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Izvledéek

Doktorsko delo se ukvarja s primerjavo mnenj kuliinacionalnih skupin, ki si na drzavni meji
delijo reni prostor. Delo se osred@é® na vpraSanje, kako raziie kulturne in interesne skupine
prednostno vrednotijo razhe elemente t@ega prostora, ki vplivajo na spremembe opazovanega
prostora. Mnenja so bila raziskana s pgjoorednotenja vizualne transformacij&mega prostora s
spremembami funkcije in pisnim vpraSalnikom. Nan&in je bila razvita metoda predvidevanja in
prepoznavanja potencialnih konfliktov prignevanju rénega prostora kot tudi ravni sprejemljivosti
natrtovane prostorske spremembe v odvisnosti gdtmega stanja lokacije.
Disertacija prostorsko-iaovalno temo raziskuje na naslednjih pagito
1. na teoretski podlagi dokazuje, da so nacionakwgine obenem tudi kulturne skupine,
katerih vrednotni sistemi viSjega reda vplivajo akoljske orientacije, in da razlike v
vrednotnih sistemih interesnih skupin predstavljgotencialne konflikte v r@tovanju
deljenega rénega prostora;
2. za prakiino sfero razvija metodo, s katero se opredeljugejakretne razlike v vrednotnih
sistemih kulturnih in interesnih skupin v vredngtetransformacije &nega prostora s ciljiem
doseganja kulturne trajnostidreovanega prostora.
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Abstract

This doctoral dissertation deals with comparisoattifudes of cultural/mational groups who shaee th
borders of a particular river area. The thesio@i$ed on the question of how different cultura an
interest groups prefer different elements of rigeeza which affects the changes investigated area.
Attitudes are explored through visual evaluatiorthaf transformation changes to the function of the
river area and the written questionnaire. In thsywmethods of prediction and identification of
potential conflicts in planning of river area arevdloped, as well as the level of acceptabilityhef
planned changes in reference to the initial sthtbeoarea.

The dissertation deals with spatial planning inftllewing areas:

1. The theoretical background shows that nationalicaltgroups whose value system of higher
order affects the environmental orientation. ltoatlemonstrates that differences in value
systems of interest groups can become backgroura fpotential conflict when planning the
shared river area.

2. The practical part develops a method that defihesspecific differences in value systems of
cultural and interest groups while evaluating ttamsformation of the river area in order to
achieve cultural sustainability of the planned area
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background to the research question

Since its definition by the Brundtland Commissi®iGEC, Our common future, 1987) to Agenda 21
(UN, Earth Summit in Rio, 1992), a new conceptudtainability has developed into a paradigm that
Is present in national and regional developmerdtegiies. The concept of sustainability has been
accepted through three pillars — economic, soad environmental. The report on the analysis of
national strategies on sustainability (OECD Rep2€Q6) emphasises the environment itself as a
dominant topic in most of the documents. The laapgecand environment have for a long time been
recognised only in the forms of natural values. @&ding to the European Landscape Convention (CE
Florence, 2000), the landscape is defined as: fea, s perceived by people, whose character is the
result of the action and interaction of natural /anchuman factors”, so that it was assigned the
element of visual perception as well. The rolehaf public has been recognised in that domain go tha
the European Landscape Convention in its preamddle for the public “to play an active part in the
development of landscapes” because the landscape isnger just a matter of natural sciences.
Participation has the role of expanding the sdierdtope. A great number of landscape researdfies s

to link the variables of technical and natural digse with the social variable and to cross thesrcha

between the scientific or professional and theipubl

The field of studying visual attributes and valeéghe landscape began to develop different models
of valorisation even half a century ago, looking débjective criteria of visual quality. The sciests
from the American continent have studied this topith a stress on psychological, cognitive and
phenomenological theories, analyzed them with diffe mathematical approaches and checked their
conclusions in practice with concrete examplest{iast, 1999). In the European research fields most
recent researches have broadened their structadaids by using a holistic approach and by looking
for indicators in line with the paradigm of sustdife development and its cultural dimension (Naveh,
2000; Palang, 2000; Tress et al. 2004, Antrop, 2QD6). In their studies the authors have
researched the relationship between different tyffdandscape and scenic beauty, such as wetlands
(Smardon and Fabos, 1976; Nassauer, 2004), tovas fPeganik, 1976;1979; Nasar, 1984; Galindo
and Rodrigez, 2000), open spaces (Ulrich, 1986¢dHusind Lamb, 1990), highway areas (Garre et al.
2009), forests (Sheppard, 2001), and watershedzdblel1985; Ryan, 1989; Jessel and Jacobs, 2005;
Junker and Buchecker, 2008; Buijs, 2009).

Expert studies have dealt with this to a greatréxt€arver et al., 2001; Golahi2005; Goloki and
Marusk, 2007) with a general conclusion about the pasitinfluence of public participation in

forming and accepting the planned alternations.ef@dvresearchers have ventured to conduct
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international and transnational studies (Palmexl.etL990; Yang and Brown, 1992) with research on
the perception of participants with different cudtlubackgrounds (Buijs et al., 2008) and compasson
of expert approaches in different nations (Jakoleteal., 2004). The more extensive transnational
studies based their analyses on the comparisogeflavel of education, place of residence etc. as
well as the attitudes of different cultural groupgiich have contributed to a high degree to the
variability of the answers. This can be seen ieaesh studies by photo surveys of visible changes i
the environment that show differences in sensybiltwards new phenomena in the perception of
Asian and European respondents (Nasar, 1985; Pal®@2) as well as in the research on perceiving
the wilderness which reveal a major difference leetwthe attitudes of the domicile population of
Western Europe and the immigrants (Buijs et alQ&0 Thus, “culture matters”, as the global
conclusion claims of one of the waves in the largesss-cultural study, the World Value Survey by
Inglehart and Welzel (2005).

Landscapes become international possessionsytie&s gain in global relevance. They compare and
compete as “tourist destinations or places of @#tieby international organisations due to scarce or
extraordinary ecological, cultural and aesthetidues’ (Penker, 2009). Natural resources are
neglected and endangered, as well as the areas gmede pressure. Therefore, the planning in rural
and open spaces should not done according to lapescomposed way back in the past, but should
be planned as the shaping of the new social andoetic system which relies on heritage and

partially on contemporary cultural trends as well.

Regulation and melioration works in the Drava pldiave had considerable impact on the
development on its relief, as supported by the tta&t the river flow has been reduced by 60 percent
or by 182 km in the part from the Mura confluenaet$ confluence with the Danube (Bognar, 1985;
Slukan-Altic, 2002). This has resulted in the increase of edrce, whereas wood cutting in the
source area as well as melioration works (embantsrard drainage canals) have influenced the level
of flood waters (frequent floods). The influence the morphological forming of the river bed has
been exerted by water steps and accumulations rifAwstd Slovenia 19, Croatia 3). Current events
around the Drava River basin have brought togettternational activities in the form of projeditbe
Mura-Drava Euro-region, Drava River Basin, and Thgava river Declarationso that at the
beginning of February 2008 the ministry of Cultofeahe Republic of Croatia declared the preventive
protection of the Mura —Drava corridor in the catggof “regional parks” in accordance with the
Nature Protection Law (Official Gazette No. 70/0&) the Republic of Croatia. With Croatia’s
accession into the European Union the area aloagvtira and Drava will become a part of the

NATURA 2000 Network, as has already been the aastuingary and Slovenia.
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Spatial planning in its formal process does nospss a mechanism which would control the shaping,
I.e. the aesthetics of landscape. Landscape sh&époenerally influenced by four state mechanisms:
market, institutional hierarchy, hybrid forms (pghprivate partnership, state-person contractg etc.
and networks (public and private organisationdliaivsocial movements, organisations etc.) (Penker
2009). Other stakeholders are direct owners and wde®pen space. Tourists are an important group,
whose focus is directly linked to a preserved anidue landscape. Developmental interests of these
arenas do not always coincide in full measure ab ¢bnflicts may arise. Different interests at lpca
regional, national and even international leveloabffer a foundation for overlaps and conflicts.
Public opinion polls within these groups may paitta possible way of resolving those conflicts.
Changes in value systems have been especiallyevisittransition countries (Ciftj 2009). A public
response and participant planning are contempdigrigs in transition countries which have only
recently reached the maturity of public arenasgarticipation in decision- making. A question is
posed whether the structure of social attitudes$ feilow the impulses from western countries or
whether they will contain to some degree the charestics of both social systems, the former ared th
one which needs to be created (Milas and Riht&@8)L9Croatia, Hungary and Slovenia are countries
with different attitudes toward transition. Formgystems of planning are comparable, and the
obstacles to possible coordination are objectieer@ is a question of how to achieve a decrease in
potential conflicts in stakeholders’ attitudes @ansnational natural units and what influences the

value system in planning the transnational element.

1.2 Working hypotheses

The space along watercourses is under a greaengéuof natural transformations, but there is at th

same time a trend of the increase in anthropocemtluences in the form of new functions in that

space. The creation of recreational, touristic,royeghergy and residential objects as well as slgapin
the banks in harmony with nature influences thigltezape in a completely new way. That is why the
development issue is linked to the kind of relatiiip and attitude toward a river, the newly builitsi

along the watercourses and how they reflect andldity of life in this area.

This doctoral dissertation will pose a working hijpses and research questions which should serve

to either confirm or refute the hypotheses.

Working hypotheses:
H1 In planning new features along watercourses (theaNnd the Drava Rivers) the adequacy of the
new landscaping/external appearance will be depgnde the evaluation of naturalness of the

observed location.
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H2 The same interest groups of different national bemkgds will show a similar tendency to
changes along watercourses.
H3 Different ethnic groups will show different leveld sensitivity to the bank arrangement in

accordance with nature.

Research questions:
I. What kind of changes in landscape (a change of @eeent, pattern, road, creation of
hydroelectric power plants) represent a significdr@nge in perception of different stakeholders?
II.  Which demographic and structural characteristfdb® population determine the attitude toward
changes in appearance of different intensity iarrasreas?
lll.  How does an accumulation of cultural and histdiiicBuences shape the attitude toward human

influence in harmony with nature?

1.3 Research goals and expected results

Spatial planning of a culture region in a time adtfand dynamic changes faces a conflict betwen th
necessity to protect and the necessity to devélop we witnessing the birth of the middle road — a
moderate development as a method of protection® @vere was a slogan in Austrian agriculture:
“There is no culture without agriculture!” (Penk&009). River watercourses are specific natural
phenomena which act as a medium in cases wherecdtwe of living influence the other. A
relationship to an area is expressed through vahigsh are, from the position of sustainable
development, separated into the ecological, economiltural and social ones. The information
coming from the environment is modified in diffetegroups of people, depending on socio-
geographical filters and that information is neitist but dependent on the state of an environneoent,
historical processes and the state of the soci@tfri¢, 1987). Can we expect more progressive
attitudes in relationship to the development alanmtyer considering the fact that we live in a tiofea
global crisis or is the attitude toward the valfi@ oiver landscape a stable value in comparisaheo
economic state?

The theoretical outset and working hypotheseshadasis for the expected results and the aimeof th

dissertation:

Thetheoretical part of the dissertation:

A rationale on ethical principles in the developingfisocio-ecological orientations

Defining a culture group as a stakeholder in evalga river landscape

The influence of the social and demographic cherestics of respondents and of the
structural characteristics of the landscape irhtir@an-nature interaction

Defining the common goals of river management goadial planning
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The practical part of the dissertation:

Detecting the acceptability of different scenaiioghe development of a river area through
visual transformation

Defining the dominant elements in the system ofuat&on of the visual transformation of a
river area with different stakeholders

The national cultural influence on the generaladi toward sustainable development of a

natural landscape along watercourses

1.4 The applied research methods

This dissertation is based on a scientific expianatvhich has established a correlation between the
respondents’ characteristics (gender, place otleesie, religion, motivational values, interest focu

etc.) and the surveyed attitudes about the gemeratept of nature as well as about a river area.
Secondly, there are descriptive and historical ndthas an addition to and preparation for making a

statistical analysis of the gathered results.

The selection of locations for making simulatioress theen made after the initial overview of the
existent documentation and references. During theirecal tours of the riverine landscapes a set of
photographs was taken with a particular emphasisistorical and important loci such as Veliki

Pazut, the confluence of the Mura into the Drava)Md — a locus for a smaller hydroelectric power
plant, of a rural character situated along the watgse with the KriZznica settlement, a pedestrian
bridge, ferries, meanders, aits, shoals, shalld&w@datechnically arranged bank etc. A selectiom of

sequence of five colour photographs has been mduehwepresent the characteristic and specific

scenes along the observed watercourses displagimgeease of human influence.

A structured questionnaire consists of three pdristhe first part visual material is displayed
representing the original and the modified scerfigba Drava and the Mura Rivers. A sequence of
five original scenes was chosen depending on theahumpact on the scene. The landscapes were
shaped as a human living space, a resource anduealnacosystem (Marugi 1995) and were
structurally modelled through four variables. Thewdations were made by using the software
packages Max3D and Photoshop PS. The second pé#éne durvey researched a wider system of
values related to nature, man, technology and reyltas well as the attitudes on protection and
development linked to the river area. The thirct péirthe questionnaire researched the age, gender,

place of residence and other socio-demographiactexistics of the respondents.

The structure of the convenience sample was plamwedhat a comparison of attitudes of the

following groups: cultural/national groups, diffatedisciplines groups (according to Biglan, 1973)
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and the attitudes of experts and the young pdpulat the regional level. The convenience sample
comprises the student population from three unitressin the cross border region. The students from
the University of Ljubljana (Slovenia), the Univigysof Kaposvar (Hungary) and the University of
Osijek participated in the survey. The experts whatlitudes were researched are also participants
from the Slovenian, Hungarian and Croatian regidhere were 421 students and 58 experts
participating in the survey. The results were aredyby using the statistical methods in the sowar
package SPSS.

In addition to the survey, for the purposes of ttostoral dissertation, we have collected the ttata
national and international literature, articles atlaer sources, as well as overviews of other ek@snp

of research on the attitudes about the river ard¢laeatransnational scope, in order to enabletaai
analysis of the researched topic. The results ®fréisearch are presented both in a graphical (maps,

tables, visual simulations in colour photographms) @ritten manner.

1.5 The structure of the dissertation

The dissertation opens with an introductory pariciipresents the topic, the working hypothesis, the

objectives, the expected results of the researdhtenresearch methods.

The second part offers an overview of the theaaieti@ckground in creating the research instrument
and in interpreting the expected results. This tdrageals with the topic of the theory on culture
groups, of values and cross-cultural values, dttiaais of socio-environmental orientations, of the
human-environmental and human-river interactiore @kfinitions of values and value systems were
Parsons (1991), Giddens (1998), Schwartz (1994fsteide (1984) and Williams (in Rokeach, 2000)
were studied along with the definition of cultung Baylor (cited in White,1959), Kluckhohn (1994),
Bodley (1994), Giddens (1998), and Linton (cited Haralambos, 1994). Further on there is a
scientific explanation of the theory on cross-cudtuvalues, as suggested by Inglehart (1995),
Inglehart and Welzel (2003), Hofstede (1983) ankwietz (1994). On the basis of the definition of
the moral scope by Leopold (1948), Kirn (2004) ri€if2009), Marugi (1995) and Naess (see Cifri
2002) there is a table overview of different conisepf socio-environmental orientations and
dimensions. This is followed by an overview of tmedels for researching the visual domain of
landscape according to the review papers by Ardiual. (1977), Zube et al. (1982), Daniel and
Vining (1983), Lothian (1999) and Sevenant and &mtf2010). After that there is an overview of the
graphic expression of the human-environmental &ttigon by Jacobs (2011), Zube et al. (1982),
Sheppard (2001), Gobster et al. (2007), Tress aessT2001) and Fry et al. (2009).

