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Abstract

The identification of environmental awareness in this paper was conducted through
its basic dimensions: attitudes, behavior and willingness of the respondents to participate
in solving environmental problems. The paper focuses on understandings, attitudes and
motivations that influence the decision of farmers regarding key issues related to the
environment and agricultural production.

In the empirical section, this paper assesses whether and how environmental
practices follow environmental attitudes of the respondents. One of the hypothesis is that
formal education, as an important determinant, has a significant impact on the attitudes
regarding environmental protection and the application of positive environmental
practices. What was also examined was the extent of and the manner in which
information in the field of agriculture and environmental protection, influences the
attitudes, practices and involvement of farmers in preserving the environment.

Key words: environmental awareness, attitudes, practices, agricultural producers
education, information.

EKOJIOIIKA CBECT IOJbOIIPUBPETHUX
MMPOU3BOBAYA Y CPBUJU: CTABOBHU U ITPAKCE

AncTpakT

OBaj pan ce GpoKycHpa Ha CXBaTama, CTABOBE M MOTHBE KOjU YTHUY Ha OIUTy4H-
Bame MOJHONPUBPEIHUX TPOU3BOaYa 0 KIbyYHHM MUTakbUMa KOja Cce OHOCE Ha YKH-
BOTHY CPEAMHY U MOJOIPHUBPEIHY NPOH3BOY. VeHTH(HKALIja eKOJIOIIKE CBECTH
CIIPOBEJICHA je MPEKO HEHUX OCHOBHHUX JMMEH3Hja: CTaBOBA, MOHAIIAMbA U CIIPEMHO-
CTH UCIIMTaHHUKa 3a yuemhe y pelaBamy eKOJOMKHX pobiema. Y eMITHPHjCKOM Jie-
1y, y paay ce IpoLemyje Aa M U KOJIUKO EKOJIOIIKE MPaKce MpaTe eKOJIOIIKE CTABOBE
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UCIIUTAaHHKA. JexHa oX Xuroresa je ja GopMarHO 00pa3oBame Kao BaKHA JIETEPMH-
HaHTa 3HAYajHO yTHUYe HA CTaBOBE O 3AIUTHUTH XXMBOTHE CPEAWHE U NMPHMEHY IO3UTHB-
HHX SKOJIOIIKHX npakcH. Takole je MCIMTHBAHO Y KOjoj MepH HAuYMH M HUBO HH()OPMH-
CaHOCTH Y ZIOMEHY ITOJBOIPHBpENE M 3aIUTHUTE JKMBOTHE CPEAWHE YTHIY Ha CTaBOBE,
HpaKce ¥ aHTKOBA-E MOJbOIPUBPEAHNX MPon3Bohayua y 0uyBamy )KHBOTHE CPEJIHHE.

Kiby4yHe peun: eKoJoOIIKa CBECT, CTAaBOBH, IIPAKCE, IIOJbOIIPUBPEIHH IPou3Bohaum,
00pa3oBame, HHPOPMHICAHOCT.

OPENING CONSIDERATION

Environmental protection is an enormous challenge for each
community, whether it is small or big, rural or urban, because its long term
consequences have a huge impact on human life (Shultsp & Zelenzy,
1999). Preservation of soil, water and forest resources, as vital for rural
population, are one of the most important preconditions for their survival
and development. Interaction between agriculture and environment is
inevitable and could be positive and negative. Agriculture could improve,
but also endanger soil fertility or the habitat of different plant and animal
species (OECD, 1992). Application of different agrochemicals in food
production process, without prior education of producers, threatens not
only health and life quality of a farmer and his family, but also the public
health as well (Miltojevic, 2005).

Numerous researches on environmental protection in rural areas
deal with technical and economic aspects of that issue, neglecting the
aspect of ecological awareness of population in rural areas (Akca, Sayili
& Yilmazcoban, 2007). Ecological awareness is a significant factor that
influences environment condition. Its three components are ecological
knowledge, evaluation ecological situation and behavior (Cifiri¢, 1989).
Among other things, awareness about the necessity of environmental
protection itself is insufficiently developed because of the lack of
knowledge and habits, when it comes to different attitudes toward nature.
Various researches, up to this point, have shown that agricultural producers
have ecological ethics because they are in close daily contact with soil on
which they and their family’s existence depends upon. According to this,
we can conclude that agricultural producers see themselves as people who
take care of the environment and are responsible for its protection (Mccann,
1997). Berenguer’s (Berenguer, 2005) research shows that there is a certain
difference between the ecological attitudes of the people who live in rural
areas in regard to the people who live in cities and that research says that
the rural population shows more responsibility toward the environment
and more willingness to behave in a way which is coordinated with
environmental protection.

