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MODERN APPROACHES TO POLYETHYLENE WASTE RECOVERY AND
THEIR ECOLOGICAL EFFECTIVENESS

Annotation. This paper evaluates current techniques for recycling polyethylene waste and
offers a detailed analysis of their ecological sustainability within the framework of long-term
environmental preservation and reduced human-induced environmental stress. The significance of this
research stems from increasing plastic waste volumes, insufficient recovery rates, and the detrimental
effects of polyethylene on natural systems.

Various strategies for polyethylene reprocessing are examined - mechanical recycling,
chemical processes such as pyrolysis, gasification, and depolymerization - and emerging eco-friendly
solutions designed to lower emissions and reduce energy use. Mechanical recycling proves most
efficient both economically and ecologically under conditions where reliable waste separation and
sorting infrastructure exists, since it maintains the intrinsic properties of plastics and decreases reliance
on newly extracted resources. In contrast, chemical recycling enables treatment of blended and soiled
polyethylene streams, enhancing possibilities for regenerating valuable chemical feedstocks and
producing substitute fuels and industrial chemicals. Each approach’s strengths and drawbacks -
including energy demands, carbon footprint, technical intricacy, and output quality - are assessed. The
findings indicate that combining multiple recycling pathways tailored to specific waste types
represents a crucial step toward lowering ecological hazards and advancing a circular economy
paradigm.

Keywords: polyethylene; plastic debris; waste processing; mechanical recycling; chemical
recycling; pyrolysis; ecological performance; sustainability; closed-loop systems; environmental
degradation.

Introduction

With rapid industrial expansion and rising demand for polymer-based products, plastic
waste has evolved into a worldwide environmental challenge. Among the most commonly
manufactured polymers, polyethylene stands out due to its widespread application across
packaging, agriculture, construction, and domestic uses. Research indicates that polyethylene
constitutes between 30% and 40% of all plastic waste by volume, positioning it as a major
contributor to ecological contamination [1, 2].

Due to its strong resistance to chemical breakdown and slow natural decomposition,
polyethylene endures for extended periods in natural environments, accumulating in soils,
aquatic systems, and the air. As these materials undergo mechanical and oxidative aging, they
fragment into microplastics - particles capable of binding harmful pollutants and spreading
them through ecosystems and food webs [3, 4], thereby intensifying ecological threats and
posing serious risks to both biodiversity and human well-being.

Consequently, advancing efficient strategies for recycling polyethylene waste has
become increasingly important. Contemporary recycling approaches aim not just to minimize
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landfill disposal of plastics but also to recover reusable feedstocks, reduce carbon emissions,
and promote responsible utilization of finite resources [5]. This paper examines current
techniques for recycling polyethylene waste and evaluates their sustainability and
environmental effectiveness within the framework of long - term ecological balance.

Numerous scientific investigations have highlighted that disposable items like single-
use packaging - which degrade far more slowly than their intended lifespan - are primary
drivers of polyethylene-related pollution [6].

Exposure to ultraviolet light, heat, and physical stress causes polyethylene to break
down into microplastic fragments under 5 mm in size [7].

Research indicates that microplastics derived from polyethylene are present in oceans,
rivers, terrestrial environments, and rainwater [8], with the ability to adsorb heavy metals and
persistent organic contaminants, thereby amplifying their environmental toxicity [9]. This
underscores the urgency of creating efficient approaches for handling polyethylene waste.
Mechanical recycling remains the dominant and well-established technique for treating such
waste. It involves steps like separation, cleaning, grinding, and melting the plastic into pellets
ready for reuse in new products [10].

Several studies report that mechanical recycling lowers energy demands during
polyethylene manufacturing by 30 - 50% relative to producing items from fresh raw materials
[11]. Nevertheless, continuous reprocessing weakens the polymer's molecular structure,
leading to reduced strength and functionality over time, thus restricting how many times the
material can be recycled [12].

Recently, interest has grown in chemical recycling techniques designed to
depolymerize polyethylene into simpler molecules. Pyrolysis and gasification are among the
most extensively researched methods [13].

