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INTRODUCTION

ABSTRACT

Waste management is one of the most important problems concerning contemporary
civilization. The increase of the number of population and consumerism, cause pro-
ducing different kinds of waste. Along with the economic progress and the techni-
cal progress, humanity became the largest producer of waste in nature. Segregation
is still the biggest problem of selective collection of waste. The awareness and the
knowledge of people in caring about the natural environment is growing. Unfortu-
nately, many of them are not convinced to sort municipal waste. However, in making
a decision about segregation, each of them could be influenced by other factors. The
aim of this study was to collect detailed criteria which influence the decision about
waste segregation among people not segregating the municipal waste. Then the main
criteria were grouped and their influence on the global decision was shown. In this
paper a method of the Analytical Hierarchization of the Process was used. Research
was conducted among 50 randomly chosen respondents from Poland. The results of
the research showed that the financial penalties and the possibility of reducing the
payment for sorted municipal waste could increase the amount of people who segre-
gate the municipal waste. Increasing the awareness of reducing the natural resources
consuming is not as important criterion as two mentioned before.

Keywords: waste segregation, municipal waste, determinants of decision-making
process, the AHP method

[Bien and Bien 2010]. The increasing amount of
the municipal waste from the households and in-

The environment in which we live at present
is encumbered with pollutants coming from the
inappropriate waste management. It is important
to search for methods of relieving the influence
of waste on the environment and aspire to seg-
regate the municipal waste [Jamroz and Genero-
wicz 2012, Kempa 2001]. The population and
the consumerism are increasing, causing produc-
ing different kinds of waste [Izykowska-Kujawa
2013, Jamr6z and Generowicz 2012, Kubon
2013]. The households and the public buildings
are basic sources of the municipal waste associ-
ated with the everyday life of human population

dustrial buildings degraded natural environment.
Growing costs of the recycling of the municipal
waste cause coming into existence of illegal land-
fill sites [Bieniek et al. 2014], which as a result of
physicochemical transformations can directly in-
fluence the air pollution [Miaskiewicz-Pe¢ska and
Szytak-Szydlowski 2015, Biatlowiec et al. 2008]
and pollute water and the soil [Wdjcik 2010,
Szytak-Szydlowski and Grabinska-Loniewska
2009]. In the well designed system of the man-
agement of the municipal waste, a waste segrega-
tion is a basic component. It can be carried out
through the system of selective collection from
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places where waste is stored or by the secondary
segregation in by a special companies of neutral-
izing waste [Bien and Bien 2010]. The strategy
for the waste disposal in the future should be
based on a growth of importance of an action for
the waste segregation, and then of different forms
of rendering them harmless. Waste segregation
should become a universal duty of people [Jam-
r6z and Generowicz]. In 1999 the Council of the
European Union issued a directive 1999/31/WE
about the waste disposal. According to this docu-
ment, members of the European Union should
take all action being aimed at a curtailment of
waste coming into existence. It is regarding also
increasing the participation of the recycling of
the recyclable waste by the selective collection
of waste and implementing systems of the sorting
on landfill sites [Czarnocki 2013, Boer and Boer
2007, Kotovicova 2010]. From the moment of the
accession of Poland to community of the Euro-
pean Union in 2004, we are obliged to implement
relevant acts and other normative acts in the des-
tination of the adaptation to the European Union
directives [Bieniak et al. 2014, Koztowska 2006].
Dealing with waste in our country by the way of
the transposition of a directive governed is an act
of 14 December 2012 (Dz.U. [Dz] pkt 21, 2013),
which came into force on 23 January 2013 [Jaku-
bus and Tatusko 2015, Czarnocki 2013]. The act
implements substantial changes in the system of
the waste disposal. A new methodology of deal-
ing with waste was appointed. According to this
act, preventing coming into existence of waste
is the most important aim [Jakubus and Tatusko
2015]. Moreover, article 105 informs that waste
before putting them on the landfill sites should
be subjected to the process of physical, chemical,
thermal or biological transforming. It causes that
the negative environmental impact is minimaliz-
ing. It is the best solution for the health of people
and for reducing the amount or volumes of stored
waste [Czarnocki 2013]. The problem of the man-
agement of waste is widely described in literature
[Kubon 2007; 2008; 2013, Korzeniowski 1999;
2001, Rosik-Dulewska 2003, Zakowska 2003;
2008, Szottysek 2009]. The law defined rules of
proceedings with waste, however, an aspiration to
limiting the amount of waste is still most impor-
tant [Mystowski 2008, Koller 1996]. Acting in the
social education should be multidirectional to ac-
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complish established goals [Pawul and Sobczyk
2011, Dobrowolski 2009, Cichy and Tuszynska
2006, Niedziatkowski 2002]. Segregating waste
in households is still the biggest problem. The
implementation and the development of the selec-
tive collection are a long term process. It requires
new investment in technical and organizational
aspects of the waste collecting. An environmental
awareness of residents is a crucial element assist-
ing waste disposal [Bien and Bien 2010]. How-
ever, how Jakubus and Tatusko mentioned [2015]
wide propagation of information about the need
to segregate rubbish causes that the social aware-
ness in this area is sufficient. Meanwhile, so far
a 6.8% of the municipal waste produced per an-
num was provided with the selective collection of
waste [Jamroz and Generowicz 2012]. The waste
disposal still constitutes a problem in Poland.
Seeking all available and intentional methods for
the improvement the indicators of sorted waste is
becoming intentional. It is important to look for
other arguments, which can contribute to increase
the number of people segregating waste. It is pos-
sible to distinguish a lot of factors influencing the
decision of segregating municipal waste. The fi-
nancial penalties, increasing the awareness of en-
vironmental protection or limiting of waste stored
on landfill sites belongs to them. Determining im-
portances of individual determinants is becoming
significant in the process of making a decision
about fulfilling the public obligation. Analysis of
the data causing that in the article selection and
hierarchization of the main criteria influencing
the decision about segregation by people not seg-
regating the municipal waste was made. In this
paper a method of the Analytical Hierarchization
of the Process was used. It was used to the iden-
tification and putting main criteria in decreasing
order according to the impact on the possibility of
the decision change.