In the studies about social awarenessm the attitude is defined as an
acquired, relatively permanent and stable organization of positive and
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negative emotions, valuation and reaction toward some object (Petz,
1992). It is considered that, based on someone’s attitude toward a certain
object, his future behavior toward that object could be predicted with high
level of accuracy (Zvonarevi¢, 1989). Because of this, those attitudes are
useful in scientific research as the easiest way for explaining motives
which have the central meaning in understanding human behavior. The
connection between attitude and behavior depends on the situation, social
norms, habits and other personality features and can be stronger or
weaker (Gifford & Sussman, 2012). In his research about the differences
between organic and conventional agricultural producers, McCann (1997)
points out that the connection between the ecological attitudes and
ecological behavior is not convincingly confirmed and he even emphasises
that the connection is quite uncertain. In his research, Stern points out that
the intention might exist, but it does not necessarily lead to influence and
positive change in the environment (Stern, 2000). In order to explain these
incompatibilities we must take into consideration the socio-structural
factors and experience through which people gain ecological values,
attitudes and behavior (Berenguer, 2005). Numerous factors that influence
the relationship between attitude and behavior have been determined.
Extremity, intensity and clarity of attitudes have a paramount role in that
relationship (Prislin, 1991). Penington says that habits, rather than attitude,
could predict behavior up to larger degree (Pennington, 1997). Ecologically
significant behavior is defined, according to Stern (2000), through the
influence on the environment, which can be direct and can be manifested
as waste selection and recycling, as well as forest cleaning, or indirect,
which is noticeable through forming and making decisions which cause
changes in the environment.

Another very important factor of ecological awareness is ecological
knowledge. Numerous researchers say that ecological knowledge and
attitudes are mutually connected, and that attitudes are further linked to
behavior (Flamm, 2006). Analyzing how much effect ecological knowledge
and attitudes have on the number and type of vehicle households in
California own, the author emphasizes that positive ecological attitudes and
knowledge about environment are not in a statistically significant relationship
with the specific behavior of respondents. Such findings could be interpreted
through the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1973),
according to which attitude is not linked to a certain specific behavior but to
the tendency toward certain type of behavior.

From numerous numbers of studies that deal with human concern for
environmental protection and their different theoretical approaches
(Berenguer, 2000) we can see that testing the socio-demographic
characteristics influence is stressed out as important. Based on the
demographic variables, such as age and education, Rogers explains the
differences between attitudes and farmer practice (Rogers, 1983). Education
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did not show the major impact on the decisions about type and amount of
mineral fertilizer and plant protection products that they use (Akay, Akca,
Sayili & Esengun, 2000). The research conducted in Malaysia among
students from families with different financial situations and the level of
education, shows that the parents’ education has a positive effect on the
questioned student’s attitude, behavior and opinion about the environment
(Aminrad, 2013).

In their work, Pajvancic and Pusic (2010) emphasise informing the
citizens as one of the basic conditions for solving ecological problems, and
that requires familiarity with the ecologically endangered environment and
possible consequences, as well as the discovery of one’s own responsibility
and ability to protect the environment. Having more knowledge about
harmful consequences of human activities for the soil, water, air, plant and
animal life and a life quality, the awareness about the importance of
preserving these resources is increasing as well. The starting point for many
discussions about the media role in increasing public awareness and care
about the environment is observation that mass media and television are
recognized as a primary source of information in that area. (Murch, 1971).

The aim of this paper is to present ecological attitudes and practices as
very important factors for building ecological awareness of the agricultural
producers in Serbia, as well as to analyze some structural determinants of
these attitudes and behavior. The paper is divided in two parts. The first part
presents theoretical term operationalization relevant for perception of
ecological awareness of agricultural producers. In the second part, the results
of the empirical research conducted in rural settlements in Serbia are
interpreted. Through empirical research we followed ecological attitudes,
ecological practice and willingness to engage in environmental protection
depending on the socio-demographic characteristics such as the level of
education and level of informing agricultural producers.

