environmental hazards. The waste management action plan is not 
monitored properly, thus many works have been left unfinished (Alpetyan et al., 2020).

The 2019 Government Program Action Plan emphasizes the role of waste manage-
ment in various sectors like industry, agriculture, healthcare, and construction. How-
ever, it is vital to adopt a cross-sectoral approach to waste management by integrat-
ing waste-related policies and strategies into other policies and national action plans 
to make the process more comprehensive and participatory in other sectors as well. 
Nonetheless, it is noteworthy that the action plan does not propose economic incen-
tives for sustainable resource management and the circular economy has never been 
mentioned (Alpetyan et al., 2020). 

Another action plan that addresses directly waste management is the “2017-2036 
Municipal Solid Waste Management System Development Strategy” (MNP, 2017), which 
aims to propose a system that corresponds to EU standards. Two major quantitative 
objectives of the action plan are collecting (95%) and sorting up to 20% of the waste 
generated in Armenia. Sorting the waste, however, is way below the Greek recycling rate 
at 24.6% and 47% of the EU average in 2019. This action plan also does not address the 
management of biological waste, which has a great potential in Armenia in terms of 
waste management hierarchy.

The Sustainable Agricultural Development Strategy for 2010-2020 also did not ad-
dress the agricultural waste management, even though the potential for the application 
of residues from agricultural operations is large in Armenia, especially for the purpose 
of bioenergy generation (MOA, 2010). 

There are some other action plans, laws, and policies in Armenia, that address the 
waste management issue such as the “Cleaner Production Concept”, “Extended produc-
er responsibility (EPR)”, and the Comprehensive and Enhanced Partnership Agreement 
(CEPA) between EU and Armenia. 

In conclusion, the following drawbacks can be noticed about the Waste Manage-
ment strategies in Armenia (Alpetyan et al., 2020): 

	y In the laws and regulations of Armenia, the Waste Hierarchy (WH) is not defined, 
which results in vague definitions, as well as lost economic opportunities;

	y An absence of monitoring and evaluation among collecting and dumpsite op-
erators 

	y Lack of facilities to treat hazardous waste and no legal act to enforce their con-
struction;

	y No clear definitions of some sorts of waste such as bio-waste in the legal and 
regulatory documents; 

	y Lack of waste segregation. 
Funding has a crucial role in improving waste management strategies in any coun-

try. Due to targeted financial schemes, public authorities can ensure infrastructure de-
velopment, construction of better facilities, as well as proper research and data avail-
ability. The following financial shortcoming can be noted in the waste governance of 
Armenia (Amirkhanian A. et al, 2020): 

	� low fees for waste management;
	� low environmental taxes;
	� Lack of proper pricing for waste management operations;
	� Loss of added-value from recycling and waste recovery. 

Unfortunately, there are many drawbacks of the infrastructure development in Ar-
menia too. For example, there is no separate infrastructure to collect food waste, which 
eventually ends up in landfills without any control measures. Some agricultural resi-
dues and organic waste are treated to some extent; however, the volumes are very low. 
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Overall, food waste management in Armenia is still not functioning in a sustain-
able manner due to the lack of infrastructure, and technology, as well as to the lack 
of its address in the regulatory and policy frameworks of Armenia. Even though some 
rare cases can be found in Armenia, when biological and food waste is used for energy 
purposes, landfilling is the major treatment causing Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The analysis of the action plan for circular economy in Greece shows that the 
country has initiated major steps to ensure its successful transition and management. 

Public authorities have chosen priority areas that require system change to tran-
sition from a linear to a circular economy. Agrifood industry is included in the list of 
sectors, however, the suggestions for change remain very generic and not explicit. 
Waste management, eco-design and the use of renewable energy are the key elements 
mentioned as drivers for circularity. The Ministry of Environment and Energy highlights 
the participatory approach among various actors, which is one of the key strengths of 
the national action plan. The ongoing public dialogues among citizens, companies and 
other non-governmental organizations are highly beneficial for smoother and efficient 
transition. The importance of financial mechanisms, market development and techno-
logical development are well elaborated. However, actually, Greek public authorities 
have encountered many issues related to the implementation process. 

Table 2. Recommended improvements for each of the components described

Educational 
Component

a.	 Introducing educational programs in schools and universities that cover the con-
cepts of circular economy, its management and role for environment, society and 
economy. 

b.	 Designing training and other capacity building programs for professionals who 
work as business managers, waste management professionals, food processors 
and engineers, designers. 

c.	 Establishing a network between successful private circular companies and a wide 
range of public representatives to share knowledge and experience. 

d.	 Providing more funding for NGOs to conduct non-formal educational campaigns 
about circular economy for professionals, as well as for those, who are generally 
interested in. 

e.	 Fostering youth exchange programs between countries which have a well-estab-
lished circular business environment.

Financial 
Component

a.	 Setting up a separate fund for circular economy projects in close collaboration 
with financial institutions, NGOs, as well as public with authorities. 

b.	 Offering tax incentives, subsidies and other attractive packages for businesses to 
consider transformation from linearity to circularity. 

c.	 Improving the start-up ecosystem, encouraging incubation and acceleration pro-
grams, which highlightthe role of circular projects and ensuring proper funding for 
their implementation. 

d.	 Introducing green and circular public procurement processes especially related to 
food industry and catering in public institutions such as kindergartens, hospitals, 
elderly houses, etc. 

Monitoring 
and Evaluation 

Component

a.	 Developing a central monitoring system in the country, which will track the circu-
larity transition. 

b.	 Reviewing the indicators and targets, if necessary, introducing new measures that 
will improve the quantification of circularity transitions. 

c.	 Establishing a special research and development group, which will track the data 
related to circular economy and make proper in-depth analysis on the needs and 
gaps for smoother transitions. 
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Participatory 
Component

a.	 Introducing and creating an ecosystem, where participatory approach is highly va-
lued among public authorities, enterprises, NGOs and consumers. 

b.	 Promoting the development of collaborative digital platforms, where multiple sta-
keholders may build partnership, have easy access to information, knowledge and 
even share materials. 

c.	 Establishing an international partnership for sharing expertise especially with 
those, who are frontrunners in circular economy transition. 

Market 
Development 
Component 

a.	 Fostering demand for circular products through consumers’ awareness. 
b.	 Promoting a collaborative network and eco-industrial parks between the re-

presentatives of supply chain to access the waste materials, residuals, to share 
knowledge and common infrastructure. 

c.	 Promoting the establishment of recycling centers, collection and sorting facilities, 
and composting sites.

On the other hand, Armenia still does not have an action plan for circular economy 
and government authorities, businesses, as well as public have a low-level of aware-
ness of this concept . The lack of public policies, infrastructure and technology, as well 
as of financial resources hinder the development of circularity in the Republic of Arme-
nia. Thus, the adoption comprehensive policy measures towards the system change in 
Armenia should be the first step. Although there is a waste management governance in 
Armenia, it does not address circular economy in strategies and actions given its broad-
er essence. Unfortunately, the country is still behind when it comes to sustainable and 
cost-effective solutions for managing waste, including food waste. 

The drawbacks, which need to be pinpointed here, are failures of meeting the 
predefined deadlines, quantifiable targets, appropriate monitoring and evaluation. The 
lack of capacity building for diverse stakeholders are shortcomings both in Greece and 
Armenia. The level of awareness and education among consumers, producers and even 
public authorities, which are responsible for policy making remain low, affecting the 
development of circular economy in the country. 

Based on this study, a set of recommendations may be proposed to Greek and Ar-
menian public authorities who are responsible for change management from linearity 
to circularity: 
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