AIM OF THE RESEARCH, MATERIAL AND
METHODS

The outline of issues presented in the intro-
duction confirm the need of research of the fac-
tors influencing the decision about segregation
by people not segregating the municipal waste. In
the research only persons who are not segregat-
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ing waste at present participated. The aim of the
study was to identify the set of main and detailed
criteria. Both kinds of the criteria could influence
the decision about segregating waste. The main
criteria was compared in pairs and put in order
according to the decreasing influence on the de-
cision. The importance of the identified criteria
(containing the weight of detailed criteria), was
appointed using the method of Analytic Hierar-
chy Process — AHP. This method was invented in
1970 by the American scientist T. L. Saaty [1986]
and included mathematical and psychological as-
pects [Wijnmalen et al. 2009, Doloi 2008, Ayag
2007]. The AHP method gives the possibility to
the hierarchization of choosen criteria, even in
the case when there is plenty of criteria in the
decision-making process. The experts define the
detailed and main criteria. The knowledge and the
experience of the experts let them define the nu-
merical measure of the importance for analysed
criteria [Osuch et al. 2016, Osuch et al. 2015,
Rybacki and Durczak 2012]. For fulfilling the
purpose of the study an identification of persons
not segregating municipal waste and conducting
research among them were made. The analysis
carried out on 50 people from different regions
of Poland. Respondents determined the detailed
criteria, which enforced the decision about segre-
gating municipal waste. Next, the detailed crite-
ria were grouped in the main criteria. According
to the accepted methodology, the determining of
the bank conditions for the number of criteria lets
avoid the inconsistency of comparison in pairs.
The total number of comparisons should fluctu-
ate within the limits of 5-9. The single criterion
cannot be compared with more than 7 £2 criteria
at the same time. In other case it is impossible to
distinguish the criteria [Saaty 1986, 1990, 2001].
In the next stage participants allotted the specific
number from the pool of 100 points, for each of
the main criteria. Appointed evaluations by the
respondents are creating the matrix of compari-
sons in pairs C , size n'n , where n was a number
of all the compared main criteria. They were put
in order one by one in headlines of lines and col-
umns of the matrix. The rates a, which are written
down on the cut of i-line with j-column were the
elements of the matrix, equation 1:

Ccl C2 c3 ... C ... Cn
Cl1 ap ax a3 .- 4y A1y
c2 dzy dzy dzz ... Qyy Az,
C3|| a3, az azz ... az; ... a4, —c
. N . N o =C,,, (1)
Ci|| 41 Q2 Az ..o Ay ... Ay
cnll @m 4w @ .. a, ... a,,]

where: i,j=1,2,3, ..., n.