Pyrolyzing polyethylene yields liquid hydrocarbons useful as fuels or industrial
precursors [14], while gasification produces syngas applicable across energy and chemical
sectors [15]. Although highly effective for processing mixed or dirty waste streams, both
processes demand substantial energy input and stringent emissions regulation [16].
Ongoing scientific efforts aim to advance sustainable polyethylene recycling solutions,
particularly through photocatalytic and enzymatic (biocatalytic) pathways.

Methodology and research methods

This research is broad in scope and seeks to examine the environmental effectiveness
of contemporary polyethylene waste recycling techniques. It utilizes theoretical analysis,
comparative assessment, and structured synthesis.

1. Literature Review Approach. In the early phase of the investigation, a thorough
examination of scholarly works - both national and global - on polyethylene waste recycling
was performed. A selection of articles, books, and survey studies published recently and listed
in databases such as Web of Science, Scopus, ScienceDirect, and Google Scholar was
reviewed. From this analysis, key approaches in mechanical, chemical, and emerging forms
of polyethylene recycling were determined.

2. Comparative Assessment Technique. To analyze the ecological sustainability of
different recycling processes, a comparative method was used. Key criteria included:

- energy use intensity;

- quantity of greenhouse gas outputs;

- standard of recovered materials;

- extent of raw material preservation;

- overall ecological footprint.
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Mechanical and chemical recycling pathways were contrasted based on their strengths
and drawbacks, with an emphasis on their respective environmental outcomes.

3. Systemic and Structural Approach. The research adopted a systemic perspective,
examining polyethylene waste recycling in connection with broader environmental systems.
The full lifecycle—from waste creation through recycling processes to the manufacturing of
recycled materials - was assessed. This holistic method enabled the identification of optimal
strategies for managing polyethylene waste effectively.

4. Environmental Performance Evaluation Technique. The ecological effectiveness of
polyethylene recycling was measured using key metrics:
lower volumes of waste directed toward landfill disposal;
reduced need for producing primary (virgin) polymers;
diminished release of pollutants into the air.

Through comparative analysis of numerical findings from multiple studies, the
environmental consequences of diverse recycling techniques were assessed. By applying
synthesis and logical inference, the most ecologically advantageous recycling pathways were
pinpointed. On this basis, actionable guidelines were established, aligned with sustainability
goals and the principles of a circular economy.

Results

The evaluation demonstrated that contemporary polyethylene waste recycling
techniques vary significantly in environmental performance. An examination of different
processes highlighted variations in energy use, ecological footprint, and output quality.

1. Mechanical Recycling. This approach remains the most commonly used and
ecologically beneficial technique. Research indicates it:
cuts energy requirements for manufacturing fresh polyethylene items by 30-50%;
reduces landfill disposal volumes;
diminishes greenhouse gas emissions.

Nevertheless, continuous reprocessing causes gradual decline in polyethylene’s structural
integrity, restricting how often materials can be reused.

2. Chemical Recycling. Technologies such as pyrolysis and gasification enable
decomposition of polymers into smaller molecular components. Findings indicate:
pyrolysis yields liquid hydrocarbons suitable as fuels or raw materials for chemicals;
gasification produces syngas (a mix of CO and H.), useful across various industries;
these approaches effectively handle blended and dirty waste streams.

Key drawbacks include substantial energy demands and reliance on advanced infrastructure.

3. Emerging Approaches. Photocatalytic and biocatalytic strategies exhibit strong
eco-efficiency. They promote faster breakdown of polyethylene, reduce environmental harm,
and align with circular economy goals. Yet, large-scale implementation remains constrained.

4. Evaluation of Environmental Performance. A side-by-side assessment concluded
that:
mechanical recycling offers the best balance of low energy needs and broad availability;
chemical recycling excels in processing challenging and impure waste types;
novel methods hold significant potential for future sustainability efforts.

Table 1 presents the environmental characteristics of the main polyethylene waste
recycling methods, including energy consumption, greenhouse gas emission levels, and
recycling efficiency.