The preference of specific landscapes depends enhtiman and environmental variable. The
empirical and theoretical papers have been resednetich speak of the influence of the former or

the latter variable by the authors such as Ulrit®86), Swanwick (2009), Kaltenborg and Bjerke
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(2002), Kaplan et al. (1989), Chenowet and Gohdi®90), Herzog (1985), Pogyaik and Prelovsek
(1987), Ode et al. (2009), Sevennat and Antrop @0lhe perception and preference of river areas is
a separate topic within the preference of landseéapgeneral. This was pointed out in works by
Kuiper (1998), Burmil et.al. (1999), Brown and Delr(1991), Ryan (1998), Herzog (1985), Le Lay
et al. (2008) and Buijs (2009). The first part dades with an overview of the spatial and planning
tendencies and the meeting points with the manageafi¢he river area in the overview of articles by
the authors from the Dutch and British area (H&892, 2004; Albrechts, 2004; Salet and Faludi,
2000; Moss, 2004; Van der Brugge, 2005; Wiering lamahink, 2006).

The first part of the research offers the preparatdr the creation of visual simulations — theestibn
and the description of the locations, the selectidrnthe colour photographs and the simulated

scenario. The questionnaire and the questiondwifbrmed on the basis of the simulations.

The third part develops the research method, theareh frame and the frames for grouping of the
observed stakeholders. The selection criteria ef dhiginal scenes are described and there is an
analysis of the structure and the variables of fyodj the original scenes with the descriptive

scenarios. Then there is a description of the dalfaction progress and procedure by surveying the

three cultural/national groups and the experts.

The fourth chapter offers the rationale for usimgnputer programs to analyze and process the data
(Microsoft Excel, SPSS). The results of the redean® presented as the results of the total sample

and the comparison of the results of differenteakders.

In the fifth chapter a commentary is offered asl\aslthe generalisation of the results, the priacip
and the special conclusions, the contribution ferse and to the spatial planning profession. The

dissertation concludes with a critique of the apploand the suggestions for further research.

The conclusion of the doctoral dissertation presém reflection on the possibilities of transnadio
spatial planning of natural phenomena. The disSentands with the appendixes and the resources

used.
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2 THEORETICAL OUTSET

In this chapter we shall offer an objectivist andbjectivist paradigm of landscape in philosophical
discussions and in scientific and professional tesha\n overview will be provided of the research o
human values within ethics, the relationship betweelues, environmental attitudes and
environmental behaviour as well as of the conceptulture, cross-cultural research and differences

and meeting points in spatial planning and rivenaggement.

2.1 Ethics and values

A fundamental relationship of human towards natbess been changing through history. The
interpretation of virtue and good, egoism, altryisrappiness, innateness and right as well as ef oth
definitions in ethics follows the path of qualitetileaps, and not of continuity (Kirn, 2004). Aning
point comes with the Rationalism in the™dentury and the Enlightenment which transformed in
the scientism of today (B&zi1995). The criterion of scientific quality hagjuired a strict separation

of the subject and the object where science wastlgtdeprived of any subjectivity. The German
philosopher Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) establistedrodern principles of ethics, taking into his
focus of observation the manner of conception lafiman moral and practical sphere and the manner
of evaluating moral actions. He assigned moralgh® human sphere, and everything else was
separated as the object. Philosophical ethics heenmto general and applied ethics. General ethics
branches into normative, descriptive and metaethittical beliefs in the form of values are a pdrt
descriptive ethics which, among other topics, d@&ssand sums up the relationship of human and

nature.

The practice of ethics in society can be foundhanriotions of values, value orientations and altisu
Wiliams (cited in Rokeach, 2000) defines valuesoms of normative elements which represent a
criterion of desirability The second element is thermsin the form of requirements, expectations
and rules. The author relates values to the cosadptnowledge and beliefs, adding that values are

measured through attitudes, and are expressedgthjudgment, preferencandchoice

The sociological notion of values was improvedhat beginning of the J0century by theoreticians
such as Weber, Pareto, Durkheim and Simmel (Buehe@009). They had a direct influence on the
theoretician Talcott Parsons who in his bobéward a General Theory of Action: Theoretical
Foundations for the Social Scieng@901) observes values through the aspect of thetiining of
society, posing questions such as to what extensecieties homogenous regarding values and what
is the society’s “capacity” in reference to the xistence of opposed values. Parsons suggests social

values as a source for introducing and directingasaaction. Social values are represented as a
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framework we use to adjust our choices at an idda level. He introduces the concept phttern
variables which are interpreted as five fundamental chaideslisten to your own emotions or to
remain emotionally neutral; to be oriented by yquivate interests or by the interests of the
collectivity; to listen to universal norms or toegjfic norms; to interpret the behaviour of theewthor

to evaluate by using their assigned qualities; iyeodr not a particular relation is only one of man
various among the same participants. The critiuPaysons’ theory refers to the static frames of
social values and to the interpretation of the dyica of individual value orientations only (Jonas,
1992, according to Buchecker, 2009).

Giddens (1998) differentiates societies and cutamed says that “there is no society without caltur
and he notices that the reasons for changes iareudtre in the social changes. He explains values
with the notion of abstract ideas which “provideamimg and direct people in their interaction with
society.” He considers cultural norms and valueged in society and slow to change. According to
Giddens (1998), the potential and possibility targe social values and norms is connected to
creativity and opposition of “subcultural and canctltural” values and norms whose standpoints
represent an alternative to dominant social staintgpoFurther on, he lists various possible cukure

within a society and links them to music, ideologgyironmental orientation, sport etc.

Schwartz claims that value is “(1) a belief, (2jtpming to desirable end states and modes of aindu
that (3) transcends specific situations, (4) guiselection or evaluation of behaviour, people, and
events, and (5) is ordered by importance relatvether values to form a system of value priorities
(Schwartz, 1994:20). Further on, he makes threstential claims for shaping motivational values:
needs as biological organisms, requisites of coatdd social interaction, and requirements for the
smooth functioning and survival of groups. Thereafthe author extracted four basic value clusters:

self-transcendence, self-enhancement, opennebamnge and conservatism.

Value content has been researched in different wRgkeach based his choice of researched values
on intuitive choice (according to Schwartz, 199hereas the other group compiled a list of values
empirically. Schultz compiled his value list emp#ily by doing a cross-cultural content analysis of
answers to the following question: “What is the iemvmental problem that concerns you the most
and why?"(Schultz, 2000 cited in Amerigo et al. 200

According to Hofstede (1981) values haweensityanddirectionand alssizeandsign.Values can be
desiredor desirable.Hofsted gave an overview of assigned charactesigtiesented in Table 1 in his
book Culture’s Consequences: International DifferencesNork-related Value$1981:20). Desired
values can thus be related to Parsons’ “patternegd] whereas desirable values represent a wider

frame of social values.
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Preglednica 1: Razlikovanje med t. i. Zelenim iaetanim in sorodnimi razlikovanji (Hofstede, 198fr. 20)
Table 1: Distinction between the desired and thairdile and associated distinction (Hofstede, 19&20).

NATURE OF A VALUE THE DESIRED THE DESIRABLE

dimension of value intensity Direction

nature of corresponding statistical, absolute, deontological,

norm of value phenomenological, pragmatic ideological

corresponding choice and differential approval or disapproval (based on
behaviour effort allocation Kluckehohn (1951:404-405)
dominant outcome deeds and/or words Words

terms used in important, successful, attractive, good, right, agree, ought, should
measuring instrument preferred

affective meaning activity plus evaluation evaluation only

of this term

person referred to in measuring me, you people in general

instrument

Values on an individual level are learned (WillianmsRokeach, 2002) and the author compares them
to an experience of anticipating emotion (pairsueg, success, defeat, affirmation etc.). The itians
from individual to cultural values is found in tkemmunication on acquired experiences of a larger
number of culture members. Mass experience prasevitler communication can shape group culture
values. The educational system influences sigmifigahe forming of attitudes both on an individual
and social level (Hofstede, 1983; Schwartz, 2008)e influence of education on value system
formation has been studied from the sociologic@eats French sociologist Durkheim (1858-1917)
considers education to be a component which proamudsstrengthens the homogeneity of society, so
that an individual becomes a social being by adagiit. The interaction of education and society
happens through values which pass from the soociety an individual. Education is a processual
medium where there is a parallel development of edecational system and social changes.
Durkheim explains that “every society, considered given moment in its development, has a system
of education which is imposed on individuals” (Diiekm, cited in Filloux, 2002:305).

2.2 Cross-cultural values

The definition of culture has been studied in #&@m of sociology, and has been most frequentinelef
asa way of life.ln 1871, inPrimitive Culture.E. B. Tylor described culture as: “a complex whole
which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, laaustom, and any other capabilities and habits
acquired by a human as a member of society’(citehite, 1959:23). In 1944, iNlirror for Man
Kluckhohn’s definition of culture also starts witime total way of life of people” and follows wittthe
social legacy the individual acquires from his grpda way of thinking, feeling and believing”; “an
abstraction from behaviour”; “a theory on the mdithe anthropologist about the way in which a groti
people in fact behave”; “storehouse of pooled liegin “a set of standardised orientations to reeutr

problems”; “learned behaviour”; “a mechanism forrmative regulation of behaviour”; “a set of
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techniques for adjusting both to the external emvitent and to other man”; “a precipitate of history
(Kluckhohn, 1944 cited in Geertz, 1973:4). Kluckhthintegral definition is as follows: “culture
consists in patterned ways of thinking, feelingd aeacting, acquired and transmitted mainly by
symbols, constituting the distinctive achievemesftiuman groups, including their embodiments in
artifacts; the essential core of culture consistsadlitional (i.e. historically derived and seled} ideas
and especially their attached valgtuckhohn, 1944, cited in Hofstede, 1981:9).

Giddens (1998:22) says that “cultures are diffidoltunderstand from the outside” and that they
should be studied inside their values and relatibtes calls this idea “cultural relativism” and Igk
culture exclusively with the learned, and not witie inherited aspects of life. He sees socialinadi®

a principle road to transmitting culture in timeddpetween generations. Same as Parsons, he prefers
hierarchically the individual values to the soctales. The social values are transmitted into the
concept of social identity, and the individual oivet® personal identity. He claims that social itityn

is a collective dimension defined by a set of comrgoals, values and experiences which may be a
foundation for social changes. Social identity éfinked as a dimension denoting “that individuaks ar
the same as the others”. Personal identity is @gilain the context of modernisation and the
increasing possibilities and choices. He claimg thersonal identity “is constantly created and
recreated” (Giddens, 1998:23). A social changehefgremodern society is interpreted through three
factors: the environment, political organisatiord anultural factors. The environment is seen as an
influential factor if it is in its extreme form (&eme natural conditions) or if the environmental
conditions shape the way of life intensively (thevieonment shapes the favorable or unfavorable
conditions). Political systems are not related ¢on®mic organisations but he does not analyze
explicitly the relationship between the changes tiedpolitical system in premodern, but in modern
countries. Out of the set of cultural factors iefhging the changes he sets apart religion, theenafu
communication systems and leaders. He sees themarpolitical and cultural influences as sources
of changes in the modern age (Figure 1). At theesame, just like Inglehart and Welzel (2005), he
considers industrialisation to be an importantdacthe interaction of science and technology with
political and cultural areas is seen by Gidden®98l%s very important. The way in which culture
influences social changes has also been alteredtiéal and innovative way of thinking has changed
the content of ideas, so that customs and hab#snar accepted anymore because they have the

authority of tradition, but we re-evaluate themusyng new social values.
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Slika 1: Vzroki za spremembe druzbenih vrednotdotmemcasu (Giddens, 1998: str 42) .

Figure 1:Causes of changes in social values in modern t{@eklens, 1998: p 42).

Linton claims that “the culture of a society is thay of life of its members; the collection of idea
and habits which they learn, share and transmih fgeneration to generation” (cited in Haralambos,
1994:33). Culture is, according to some researchematural category and has its own material
evidence, whereas, according to others, it is an,idr a set of ideas of all people or of ethnalsgi
only (White, 1959). The sociological aspect of grdtpresupposes its reality and holds that it happe
with the society. Culture develops in the dimensiaf values, norms, ideas, beliefs, attitudes,
traditions and artefacts. Culture definitions deaig it as learned, unconscious, to be shared,

symbolic, dynamic and relative.

As a research goal of this dissertation, the theorgultural values and cross-cultural value regear
have been considered. There are three most frdgugundted cross-cultural theories and authors:

Hofstede, Schwartz, and Inglehardt and Welzel.

Hofstede’s study was based on the responses obddersonnel from a large American-owned
multinational company (IBM) in the period betweed6T and 1973. On the basis of a factor analysis
of mean responses from forty natibes fourteen items concerning the importance decéht work
goals, Hofstede identified two factors that he la&okeindividualismand masculinity A further two
dimensions of national culture labellpdwer distanceanduncertainty avoidancemerged from a so-
called eclectic analysis, combining items largetytbe basis of theoretical expectations (Smith and
Dugan, 1996). Hofstedeisower distancedimension is defined in terms of the prevailingms of
inequality within a culturelndividualism-collectivisnrefers to the extent to which the identity of
members of a given culture is shaped primarily &sgspnal choices and achievements or by the groups
to which they belong. Individualist cultures promantrospection and focus attention on inner
experience. In contrast, collectivist cultures @b encourage focusing attention on the inner sétie—

most salient features of emotional experience atermal and interactional. Research confirms that

! The then state of Yugoslavia also participatedhénresearch.
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cultural individualism is correlated with subjediwell-being when high income, human rights and
equality are controlled (Diener and Diener, 199tectiin Basabe and Ros, 2003jasculinity-
femininity corresponds to a “tough-tender” dimension. In rolise cultures, values such as
competition, success, and performance are relgtivelre prevalent than in feminine cultures, where
there is relatively more emphasis on values suakiaas social relationships, quality of life, andea

of the weak. The fourth dimensiamycertainty avoidancealludes to the degree to which members of
a culture are uncomfortable with uncertainties ife. | Societies high on this dimension prefer
structured rather than unstructured situations,reviieere are clear guidelines for behaviour (Smith
and Dugan, 1996). Hofstede's analysis of his dateklwas later expanded to 53 cultures (Hofstede,
1983).

The author presents three basic reasons for linkatges to the concept of society, i.e. nation: the
political, the sociological and the psychologicahson. While elaborating the psychological reason
Hofstede evokes the educational system, as weadbeyg family education. He stresses education as
the most important in shaping the national cultuir@mework and calls itcollective mental
programming,defining it as follows: “...it is that part of ouonditioning that we share with other
members of our nation, region, or group but nohwitembers of other nations, region, or groups”
(Hofstede, 1983).

Schwartz (2009:262) defines values as follows:

“Values are beliefs. But they are beliefs tied ineably to emotion, not objective, cold ideas.

Values are a motivational construct. They refehtodesirable goals people strive to attain.

Values transcend specific actions and situatiohsyTare abstract goals. The abstract nature oésalu
distinguishes them from concepts like norms andud#s, which usually refer to specific actions,

objects, or situations.