Every of the matrix should meet the condition 2:
a4y =—> 2
where: i,j=1,2,3, ..., n.

The procedure of establishing the ranking of
main criteria consists in normalizing columns of

the matrix C, = [al.j], to the matrix C, = a; |,
according to 3:

cl1 Cc2 C3 ... G ... Cn
Cllla, a, a3 ... a; ... a,
C2llayy ay Gz .- Ay ... Ay,
C3llasy;, azx azz ... az; ... Ay, *7(7

R . . . A e (3)
Ci||an ap az ... a; ...
Cn _anl %) a3 nj ann_
where:

-— a..

_ Y
; a, 4)

Next the mean of weight of the w,; criteria

are appointed in every of C matrix, according
to equation 5.

_ ;“zf (5)

Wey = g
n
where: ,j=1,2, 3, ..., n.
As a result every of the main criteria has as

many weights W, as many respondents partici-
pated in the research. Therefore, determining the
global weight wc, for the criterion Ci is neces-
sary, according to equation 6:

n
ZWCU‘
_ A
Wei = )
n

where: Wi~ the global weight of i-criterion,

(6)

Wey — the detailed weight of i-main crite-
rion defined by j-participant,
n — the number of participants.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Waste is one of the most important environ-
mental problems in Poland and all over the world.
135 million tons of waste are created in Poland
annually. Respondents established the identity
of the detailed criteria. Next, the criteria were
grouped into the hierarchized main criteria (con-
tained rates of the detailed criteria). According to
the knowledge and experience of the respondents,
the main criteria can have a fundamental influ-
ence on the proces of segregation the municipal
waste. These criteria (collected in Table 1), con-
tain material and immaterial aspects of decision-
making processes. Their order of putting in the
table 1 was random.

Everyone of the participants in the research
evaluate the main criteria of the hierarchization
process. The results were presented in Table 2.
Each of respondents allotted the number from the
pool of 100 points for each of main criterion. Rate
‘0’ meant that the factor was not important for the
participant. Rate ‘100’ meant that only one of the
criteria was important and completely influenced
the decision about segregating waste.

The individual evaluation of main criteria al-
lows their hierarchization (Table 3). Symbol >’
describing different levels in analysed hierar-
chy of the main criteria. Symbol ‘=" describing
the same levels. For the participant R/ the most
important criterion is C/, which is equvalent to
C7. Next equivalent criterion are C5 and C6, C4
and C8. The least important criteria are C2 and
C3. They would have the smallest impact for

the change of the decision of waste segregation
by the R1 participant.

Using the hierarchical system of adopted
main criteria (presented in table 3), compari-
sons were made and the matrix of comparisons
in pairs was created. For the analysis of the main
criteria evaluation scale was adopted, which
was placed in Table 4.

The matrix of comparisons in pairs for one of
the respondents was placed in Table 5.

The matrixes of comparisons in pairs allowed
to show the value of the detailed criteria (Table 6).
Each of them had as many of detailed criteria as
many were respondents in the research. For the
respondent R/, the most important criterion was
CI — financial penalties. It has detailed criterion
with value 0.56. For the respondent R2, the most
important criteria with value 0.22, were C3 i (¥,
which mean increasing the awareness of reduc-
ing of consuming of the natural resources and in-
creasing the awareness of saving of the energy.

The equation 6 (from methodology chapter)
let to estimate the global value of the main criteria
of the entire decision-making process. The crite-
rion with the greatest global weight (0.23) was fi-
nancial penalties (C1). The smallest weight (0.09)
had criteria C3, C4, C5, C7, C8, i.e.: increasing
the awareness of reducing the consumption of
the natural resources, increasing the awareness of
saving of the energy, increasing the effectiveness
of the recycling of the recyclable waste, increas-
ing the awareness of environmental protection
and limiting of waste stored on landfill sites.

Table 1. Main criteria of the decision-making process, influencing the decision about segregation by people not

segregating the municipal waste.