Mechanical recycling is characterized by low energy consumption and minimal
greenhouse gas emissions, making this method the most environmentally friendly. At the same
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time, it demonstrates high recycling efficiency; however, its application is limited by
requirements regarding the quality and degree of contamination of the raw material.
Table 1 — Environmental Characteristics of Polyethylene Recycling Methods

Recycling Method Energy Consumption | Greenhouse Gas Emissions Recycling Efficiency
Mechanical recycling Low Low High
Chemical recycling . . . .
(pyrolysis, gasification) High Medium-high High
Innovative methods Medium Low Promising

Table 1 outlines the environmental profile of primary polyethylene waste recycling
techniques, covering energy use, greenhouse gas emissions, and recycling effectiveness.
Mechanical recycling features low energy demands and negligible greenhouse gas outputs,
positioning it as the most eco-friendly option. It achieves high recovery rates, yet its
practicality is constrained by stringent input material standards concerning purity and
contamination level.

Chemical recycling-encompassing processes like pyrolysis and gasification—involves
substantial energy needs and generates moderate to significant greenhouse gases. Nonetheless,
these approaches offer strong recyclability, enabling treatment of blended and highly polluted
polyethylene streams that cannot be processed mechanically.

Emerging recycling technologies fall midway in energy usage and exhibit reduced
greenhouse gas release. Their potential is considered encouraging due to ongoing innovation
and deployment aligned with green chemistry ideals and long-term sustainability goals.
In sum, the information in the table suggests that selecting a polyethylene recycling approach
requires weighing ecological impact, energy performance, and technical viability of handling
diverse waste streams. For a concise evaluation of each technology’s advantages and
drawbacks, essential metrics are compiled in Table 2.

Table 2 — Comparative Assessment of the Advantages of Recycling Methods

Indicator Mechanical Chemical Innovative
Ability to process mixed waste Low High Medium
Quality of recycled product Medium High High
Environmental safety High Medium High
Development potential Medium Medium High

Table 2 outlines a comparative evaluation of mechanical, chemical, and advanced
polyethylene waste recycling techniques based on critical performance metrics.
Mechanical recycling stands out for strong environmental protection, owing to the lack of
intricate chemical reactions and minimal ecological footprint.

Nonetheless, it struggles with handling blended waste streams, and the recyclate
quality is classified as moderate. Its advancement prospects are deemed moderate, given that
existing technologies are mature with little room for revolutionary enhancement.

Chemical recycling excels in treating diverse and polluted waste materials - its primary
strength. Recycled outputs achieve top - tier quality, enabling the creation of high-value
chemicals and fuel. Nevertheless, environmental sustainability ranks only mid - level due to
substantial energy demands and emission risks; its innovation potential is similarly assessed
as moderate.

Advanced recycling strategies deliver superior recyclate quality alongside excellent
eco-friendliness. While their effectiveness in managing mixed waste is currently moderate,
indicating active research and refinement, these novel techniques hold the highest growth
potential. They focus on achieving efficient resource utilization and long-term environmental
compatibility, aligning closely with contemporary circular economy standards.
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Diagram 1 - Environmental Efficiency of Polyethylene Recycling Methods
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Diagram 1 — «Environmental Efficiency of Polyethylene Recycling Methods» in the form of
a bar chart

Figure 1 distinctly illustrates the relative environmental performance of different
polyethylene recycling techniques. Mechanical recycling achieves the greatest environmental
efficiency, attributed to low energy use and negligible greenhouse gas output. Chemical
recycling falls midway - offering more thorough material breakdown yet involving higher
energy demands. Pyrolysis and energy recovery exhibit reduced environmental benefits owing
to substantial emissions and heavy ecological impact.

Based on aggregated findings from scholarly research, mechanical recycling of
polyethylene stands out as the most environmentally effective approach. Research indicates it
reduces reliance on virgin resources by 60 — 80% and lowers greenhouse gas emissions by
approximately 1.5 to 2 times compared to manufacturing new polyethylene. Additionally, this
technique involves modest energy requirements and yields recycled feedstocks applicable
across industrial sectors.

Chemical recycling shows moderate environmental sustainability. Multiple studies
confirm its ability to process mixed and polluted polyethylene waste, broadening recyclable
waste streams. Nonetheless, its overall eco-efficiency diminishes because of the energy -
heavy nature of depolymerization reactions and the generation of unwanted byproducts. Still,
this method helps divert waste from landfill sites and lessens dependence on newly produced
polymers.