Values guide the selection or evaluation of actipudicies, people, and events. That is, valuegeser
as standards or criteria. Values are ordered byiitapce relative to one another. People’s values
form an ordered system of value priorities thatrabierise them as individuals. This hierarchical

feature of values also distinguishes them from scaimd attitudes.”

He proposes a multidimensional value space whicluswally represents in a multi-dimensionally
scaled “value circle” (Figure 1). Schwartz idemt#fiten different values which are paired in paksit
along which these values cluster: egoism versusligih (in Schwartz’'s terminology: self-
enhancement vs. self-transcendence) and conforméssais individualism (conservation vs. openness

to change).
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Slika 2: Teoretini model odnosov med desetimi vrstami motivacijskibdnot (Schwartz,2006: str 3).
Figure 2: Theoretical model of relations amongrtetivational types of values (Schwartz, 2006: p 3).

Schwartz and associates developed empirical rdsetliat examines the value hierarchies of
individuals in different nations. They base the@tsearch on three different sets of samples, a
representative or a near representative samplegeottudents and a school teacher sample in twrder
answer the questiomoes the average value hierarchy based on reprateator near representative
samples also characterise more specific groupsduoes it generalise across a larger set of nations?
They identified a set of cross-cultural similatiand differences and then developed explanatams f
them. Schwartz (1994) surveyed value preferencasdividuals in twenty five countries. Results
showed thabenevolenceconsistently emerges at the top of the value tabya with self-direction
anduniversalism close behind. Security, conformity and achievenagatlocated in the middle of the
hierarchy, followed by hedonisntimulation, tradition, and power are at the bottom of the
hierarchy, withpower consistently last. Individual differences in tmepiortance attributed to values
reflect the individuals’ unique needs, temperameatgl social experiences. But the pan-cultural
similarities in value importance are likely to et the shared bases of values in human naturthand
adaptive functions of each type of value in mamtay societies (Schwartz and Bardi, 1997).
Schwartz (2001) claims that there is a great déaknation in the importance of individual values
both within groups and across societies (FigurdBis variation in individual values is systemallica
related to differences in individual behaviour (Rakh, 1973; Schwartz, 1996) and it arises from
systematic differences in social experience (Rdked®73). Differences help us identify the
influences of unique genetic heritage, personaleegpce, social structure and culture on value

priorities.
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Slika 3:Dinamicne podpore univerzalnih vrednostnih struktur (Satey2009: appendix: str 9).

Figure 3: Dynamic underpinnings of the universaligastructure (Schwartz, 2009: appendix: p. 9).

Inglehart imported into cross-cultural researchesalvconcepts of value change by suggesting a one-
and two-dimensional concept. Following Maslow’srarehy of needs, Inglehart (1997) suggested that
value orientations are organised hierarchicallyaami-dimensional continuum from material to post
material values. Inglehart (1997) considers lifeusity to be a key variable. In analyzing the
importance of the material he evokes Maslow's hitira of needs and relates the concept of self-
expression values to conditions when material $ycgrof a long standing character. The shift from
the materialist to post-materialist values is exm@d by Inglehart as non-linear. Inglehart’s
materialists have physiological needs and stregsigdl and economic security. Post materialists, by
contrast, strive for self-actualisation, stressabsthetic and the intellectual, and cherish behohgnd
esteeminglehart’s theory of value change is one that m&sua linear progression in steps upwards of
Maslow’s pyramid. Once physiological lower-ordeeds are met and appear uncontested, individuals

develop higher-order needs.

Inglehart and Welzel (2005) suggested a two-dinmgradivalue space and conducted a cross-cultural
World Values Survey on seventy five societies antiogrto eighty percent of the world population. A
global conclusion of the survey confirmed Huntingsothesis that “culture matters”, as well as it
defied the claim that the differences are basethehevel of democracy of a culture, but it pointed

that its root is in gender infequalities and seXi@ralisation (Inglehart and Welzel, 2005). The
World Values Surveys were designed to measure gjthmareas of human concern: religion, politics,
economic and social life. The research is basediff@rences measured along two dimensions: (1)
Traditional vs. Secular-rational values and (2)v8al vs. Self-expression values. The first dimensi

shows the contrast between societies in whichioglits very important and those in which it is rat.
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traditional societies of high importance are: ptdmld ties and deference to authority, absolute
standards and traditional family values, as wellrgection of divorce, abortion, euthanasia and
suicide. These societies have high levels of natipnde, and a nationalistic outlook. Societieshwi
secular-rational values have the opposite prefeseron all of these topics (Inglehart and Welzel,
2005). The second dimension is linked to the extensiorthef moral object. They suggest that
individual safety and autonomy decrease egocentreamd their growth increases homocentrism
(Maslow, 1988, cited in Inglehart and Welzel, 2005hey further analyse the topic through the
concept of a dynamics between materialistic and pw@derialistic priorities. The authors conclude
that self-expression values encourage the pereepmiforisk, but that the development of self-
expression values does not subsume eradicationrofim material needs. The authors further point
out and explain that cognition and experiencegtegecauses of value change. At the same time they
offer a critique of Weber’s theory on the rise afational worldview through the spread of scientifi
knowledge with the example of Central and Eastemnope. The changes linked to the fall of
communism are studied in relation with the phenameuf the spreading of scientific knowledge, and
the change of the system of values is linked to ekperiential change in existential security,
uncertainty and a decline in the standard of livingthe case of the change of life circumstancets a
the decrease of security there is a reversionlirevariorities, a shift backwards. The authors tahe

on the basis of empirical results that the sensexisitential security pervasive in a society is enor
important than cognitive factors and that cultwrlahnge is not determined by simple cognition and
rational choice but by exposure to different exiggd conditions. The change in culture is linked t
the accumulation of tolerance and not to short tBuciuations. Inglehart and Welzel are the only
ones among these cross-cultural researchers dealitly the relationship of culture and
democratisation and within this with the attitudevard institutions. The authors differentiate begwe
the inertial variables (socioeconomic developmeami) those which change in an explosive manner
(democratisation and institutional changes). Podtstrial values are related to the weakening ef th
respect for authorities and the growing supporpaaticipation and expression. The basic concept
stressed by the authors as a central topic is eepbrof “a demand for freedom” which in empirical
research displays the strongest factor loading tbwee higher order concept — self-expression walue
Besides the fundamental meaning of freedom, théoasitrelate the demand for freedom to an
ecological and ideological orientation which emp$es the environment protection and preservation
and humane society. They also conclude that tliegptession and not secular-rational values reflec
cultural change. The succession of changes froturalilto political at the end is represented in a

linear manner in Figuré
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Slika 4:Clovekov razvoj, Inglehart in Welzel (2005: str 140)

Figure 4: Human development, Inglehart and Wel2806: p 134).

Inglehart (1997) and Inglehart and Welzel (2005)ateded on the basis of the empirical research on
world nations in several waves that the affiliatioha society to a cultural zone depicts a common
state of traditional or secular-rational valuest that human development, the change, is primarily

directed toward the development of self-expressalnes

Scientific literature also studies the mutual liok value dimensions of these three concepts:
Hofstede’s concept of collective mental programminmfich is national; Schwartz’s multidimensional
concept of values and Inglehart's concept of oppbralues which determine the state and the

change.

Preglednica 2: Vrednosti viSjega reda, ki temeljippmedkulturnih Studijah avtorjev Hofstede, Schavar
Inglehart in Welzel
Table 2:Higher order values based on Hofstede, Schwartaragiehart and Welzel cross-cultural studies

Hofstede Schwartz Inglehart
Individualism-collectivism Self-transcendence Ttamtial
Masculinity-femininity Self-enhancement Seculatienaal values
Power distance Openness to change Survival
Uncertainty avoidance Conservatism Self-expressines

Table 2 offers an overview of higher order valuesdll three authors, whereas Table 3 displays a
common platform of dimensions used by the thredasf which was reached by Inglehart and

Welzel (2005) and confirmed by other authors.

Preglednica 3: Ekspresivne vrednote in obseg iddalizma in samostojnosti se nanasajo na skupnertiijo
(Inglehart in Welzel, 2005: str. 143)

Table 3: Self-Expression values and individualisrd autonomy scales tap a common dimension (Ingl@imak
Welzel, 2005:p 13¢

The Individualism/Autonomy/Self-Expression Dimensio 78%
Emphasis on Intrinsic Human Choice (Principal Variance explained

Component Analysis

Inglehart: Survival vs. Self-expression values 91
Hofstede: individualism vs. collectivism ranking .87
Schwartz:Autonomy vs. embeddedness (mean of student/teacher .87

samples)
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We conclude that values originate in individual wtexge acquired through experience and
perception which can shape the cultural value sbaety through mass communication. There is
interaction between individual and social valuealués as a general concept are a stable category
(Williams, in. Rokeach, 2000), but we can distirgjuithe values which are more or less static
(Inglehart and Welzel, 2005). The change in vaheggpens in qualitative leaps, and not in continuity
and depends more on accumulated tolerance thanrefatave shift of some value (Inglehart and
Welzel, 2005). Values are also learned so thataducis an important medium in forming social
values (Hofstede, 1983; Schwartz, 2006; Durkheiredcin Filloux, 2002). Age is also an influential
factor in a value system, which instigates the ated intergenerational value changes (Inglehadt an
Welzel, 2005). Values are submerged in the conadptulture. Culture is expressed through
“government, legal systems, educational systemdgusimial relation systems, family structures,
religious organisations, sports clubs, settlemexttepns, literature, architecture, and even sdienti
theories” (Hofstede, 1981:). “Culture matters”, secieties differ according to their different tcudél
values and structures, but there are the ever mireseiversal values, too. Extensive global cross-
cultural surveys of the leading scientists in tleddf show the results whose values correlate fer th
concepts of individualism, expression and autonavimpse common denominator is in the values
related to human freedom and freedom of choice. difierences between cultures are more
influenced by “Eros than Demos” (Inglehart, 2003ultural differences and similarities should be
observed through opposing themes and through thlysas of a national sample. At an individual
level the differences become less dominant (Sclawa@01; Inglehart and Welzel, 2005) but are still

in interaction with a social level so that they meffect it (see Figure 5).

Specific to Inherited
individual and learned
PERSONALITY
Specific
to group Learned
or category CULTURE
Universal HUMAN NATURE [nherited

Slika 5: Tri ravni edinstvenosti v duSevnem programju (Hofstede, 1991: str 6).
Figure 5: Three levels of uniqueness in mental Enogning (Hofstede, 1991: p 6).
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The research design followed the concept of craofistal differences according to Hofstede (the idea
of national culture) and according to Schultz’s ismrvmental value orientations by following his

definition of values. The comparison of attitudek different stakeholders was researched by
comparing attitudes at a national level. Schwartzdue theory in research on environmental
orientations was applied by Schultz and Zelezn®@) &t a cross-cultural level of general landscape
and by Buchecker and Junker (2008) in research@ttitudes of the Swiss nation relationship ® th

changes in riverine landscapes. The research iedlwd cross-cultural comparison of confidence
toward institutions and of attitudes on internadbcooperation in managing natural phenomena

(rivers).

2.3 Three different cultures

“We make landscapes according to the politicalesysn which we operate, the economic use we see
for land, our aesthetic preferences, our socialeotions - all of these are summarised here urder t
label of culture.” (Nassauer, 1995:230).

Slovenian, Hungarian and Croatian cultures arenasduo be three different cultures as they do not
have “a common dominant language, do(es) not sh@ss media and national symbol” (cited
Hofstede 1980 in Schwartz, 1999:25). Nowadayshadlé nations have a democratic political system
but they have had different political ways of aeiig them. Once being a part of the common
Austro-Hungarian state (until 1918) all three comst had a common political frame. In the period
afterwards, Slovenia and Croatia retained a compatitical history during the second part of thé'20
century by being a part of the state of YugoslaSiavenia became an independent country (1991) by
secession, whereas Croatia underwent military @€tid992-1995) in order to achieve territorial
sovereignty. Hungary was under Russian occupatioimgl the mid 28 century. In 2004 Slovenia and
Hungary joined the European Union and Croatia ithenperiod of accession. Inglehart and Welzel
(2005) mention that political culture is influencda/ “individual attitudes” and “participant
orientation”. They conducted an empirical reseavbiich established that citizens’ expressive values
shape a democratic society, and not vice versa,atltlemocratic society influences the shaping of
attitudes. They include three aspects of cultesearch: the legitimacy approach (confidence in the
institutions and support for a system), the commauiain approach (conformity to norms, activity in
associations and interpersonal trust) and the humheaelopment approach (aspirations for freedom
and choice). The third approach to researchingigalicultures is in favour of linking the actidg
against the elites with previous experience in daany, i.e. with the length of that experience. Shu
the research hypothesized that Hungary, CroatidSémeenia, assuming their different experiences as
democratic societies, are in different position$p@rticipant orientation”. Schwartz (1994) compire

the intra- and inter-country cultural distancesasrvarious nations. He finds that the culturatiaaice
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between samples from different countries is grethizn the distance between samples from the same
country, suggesting a similarity of cultural valogentations within a nation that could be used as
meaningful cultural units. Table 4 displays theutssof the global research in Hofstede (2010) and
Inglehart and Welzel (2010), and in Figure 6 andl@a there is a focus on the position of the three
observed cultures/nations in the World Value Sui@aitural Map.

Preglednica 4: Velikost zadnjega merjenja vrednmstinglehart in Welzel (svetovni vrednosti valid)
Hofstedeju
Table 4: Values by Inglehart and Welzel (World \é&awave 4) and Hofstede

Dimensions of values

Inglehart and Welzel Hofstede
(2010) * (2010)**
[}
g E
© < -
© — % o 2 % 2 > *E‘ )
S & s 2 &) S > £ S T 2
£58 &858 ¢ 23 23S 53
TS S S« 35 2 =2 2 o £ o5
= © 5 O '@ [e] c o [3) c s
Nation o> non s> o £0 S0 D ®
Croatia 0.08 0.31 73 33 40 80
Hungary 0.40 -1.22 46 80 88 82
Slovenia 0.95 0.38 71 27 19 88

*WWS — 4 wave
** http://geert-hofstede.com/geert-hofstede.html

Protestant
Europe enowsy

Secular-Rational Values

Catholic Eurppe English

speaking , *
® N reland ~
USA

Traditional Values

-2 - M ! 1.5 2

Survival Values Self Expression Values
Factor

Slika 6: Kraj Madzarsko, Slovenijo in Hrvasko na®wni kulturni zemljevid vrednota, proti Inglehant
Welzel, 2005: str 63.