METODS
Sample

The research is conducted on a random sampling of agricultural
households in 157 rural settlements which are located in 110 municipalities
on the entire territory of the Republic of Serbia. In the overall number of
agricultural households in Serbia, the sector of family agricultural
households participates with 99,5%, which influenced the fact that, in our
research all, 282 respondents were owners or members of households which
participate in making decisions about the expenses and investments in the
family household. For the purpose of this research, the official nomenculture
was applied and, according to it, Serbia is divided into 4 territorial units and
within them the sample was dislocated in the following way:
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= Belgrade region: 28 households

= Vojvodina region: 84 households

= Sumadija and West Serbia: 86 households
= South and East Serbia: 84 households

Table 1. The structure of the respondents according to the socio-
demographic features®

Socio-demographic features Number of %
respondents

From 15 no 34 36 12,7

Age From35 no 54 143 50,7
55 and more 103 36,6

Total 282 100,0

Without and with Elementary school 93 31,6

Education  High school 144 51,0
College or University 45 17,5

Total 282 100,0

Gender Women 92 32,5
Men 190 67,5

Total 282 100,0

Methodology

As a means of data collection the questionnaire that included 5
groups of issues was used: the socio-demographic data about the respondent;
the respondents' attitudes to the importance of the environment; the readiness
for the personal contribution to the protection of the environment; the ways
of informing the subjects of environmental problems and the practices of
those with environmental consequences. 199 respondents were directly
interviewed, while 83 respondents completed the online questionnaire after
their preparation and the instruction given by the organizer of the research.
The survey was conducted from June to December 2014. The data
processing has been done in the statistical program SPSS 19.

The survey measured the attitudes through the questions that assess
the importance of the environment in relation to the agricultural production
and readiness for personal contribution to the promotion and protection of
the natural environment for farmers. Environmental behavior was
investigated through the use of environmentally friendly practices in the
everyday life of agricultural producers, which made it possible to assess
the level of compliance of the attitudes and behavior of the two most
important elements of environmental awareness.

! The results in charts and graphs are given in percentage with respect to a total
number of 282 agricultural producers who were included in this research.
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Informing the farmers is expressed through a unique gamut of
information the respondents based on their answers to the following
questions:

1) The criteria in the choice of the chemical substances used in the
protection and nutrition of crops;

2) The information on environmental pollution originating from
agricultural production;

3) The frequency of contact with the agricultural extension service
(PSSS);

4) The frequency of watching a program about agriculture.

For the first two items the respondents were given a maximum of 1
point, and the other two a maximum of 2 points. Based on the total sum
of points, the subjects were classified into three categories: well
informed, 5-6; medium informed 3-4; poorly informed, 0-2.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Ecological Attitudes

As it has already been emphasised, the attitudes have a significant
importance for explaining human behavior. In our research 42 % of the
respondents show concern about the environment which confirms the
findings of other authors in which it was indicated that the agricultural
producers see themselves as very concerned for the environment
(McCann,1997).

Greatly

Not H‘ l=  worred, 7.6

worried, 9.2

Worried,

/4

\

Graph 1. The level of concern about environment of the agricultural
producers in Serbia (%)

In the farmer’s attitudes toward the environment we can notice that
reducing poverty is a priority compared to environmental protection.

Table 2. Attitudes about environmental protection (% respondents)

Statements The level of agreement
Compared to the fulfillment of Agrees  Partially Disagrees Total
requirements, more important is: with  agrees with  with

Achieve high yield 23,4 31,9 4477 100,0

Reduce poverty 40,8 26,6 32,6 100,0
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Being that a large number of the respondents (40.8%) considers the
reduction of poverty as important in relation to the high yield (23.4%)
(Table 2), we can say that the farmers solving their existential problems
and poverty are seen as greater and more important problems than
environmental protection. The attitudes of the respondents about the
willingness to tolerate higher costs in order to protect the environment,
show that they are not fully prepared for such a change in practice.