Criterion symbol Ci Criterion name
C1 financial penalties
c2 reducing of the payment for sorted municipal waste
Cc3 increasing the awareness of reducing of consuming of the natural resources
Cc4 increasing the awareness of saving of the energy
C5 increasing the effectiveness of the recycling of the recyclable waste
Ccé6 reducing prices of products from the recycling
Cc7 increasing the awareness of environmental protection
c8 limiting of waste stored on landfill sites
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Table 2. Evaluation of the main criteria

Evaluation of the main criteria

e Cc1 c2 Cc3 C4 C5 Cé C7 C8
R1 20,0 5,0 5,0 10,0 15,0 15,0 20,0 10,0
R2 2,5 50,0 10,0 5,0 20,0 5,0 5,0 2,5
R3 70,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,0 0,0
R4 40,0 50,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,0
R5 10,0 30,0 10,0 5,0 10,0 20,0 10,0 5,0
R6 30,0 10,0 10,0 10,0 10,0 10,0 5,0 15,0
R7 30,0 10,0 10,0 10,0 10,0 10,0 10,0 10,0
R8 5,0 5,0 5,0 3,0 2,0 30,0 20,0 30,0
R9 0,0 0,0 16,6 16,6 16,7 16,7 16,7 16,7
R10 40,0 30,0 2,5 2,5 15,0 2,5 5,0 2,5
R11 0,0 0,0 50,0 30,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
R12 40,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 20,0 0,0 20,0 0,0
R13 0,0 30,0 0,0 20,0 0,0 20,0 0,0 30,0
R14 70,0 30,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
R15 50,0 50,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
R16 0,0 0,0 50,0 30,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
R17 40,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 20,0 0,0 20,0 0,0
R18 0,0 30,0 0,0 20,0 0,0 20,0 0,0 30,0
R19 70,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,0 0,0 0,0
R20 50,0 40,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,0 0,0 0,0
R21 40,0 30,0 5,0 0,0 0,0 20,0 0,0 5,0
R22 30,0 30,0 4,0 5,0 5,0 20,0 5,0 1,0
R23 30,0 30,0 9,0 8,0 7,0 7,0 4,0 5,0
R24 35,0 26,0 9,0 8,0 7,0 7,0 3,0 5,0
R25 20,0 5,0 5,0 10,0 15,0 15,0 20,0 10,0
R26 10,0 50,0 10,0 0,0 20,0 5,0 5,0 0,0
R27 70,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,0 0,0
R28 40,0 50,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,0
R29 10,0 30,0 10,0 5,0 10,0 20,0 10,0 5,0
R30 20,0 40,0 5,0 5,0 5,0 15,0 5,0 5,0
R31 30,0 50,0 0,0 5,0 0,0 10,0 0,0 5,0
R32 40,0 50,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,0 0,0 5,0
R33 50,0 50,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
R34 60,0 20,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 20,0 0,0 0,0
R35 15,0 15,0 10,0 10,0 10,0 15,0 15,0 10,0
R36 25,0 25,0 5,0 5,0 5,0 25,0 5,0 5,0
R37 30,0 30,0 0,0 0,0 5,0 30,0 5,0 0,0
R38 15,0 35,0 10,0 10,0 10,0 10,0 10,0 0,0
R39 15,0 15,0 10,0 20,0 10,0 20,0 5,0 5,0
R40 20,0 40,0 5,0 5,0 5,0 15,0 5,0 5,0
R41 30,0 50,0 0,0 5,0 0,0 10,0 0,0 5,0
R42 40,0 50,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,0 0,0 5,0
R43 30,0 30,0 0,0 0,0 5,0 30,0 5,0 0,0
R44 30,0 30,0 5,0 5,0 5,0 20,0 5,0 0,0
R45 30,0 30,0 9,0 8,0 7,0 7,0 4,0 5,0
R46 35,0 26,0 9,0 8,0 7,0 7,0 3,0 5,0
R47 12,5 17,5 20,0 20,0 12,5 10,0 5,0 2,5
R48 13,0 13,0 13,0 12,0 12,0 13,0 12,0 12,0
R49 10,0 20,0 10,0 10,0 15,0 15,0 10,0 10,0
R50 5,0 15,0 15,0 15,0 15,0 5,0 15,0 15,0
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Table 3. Hierarchization of the main criteria