Figure 6: Positions of Hungary, Slovenia and Cepati the World Values Survey Cultural Map by Ingigtand
Welzel, 2005: p 63.
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According to the theoretical overview of cross-utdl research and the relationship of the consgruct
we can interpret Table Wwhich provides the data on the observed three desntThe greatest
difference is noted in Survival vs. Self-orienteglues, which, according to Ingelhart and Welzel
(2005) and Basabe and Ros (2005), correlate withivigualism/collectivism (Hofstede) and
autonomy vs. commitment values (Schwartz). Theltesupressed for Hungary carry a negative sign,
whereas the results for Croatia and Slovenia aséip® and similar. In line with this, a differenge
attitudes is expected which would form two poles Hungarian on the one hand and a Slovenian on
the other. Since expressive values contain envieoah orientations, it is expected that Hungarian
respondents (students) would express to a lessgrealethe attitudes in which they proclaim
environment protection and care for others (altnyithan the Slovenian and Croatian ones. The same
is expected considering the results of Inglehadt \Afelzel's (2005) (Figure 6) research of correlatio

of Post-transition freedom and Liberty Aspiratian the three countries, i.e. that Croatian respotsde
would express a lower level of social confidenamntthe Hungarian ones, and even greater difference

is expected for Slovenian respondents.
2.4 Moral subject and moral object in the relationip of human and nature

In the period of the modern, post paleolithic ammktpneolithic human, anthropocentric ethics
developed in the European area when economic fomcasaged the environment and morals
originated in human nature (Léaric-Horvat, 2003). Kirn (2004) explains anthropocesmtriin four

theses: (1) man is a central and most importamigbiei the universe, (2) man is the measure of all
things, (3) the world is interpreted according tchaman’s values and human’s experience and

impression and (4) only humans create a moral camtynu

Awareness of destruction of nature and the negefssichange appeared already in th& a8d at the
beginning of the 20 century. A new direction in the -nature relatidpstwas initiated by
environmental problems and an environmental cri$tsis was publicly and globally confirmed by the
United Nations Declaration on Human Environmenb¢&holm, 1972) so that the change was evident
in equating what is good for nature is also goadnian? Morals thus still originate in man himself

but nature is absorbed as a moral object, whitiheidasis of ecological ethics (Kirn, 2004).

% The Declaration proclaims:

1. Man is both creature and moulder of his envirentnwhich gives him physical sustenance and adfbith
the opportunity for intellectual, moral, social asmlritual growth. In the long and tortuous evautiof the
human race on this planet a stage has been reattesd through the rapid acceleration of science and
technology, man has acquired the power to transfosnenvironment in countless ways and on an
unprecedented scale. Both aspects of man's envinothe natural and the man-made, are essentii toell-
being and to the enjoyment of basic human righggitiht to life itself.
http://www.unep.org/Documents.Multilingual/Defadltint.asp?documentid=97&articleid=1503
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Slika 7: Koncept moralne odgovornosti za zivlje(@fri ¢ (2009:str 71).
Figure 7: The concept of moral responsibility fiée (Cifri¢ (2009: p. 71).

Krebs (1999) offers a sequence of widening the hsuigject in the following list:

* only myself (egoism)

* myself, my family, and friends (small group egoism)

» all people of my class (classism)

» all citizens of my country (nhationalism)

» all people of may race (racism)

» all people of my sex (sexism)

« all living human beings (universalism of the pra¥en

« all living human beings and those of the past (@rgalism including
the past)

« all living human beings and those of the future ifarsalism
including the future)

» all sentient beings (pathocentrism or sentietism)

The notion of extending morals to added objectsivadly depicted by the pioneer of ecological
ethics, Aldo Leopold, famous for his classic “Thend Ethics”, which appeared & Sand County
Almanacin 1949. In the story, upon returning home, Odysgmunishes his disobedient slave girls by
sentencing them to hanging. Three thousand yetes, #ifie slave girls are objectivised and moral
behaviour was not extended to them, as they wemsidered as property or object, not as a moral
subject. Leopold draws an analogy with the curegitation across a time distance and says: “Land,
like Odysseus’ slave girls, is still property. Thand relation is still strictly economic, entailing
privileges but no obligations” (Leopold, 1949:23Mhereby the author introduces a concept of

responsibility into the human-nature relationshig aets the foundation for ecological ethics.

Ecological ethics is a part of applied ethics dafiras a specific area of theological or philosagdhic
research on establishing ethical norms as criterianoral behaviour regarding the treatment of aorl
life and natural ecosystems. It offers norms, afirhuman responsibility and shows how that

responsibility is justified (Cifd, 2009). Ecological ethics will start functioninghen all acts
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unsuitable for the environment are sanctioned amdidden, not only legally but morally as well
(Kirn, 2004). This attitude anticipates Leopoldiea and his “land ethics” on the superiority ofigbc
goals to personal goals of an individual (Maéudi999). Leopold (1949) evokes Darwin’s idea of
unity with the natural world and proclaims a “ligirworld” (“susvijet”/“Mitwelt”) as described in
Cifri¢ (2002).

In his book,Respect for NaturePaul W. Taylor (1986) analyses the conceptsrabeal subject and a
moral agent (object), which differ in their moraitiaity and according to which the moral subject is

active in choice, unlike the moral agent, who cambverned in a right or a wrong way.

In his work he presents three key elements:

« Bio centric (life-centred) environmental ethiaseither anthropocentric, nor sentience-centred
Individualistic (not holistic-as is Leopold’s lanethic): Individual organisms (not species or

ecosystems or natural processes) have moral wddklor thinks individualism follows from

biocentrism, as only individuals are alive.

« Egalitarian: All organisms (including human organs) have equal inherent worth

In four basic principles Taylor (1986:46) presetite bio centric heterarchical ethics according to

which there are no “inherently superior or infetilving beings:

1. Humans are no privileged members of the eartitemunity of life

2. The natural world is an interdependent system

3. All organisms (and only organisms) are teleaagcentres of life (think of plants seeking light)

that have goods of their own that we can morallystaer for their own sake. Organisms have a “point

of view” we can adopt by judging events as goodad depending on whether the organisms are

benefitted or harmed.

4. The belief in human superiority is an unjustifibias; we should be species impartial and

egalitarian. (Taylor, 1986:99-100 according to Ma&fu2002:31)

Empirical sociological research studies establistad there is a socio-ecological orientation which
has been discussed by different authors insidantieopo-eco polarity or, in the case of focusing o
life only, inside the anthropo-bio polarity. Thetmexmes are found in the concepts of moral
chauvinism and the concept of deep ecology (holisamstruct invented by Naess, (Gifr2002).
Cifri¢ (2009) analyses the degrees of ecological ethimsin the sense of higher or lower levels, but
in the sense of enclosing moral objects (Figurelr@jinsic and instrumental values are inseparable
from discussing the source and the perimeter ofitbial scope. Krebs (1999) explains the difference
with the notion of “answers”, and differentiatesvibeen “ethical answers” for intrinsic values and
“technical answers” for instrumental values. Withine notion of intrinsic values he introduces the

division into “eudaemonic” and “moral”, applyingeim to the concept of life and differentiating
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between “good” and “right” life. The same divisigvithin intrinsic values is cited by Neass (1995)
referred to as a “moral act” and a “beautiful aby’ recalling Kant’'s derivatives (see Figure 8).
Immanuel Kant clarified moral behaviour within twoncepts: acting in harmony with the universal
or acting by duty and acting in line with duty. Mbiaction related to values is found in the quote:
“Thus neither is morality, to be true, the learnofghow we should make ourselves happy, but how

we should become worthy of happiness” (Kant,1990).

moral act

mntrinsic

ecological ethical
values

beautiful act

mstrumental

Slika 8: Hierarhija ekoloskih étiih vrednot po Neassu (1995).
Figure 8: Hierarchy of ecological ethical valuesading to Neass (1995).

Reviewing the literature (see Table 5) we can $e¢ the authors have dealt with analyzing the
degrees of ecological ethics through two basic dsimns: the scope of the moral (intrinsic values)

and the time scope (past-present-future).

Preglednica 5: Pregled avtorjevégih razseznosti okoljske orientacije; Gif{R009:str 74-84), dopolnitev *.
Table 5: The author's classification of ethical éivsions of environmental orientation; Gif(R009:p74-84),
supplemented *.

AUTHORS DEGREES OF ECOLOGICAL ETHICS/DISTRIBUTION
Armstrong and Aesthetic Evaluation of Nature,
Botzler Economy, Politics, Law

Anthropocentrism

Individualism

Ecocentrism

Ecofemminism
Jewish-Christian Perspective
Multicultural Perspectives
Frankena, W. Ethical Egoism
Personalism-Altruism
Holism
Ecological Fraction
Physiocentric Fraction
Theism
Ethics Linking The Second and the Sixth Degree
Natural Right
Hoffe, O. Personal Or Economic
Legitimate
Demand for a Just and Solidary Distribution of H®aEnvironment to all
People
Justice for Future Generations
Departing Anthropocentrism and the Right of Nature

continues
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Teutsch G.

Meyer-Abich K.M.

Irrgang B.

Schilitt,

Arsene G.G.*

Cifri¢, L.*

Schultz, S.H.*

Hernandez et al.*

Thompson and
Barton*

Kaltenborn and
Bjerke
Amerigo et. al*

Milfont and
Duckitt*

continues
Egoistic
Anthropocentric
Patocentric (All Beings Capable of Suffering)
Biocentric
Holistic

Egocentric — Me

Homo-Economicus — Me and Family, Friends
Chauvinist — Me, Nation and Immediate Past
Mit-Mensch — Me, Nation, Present Generation
Anthropocentrics — Me, People, Past and Present
All Consciously Sensory Beings

Holism — Everything

(a) Anthropocentrics:

Egocentrics

A Classic Anthropocentric
Responsibility for Future Generations
(b) Non-Anthropocentric:
Patocentric

Biocentric

Physiocentric Concepts

Theistic Ethics

Natural Right

Anthropocentric
Patocentric
Biocentric
Physiocentric

Anthropocentric
Biocentric
Ecocentric

Anthropocentric
Ecocentric
Technocentric

Egoistic
Socioaltruistic
Biospheric

Anthropocentrism
Progress
Naturalism

Anthropocentric
Ecocentrism

Environmental Apathy

(a) Anthropocentrism
Ecocentrism
(b) Anthropocentrism
Biospherism
Egobiocentrism
Self-Transcendence
Self-Enhancement
Openness to Change

continues
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continues
Conservatism
Biospheric
Altruistic
Dunlap and van Ecocentrism
Liere* Anthropocentrism

Van der Windt et al. Strong Anthropocentric
* Weak Anthropocentric
Ecocentric

The critique of extreme holistic and biocentric cepts calls for the subject of morals and the sourc
of value, as Warren (1997) says, at the end: “#lios is anthropocentric to a certain degree. We
should not forget that humans are the sole morahtaip every case. When considering non-human
entities with their own inherent value, we shoutd forget that it is humankind itself thattributes

valueto nature” (cited in Arsene, 2007:24).

2.5 Conclusion of the chapter on ethics and values

Values have been a central concept in the sodahses since their inception. They have played an
important role not only in sociology, but in psytdgy, anthropology, and related disciplines as well
They are used to characterise societies and indilsgdto trace change over time, and to explain the
motivational bases of attitudes and behaviour. ifterdisciplinarity of spatial research and spatial
planning research inevitably includes differenti¢spand sociological discourse, including attitude
sampling with an aim of conflict solution, whichshbecome part of the process in spatial planning.
There are obvious changes in the relationship Etweuman and nature, and consequently, the
attitude to nature over the centuries, which afeected precisely in the changes of attitudes and
behaviour. On a global level, the changes in aktituand behaviour have been monitored by using the

concept of culture and by using the comparison tighconcept of cross-culture.

Empirical research studies on the population’suatéis to bioethical questions have an aim not tnly
research attitudes themselves, but to connect ttenthe origins of those attitudes and the
consequences of those attitudes in the form of \beha There is a simultaneously developed
theoretical platform used for the analysis of thmicdures of the society, the moral scope in the
observed society, the changes in the value stmiottc. Such research is necessary in order to
establish the major social stakeholders of an @gobnd the system of values which legitimates the
behaviour of individuals and of groups. For thepmse of this research, the concept of socio-
ecological values (Schultz and Zelezny, 1999) deddoncept of national cultures (Hofstede, 1984;
Schwartz, 2001) were applied for comparing theehrations whose respondents were connected to

the Mura and Drava area on a local and regional lev
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Environmental orientation is related to key valflesman, people, nature) according to which “the
sense” is attributed to life activities. The essti®d specific dimension of orientation is called
orientational identity (anthropocentrism,-egoismth@#opocentrism-altruism, biocentrism) and is not
subject to changes as an identification profil@wfindividual or of a group (Ciffj 2008). Following
Stern and Dietz (1994), who used Schwartz's (19984) value items to assess a person’s value
orientation, Schultz (2000) identified three clusteof environmental attitudes which represent
egoistic, altruistic, and biospheric concerns. pasgicipants in this study were college studerdsys
can talk about the values of the young people. Jtnacture of value dependencies, motivational
values and environmental values is based on (Iw&thk's (1994) definition of an individual higher
order value, (2) prior results on correlation ofues and environmental attitudes (Schultz, 2000) an
regression analyses using values to predict enviemal attitudes (Schultz and Zelezny, 2000). The
structure of the sequence for higher order valoesjvational values and environmental attitudes is
given in Table 6: Higher order values, motivatiomalues and items according to Schwartz (1994: p
294, 295).

Preglednica 6: Vrednosti viSjega reda, motivacijgterinosti in navedki po Schwartzu (1994: str Z85).
Table 6: Higher order values, motivational valuegd iems according to Schwartz (1994: p 294, 295).

Higher order Values Items
values
Self-transcedence| Benevolence | 12.It's very important to him to help the people arourd him. He
wants to care for other people.

18. It is important to him to be loyal to his fris1 He wants to devotd
himself to people close to him.

27. It is important to him to respond to the neefdsthers. He tries to
support those he knows.

33. Forgiving people who might have wronged hirimiportant to
him. He tries to see what is good in them and ediold a grudge.
Self-transcedence|  Universalism 3. He thinks itripartant that every person in the world be treated
equally. He wants justice for everybody, even feope he doesn’t
know.

8. It is important to him to listen to people whe dlifferent from him.
Even when he disagrees with them, he still wantsterstand them.
19.He strongly believes that people should care for mare.
Looking after the environment is important to him.

23.He believes all the worlds’ people should liménarmony.
Promoting peace among all groups in the world isartant to him.
29. He wants everyone to be treated justly, evepleehe doesn't
know. It is important to him to protect the weakie society.

40.1t is important to him to adapt to nature and to fit into it. He
believes that people should not change nature.
Self-enhancement  Power 2. It is important to hirbeaich. He wants to have a lot of money
and expensive things.

17. It is important to him to be in charge and ¢¢flers what to do. He
wants people to do what he says.

39.He always wants to be the one who makes the decisio He
likes to be the leader.
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Nordlund (2002) hypothesized about a hierarchicaldeh in which ecocentrism has a positive
influence on the problem of awareness, and antlvegdasm has a negative one. The results
confirmed the assumed hypothesis so that the csincluwas reached that higher order values
influence environmental behaviour indirectly fromose two poles. In the conclusion the author
confirms the heterogeneous nature of anthroposemtin the directions of egoism and altruism. The
research hypothesized about the hierarchy of highger values which were not researched by an
instrument but was assumed on the basis of a themrfame and the results from previous research
(Schultz and Zelezny, 1999; Schultz, 2001; Nordju2802). In this case the environmental
orientations were investigated in order for thenbéointerpreted in relation to evaluating the visua
transformation of the river landscape. According Kaltenborn and Bjerke (2002), ecocentrism
correlates positively with evaluating the wild laadd cultural landscape, whereas anthropocentrism
correlates with the farm environment. A hierarchicaodel was created, according to which
environmental orientations originating in higheder values would influence value attitudes toward

the river landscape.

higher concern
for rivescape

A\ 4

Self : I
Transcendence Ecocentric

~

. Y S v i
Anthropocentric P X5
altruistic i £38 i
P Qv i
/' HCHEN
Self lower concern
Anthropocentric it for river
Enhancement g PoF Il
egOIStIC . l anAcrane

.....