Table 3. Willingness for higher costs in order to protect the environment
(% of respondents)

Degree of willingness

Type of costs Willing Partially Unwilling Cannot Total
willing decide

Payment of higher fees and taxes 6,0 59,9 28,4 5,7 100,0

Application of different modes of 6,4 54,3 21,7 11,7 100,0

production, even if it is more

expensive and requires more time

Investment in primary production 12,1 55,3 21,6 11,0 100,0
that does not provide larger transfers,

but provides better products and a

higher level of protection

A small percentage of the respondents expressed a complete
readiness to take on any way of financial involvement in order to protect
the environment (Table 3). The respondents showed the greatest willingness
for investments in the primary production if it brings a better quality
product and higher level of environmental protection. Findings show that
42% of the respondents are concerned with the environment and only 6%
are prepared to pay higher taxes and fees in order for its protection, in
accordance with the findings of Stern (2000), who states that the economic
status is often more important than the positive intentions of ecological
behavior. The discrepancy between the high level of concern about the state
of the environment and low readiness for financial participation in its
improvement can be explained by ignorance and lack of information, but
also by economic problems. Within their research, Cveji¢ et al. Report that
the rural population is facing serious problems of poverty and social
exclusion in all of its dimensions, especially farmers and old single
households. Poverty is twice as high in rural than it is in urban areas (9.8%:
4.3%), which is one of the reasons for the low participation of the
population in rural areas in environmental protection when it requires
investment funds (Cveji¢, Babovi¢, Bogdanov, Petrovi¢c and Vukovic,
2010). The research shows that the concern for the quality of the
environment can be a luxury in which people can engage only after the
fulfillment of basic needs (food, housing, economic security) (Sant, 2007).
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Education as a Factor in the Formation of Attitudes in the Environment

Environmental attitudes vary by age, gender, socio-economic status,
ethnicity, degree of urban areas, personality, experience, education and
knowledge about the environment (Gifford & Sussman, 2012), and education
is one of the most important factors influencing the environmental awareness
(Fahliquist, 2008)

Our study shows a high correlation between the educational level of
farmers, the size of the estate, which is processed and their concern for the
environment. The highest percentage concerned (62.8%) was recorded
among the best educated (college or university), among which none of the
respondents stated that they are not concerned about the environment. The
lowest percentage of the concerned (30.5%) for the environment is in the
group with the lowest level of education (Table 4).

Table 4. Concern for the environment by the education level
of respondents (%)

Degree of concern for the environment

Level of education Worried Partla_llly No_t Total
worried  worried

Without or with Elementay school 30,5 51,6 17,9 100,0

High school 46,5 47,2 6,3 100,0

College or University 62,8 37,2 0,0 100,0

Total 43,8 48,7 9,2 100,0

X%=22,691; P<0,001; C=0,273

When it comes to the claims about the importance of environmental
protection, although there are more highly educated respondents than the
ones with secondary and elementary school, they find it is more important
to achieve high yield or reduce poverty than environmental protection, thus
the study did not show a significant association between education and
attitudes. The majority of the respondents (45-70%), independently of
formal education, present an environmentally positive or neutral attitude
which could be interpreted as giving socially desirable answers. When it
comes to willingness to engage in environmental protection, research
results show that education has a significant impact only on the willingness
to pay higher fees and taxes. With the increase in the level of education,
the number of those who are somewhat or completely willing to pay the
expenses for environmental protection increases as well (Tab.8). Similar
results were gained in the research of Fahliquist (2008), stating that those
who know more about the environment and related issues, have a higher
level of awareness and motivation to solve problems in this area.
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Table 5. Willingness for higher expenses for environmental protection
based on education (% respondents)

The level of education Degree of willingness to pay higher fees and taxes
Willing  Partially Unwilling Cannot Total
willing decide

Without school or only with 4,2 51,6 38,9 53 1000
Elementary school

High school 4,2 61,8 26,4 7,6  100,0
College or University 16,3 72,1 11,6 0,0 100,0
Total 6,0 59,9 28,4 57 100,0

X?=22,738; p<0,001; C=0,273

Education did not have a significant impact on the willingness of
the respondents to apply different and more expensive ways of production
in order to preserve the environment, nor to bigger investments in
primary production which does not provide yield increase, but provides
more quality products and a higher level of environmental protection.