Pyrolysis of polyethylene waste exhibits reduced environmental effectiveness. While
it can yield fuel components and chemical feedstocks, the process incurs substantial energy
demands and releases considerable CO.. Studies show that the ecological viability of pyrolysis
hinges critically on the type of energy used and how effectively emissions are captured -
factors that constrain its broader adoption due to environmental concerns.

Analysis of existing research reveals that energy recovery through incineration ranks
as the most ecologically inefficient approach. Though it decreases waste mass and produces
electricity, it leads to major discharges of greenhouse gases and hazardous substances,
intensifying environmental stress and necessitating expensive emission control measures.

Hence, the findings support prioritizing mechanical recycling for polyethylene waste,
whereas chemical and thermal treatments should serve as secondary or complementary
options within an integrated waste management strategy. These outcomes align with
sustainability goals and circular economy frameworks.

The insights gained offer enhanced understanding of current polyethylene recycling’s
environmental performance and corroborate earlier national and global research. Analysis
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affirms that variations in eco - efficiency stem mainly from process technology, energy use
intensity, and pollution output scales. The superior environmental benefits observed in
mechanical recycling here match those reported across multiple studies, reinforcing its role as
a cornerstone of circular economic models.

Simultaneously, the reviewed studies highlight drawbacks of this technique tied to
polymer degradation and the necessity of pre-sorting waste. Although chemically intensive,
chemical recycling shows strong promise in handling mixed and polluted polyethylene waste.
Findings from this work indicate that such approaches may partly offset the ecological
constraints of mechanical recycling by broadening the types of recyclable materials.
Nonetheless, the environmental performance of chemical processes hinges significantly on
catalyst selection, energy inputs, and levels of technical refinement, underscoring the demand
for continued research and adoption of low-energy technologies.

According to the analyzed evidence, pyrolysis and energy recovery exhibit
comparatively poor environmental efficiency. Even though they offer opportunities for energy
production and valuable by-products, these techniques generate substantial CO. and pollutant
emissions. Research suggests that their ecological viability improves only when coupled with
advanced gas cleaning technologies and powered by renewable energy - measures that
considerably increase financial outlays.

In sum, evaluating these outcomes reveals that selecting the best polyethylene waste
recycling method must account for local circumstances, existing infrastructure, and volume
of waste generated. Integrating mechanical recycling with chemical and thermal methods
seems the most viable long-term solution for managing polyethylene waste effectively. These
insights reaffirm the importance of embracing sustainability principles and circular economy
models within polymer waste management frameworks.

Conclusion

This research assessed the environmental performance of contemporary polyethylene
recycling techniques, emphasizing the advantages and drawbacks of mechanical, chemical,
and thermal processes. Mechanical recycling emerged as the most eco-friendly option owing
to reduced energy use, limited greenhouse gas output, and repeated reusability of recovered
materials. Chemical recycling exhibited strong promise in handling mixed and polluted waste
streams, mitigating some constraints of mechanical recycling, although its effectiveness relies
heavily on catalyst quality, energy inputs, and operational refinement. Thermal treatments
such as pyrolysis and energy recovery displayed poorer environmental outcomes because of
high emission levels, with sustainability only achievable through advanced emission control
technologies and reliance on renewable power sources.

Results suggest that effective waste management must account for local factors,
available infrastructure, and waste volume. A hybrid model combining mechanical, chemical,
and thermal recycling is advised for durable, long-term solutions in managing polyethylene
waste. Ultimately, the study highlights the necessity of adopting circular economy
frameworks and sustainable practices within polymer waste treatment systems.
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A.E. Mennbiramuena, H.C. Ep:kanoBa, A. Bayode, P.H.Ky6amesa, .M. Kycannosa
COBPEMEHHBIE METO/IbI IEPEPABOTKHU NNOJINDTUJIEHOBBIX OTXOA0B U UX
IKOJOI'MYECKAS YPPEKTUBHOCTDb

AHHoTamusi. B crathbe paccMaTpuUBalOTCS COBPEMEHHBIE METOHIBI  MEpepabOTKH
MOJIMATUIICHOBBIX OTXO/I0B M MPOBOAUTCS KOMIUIEKCHAsI OLIEHKA MX IKOJIOTHYecKoi 3¢dpdexTuBHOCTH
B KOHTEKCTE YCTOMYMBOr0 Pa3BUTHI M CHIXKEHHSI aHTPOIIOTC€HHOW HArpy3KH Ha OKPYKAIOIILYO CPEay.
AKTyalIbHOCTh HCCIIEAOBAaHHA OOYCIOBIIEHa POCTOM OOBEMOB MOJMMEPHBIX OTXOJOB, HHU3KUM
YPOBHEM HMX YTHJIM3aLUU U HETAaTHUBHBIM BO3JICHCTBUEM MOJMITUIICHA HA SKOCUCTEMBI.