Slika 9: Diagrami modelov, ki pogosto najbolj v@je na okolje in iz sploSnih vrednostnih orientanjskrb za
obretno krajino (po Nordlund, 2002).

Figure 9: Path diagram of the model of the infllefrom general and environmental value orientations
concern for river landscape (according to NordI2@)2).

Survey items, which had an objective of differemtig respondents in environmental orientation
clusters were construed according to the overviéwlimensions, content and items by Schwartz
(1984), Milfont and Duckit (2010) and Ciér(2008). The dimensions and environmental orieonati
are displayed in Table 7.

A portion of items (*) is taken from the survey ducted within the project “Modernisation and
Identity in Croatian Society. Social and Cultunatelgration and Development” (130-1301180-0915),
and a portion was investigated on the sample ofst@3ents of the Josip Juraj Strossmayer University
in Osijek (Faculty of Civil Engineering and Law kdty) during May 2010. According to the results

provided, the respondents were recognised as lietptma particular orientation (Stober, 2011).
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Preglednica 7: Odnos vrednosti viSjega reda po 8akawl1984), dimenzij Milfonta in Duckitta (201@imenzij

Cifri¢a (2008) in izjave v vpraSalniku

Table 7: The relationship of higher order valuesoading to Schwartz (1984), Milfont and Duckitt20(10)

dimensions, Cifid’'s (2008) dimensions and a statement in the quesdiire
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2.6 Cultural sustainability

Except for the Brutland definition from 1987, “Saisiable development” also means satisfying the
needs of the present generation without compromigiie capacity of future generations to satisfy
their needs “ (WCED, 1987: 14). In the extremelyeesive literature on sustainability, what seems to
be common to numerous papers, reviews and analgst®e critique of its fluidity, ambiguity,
deficiency, polysemy, multidisciplinarity, immeaability, and, on the other hand, simultaneous
positive critique of the theoretical platform arftk tastonishing speed and strength with which it
permeated global thought. Sustainability is mostidiently defined by three pillars: environmental
protection, economic growth, and social equalithjol are very frequently joined by the concept of
“development” into the structure “sustainable depetent”, which has suffered some critique, too,
mostly due to its semantics (Blassingame, 1998cied005). Jacobs (1995) quotes 386 definitions
on sustainable development, mostly oriented towasdparate sectors. The development and
expansion of the term “sustainability” can alsoseen in the development of the graphic expression,
from Venn's diagram (in which all three topics de@) to a three-dimensional image in which the

dimensions of sectors and the time dimensionsoemed (see Figure 10) (Lozano, 2008).

First Tier Sustainabitliy Equilibrium
Economic, Environmental, and Socisl
aspects interactions

Short-, Long- and
Longer-terms interactions
Second Tier Sustainability Equilibrium

Slika 10: Vennov diagram in trodimenzionalni prikazarznog razvoja (Lozano, 2008).
Figure 10: Venn's diagram and the three-dimensiomafe of sustainable development (Lozano, 2008)

Overviews of historical development of the conceptsustainability started to appear from the
environment crisis in 1960/70’s onwards, mentionimgits to Growth(1972) as a theoretical and
notional precursor (Ekins, 1993; Stern et al.,, 1KH68, 2004). After the 1987 definition, the
expression is mentioned in a series of institulia@cuments on a global level (UN Documents
http://www.un-documents.net/k-001303.htm; accessed8-09-2012). An “epidemics” of national
documents was prompted by Agenda 21, which sayati6Nal Strategy for Sustainable Development
should build upon and harmonise the various sedtedonomic, social, and environmental policies
and plans that are operating in the countf@hapter 8.7) and which serve most frequently as

umbrella documents for other sectorial strategies.

The World Commission on Culture and Developmenitsn1995 Report introduces the concept of

culture in the sustainability paradigm and defiiteas “the whole complex of distinctive spiritual,
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material, intellectual and emotional features tttaracterise a society or social group. It incluclets
only the arts and letters, but also modes of tife, fundamental rights of the human being, value
systems, traditions and beliefs” (UNESCO, 1995:E8Jlowed by the 2004 document, Agenda 21 for

Culture, in which culture is advocated as the topitlar of sustainability.

The Australian researcher Jon Hawkes has formulttedneed to structure a new “pillar” for
sustainability. His document “The Fourth Pillar Sdistainability — Culture’s Essential Role in Public
Planning” from 2001 is recognised as a mastergi@ctocal policy making in many European cities
(Pascual). The author claims that “a sustainabt@eso depends upon a sustainable culture. If a
society’s culture disintegrates, so will everythietse ... vitality is the single most important
characteristic of a sustainable culture. Cultuctioa is required in order to lay the groundwork &
sustainable future ....the initial strategies thaedh@o be implemented to successfully achieve

sustainability must be cultural ones.” (Hawkes, 20Q).

Culture merges with the sustainability paradignthees fourth pillar for the idea of sustainability by
developing the following topics, as suggested biniQmd Birkeland (2009):

— heritage,

— tourism,

— availability of technology

— arts

— developing countries and indigenous cultures,

— natural resource management,

— urban design, housing and architecture and pignni

—values and value change

Literature offers some new graphic expressionstigtainability (Picture 11) .

ULTURAL DIMENSION
QUALITY OF LIFE

values, aspirations, relationships, diversity,

Creativity, innovation, vitality

Cultural

power

ECONOMIC
DIMENSION /

Social Economic

Slika 11: Stirje stebri model vzdrzneg razvoja (Baind Birkenland, 2009; Runnalls, 2007:10)
Figure 11: Four pillars model of sustainability {{8@nd Birkenland, 2009; Runnalls, 2007:10)
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Thorsby (2003) proposes six principles by which $hetainable management of cultural capital can
be judged: material and non-material well-beinderigenerational equity; intragenerational equity;
maintenance of diversity, precautionary principhel anaintenance of cultural systems and recognition

of interdependence.

2.7 Visual, ecological and ecologically-visual vatuof landscape

2.7.1 Evaluating landscape in the objective and sjdztive paradigm

Twenty five years ago, in the introduction ®enic Assessment: An Overviéwthur et. al. (1977)
claimed that “there is no longer a need for researscand land managers to treat Refrescenic beauty
assessment as virgin territoryEven half a century ago the field of researchinguai landscapes
started developing different models looking foramttjve measures of visual quality. Review papers by
Arthur et al. (1977), Zube et al. (1982), Danietd&rining (1983) and Lothian (1999) detected two
models (subjectivist and objectivist) and a tofadight paradigms of researching the visual donadin
landscape (expert, psychophysical, cognitive, e&ptal, ecological, formal aesthetic, psychologica

phenomenological)

(1)Expert models include:

(a) Expert approach: evaluation of the visual laage by experts and trained observers (e.g.
landscape architects, geographers, spatial planmoderacterised by the use of systematic deseeipti
inventories, visual management systems, etc.

(b) National institutional landscape assessment

(© Ecological

(d) Formal Aesthetic

(2)Public preference models:

(e) Psychophysical-approach: testing general publicselected populations’ evaluations of
landscape aesthetics by environmental psycholodgstdscape architects, characterised by the use of
photo gquestionnaires. In these studies the behaliapproach is the dominant methodology.

() Psychological-approach: search for human mepaissociated with landscape or landscape
properties by environmental psychologists, chareetd by mapping landscape experience.

(9) Phenomenological-approach: research on subgectexperience of the landscape
(phenomenologists, psychologists, humanistic gewgs), characterised by the interpretation of

paintings, poetry, etc. These studies show a hustiamipproach.
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In 1982 Zube et al. studied the published paperggwing twenty journals (USA, The Netherlands,
England) and in the pap&mandscape Perception: Research, Application andomheresented the
conclusions related to the classification of theee¥ch. Paper selection was based on the choice of
those papers dealing with the following key wordsenic beauty, landscape quality, landscape
character, aesthetic, visual quality and landsaahees. A choice of sixty papers was made, which
they distributed according to the following fourrpdigms: expert, psychophysical, cognitive and
experiential. The authors offered the followingrifleations for the paradigms: expert paradigm
includes a qualitative evaluation of landscapehenldasis of a skilled and educated observer asgessi
the environment in two directions — ecological amgkthetic; cognitive paradigm establishes a
relationship between value attitudes and cogniti@gables originating in the information from the
environment; psychophysical paradigm searches fdinka between physical phenomena in the
environment and values related to environment asthatics; experiential paradigm requires a deeper
understanding of individual experience in interactivith nature. There are two basic groups whose
attitudes are investigated: experts and non-expEhis attitudes of the experts are investigateithén
domain of visual quality and ecology, whereas tifathe non-experts is linked in that time stretch
with experimental psychology and research of irtligi experience and reaction to landscape. The
research concentrates on describing “what” in leaps perception, and not on “how” and “why”.
Analysing the overlap of four paradigms the condusgs reached that there are possibilities of a

common framework for integrative landscape research

Daniel and Vining (1983, cited in Lothian, 1999:180ined the term “landscape-assessment models”
and defined five such models - ecological, formasthetic, psychophysical, psychological, and
phenomenological. They described each and evalutiiecth on the basis of their reliability,

sensitivity, validity, and utility.

The Ecological Model: Experts assess the enviromahegualities of the landscape including its
natural amenities. Naturalism is an important disi@m Leopold’s river landscape assessment (1969)

is an example.

The Formal Aesthetic Model: Analyses landscapetherbasis of their formal qualities - forms, lines,
colours, textures and their interrelationships,spklements such as variety, harmony, unity and
contrast. An example is the US Forest Service’suslisdManagement System based on a system

developed by R.B. Litton.

The Psychophysical Model: Psychophysical methods aii defining the functional relationships

between physical stimuli and psychological respsnstathematical equations are derived to describe
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these relationships. The Scenic Beauty Estimatiethad developed by Daniel and Boster (1976) is a
psychophysical method.

The Psychological Model: This approach examines fdedings and perceptions derived from

landscapes - the emphasis is on the cognitive Hadtige reactions evoked by various landscapes.
High quality landscapes may result in positive ifegd of happiness, security and relaxation, while
low quality landscapes may be associated with neg&telings such as a sense of stress or gloom.

Studies by Rachel and Stephen Kaplan are examplesiothe approach has been applied.

The Phenomenological Model: This model emphasides individual's subjective feelings,
expectations, and interpretations with landscapeegmption regarded as an encounter between the
individual and the environment. Works by Lowentlaid Lynch are examples of this approach
(Lothiar?).

In the overview of approaches to researching lapsstudies Lothidmentions two additional types
defined by Brush (1976, cited in Ulrich, 1986) asfprential judgment and comparative appraisal.
The former approach is judged to be an insuffityecliear concept of evaluation for establishing the
standards of environmental quality. The latter mngesignated by a value system because assessment
is done in the context of some idea. This apprasghdged by the authors as favourable due to the

conclusions which are to be used in public decisnaking.

On his web domain, www.scenicsolutions.com.&othian gives an overview of Typologies of
landscape studies, from Penning-Rowsell (1973)aarBen and Sadler (1989), and in 1999 publishes
his overview of landscape researchesLemndscape and Urban Planning the context of a
philosophical analysis of conceiving beauly the overview of the typologies he determinea tw
basic approaches: the objectivist and the subjetif¥Vable8) and offered at the end of the article a
suggestion on the integrative approach to outlirdingndscape study. According to Lothian (1999),
there is a subjectivist theory in the core of thgactivist paradigm and, vice versa, in the subjestt
paradigm we strive to measure some experience abjactive way.

Preglednica 8: Zr@nosti objektivisténih in subjektivisttnih paradigm (Lothian, 1999:str 178).
Table 8: Characteristics of objectivist and sulijésttparadigm (Lothian, 1999: p. 178).

OBJECTIVIST OR landscape quality is an intrinsic physical attréout

PHYSICAL assessed by applying criteria to landscape
PARADIGM subjectivity presented as objectivity
SUBJECTIVIST landscape quality derives from the eyes of beholder
OR assessed using psychophysical methods
PSYCHOLOGICAL objective evaluation of subjectivity

PARADIGM

3 www.scenicsolutions.com.au/Typologies.html (prifjefo 28-10-2010)
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The landscape has its objective nature which isaterial structure and measurable, and at the same
time it has its subjective nature within the vastieicture, which is both qualitative and aesthétie
landscape as a sum of physical characteristicshwdme classified according to numerical scaleles t
basis of the objectivist paradigm. It is assumed the category of quality for this paradigm hasrbe

derived according to clear, objective criteriagome decided indicators.

In keeping with this is an objective assessmerd, tehen the psychophysical methods are used,
which, on the other hand, use statistical instrusy@md mathematical models to classify the visual
quality of the landscape. In that way we have dfieational methods to define the landscape that we
find more beautiful than the others. Lothian (1988%ed his analysis on a basic dichotomy between
the source of value and a moral subject: whetheen#tue of landscape is inherent or whether ihis i

the “eye of the beholder”. By analysing both th¢éiced and review articles the author presents the

basic differences in the subjectivist and the abjist paradigm in Table 9.

Preglednica 9: Fizhe in prednostne paradigme (Lothian, www.sceni¢smia.com.au/Typologies.html
(pridobljeno 28. 10. 2010)

Table 9: Physical and Preference Paradigms (Latkwamw.scenicsolutions.com.au/Typologies.html (aseds
28-10-2010)

Characteristic ~ Physical Paradigm Preference Rarmad
Basis Beauty an intrinsic quality of the landscapeBeauty in eye of the beholder - human
preferences
Aims Seeks to understand landscape so that it c&eeks to understand human preferences
be better protected and managed regarding landscapes to assist in their
management
Causes Silent on underlying reasons Seeks to explay
Methodology Empirical; applies approach Experimenésting hypothesis
Objectivity of ~ Subjectivity presented as objective Objective eatidn of subjectivity
approach
Standardisatio Lack of standardisation - uses different andStandardised research instruments &
n of tools unique methods and techniques. Generallystatistical tools, although used in a variety of
field-based. ways. Often based on surrogates [e.g.
photographs]
Site specificity  Specific to site or area - genigrahnnot Not site or area dependent - in theory can
transfer to other localities transfer to other localities
Human Does not differentiate between different ~ Examines effect on preferences of human
specificity human observers, assumes uniformity differences - age, gender, socio-economic,
education
Value of Often of questionable worth and of short- Results in new knowledge which is of
findings lived value lasting value

Arthur et al. (1977) find that the disadvantageth® quantitative concept is in understatement and
require a subjectivist extension and a desiredarekdink —why do we find some landscapes more
beautiful than the others. These researches coenpognition, perception and preference. Swanwick
(2009) mentions methodological dualisms populametglay, such as quantitative and qualitative,
objective and subjective, expert and public and mmments or whole landscapes. He divides

researches into three paradigritsmal aesthetic studies, behavioural studi@slhumanistic studies,
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where the first paradigm belongs to the objectivige third to the subjectivist paradigm whereas
behavioural studies have elements of both. Conteanpdrends in landscape research have been
dealing with the integration of different discip® and discourses (Nassauer 1995; Naveh 1995; Tress
et al. 2006), a holistic approach (Palang 2000r&m2000; Antrop and van Eetvelde 2000) and in the
direction of spatial planning (Pograk 1979, 1990; Burmil et al.1999; Butula 2003, 20@Golobt

and Maru&, 2007, Penker 2009). Ryan (2012) advocates andtfestion of research on the manner
of noting the scientific and expert findings ondaoape in practice by using GIS tools. The methods
of landscape research are inevitably different ttu¢he specificity of each landscape (river, sea,
mountain, wild, agricultural etc.) as well as deethe specificity of the landscape observer (age,
culture, education, familiarity etc.). A consensusgst be reached in ethical principles of landscape
research of it being a disposable, endangered nesas well as a presenter of human culture. In the
process we should observe the physical charadtsrist a landscape through the unit of ecosystem
and through landscape change, and the human comptimeugh the dependency of a cognitive

image and the real image of a landscape in theesabgulture.