Awareness as a Factor in Forming Attitudes about the Environment

The findings about the media’s role in increasing the level of
awareness of the rural area residents, among whom the highest number are
agricultural producers, can be found in Akca’s research (2006) who analysed
the ecological awareness of the residents in two rural provinces in Turkey
and showed that television and press stand out as the major source of
informing about the environment. Based on the scale of informing described
in the chapter about methodology, the respondents are classified in three
categories:

= well informed — 22.7%

= middle informed — 42.9%

= poorly informed —34.4%

Prus and Sztubas, in their research say that agricultural producers
highly evaluate professional services and the role of agricultural advisers
in planning agricultural production and conducting ecological action (Prus
& Sztubas, 2009). Our results show that there is a small percentage of the
respondents (22,7 %) who are evaluated as being well-informed. The rest
of the respondents who are evaluated as being middle-informed or poorly
informed, apart from temporary contacts with the PSSS about the given
guestions, used to advise with their colleagues and neighbours or decide
based on their own experience. Akay (2006) talks about similar results in
the research on the choice of mineral fertilizers and pesticides from
agricultural producers and he concludes that they most often decide by
themselves and based on their own experience. Prislin (1991) concludes
that the attitudes formed based on concrete personal or experience of close
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people in comparison to those formed by listening or reading, show better
behavior prediction. The next important finding in our research is the
existence of a significant connection between the level of informing and
the attitude of the respondents toward the concern about the environment
(Table 6). The highest percentage of concern was found among the best-

informed (64.1%), while the worst one among the least-informed respondents
(30.9%)

Table 6. Concern about the environment based on the level of awareness
(% respondents)

Degree of concern

The level of awareness Very Partially Not Total
worried worried worried

Poor 30,9 52,6 16,5 100,0

Medium 43,0 49,6 7,4 100,0

Good 64,1 34,4 1,6 100,0

Total 43,6 47,2 29,2 100,0

X?=24,435; P<0,000; C=0,282

Choosing between the high yield and fulfillment of requirements
for environmental protection, the poorly informed respondents choose
high yields (25,8%), while the well informed respondents consider
environmental protection more important (59,4%) (Table 7).

Table 7. Consent with the statement that it is more important to achieve
high yields than to meet all the demands for environment protection,
based on the level of being informed (% respondents)

Level of consent

The level of awaren - -
€ level oT awareness Agrees Partially agrees  Disagrees Total

Poor 25,8 28,9 45,4 100,0
Medium 25,6 38,0 36,4 100,0
Good 15,6 25,0 59,4 100,0
Total 23,4 31,9 44,7 100,0

X?=9, 770; P<0,044; C= 0,183

Choosing reducing poverty and meeting all the demands for
environmental protection, the level of being informed did not have a
significant role because approximately the same percent of the respondents
declared for or against the given a claim. Furthermore, most respondents do
not show willingness to engage financially or to change the way of

production in order to protect the environment, regardless of the level of
being informed.
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Adoption of Environmental Practices

Environmental behavior of the respondents was analyzed through
the adoption of environmental and agricultural practices. In this study, as
environmental practices, the following were selected:

1. The analysis of the soil was monitored as an agricultural practice,
whose ordinary enforcement rationalizes the use of mineral fertilizer,
contributes to the increase of yield and its better protection, and increases
the level of environmental protection.

2. Treatment of crop residues in the field. Burning the crop residues
is viewed as an environmentally harmful practice from the aspect of
agricultural production and environmental protection, because in this way it
destroys organic matter and beneficial microorganisms in the soil, which
leads to soil degradation and pollution of the environment with carbon
dioxide emissions. However, plowing is a way of removing crop residues
which brings positive effects, such as the input of organic matter to the soil
and improving the physical properties (Surekha, Pavan Chandra Reddy,
Padma Kumari & Sta Cruz, 2006). Baling and usage of crop residues as an
energy material contributes to the rationalization of production and
environmental protection.

3. Separation of biological waste in the household. In Serbia, the
daily per capita, generates about 0.5 kg of municipal solid waste, of
which 60-80% is biodegradable. This part ends up in landfills, which
significantly affects their life expectancy and is an additional problem for
the environment. The rehabilitation of landfills requires a large amount of
land that must be made, with significant economic costs as well.