No. Hierarchization of the main criteria No. Hierarchization of the main criteria
R1 C1=C7>C5=C6>C4=C8>C2=C3 R25 C1=C7<C5=C6>C4=C8>C2=C3
R2 C2>C5>C3>C4=C6=C7>C1=C8 R26 C2>C5>C1=C3>C6=C7>C4=C8
R3 C1>C2>C7>C3=C4=C5=C6=C8 R27 C1>C7>C2=C3=C4=C5=C6=C8
R4 C2>C1>C8>C3=C4=C5=C6=C7 R28 C2>C1>C8>C3=C4=C5=C6=C7
R5 C2>C6>C1=C3=C5=C7>C4=C8 R29 C2>C6>C1=C3=C5=C7>C4=C8
R6 C1>C8>C2=C3=C4=C5=C6>C7 R30 C2>C1>C6>C3=C4=C5=C7=C8
R7 C1>C2=C3=C4=C5=C6=C7=C8 R31 C2>C1>C6>C4=C8>C3=C5=C7
R8 C6=C8>C7>C1=C2=C3>C4>C5 R32 C2>C1>C6=C8>C3=C4=C5=C7
R9 C5=C6=C7=C8>C3=C4>C1=C2 R33 C1=C2>C3=C4=C5=C6=C7=C8
R10 C1>C2>C5>C7>C3=C4=C6=C8 R34 C1>C2=C6>C3=C4=C5=C7=C8
R11 C3>C4>C5>C1=C2=C6=C7=C8 R35 C1=C2=C6=C7>C3=C4=C5=C6
R12 C1>C2=C5=C7>C3=C4=C6=C8 R36 C1=C2=C6>C3=C4=C5=C7=C8
R13 C2=C8>C4=C6>C1=C3=C5=C7 R37 C1=C2=C6>C5=C7>C3=C4=C8
R14 C1>C2>C3=C4=C5=C6=C7=C8 R38 C2>C1>C3=C4=C5=C6=C7>C8
R15 C1=C2>C3=C4=C5=C6=C7=C8 R39 C4=C6>C1=C2>C3=C5>C7=C8
R16 C3>C4>C5>C1=C2=C6=C7=C8 R40 C2>C1>C6>C3=C4=C5=C7=C8
R17 C1>C2=C5=C7>C3=C4=C6=C8 R41 C2>C1>C6>C4=C5>C3=C5=C7
R18 C2=C8>C4=C6>C1=C3=C5=C7 R42 C2>C1>C6=C8>C3=C4=C5=C7
R19 C1>C2>C6>C3=C4=C5=C7=C8 R43 C1=C2=C6>C5=C7>C3=C4=C8
R20 C1>C2>C6>C3=C4=C5=C7=C8 R44 C1=C2>C6>C3=C4=C5=C7>C8
R21 C1>C2>C6>C8>C3=C4=C5=C7 R45 C1=C2>C3>C4>C5=C6>C8>C7
R22 C1=C2>C6>C4=C5=C7>C3>C8 R46 C1>C2>C3>C4>C5=C6>C8>C7
R23 C1=C2>C3>C4>C5=C6>C8>C7 R47 C3=C4>C2>C1=C5>C6>C7>C8
R24 C1>C2>C3>C4>C5=C6>C8>C7 R48 C1=C2=C3=C6>C4=C5=C7=C8
R49 C2>C5=C6>C1=C3=C4=C7=C8
R50 C2=C3=C4=C5=C7=C8>C1=C6
€3:0,09 C4; 0,09
C5; 0,09
02 /A 0,11 Table 4. Adopted evaluation scale of process of com-
o ' paring in pairs
C7, 0,09 Difference in the rating Rate
C8; 0,09 0-14 !
Cl1;0,23 15-28 3
_ ' 29-42 5
: - 43-56 7
Figure 1. Values of importance of the main criteria of 57=10 9

the decision-making process.