2.7.2 Aesthetics and Ecology or Aesthetics-Ecology

There has been an attempt in scientific and experks in the field of landscape research to bridge
the chasm between the subjectivist and the objstparadigm in researching the relation between th
ecological and the visual quality of landscape.thetsc experiences may lead people to change the
landscape in ways that may or may not be consistéhtits ecological function. There have been

some opposing opinions on the relation betweermeatstand ecological parameters.

In her paper entitlecCulture and Changing Landscape StructurBlgssauer (1995) mentions the
following hypotheses which establish a direct linktween ecology and aesthetifise following
broad principles are proposed:

1. Human landscape perception, cognition, and galirectly affect the landscape and are affected by
the landscape.

2. Cultural conventions powerfully influence thedacape pattern in both inhabited and apparently
natural landscapes.

3. Cultural concepts of nature are different frarestific concepts of ecological function.

4. The appearance of landscapes communicatesaiulues.

Thereby she placed the relationship of aesthetidseaology in the context of culture. Analyzing the
third hypothesis on the difference between theucaltand ecological concept of landscape the author
says: “What looks like beautiful nature may be dlyped former landfill, and what looks like a

neglected abandoned lot may be a rich ecosysteasy&uer, 1995:234). It follows that the cultural
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concept of landscape is actually identified withdacape “as it should be” in the context of theiais
That idea is close to the “image of nature” by B§B006, 2009). The following is said there regagdi

the cultural concept of landscape: “The culturatcpption of nature is not wrong, it simply
is.”(Nassauer, 1995:234). Thus it is perceived asessary in planning to regard the concept of
cultural expectations. The author finishes her papth an integral recommendation on subjects and
objects of planning in order to satisfy both théwal and ecological criteria in landscape plagnin
“Cultural knowledge, scientific knowledge and designovation are all needed to accomplish cultural
principles for landscape ecologylih 2001 Nassauer published an edition entifRddcing Nature:
Aligning Aesthetic and Ecologyn the text there is a thesis that a “more beallititndscape has
greater possibilities of remaining healthy and eresd than the one which people simply do not like.
Moreover, she mentions the importance of a scaleiseewhen observing some space and detects a
conflict between the small and big landscape dcadés ecosystem and its processes. She sees human
scale as a compromise, where there is a yard,i@nahipark and river basin. A real integration of
aesthetics and ecology is in the adjustment ofcjgdiand strategies, landscapes and technologies
which should be designed to align aesthetic expeeie that people already value with ecological
health they do not yet know how to recognise whilaultaneously new cultural expectations for

ecological health is built.

Sheppard (2001) suggests an integration of aesthatl ecological elements by analyzing the new
theoretical background by the constructible stewardshipas a supplement tscenic theoryand
aesthetic ecology theoryy Gobster (1999) and Nassauer (1997). She expidwedtheory with an
emotion dimension, introduces the notion of spalitvalue and develops it on the example of forest
area planning creating the context for integratiothe idea of sustainability. Sheppard criticiaesl
reevaluates the aesthetics-ecology hierarchy irchwtiiere is ecology at a higher range of values by
posing the following questions: “What if the ecadkig are proven wrong in the long term? Is it
conceivable that the conventional scenic aestingdiz turn out to be just as ecologically benefi¢al
least in a forested landscape setting), after sthremergy has been expended on converting people’s
opinions? Secondly, the theory fails to take intocaint people’s instinctive, genetically-programmed
reactions.”(Sheppard, 2001:15&8deed, how comprehensively do ecologists see thehamism of
nature and the ability of the mechanism to govesnequilibrium? Are the scopes observed by
ecologists indeed units of the ecosystem? By reasagthe subjective principles of the objectivist
paradigm we reassess its very foundation. On this lod the discussion above, Sheppard poses a new
theory: “What we can call a theory of visible stedship adds a key missing ingredient to the
ecological aesthetic for working (human-modifiegidscapes: that, other things being equal, we find
aesthetic those things that clearly show peoplafe for and attachment to a particular landscape; i
other words, that we like man-modified landscagearty demonstrate respect for nature in a certain

place and context. This theory emphasises not whdtte landscape looks natural, or orderly, or
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culturally appropriate, or controlled, so much dsether it looks as though real individuals care for
the land or place: people who are linked to ittedan it, invested in it, working in it in a resptul,
symbiotic, and continuously vigilant manner, pehapen from generation to generation.”(Sheppard,
2001:159). The idea of “visible stewardship” isld@led by Nassauer (1997) with the constrtuoes

to careandvivid careand she places the valagachment to the plag@nvironment) in a heterarchy

with aesthetic and ecological values.

In their empirical research Fry et al. (2009) lodbker a common ground of the visual and ecological
through the concepts of Stewardship, CoherencéyDance, Historicity, Visual Scale, Imageability,

Complexity, Naturalness and Ephemera, the condemts the psychophysical paradigm of a great
number of authors (see Fry et al., 2009). A comgr@und was looked for in a hierarchical frame for

Dimensions, Landscape attributes and IndicatogufEi12).

conceptual
common
ground

VISUAL S LOGICAL

Slika 12: Shema konceptualnega skupnega vizualinegjieoloSkega podtga (Fry et al. 2009: str. 934).
Figure 12: The schema of a conceptual common grbetdeen the visual and ecological (Fry et al. 2009
p.934).
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The research resulted in fifteen concepts of theeptual common ground, the visual and ecological

aspect. Table 10 provides an overview of the caiscep

Preglednica 10: Povzetek vizualne in ekoloSke veekonceptov, ki se nanasajo na krajinsko strukfirg et

al. 2009:str. 942)

Table 10: Summary of the visual and ecological eohof concepts related to landscape structurg.gfFal.

2009:p. 942)

Visual aspect

Conceptual common ground

Ecologispéct

Stewardship
Order and care
Coherence

Unity/harmony

Holistic

Balance and proportion
Disturbance

Lack of contextual fit
Scale

Visibility

Complexity
Diversity of elements

Naturalness
Perceived naturalness

Historicity
Historical continuity
Historical richness
Ephemera
Imageability

Sense of place
Genius loci

Active and careful management
Upkeep

Land cover suitability
Intactness of vegetation

Fragmentation
Lack of coherence
Openness

Complexity of shapes
Pattern

Diversity of land cover
Intactness

Wilderness

Natural

Continuity

Seasonality, temporal and cyclical
change

Ecosystem management
Habitat management
Coherence
Connectedness

Disturbance

Lack of ecological integrity
Scale

Distance

Isolation

Complexity

Habitat heterogeneity

Naturalness
Ecological naturalness

Continuity
Ecological continuity

Ephemera

Key ecological structures
Source patches

Key patches

Key spatial elements

Uniqueness/distinctiveness

It is visible from this shared platform that thettears extricated a series of concepts which support
Sheppard’s (2001) and Nassauer’'s (2001) theordieaidation on common aesthetic and ecology
values of active and careful management of therenwient which overlaps in the concept of

naturalness with the concept of the wild and naturé in the concept of scale with the concept of

openness.

In the 2007 papefhe Shared Landscape: what does aesthetics hade with ecology? group of
authors (Gobster, Nassauer, Daniel, Fry) suggestotlowing theoretical platform:

* landscape aesthetics provide critical linkage betwsimans and ecological process,
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the most important emotional pleasure has a fundahénfluence on our response to the

stimuli

» aesthetic experience can drive landscape change

» understanding how people perceive and experieredehuty of all landscapes is central to
achieving public support, especially when aesthgteferences and ecological goals are not
aligned

» people tend to interpret their aesthetic experieidandscape as providing information about
its ecological quality

» landscape planning, design and managment are kdgetccultural sustainability of vital

ecosystem functions

» aesthetic experiences are fundamentally triggeyeaffiective (emotion-based) processes

The authors formed the model which puts the larsgattern in interaction with situational context
and has as a principle goal the ecological-aestletistruct to “align ecological goals with aesthet
experiences to achieve culturally and ecologicsllgtainable landscapes” (Gobster et al., 2007:970).
The authors assume that there are two possibletidine — intervention: by planning (shaping) and

education, i.e. knowledge transfer.

2.7.3 Values and landscape research

What is the role of values in the context of largeeresearch? As it was already mentioned in the
chapter on values, they are stable ideas, andxgressed througfudgment, preferencandchoice
(Williams in Rokeach, 2000) influencingeople’s actionValues form the frame through which we
influence the environment and which we use to ereatimage of landscape according to which we
assess it (culture as reality and culture as aa)idgesearch from the end of the last centuryyarel
included a wider discourse of value judgments drely tdealt with the evaluation of perception,

cognition, and evaluation only at the level of tieserved environment in field research.

The reason for excluding a great number of valuklandscape research studies is in the complexity
of the research on value systems related to amagb@bject in relationship to the research of the
general value system in life (Buchecker et al.,. 0The authors mention the possibility of an iadir
research of correlations betweeadue orientations, behaviour, preferen@slattitudes “Attitude” is
defined by a mental stance, while “preference” mdiing one area of land or landscape better than
another. “Perception” includes sensual responséntiscapes and to it attached meaning and value”
(Swanwick, 2009).
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Slika 13: Statini in dinaméni model interakcije druzbe in krajine (Bucheckerad, 2003:str.30;31).
Figure 13: A static model of the society-landsciegperaction (Buchecker et. al, 2003: p.30-31).

Empirical research on the wetland landscape coegfirtihe hypothesis that “...cultural concepts of
nature are different from scientific concepts oblegical function” (Nassauer, 2004). The author
gives an opinion that we shape landscape accotditige political system we are in, the economic
management of land and our aesthetic preferenceis| €onventions and all that is comprised under
the label of culture, but that culture at the same filters the perception of landscape (Nassauer
2004). This is in line with the social and indivaduevel of values and with Parsons’ action theairy
choice. To which scale should a change of landsbap#served? Palang (2000) suggests the regional
level as a common level of a cultural group shatirgregional and sectoral policies as instrumehts
landscape change and presupposes a cyclic relaipporef social cultural values and intrinsic
landscape values. The transfer of values from s to the human is presented in Buchecker et al.
(2003) with a static and a dynamic model (Figurg 48d Palang sets a dynamic model at a regional

level (Figure 14).
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Slika 14: Cikel sprememb krajine na regionalni ig¥#alang, 2000:str 86).
Figure 14: The cycle of landscape change at themablevel (Palang, 2000: p. 86).

2.7.4 An overview of graphic representations of theuman - landscape interaction

A multidisciplinary approach to landscape in theroaer scope of aesthetic landscape produced a
series of graphical representations of the intemadietween human and landscape phenomena in the
related scientific literature (Zube et al., 1988p& and Sell, 1987; Tress and Tress, 2001 and &obst
et al. 2007). The interaction is represented asamjm and cyclic and the complexity of the
relationship is visible in the complexity of theaghic representations below. The representatiorns va
according to the direction of influence, interaityivthe number of concepts used to depict thegssc

and according to the depicting of levels at whioh process takes place.

Zube et al. (1982) presented a human-landscapetditly (Figure 15) and separated the concepts of

interaction and outcomes. They mention the levéhaividual (person) and the level of social comtex

(group).

Zube and Sell (1986, cited in Zube 1987) presemntirteraction in Figure 16 with a smaller scope of
concepts. They put concepts in the relation, anddeape and individual are in the basis of the
interaction. The authors presuppose a cyclic teansf influences in smaller and larger cyclic
transactions. The largest cycle moves from landstagesponse, whereas the smaller ones connect
the concepts of information, experience, perceptmarsonal utility function, sociocultural context.
Outputs of landscape are information and experieviieh shape perception. This schema presents
the shaping of an individual response influencedhaysociocultural context on one and the personal

utility function on the other side.
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LANDSCAPE

HUMAN

Physical Elements Compositional
Constructs
Locational Context Naturalism
Man-made features Gestalt
Smells Sounds

Peonple

Expectations Education
Expierences Culture
Motivation Information
Social Context Personality

INTERACTION

person-person- landscape
person-group-landscape
person-landscape

active passive
perposful accidental
unique habitual

OUTCOME

Information Opportunity

Satisfaction Values

Wellbeing Predictive Equations

Physical Activity Salicat Landscape
Elements

Stimulation Habitual Behaviour

Refuge Fear

Slika 15: Proces krajinske percepcije (interakdi)be et. al, 1982:str 24).
Figure 15: Landscape perception (interaction) pss¢&ube et. al, 1982: p. 24).

Tress and Tress (2001) in Figure 17 used the pempleand introduce in the graphic representation a
dimension otime The landscape is defined in five dimensions:iapantity, mental entity, temporal
dimensions, nexus of nature and culture and asrglex system. They design the image as a three

dimensional display of relationships where theeetaro parallel platforms of culture and nature, and

in the field of landscape, the dynamic happens éetwgeo-, bio- and noosphere.
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Gobster et.al (2007) offer some wider constructsigure 18, so that at one pole they mention
environmental phenomena which have their lowerllexpressed as landscape patterns, and the other
pole contains human phenomena with perceptual pseseand affective reactions at the lower level.
The interaction is analysed through a one direatianfluence from the human to the environmental
via actions that affect landscapes, and the doedtiom environmental to human through aesthetic

experiences.

LANDSCAPE

‘H landform and -
land use pattern

—» INFORMATION EXPERIENCE |f—

PERCEPTION

.

PERSONAL SOCIO-
—» UTILITY |————3»{ INDIVIDUAL j———— CULTURAL jgf—
FUNCTION CONTEXT
RESPONSE

Slika 16: Transakcijski model odnos&ievek-okolje, (Zube, 1987:str 40).
Figure 16: A transactional model of human-landsaafetionships, (Zube, 1987: p. 40).
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Slika 17: Model odnosé&ovek-okolje, (Tress in Tress, 2001:str 151).
Figure 17: The people-landscape interaction mddegss and Tress, 2001: p. 151).
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m
Global climate processes

Hydro-geological processes
Ecologycal processes
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Landscape
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Organisms

< Soil-chemical processes 7
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Physiological systems
Psycho-physiological ]
processes Aestetig

S that Perceptual Experie
processes
Affective

. _ ) Human phenomena
Slika 18: Model interakcije okolj&lovek v 0koiju (Gobster et al;,"2007:Str 963).
Figure 18: A model of environmental-human intemagctin landscape (Gobster et al., 2007:p 963).
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2.8 Human and landscape dependence on perception andeference

The psychology of perception refers to two différgmocesses: (1) the basically unconscious
processing of sensory information, and (2) the maréess conscious experience of analysing and
interpreting this information (Jacobs, 2006). Preffiee for a specific landscape has been definead by
series of landscape research reports in which eutlomked for the elements which had shaped

positive preference.