[Ipoananu3upoBaHbl OCHOBHBIE TOAXOABI K TepepabOTKE MOJUATHUIICHA, BKIIOYAs
MEXaHUYECKUH PELMKIMHT, XUMHYECKHEe MeTonbl (MUpoiu3, rasuduKanus, IenoIMMepH3alus), a
TaKke HMHHOBALMOHHBIC «3€JIEHBIE» TEXHOJOTHUH, OPHECHTHPOBAHHBIE HA CHI)KEHHE BPEIHBIX
BBIOpOCOB U »HepromoTpedieHus. [lokazaHo, 4To MexaHH4YecKas mepepadoTKa sBJsieTcsl Hanbomee
SKOHOMHMYECKH U SKOJIOTMYECKU ONpaBAaHHON MpU HAJMYUK Pa3BUTON CHCTEMBI pa3AeibHOro cOopa
U COPTUPOBKU OTXOJOB, MOCKOJIBKY MO3BOJIECT COXPaHSITh MaTEpUAIbHYIO LEHHOCTh MOJIUMEPOB H
CHHKaTh MOTPEOHOCTH B MEPBHYHOM CHIphe. B TO ke BpeMsi XHUMHUYECKHE METOIbI MmepepaboTKu
00JIafaloT TMOTEHLUAIOM YTHUJIM3alUM CMEIIAHHBIX W 3arpsA3HEHHBIX IOJIMITUICHOBBIX OTXO/OB,
pacmpsisi BO3MOXKHOCTH IIOBTOPHOTO HCIIOJIB30BaHUSl TIOJIMMEPHOTO CBIPbSI W TOJTYYEHHS
IbTEPHATUBHBIX BUIOB TOIIMBA U XUMHUYECKHX MPOTYKTOB.

OTMeueHBl TpEeUMYLIECTBA M OTPaHUUYCHHS KaXIOrO METOJAad, BKIIOYas YPOBEHb
SHepro3arpar, 00bEMBI BBIOPOCOB MAapHUKOBBIX T'a30B, TEXHOJIOTHYECKYIO CIOXXHOCTh M KadeCTBO
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BTOPHUYHOTO MMpOaYKTaA. C}_ICJ'IaH BBIBOJ 0 I.[eJ'ICCOO6p83HOCTI/I KOMIIJICKCHOT'O u
Z[I/I(l)(i)epeHHI/IpOBaHHOI‘O OPUMCHCHUA pa3JIMYHbBIX MECTOOOB r[epepa60TKI/I TOJINOTUIICHOBBIX OTXOO0B
KaK KJIFOYCBOI'0 YCJIOBUSA MUHUMU3AIUHN SKOJOTHYCCKUX PHUCKOB U IMEPEXO0Jaa K MOACIN HHpKyJISIpHOﬁ
OKOHOMMKHU.

KiamoueBble ciioBa: TIIOJIUDTHUIICH, INOJIMMCPHBIC  OTXOMBI, nepepa60TKa OTXO0B,
MEXaHHUYCCKas nepepa60TKa; XUMHUYCCKast nepepa60TKa; MMUPOJIN3; SKOJIOTUYCCKAI 3(1)(1)6KTI/IBHOCTI>;
YCTOﬁqHBOG Pa3BUTHUC, HUPKYIIAPHAs YKOHOMUKA, 3aTPsA3HCHUC Opr)KaIOH.ICﬁ CpCAabl.