4. Removal of dead animals. Dead animals represent a constant
threat as a potential source of infectious material as environmental
pollutants. Solving this problem must be organized on scientific principles,
specifically based on the possibility of using waste as a resource for
conversion to useful products (Jayathilakan, Sultana, Radhakrishna &
Bawa, 2012).

5. Disposal of empty pesticide containers. In Serbia, annually, about
5 million pieces of packaging waste from pesticides is improperly
destroyed or simply thrown into the closest channel in the place of pesticide
application. Serbia, by adopting a set of laws in the field of environmental
protection, which are harmonized with the EU directives, created conditions
and legislative, legal framework, but still lacks in their practical application.

Our research has shown that farmers largely apply environmentally
harmful practices that threaten the environment:

= More than half (58.3%) of the respondents does not separate
biological waste within their household:;

= More than a third (35.4%) buries dead animals in a place which
they determine themselves;
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= More than a third of respondents (38.7%) have never done soil
analysis;

= One fifth of the respondents (20.9%) burn crop residues directly in
the field,;

= A fifth (20.2%) burns empty pesticide containers in an unsecured
part of the yard.

Positive environmental intentions are just one, but often not the
single most important factor influencing behavior. More important within
ecological behavior are personal habits or routines in the household as
well as the economic status and infrastructure. The lack of infrastructure as
an important factor for environmental behavior is stated in the research of
Stern (2000). In this study, it was shown that education has an impact on the
choice of ecological practices implemented by the farmers®. The respondents
who have a higher level of education, perform soil analysis to a higher
percentage, implement environmentally harmful practice of burning crop
residues directly in the field to a much lesser degree (Table 8).

Table 8. Application of pro-environmental practices depending on the
level of the respondents’ education (%)

Level of education

. Without High  College or
Types of practice education or only school University
Elementary
. . Perform 47,3 67,8 79,0
Soil analysis Do not perform 52,7 32,2 21,0
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0
X?=20,757; P<0,008;C=0,271

. Burn 33,7 16,0 9,3
s, Piow
P Bale and compost 26,3 37,5 51,2
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0

X?=22,409; P<0,033;C=0,262

The level of information is highly correlated with the adoption of
environmental practices. The results show that among the well informed
respondents, the largest percentage performs soil analysis, plows harvest
remains and burns the least (Table 9).

2 Questions such as "How to deal with dead animals?" and "Where to dispose empty
pesticide containers?" could not be parsed by the previously applied methodology. In
cases where there is no livestock cemetery in the village and being that there is not an
adequately organized collection and professional destruction of pesticide packaging
on the territory of Serbia, none of the practices is inappropriate.
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Table 9. Application of pro-environmentally responsible practices in
relation to the level of awareness (%)

Level of awareness
Bad Medium Good
Perform 40,2 56,3 85,9
Do not perform 59,8 437 14,1
Total 100 100 100
X=56,410; P<0,000; C=0,400
Burn 37,1 14,8 7.8
Plow 44,3 34,7 57,8
Bale and compost 18,6 50,5 34,4
Total 100 100 100
X=55,583; P<0,000;C=0,406

Types of practice

Soil analysis

Ways of dealing with crop
residues

CONCLUSION

This paper analyzes the environmental awareness of the agricultural
producers in Serbia over its basic dimensions: attitudes, behavior and
readiness to participate in solving environmental problems.

It was also important to determine whether and how the
environmental practices follow the environmental attitudes of the
respondents and how the determinants such as formal education, farm size,
type and awareness level influence the attitudes and practices of the farmers
in preserving the environment in the field of agriculture and environmental
protection.

The research results indicate that the manufacturers are aware that
agricultural production contributes to environmental pollution and, based on
their own testimonies, many of them show concern for the environment.

In their attitudes, a higher number of respondents perceive poverty
reduction as more important in relation to the protection of the environment,
and that the environment is more important than achieving high yields. From
this, we can conclude that agricultural producers in Serbia see solving the
existential problems and poverty as greater and more important problems
than the environmental protection.