Basic actors of space changes were defined by tliepEan Landscape Convention (Council of
Europe, 2000) as action and interaction betweenahuperceptions vs. the perceived area. Although
“perceived by people” refers to a holistic expecemising all the senses, very often it is reduodte
visual aspects. Research in the domain of intenadtas dealt with perception, preference and sdudie
the connection with various input data. Research dfeown that there is no unique indicator that
demographic factors influence attitudes and pref@ebut that there is a scientific consensus that
some landscapes are preferable to others. Thiaraksdeals with the correlation of preference with
the subject’s (respondent’s) characteristics; thjeat's (researched landscape) characteristichayr t

combine and link those dimensions.

Buijs (2004, 2006, 2009) dealt in his research it part of the relationship related to unconssiou
sensory information (Jacobs, 2006) and she defineith the concept of the “image of nature”. The
author says that people believe that a yard, a pafikld, a forest, or a city should look a certaiay

without questioning the necessity of that appeaanc

Images of nature
influences preferences

Experiences may cause
transformation of images

Recreation

Hunting

culture

Discussion
with friends

Documentary
on TV

Discourses may cause
transformation of images

Slika 19: Dinamino preoblikovanje podobe narave in krajine (BWij304:str 378).
Figure 19: Dynamic transformation of images of natand landscape (Buijs, 2004: p. 378).
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In his research Buijs (2009) compares differentgesaof nature between nations (the Danes and the
French) and concludes that they are different &adl they influence environmental behaviour and
landscape appearance. The path of transformatioimnfages of nature and the influences for its

forming is presented in the diagram in Figure 19.
2.8.1 Respondent group coherence

Research classified respondents in different wagsprding to sociodemogaphic interests or some
other characteristics. The basic distribution a&fpandents is into expert and non-expert groups. But
literature does not recognise an expert group hereat. Not all experts evaluate the landscape with
the same values and in the same way. Porteous)(b¥@6s a division of expert groups involved in

landscape research according to the following twiteria: relevance and rigor. The groups are
represented by humanists, experimentalists, artivasd planners. Their relationship toward the

criteria is shown in the diagram in Figure 20.

Relevance

A
ACTIVISTS ?

A \
PLANNERS

A

A J hd
HUMANISTS «—» EXPERIMENTALISTS

» Rigour

Slika 20: Oblikovanje okoljskih estetik (Porteo896: str 14).

Figure 20: Structuring environmental aestheticgt@ows, 1996: p. 14).

Most frequently, research observed different saameggraphic characteristics of respondents as well
as some specific characteristics related to therobd spatial problem. Familiarity with the scend a
the length and character of residence in the sfacevhich the preference was researched have
appeared as external influential variables. Thatimiship toward nature in childhood has been

equally important. Most of the research did notl fififferences in gender distribution.

2.8.2 Attachment to the river

On the basis of the results, the framework of tttechment to the river was established by Ryan
(1987), Buchecker and Junker (2008) and Buijs (R0D8eir results show a different attitude toward
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river and river area restoration considering thaasional coherence and the life experience of the
observed respondents. Attachment to the river weasored by four questions in order to detect the
respondent’s attitude to the river area. The firste of information represents the identificatdrthe
river last visited, with an aim of determining themple of those who were in touch with the observed
river bodies (the Drava and Mura). The second twestions relate to the frequency of the
respondent’s visits to the river and the identtfma of the manner of spending time at the rivdre T
last question is of an open type and it investdjdle respondents’ memory regarding their last.visi
The answers were coded in four groups after tis¢ f@view of the concepts. The groups are: nature,

water, action and emotion.

peculiar

+

unfamiliar familiar

usual

Slika 21: Dvodimenzionalni model prednosti kraj{ik@ur et al., 2004:str 111).
Figure 21: Two-dimensional model of landscape pesfee (Kaur et al., 2004:p 111).

2.8.3 Familiarity

Swanwick (2009) mentions the importance of famiyawith the space. The local population sees
“more” but evaluate changes by projecting influenam everyday life. In his research on river
landscape preferences Ryan (1998) found the cboaelaith land use and length of residence. The
first variable is reflected in the following ressilt'Farmers preferred farm field scenes as equaly
river scenes. In contrast to the non-farmers, thisp indicated a far higher likelihood of taking
visitors to see the rural countryside. Residerdiahers liked the scenes of the river photo category
significantly more and would miss the presencehefriearby river or other water features more than
the farm. As in the river landscape, demographfteidinces in perceptions of the woods further
validates the notion that those moving to rurabarare attracted to the natural amenities. TheHeng
of residence had a strong, significant influencenow much value participants placed on the natural
areas along the river, such as woods, wildlife, gotkt location. Newer residents felt that these
characteristics of riverfront land were much moeduable than did the long-time residents. This

supports the notion that long-time residents mayrepate developed areas equally as much as natural
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areas, while newcomers are more biased towardsahaxeas. Long-time residents (over 25 years)
had a higher relative preference for the domesintidcape in the backyard photo than those in the
short and mid-ranges of residency. One of the ndijéerences appears to be that farmers and long-
time residents appreciate the more domesticated #ard developed areas while new residents and
non-farmers are attracted to the more natural s of the river and woods (Ryan, 1998). The
results showing different preferences of resporglefntifferent origin were acquired by Buijs (2009)
who compared a group of immigrants and local pdmraand Zube and Pitt (1981) who compare
Anglo-Americans, Afro-Americans and Latino-AmerisarThe results indicate a similar distribution
where Anglo-Americans are more inclined toward aanuatural and the others to a more developed
environment. Immigrants also expressed a weakguostipo environment protection. Familiarity is
quoted by other authors as well, e.g. Kaur et(aD04) and Daearden (1989) who terms this very

dimension as decisive at the level of Region Bidgsee Figure 22).

] .

Degree of Individual Di:ﬂ‘mnce

Socio-economic/
demographic
variables

Individual
Familiarity

Common to Region Biome

Culture
Common to Society

Innate
Common to Humankind

SOCIETAL LANDSCAPE PREFERENCES

Slika 22: Oblikovanje okoljskih estetik (Porteo896: str 14).
Figure 22: A nested hierarchy of landscape pretareifPorteous, 1996: pp. 124).

2.8.4 Age

Swanwick (2009) provides results which are in favof the fact that attitudes are formed by
childhood experience, and is demonstrated as ategréandency for spending time in nature
(Thompson et.al, 2007 in Swanwick, 2009). Altholiigis mentioned that growing up in a rural area
influences the attitude on responsibility for natprotection, there are some contradictory resdts

well (Tress and Tress, 2003). The results of tlsearch conducted in the UK (Swanwick, 2009)
showed that the population aged 45 to 65 spendsitimature more frequently than in other actisitie

than those younger than 45 (visiting historicatpka gardens etc.). Inglehart (1997) demonstratgd t
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older people in much of the world give higher piioto materialist vs. post-materialist values than
younger people. People form values in adolescdmtechange little thereafter. The more economic
and physical insecurity the adolescents experidheemore important materialist values are to them
throughout their lives. The lower priority on maadist values in younger cohorts is due to the

increasing prosperity and security many nation®lenjoyed during most of the past 50 years.

2.8.5 Place of residence

Some research has shown the differences in prefesefor respondents with a different place of
residence (Junker and Buchecker, 2008) whereas s Tress (2001) differentiated respondents
according to the distance of residence into loaghupation, closer regional and distant regional
population. The results showed considerable diffege in preferring desired development scenarios.
Junker and Buchecker (2008) show the attitude, tioat, the results shown can be generalised to
Switzerland and even to the West European populaliot not to cultures and nations with different
value systems related to nafur8evenant and Antrop (2010) observed the followiagables for
respondents’ demographic indicators: gender, ettucgilace of residence in the childhood, place of
current residence. The results showed that gendes dot influence the results significantly, that
education influences the results but cannot beratgghin any way. The data on the place where the
respondents spent their childhood influences tisaltren the way that the respondents who lived
during their childhood in an open landscape showenpmsitive attitudes to environment protection
than those who lived in the centre of a settleméhis is in line with Inglehart's (1997) theory on
cohort values according to which values are shapeithg childhood and so they become less flexible
and variable after that. There are some contragictesults according to which the NEP result
(Hawcroft and Milfont, 2010) is bigger for respont® who lived in the town centre than for
respondents form the village centre. It is obvithest measuring instruments and sample character
influence the results to a high degree as well les dorrelation with the sociodemographic
characteristics of respondents. The concept oftattant also appears as a variable in several csear
studies (Buijs, Buchecker et al.). The resultsase contradictory in interpreting the dependenty o
the variable for scenic beauty when farmers pragggetcultural plots into beauty whereas population
in urban centres consider that beauty is Arcad&tnre without any human touch, as shown in Ryan
(1998), in his study of preferences for riverinedscapes. Kaplan and Herbert (1987) studied the
differences between American and Australian studgnperception and preference. Differences were

observed in both cases with a greater differengeineption.

* They consider that to be the Easterneuropearfareehich they assume a lower level of awareness of
environmetal problems.



Stober D. 2012 Comparison of Value Attitudes .. Seistainability Using Visual Transformation of TRever Landscape. 51
Doctoral Dissertation— UNI Ljubljana, UL, FGG, IPSP

2.8.6 Education

Kaplan and Kaplan (1989) established that the miffee between preference to natural and artificial
landscape depended on belonging to a particulaalspoup and the level of education. Ulrich (1983)
found a positive correlation with age and a negatworrelation with education. In Table 11, we

summarised the impact of socio-demographic varsabiethe perception of scenic beauty.

Preglednica 11: Vpliv socio-demografskih spremekljia percepcijo lepote krajin.
Table 11:The impact of socio-demographic variables on thregyion of scenic beauty.

Decreasing Increasing Neutral
Scenic beauty Scenic beauty
Age/ +
Older
Gender +
Education/ + +
Higher
Social status/ +
Higher
Place of living/ + + +
Attached to nature
Place of +

Childhood living/

Attached to nature

Attachment/ +

(e.g. Farmers, long time

inhabitants)

Attachment/ +
(e.g. non-farmers, new

inhabitants, experts)

2.9 Landscape characteristics and preference

Ulrich (1986) defines the following six dimensiooispositive influence on preference:

« complexity, or the number of independently percgiedements in the scene to be moderate to
high

« the complexity is structured to establish a foaahp and other order or patterning is also present

» there is a moderate to high level of depth thatearly defined

» the ground surface has even or uniform length testthat are relatively smooth, and the observer
judges that the surface is favourable to movement

« a deflected or curving sightline is present, coimgya sense that new landscape information lies
immediately beyond the observer’s visual bounds

e judged threat is negligible or absent.
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Kaplan et al. (1989) defined in four categoriesdimensions relevant for preference and tested them
empirically (Table 12). The results of regressioalgsis showed that the varialgerceptualdomain

is the strongest predictor, whergdg/sicaldomain did not show any relevant influence ongnesice.
From the set of twenty dimensions the authors etd@ththe following dimensions as influential for
landscape preferencetystery andsmoothnessas positive variables awvadeedy field scrubland and

opennessas negative variables for landscape preference.

Preglednica 12: Okoljska prednost: primerjaval$fiodraij kazalcev (Kaplan, Kaplan, Brown, 1989:str 524).
Table 12: Environmental preference: A ComparisonF@fir Domains Of Predictors (Kaplan, Kaplan, Brown,
1989:p 524).

LANDCOVER INFORMATIONAL PERCEPTUAL PHYSICAL
agriculture coherence openness slope/relief
cut grassland
weedy field complexity smoothness edge contrast
scrubland

legibility locomotion spatial diversity
forests

mystery naturalism
wood lawn

compatibility

height contrast

variety

Chenoweth and Gobster (1990) used a specific mathddcoding respondents’ diaries to extract the
following objects with respective ratios in thebrservations:

Vegetation21%): e. g., flowers, single trees, forest, mapshirie

Water(32%): e.g., lakes, rivers, ponds, ocean

Wildlife (18%): e.qg., birds, pets, deer, other

Artifacts and peopl€19%): e.g., buildings (historic, modern, vernacylpeople, various land uses
Sensation§12%): e.g., colors, sounds, smells, motion

Ephemeral¢30%): e.g., changing of seasons, clouds, sunsetther, precipitation
Compositiong30%): natural and built landscapes where the getephasis was on the whole scene

rather than on specific objects.

Except for the above mentioned dimensions usedefepence research, researchers used different

sets of dimensions synthesised in Table 13 below.
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Preglednica 13: Dimenzije krajine kot kazalci lepot
Table 13: Dimensions of landscape as predictoss@iic beauty.

Author Year Dimensions

Herzog 1985 Spaciousness, Texture, Coherence, @aitypIMystery, Identifiability
Poganik 1987 Spaciousness, Identifiability, Color, Locoroati

and

Preloviek

Chenoweth 1990 Vegetation, Water, Wildlife, Artifacts And R#e, Sensations,

and Gosbster
Ephemerals, Compositions

continues
continues
Hunziker 1995 Tradition, Nature Conservation, Rrafid Emotion
Kaplan 1995 Mystery, Coherence, Complexity, Lddibi
Van den 1998 Cultivatedness, Roughness, Wetness, Biodiyedmplexity, Coherence,
Berg et al. Mystery
Brali¢ 1999 Diversity- Heterogeneousness, ParticulaRgrity- Uniqueness ,
Attractiveness- Picturesqueness, Typical- Chartiter
Palang 2000 Vertical Coherence
Horizontal Coherence Functional
Horizontal Coherence Visual-Spatial
Diversity Land Use Types
Diversity No. Of Elements
Continuity
Nasar 2008 Identifiability, Complexity, Mystery Ari@bherence, Spaciousness, Texture
Sevenant 2008 Preservation, Historicity, Coherence, Compyexi
and Antrop
Buijs 2009 Vegetation, Landscape Diversity, Natueak, Water Presence, Internal
Landscape Cohesion
Ode et al 2009 Coherence, Stewardship, Naturadmeb®isturbance

Ode et al. (2009) combined the research conned#dtb the subject and the object and researched
landscape preference in relation to various socmdgaphic factors and to three indicators of
perceived naturalness. The theoretical framewonkprsed four dimensions according to which three
indicators were set: level of succession, numbarvaddland patches and shape index of edges. The
results showed that sociodemographic factors inftagoreference to a lesser degree than naturalness
indicators. Among sociodemographic indicators isvggnder and profession and country as factors
which showed some indicative influence on the olebrThe study showed a strong relationship with

preference for both the level of succession andbauraf woodland patches, and a weaker relationship

with shape index of edges

Palmer and Hoffman (2001) offered a critique oksesh in the aesthetic dimension of landscape by

checking the two components: (1) the degree oflaiity among evaluators (reliability) and (2) the
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equivalence of judgments made from photographs ianthe field (validity). They classified all
research according to the number of locations, plaee of research, the type of landscape, the
medium used in research, research design andsperéents’ sample. The results showed a relative
inconsistency in assessment in the case of indiidugroup assessment and in the case of different
information on the validity of the photograph aprasenter of landscape. The authors recommend
three things for future landscape assessment odseaorder to acquire relevant and reliable rasult
to establish the reliability of professional rasngto establish the validity of each landscape
representation and to establish record of prepavadgl visual simulation (Palmer and Hoffman,
2001).

Jacobs and Buijs (2010) adopted a different appré@aceveal various dimensions of sense of place.
Instead of a theoretically determined categorisattbey formulated dimensions on the basis of an
open, in-depth account of people’'s place meanirg®l@ited in two studies. Five categories of

abstract place meanings emerged from the datardavelysis: beauty (place meanings related to
aesthetic judgments), functionality (place meaninigat express ways of using the landscape),
attachment (place meanings that convey belongitgtiors between subjects and the place),
biodiversity (place meanings pertaining to speams nature), and risk (place meanings that arteula

worries about current or expected problems).