A.E. Mennpiramuena, H.C. Ep:kanoBa, A. Bayode, P.H.Ky6amesa, .M. Kycannosa
MOJMUATUJIEH KAJJIBIKTAPBIH KATA OHJEY/IIH 3AMAHAYH OSJICTEPI )KOHE
OJIAPIBIH OKOJOI'USJABbIK TUIMALJIITT

AnpaTma. Makanaga TONUATIIICH KAIABIKTAphIH KalTa OHACYAIH 3aMaHayH oJicTepi
KapacThIPBUIBIN, OJApAbIH JKOJOTHSUIBIK TUIMIUITIHE TYPAaKThHl JaMy JOHE KOpIIaFraH oOpTara
AHTPOIOTCHIK KYKTEMEH1 a3alTy TYPFBICBIHAH KeIeH Il Oaramay Kypriziieni. 3epTTeyIiH ©3eKTiiri
MOJIMMEPITIK KAIABIKTAp KOJEMiHIH apTybIMEH, OJap/bl KoJIeTe XKapaTy/IblH TOMCH JICHIeHiMeH KoHe
MOJMATUIICHHIH dKOXKYHenepre Tepic acepiMeH Heri3aenei.

[NonmuayTrnenai kaliTa HICYIIH HETI3ri TOCUIAepi, COHBIH IMIHAC MEXaHUKAIBIK PEIIUKIHHT,
XUMUSIIBIK fticTep (MUPOn3, ra3uduKaIis, 1enoIuMepU3aIiis), COHai-aK 3UsH/IBI IBIFAPbIHIBLIAD
MEH 3HEPTHUs TYTHIHY Bl a3aiTyFa OaFbITTAIFAH MHHOBAUSIIBIK «KACHLD» TEXHOJIOTHSIIAD TaJIJaH]IbI.
Kanupikrapasl Oesek KuHAay MEH CYPBINTAY/IbIH JaMbIFaH JKyieci OONFaH jkarmaia MEXaHUKAIbIK
KaliTa OHJIEy SKOHOMHKAJIBIK JKOHE DKOJIOTHSUIBIK TYPFBINAH €H THIMJI 9JiC SKeHJIrl KepceTii,
OUTKEHI OJI TTOJIMMEPIICP IiH MaTEePUAIBIK KYHIBUIBIFBIH CaKTayFa »oHE 0acTarKpl IIMKi3aTKa JereH
KaXETTUIIKTI a3aiiTyra MyMKiHAIK Oepeni. COHbIMEH KaTap, XMMHUSUIBIK KaiiTa eHaey oficTepi apanac
JKOHE JIACTaHFaH TMOJNUATWICH KAJBIKTAPBIH KOJIEre JKapaTyFa MYMKIHAIK Oepill, IMOJMMEpIiK
MIMKI3aTThl KaliTa mainanaHysl KeHEHTell jkoHe OalamMalibl OTHIH MCH XMMUSIIBIK OHIMICp ayFa
JKargal sKacauIbl.

OpOip 9ICTIH apTHIKIIEUIBLIKTAPEI MEH IMISKTEYJISPi, COHBIH 1MIiHEC SHSPTUS IILIFbIHIAPBIHBIH
JICHTeH1, MTAPHUKTIK Ta3/1ap MIBIFAPBIHIBUIAPBIHBIH KOJIEMi, TEXHOJIOTHSIIBIK KYPISHILIIIT] )KOHE eKiHIII
peTTiK eHIMHIH camachl aTtam KepceTiai. [lomuaTuieH KalAbIKTapbhlH KaiiTa eHICYyAiH opTypii
OMIICTEPiH KEUICH I )KOHE capallaHFaH TYPJC KOJJIaHy 3KOJOTHSUIBIK TOYCKEIACP Al a3alTy IbIH KOHE
HUPKYJISPIBIK SKOHOMHUKA MOJICIIIHE KOIIYAiH HETi3Ti MAapThl EKEHIITT TYPabl KOPBITHIH]IBI KACAIIBI.

Kinr ce3mep: mNOMMATHICH, TOJIMMEPNIK KAIIBIKTAP; KAIBIKTApIbl KaiTa eHJCY;
MEXaHUKAJIBIK KaliTa OHJICY; XUMUSIIBIK KalTa OHJEY; MHPOIU3; SKOJIOTHSUIBIK THIMIIIIK; TYPaKThI
JaMy; IUPKYJISPIIBIK YKOHOMUKA; KOPIIIaFaH OPTaHbIH JTaCTaHYBI.
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