Their views on the readiness to engage in environmental protection,
with the inevitable costs, indicate that they are not currently willing to accept
the extra costs in order to protect the environment. It is characteristic that the
smallest percentage of the respondents expressed complete readiness to get
involved, financially or in any other way, in order to protect the environment,
which is contrary to their attitudes about environmental concerns. This
confirms the findings that the economic status is often more important than
the positive intentions of ecological behavior.

Our research has shown that the level of concern for the environment
is highly correlated with the level of education. The highest percentage
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concerned is registered among the best educated (college or university),
while the views of other respondents, which are related to the
environment and high yields, reducing poverty, and engaging in financial
terms, education did not show significant influence.

During the research, it was concluded that there is a significant
relationship between the level of awareness and attitudes of the respondents
on environmental concerns. The highest percentage concerned was among
the best-informed, and the lowest among the poorly informed.

The results indicate that the manufacturers often use practices that
threaten the environment which is not in accordance with the high level
of concern about the environment that are recorded.

The investigated determinants of behavior, formal education and
information, have shown the impact of the adoption and implementation
of environmental practices. The level of formal education has a direct
impact on the reduction of harmful environmental practices, provided that
any infrastructure allows it. The level of information is highly correlated
with the adoption of environmental practices. The results show that among
the well-informed respondents, a much larger proportion performs
analyzing land, plows and burns harvest remains by the smallest percentage.
These findings point out the need for education in order to improve the
quality of the environment as an important factor of the socio-economic and
cultural life of farmers.

Based on the obtained results that indicate non-compliance of
environmental attitudes and behavior, it can be concluded that the
environmental awareness of the farmers is not at a level which allows a
sustainable development of agriculture, and requires further work on its
improvement. The confirmation of the impact of education and awareness
as important determinants for the level of environmental awareness
indicates that it is necessary to improve and strengthen the system of
communication between the PSSS and agricultural producers. As a large
percentage of the respondents cited television and radio as the most
important source of information regarding environment and agriculture, it
is necessary to involve the media system through special programs that are
to aim at improving agricultural production while protecting the environment
in Serbia.
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EKOJIOIIKA CBECT IIO/bOITPUBPE/THUX
IMPOU3BOBAYA Y CPBUJIU:
CTABOBMU U TIPAKCE

AJjtekcanapa mapKOBth, Caobonan IIBejnhz, Haranuja Borxanos®

'pamno Tenesusuja Cp6uje, Beorpan, Cpbuja
zyHI/IBepSI/ITeT y beorpany, MHCTUTYT 3a COLIMOMNOIIKA HCTPaXKUBamba,
®unozodeku dakynrer, beorpan, Cpouja
3YHI/IBep3I/ITeT y Beorpany, UHCTUTYT 3a arpoeKOHOMH;]Y,
Tlomonpuspennn dakynrer, beorpan, Cpouja

Pe3ume

3a pypaJHO CTAHOBHHIITBO OYYBame MPUPOIHHUX pecypca MPeacTaBiba jelaH Off
HajBOXHUjU TPEAYCIOBa 3a HUXOB ONCTaHaK W pa3Boj. MHTepaknuja u3mely mosbo-
NpUBpE/IEe ¥ OKOJIMHE je HeHn30eKHa, a MOoJbONPUBpPEIa MOXKe TO00JBIIATH, Al ¥ yIPo-
3UTH, KBAJIUTET U U3 OKpYyXKema. Exonomnika cBect je 3Ha4ajaH GaKkTop KOjU yTHUE
Ha CTame JKMBOTHE CPEIMHE Y PYPATHUM IOJPYYjHMa, @ CTABOBH U IPAKCE Cy BaXKHH
YHHHUOLM 32 U3rPaiby SKOJIOUIKE CBECTH MOJBONPHUBPEIHUX Mpou3Bohaya. Exonommku
CTaBOBH U Ipakce, u3Mel)y ocrasor, 3aBHce M 0J] KapaKTEPHCTHKA Kao IITO Cy HHUBO
o0pazoBama u HIBO HHOPMHCAHOCTH TIOJFONPUBPEIHNX POH3BOhaya.