Table 5. Matrix of process of comparing in pairs for one of the research participant

R1
Criteria C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8
C1 1,00 3,00 3,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00
C2 0,33 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 0,33 1,00
C3 0,33 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 0,33 1,00
C4 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00
C5 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00
Cé 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00
Cc7 1,00 3,00 3,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00
C8 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00
z 6,67 12,00 12,00 8,00 8,00 8,00 6,67 8,00
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Table 6. Partial importance of the main criteria.

Partial importance of the main criteria
No- Cc1 c2 C3 C4 C5 Cc6 c7 Cc8
R1 0,16 0,10 0,10 0,12 0,12 0,12 0,16 0,12
R2 0,06 0,46 0,08 0,06 0,15 0,06 0,06 0,06
R3 0,53 0,13 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,06 0,05
R4 0,03 0,02 0,16 0,16 0,16 0,16 0,16 0,15
R5 0,10 0,27 0,10 0,09 0,10 0,14 0,10 0,10
R6 0,30 0,10 0,10 0,10 0,10 0,10 0,10 0,10
R7 0,30 0,10 0,10 0,10 0,10 0,10 0,10 0,10
R8 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,21 0,21 0,21
R9 0,05 0,05 0,15 0,15 0,15 0,15 0,15 0,15
R10 0,32 0,23 0,07 0,07 0,08 0,07 0,07 0,07
R11 0,05 0,05 0,41 0,21 0,14 0,05 0,05 0,05
R12 0,34 0,15 0,05 0,05 0,15 0,05 0,15 0,05
R13 0,05 0,22 0,05 0,17 0,05 0,17 0,05 0,22
R14 0,48 0,22 0,05 0,05 0,06 0,05 0,05 0,04
R15 0,35 0,35 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,05
R16 0,05 0,05 0,41 0,21 0,14 0,05 0,05 0,05
R17 0,34 0,15 0,05 0,07 0,15 0,05 0,15 0,05
R18 0,05 0,22 0,05 0,17 0,05 0,17 0,05 0,22
R19 0,53 0,13 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,06 0,05 0,05
R20 0,37 0,28 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06
R21 0,35 0,21 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,16 0,06 0,06
R22 0,22 0,22 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,21 0,07 0,06
R23 0,25 0,25 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08
R24 0,28 0,24 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08
R25 0,16 0,10 0,10 0,12 0,12 0,12 0,16 0,12
R26 0,08 0,45 0,08 0,06 0,14 0,06 0,06 0,06
R27 0,53 0,13 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,06 0,05
R28 0,29 0,36 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06
R29 0,10 0,28 0,10 0,09 0,10 0,15 0,10 0,09
R30 0,18 0,36 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,09 0,07 0,07
R31 0,22 0,42 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06
R32 0,29 0,37 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06
R33 0,35 0,35 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,05
R34 0,49 0,14 0,05 0,05 0,05 0,14 0,05 0,05
R35 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13
R36 0,21 0,21 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,21 0,07 0,07
R37 0,24 0,24 0,05 0,05 0,07 0,24 0,07 0,05
R38 0,10 0,32 0,10 0,10 0,10 0,10 0,10 0,09
R39 0,12 0,12 0,12 0,16 0,12 0,16 0,10 0,10
R40 0,18 0,36 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,09 0,07 0,07
R41 0,22 0,42 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06
R42 0,29 0,37 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06 0,06
R43 0,24 0,24 0,05 0,05 0,07 0,24 0,07 0,05
R44 0,22 0,24 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,19 0,07 0,06
R45 0,25 0,25 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08
R46 0,28 0,24 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08 0,08
R47 0,12 0,14 0,16 0,16 0,12 0,12 0,10 0,08
R48 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13
R49 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13
R50 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13 0,13
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CONCLUSIONS

The research and analysis allows to formulate
the following conclusions:

1. The financial factors were the most important
criteria influencing the decision about segrega-
tion by people not segregating the municipal
waste. The financial penalties and the pos-
sibility of reducing of the payment for sorted
municipal waste belongs to these factors. High
rates of criteria C/ and C2 are proving it.

2. There should be more actions to make the so-
ciety aware about benefits from the municipal
waste segregation. The results of the research
showed that many aspects associated with the
improvement of environmental protection are
not the most important for the respondents.

3. The reduction of prices of products from the
recycling may influence the decision about
start segregate municipal waste. Therefore
these products should be marked with special
marks, what will increase the public awareness
associated with sorting of waste.
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