HcTpaxkuBame je peann3oBaHO HA CIy4ajHOM y30pKy o 282 HCIHTaHUKA KOja cy
Ouila BIACHMIM WIM YIAHOBHM IOJHONPHMBPEIHUX Ta3[MHCTaBa cMemteHux y 110
OMNIITHHA Ha LEJNOKYNHOj Teputopuju PemyOmuke CpOuje. AHKETHHM YIUTHHKOM
MEPEHH Cy CTaBOBHU M EKOJIOLIKO ITOHAIIAKE Y CBAKOIHEBHOM YKUBOTY IOJbONIPHUBPE-
HUX Tpom3Bohaua M HHBO BHHUXOBe MelycoOHe yckial)eHOCTH Kao IBa HajBayKHH]ja
€JIEMEHTA EKOJIOIIKE CBECTH.

Pesynrati ucrtpaxuBama ykasyjy Ha TO Ja Cy Nnpou3Boljaum CBECHH TOra Jia Io-
JbOTIPUBpEIHA MPOU3BOIA JTONPUHOCH 3arajermy JKHBOTHE CpPEIMHE U BEJIHKU Opoj
BUX MOKa3yje 3a0pUHYTOCT 3a KUBOTHY cpeanHy. CMamemhe CHPOMAIITBa CXBaTa ce
Kao Ba)KHHUj€ Y OJJHOCY Ha 3aILTUTY )KHBOTHE CPE/HHE, a MTOJHOIPUBPEIHU NPOr3Bola-
un y CpOuju pemaBame er3UCTeHINjaTHIX MpobieMa U CHPOMAIITBO Bhje Kao Behn
¥ BXXHHjU MPOOJIeM HEro 3allTHUTY )KMBOTHE cpefuHe. CTaBOBHM MCIUTAHUKA MOKa3y-
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jy Zla OHH Y OBOM TPEHYTKY HHCY CHPEMHH Ja IPUXBATe J0JaTHE TPOIIKOBE y HbY
3aITHTEe )KUBOTHE CpeluHe, IITO Takohe moTBphyje Hanas J1a je eKOHOMCKH CTaTycC
YeCTO 3HAYajHUjU OJ] TO3UTUBHE HAMEPE CKOJIOLIKOT ITOHAIIAbA.

Hame uctpaxuBame nokasyje Aa je HUBO 3a0pHHYTOCTH 3a )KUBOTHY CPEAMHY H
ycBajame MO3UTHBHAX CKOJIOMIKMX MPAaKCH Yy BHCOKO] KOpPENAlWjH ca HHUBOOM
obpa3zoBama 1 nHGopMHucama. TakByu Haa3y ymnyhyjy Ha HEONXOJHOCT Aajber o0yda-
Bama y by yHanpehema KBaIHUTeTa )KHBOTHE CpPEeANHE Kao 3HAYajHOT (hakTopa co-
[IM0-CKOHOMCKOT M KYJITYPHOT' ’KMBOTa IOJbONPUBPEAHHUX Ipou3Bohaua. Mehytum,
HeycarjaleHOCT eKOJIOLIKAX CTABOBA U MOHAIIaka yKa3yje Ha TO Ja EKOJIOIIKA CBECT
MOJBOIPUBPEIHUX Mpou3Bohaua HHje Ha HHMBOY KOjU OMoryhaBa OAp>KHBH pPa3Boj
MOJBONPUBpPEIE, IITO 3aXTeBa JaJbH Paj Ha leHOM yHanpehemy.

IlotBpaa yrunaja obpasoBama 1 HHOOPMHCAHOCTH KAao JCTCPMUHAHTH O]l 3Hayaja
32 HUBO EKOJIOIIKE CBECTH YKa3yjy la je HCONMXOTHO YHANPEIUTH M OjadyaTH CHCTEM
komyHukanje m3mely IICCC u mosponpuBpennux mpousBohada. Kako je Bemmku
MPOIIEHAT UCIUTaHUKA HAaBEO TEIECBU3UjY U PAIHO Kao HajBaXHHUjU M3BOP HHPOPMU-
cama O JKMBOTHOj CPEIMHH W TOJBOIPHBPENH, NOTPEOHO je M MeIuje CHCTEMCKHU
YKJBbYYHTH KO3 CICIHjATN30BaHE EMHUCH]E KOje OU MMalie 3a UJb yHanpeheme moJbo-
HPUBPETHE IPOU3BOIHE U UICTOBPEMEHY 3allTUTY )KUBOTHE cpeanHe y Cpouju.