2.10 Conclusion of the chapter on visual and ecolimgl dimensions in landscape research

From the 60’s in the Z0century until today the topic of landscape rededras represented a

heterogeneous platform which offers discussionsitat@search on biotic characteristics of landscape,
the relationship between human and landscape, thssvabout the research method itself. There are
also analyses and overviews of the conducted arished studies and analyses of the new
requirements in future research. It has been ésiaol that the visual domain of landscape is a
domain that is favourable to communication betwthenexperts and the public, as well as to defining
its cultural variable. There is a clear trend tadviire necessity of a comprehensive landscape obsear
and of including a new paradigm of sustainability,well as toward the question of how to introduce

the results into practice.

In addition to the traditional social and economimensions, landscape planners are now asked to
integrate territorial policy agendas for environtansustainability and cultural identity as well
(Friedmann et al., 2004).
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2.11 The place of water landscapes in landscape easch

A river area comprises the space of a river astanviEdy and the space along the river. A diveiisity
defining river landscape can be found in the comipleof its content which anticipates a discourse
derived from the plant, animal and human habitata/ell as from numerous disciplines dealing with
the river course and the area around it. Startirtly @narrower focus of a water body itself, we eom
across the division (Marcus et al., 2009, citeButula, 2003) into (1) quantitative models suclthes
concept of continuity of the river flow or the cept of a series of discontinued units, or (2)
gquantitative models relying on the measuring ofnelets such as the speed of flow etc. The concept of
the ecosystem which was created at the beginnitigead®®' century (Tansley, 1935) is suitable for an
integral conception of river and its space anddldens the conception to mutual linking of elerment
so that a river area is observed in the conteldraiscape. The new sustainability paradigm expanded
the concept of modern development to protectiorcadisse and to the relation between the three
pillars of economy, environment and society with éxtensions to culture. In their review of treimds
European landscapes Vos and Mekees (1999) protwiela@nstructions on sustainable future and
separate water landscapes from the typology of ralatphenomena and distinguish the
recommendations of high priority as two separaten® ecological and hydrological research and
research into water usage in the light of sustéenapatial planning. Sustainability presupposeisin
basic form the following pillars: ecological, sdcend economic and in a broader perspective the
cultural. Nassauer (2004) claims that “culturaltaumsbility can be achieved only by the landscape

people are proud of or they love” and thus impasdsire into the heterarchy with other pillars.

The role of water has been changing over time, fitearole it had in the Mesopotamian and Egyptian
gardens until modern recognition of water in a traghe as a distinguished, relevant factor. Water ha
been observed in human life with its religiousyigyal and mythological meanings until the meanings
imparted to it today by modern technical and sdierfindings — (energetic, social, cultural meamin

etc.).

Burmil et.al. (1999) mention the water discoursetigh the following prisms: a bio-psychological
perspective of water as a primary and secondamesie of landscape); a philosophical and spiritual
perspective (images and symbols connected to watatgr in the environment (a spirit of the place
near water); water in the shaping of landscapam@brhorticultural shaping, water and landscape
aesthetics); human perception and attitudes (owepton, recreation by the water); legal and
technical attitudes (acts and norms). Kuiper (198B)ks that river landscape, more than other types
of landscapes represents a link between the everpgthm and the continuous flow of the river, man

and nature, and past and present.
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In the middle of the 19century managing river flow was marked by a tetbgioal approach which
focused on defence against floods and a maximatadry using technical measures. The revolution
happened in the 70’s when care for nature and tapesquality was born (extending/spreading of the
moral object). In the context of landscape valugeaech reported in the chapters above, both river
area, as well as a general concept of landscapes been observed through objectivistic and
subjectivist research and more recently with aentibon of a holistic, integral approach to water

landscape in ecological-visual research.

The obijectivist ecological paradigm relies on tf®@60/EC Water Framework Directive by the

European Parliament and of the Council which eistiab$ the framework for acting of the European
Union in the field of water policy. The Water Franmk Directive (hereafter WFD) was adopted on

23 October 2000. The Water Framework Directive (WEDthe most substantial piece of EC water
legislation to date and is designed to improve amdgrate the way water bodies are managed
throughout Europe. The WFD provides a comprehensieay of aquatic ecosystems and water
management with the overall objective to achieywad status in all water bodies by 2015. It deals
likewise with surface water and groundwater, wherearface waters comprise rivers and lakes
(inland waters) as well as coastal and transitidaaj. estuaries) waters. Being a “framework”, the
Directive focuses on establishing the right cowdsi to encourage efficient and effective water
protection at local level, by providing a commorpeagach and common objectives. However, the
mechanisms and specific measures required to alai¢'good status” are left to each EU member

state and will be within the responsibility of comgnt authorities appointed on a national level.

The WFD is based on five key principles:

1. ltis holistic: the whole water system is considered in a coatdohway, where synergies are
identified and duplicates avoided. The water systemprises groundwater, surface water and
marine water

2. It applies arintegrated approach links to other policies, such as agriculture Ertl use
planning are identified
It is transparent: public participation and consultation is a celnsaue.

It follows economic principles: cost-effectivenedsneasures and efficient water use through
proper pricing policies are key issues.

5. ltis ecological the overall target is to reach the good statuswhter body. This includes the
good ecological status which is assessed by corapsale biological monitoring.

(Quevauvillerimas, 2007)

The WFD foresees a clear roadmap for achievinggtioal status in all water bodies. Starting with a

characterisation of surface waters and groundvststiems and finally resulting in a comprehensive
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river basin management plan that comprises a ddtaburse of action for achieving the good status.
The novelty introduced by the WFD was the fact twater management is not anymore within the
administrative borders but within the river basshahydrological unit. In addition, the criterioh o
“good status” is clearly described and measurafteeconomic price for water distribution and the
treatment for polluted waters has been established,finally, the public has been involved in the
creation of management plans. In the past the fottl®se plans was on a few hazardous substances,
water quality in households, visible pollutionselikbaming and massive death of fish. Over time the
focus has shifted to water shortage and the needsé water more efficiently, then to river
renaturation and maintenance of the ecosystemadrritter area and to treat pollution on a much
smaller scale, i.e. to monitor the status of wastra microbiological level. The member states tave
deadline to implement this Directive by the yead20All ecological river paradigms have been
marked by this Directive which has become the istrpoint for the lower levels due to its

dimensionality.

In the review article “The human role in changinger channels,” Gregory (2006) offers an overview
and classification of human impact on the rivewfloHe defines five types of impact: dams,
channelization, channel modification, river diversi and water extraction. The role of
geomorphologists, physical geographers or environahecientists is seen in their participation in a
multidisciplinary team as members who have the aidge of knowledge of the evolution of river
channel systems and river landscapes. Design i asea possible context of implementing
geomorphological information into existing pracsoaf river management. The paper also mentions
the importance of cultural perception of river édors and suggests a research set of cultural

geomorphology.

Fryirs and Brierly (2008) studied models for reatmn of river channels. Among other things, they

offered a conceptual view of changing chanels EBgere 23).
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Slika 23: Scenariji za obnovitev reke, ki se teljeelja vrsti degradacije in odgovor obnovitve (Fsyand
Brierly , 2008: str 75).

Figure 23: Scenarios for river recovery based pe tyf degradation and recovery response (FryirsBaigly ,
2008: p 75).

Since the late 1960’s landscape preference reseastlits presented water as a strong positive
contributor to perceived landscape beauty (Shafeale1969; Palmer and Zube, 1976; Zube et al.,
1982; Kaplan and Kaplan, 1982; Ulrich, 1983, Herzb®35; Parsons and Daniel, 1991; Yang and
Brown, 1992; Nassauer 1995; Ryan, 1998; Buchecket duncker, 2008; Buijs, 2009). All
waterscapes are not preferred to the same degrkee lwith this it is the variable of the openness
water body which affects the preference in the esdhat a lake has an advantage to a river scene,
which has an advantage to swamp (Ellsworth, 1981diy Ryan, 1998; Herzog, 1985). Fry et al.
(2009) defined in their research the common grcweteveen the visual and the ecological, water as a
common theme in the field of imageability and kegolegical structures. In the dimension of
vividness, the concept of water is a landscapébaté, and on the level of an indicator there are
definitions of the presence of water and of mowwager. Nassauer (2004) reached the same decision
in her research of wetlands, where the open swaatprwvas assessed as more preferable. Herzog
(1985) found mountain riverine landscapes as thetmeeferred and swampy areas as the least
preferred water phenomena. He studied four categosf waterscapes: (1) mountain waters, (2)
wetlands, (3) rivers and (4) lakes. He also stutiedmovement of water as a variable for preference
and the results showed that people prefer an opmerscape, waterfalls and running waters and

disliked stagnant water. Brown and Daniel (19913rexed the relationship between flow quantity
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and scenic beauty and found out that preferenceases to the specific point and after that deessas
as flow continues to increase. Riparian vegetattoralso defined as a variable for prediction of
preference (Mosley 1989, cited in Le Lay, 2008) anishicreased by an open forest, with a mixture of
grass and plants. Reflection is also defined asnareasing element for perceiving waterscape

naturalness (Kaplan and Kaplan, 1989).

Le Lay et al. (2008) conducted a cross culturagaesh on perception on in-channel wood in riverine
landscapes. The results show different attitudesverine landscapes and perception of in-channel
wood between two groups. Students from China, ladid Russia do not perceive wood as a positive
scenic issue and represent the “against natureipgndiile those from Germany, Sweden and Oregon
represent the environmentally sensitive studerttg. duthors explained these results to be associated
with the differences in decision-making philosopliy, land-use contexts, and in environmental
education. The variability in attitudes towardserine landscapes is seen by the authors as auttiffic

of the sustainable development concept at a glstale and propose to local residents to be more

involved in watercourse management.

Kaltenborg and Bjerke (2002) established a positoarelation of ecocentric environmental
orientation and a preference for wild lands withtevaand for cultural landscapes, while the
anthropocentric value orientation correlated pesiyi with preference for farm environments. Buijs
(2009) compared the dimensions of preference odlses of changes in the same waterscape (Table
14). He compared the perception of scenic beautyréeand after river restoration and the influence
of the dimensions on the increase in scenic bed#gults separate the following dimensions as

positive, neutral and negative in the evaluation:

Preglednica 14: Vrednotenje javne podpore projBktstor za reke (Buijs, 2009: str 2684)
Table 14:Evaluation of public support for Room for the Riveeasures (Buijs, 2009: p. 2684)

EFFECT RIVER RESTORATION
Coherent area STRONGLY POSITIVE
Diversity of landscape
Attractive water
Unspoilt
Impressive POSITIVE
Tidy and well-groomed
Dynamic
Visibility of river NEUTRAL
Many different species of animals and plants
Grand views
Vegetation
Seasonal variation
Many rare species
Peace and quietness NEGATIVE
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Prior results of river area research indicate aigpésensibility” of these natural phenomena, thei
specific multi-disciplinary and cross-cultural seognd the need to draw attention to them in thd fie
of visual domain. In accordance with this, Decar®301) points out the importance of ecological
and cultural sustainability of river areas, wher8aghecker and Junker (2008), search for the link

between the visual and the ecological dimensiomiver areas.

2.11.1 Planning of the river- and cross-border rivearea

Planning of river area anticipates different prefess: spatial planners, landscape architects,azepn
subjects, farmers, inhabitants, tourists, energgticialists, environment protectors and otherati&p
planning as an interdisciplinary profession whasggctive is shaping, using and managing of planned
space comprises all stakeholders (Marigdykelac, 2003). In many countries planning is adop/n
process. In the international field interactivenplzng is mainly used in land consolidation and Katu
2000 projects. The connection between river basinning from the hydrological and spatial planning
discourse has become more dynamic in recent dechdése integrated European space the WFD
(2000) has received its cross-border scope withptbeotion of river basins (Molle, 2009), whereas
the European area is treated in the field of spatianning as unique in the form of strategic
recommendations (ESDP, 1999) and financial progrdMSERREG). In EU member states, water
resources management is practiced at the basihgaexguant to the WFD — River Basin Management

Plans (RBMPs) being the main tools.

Preglednica 15: Kljgni vidiki in razlike med vodami 20. in 21. stolef/dan den Brugge et.al, 2005:str169).
Table 15Key aspects and differences between water managestyéof the 28 and the 2% century (Van den
Brugge et al., 2005:p 169).

Water management style Water management style

the 20" century the 2f' century

Command and control Prevention and anticipation
Focus on solutions Focus on design

Monistic Pluralistic

Planning approach Process approach
Technocratic Societal

Reactive Anticipative and adaptive
Sectoral water policy Integral spatial policy
Pumping, dikes, drainage Retention, natural storage
Rapid outflow of water Retaining location specifiater
Hierarchical and closed Participatory and intexacti

The connection between water management and spéiahing was the object of study of several
authors (Moss, 2004; Van der Brugge, 2005; Wieand Immink, 2006) and lately of several projects
under different EU Funds (LIFE, INTERREG, IPA).



Stober D. 2012 Comparison of Value Attitudes .. Seistainability Using Visual Transformation of TRever Landscape. 61
Doctoral Dissertation— UNI Ljubljana, UL, FGG, IPSP

Wiering and Immink (2006) in Table 15 offer an s of two systems of planning (spatial and
fluvial) on the basis of overview of the traditidragproach to spatial planning and river management
and the changes brought by contemporary requireamamd shock events (floodings) in the Dutch
area. Traditional planning is defined as “facetseplanning hierarchy” which uses the following
concepts: concentration of urbanisation, the compiy, spatial cohesion, spatial diversity, cehtra
places hierarchies and distance-decay models (Hagdr Zonneveld, 2000 cited in Wiering and
Immink, 2006:427). The authors judge the “rule amder” doctrine in both planning systems as
favourable to cooperation but the presence of weterland were treated separately in that system.
The authors envisage the restructuring of that emn by changing the approach to spatial
planning and by applying the new system of stratgdanning, where the change in the system of
river management happened in the change of scaya,the narrower technical river scope to a wider
“space for river” scope. The authors provide a lieraverview of safety and flood risks accordirg t

water managers and spatial planners (Table 16 lmasbdmink, 2005).

Preglednica 16: Varnost in poplavne nevarnostiladikz vodnimi upravitelji in prostorskimi plane¢femelji
na Immink, 2005, Wiering i Immink, 2006:str.432).

Table 16: Safety and flood risks, according to watanagers and spatial planners (based on Imm@iti§,2
Wiering i Immink, 2006:p.432 ).

Issue Water managers Spatial planners
Flood risk Flood risks are measurable cause / effect Flood risks are context dependent, being part
(ontological relations within water systems. Probabilitiesof a complex of interrelations between
discourse) and effects can be translated into universal social, physical, and spatial features of a
norms and comprehensive models. particular place, as well as depending on
human risk perception.
Perspective  “Safety first' is the leading policy principle. Safety is one of the more strategic principles

on safety River management must be focused on  underlying a sustainable, resilient, and
(normative making room for the riverbed itself to reducattractive spatial and landscape planning in
discourse) the probabilities of risk. river basins.

Policy Modelling of probabilities and effects Flood risks can be reduced by incorporating
strategy and translated in spatial claims for dike the specific features of the region and
measures relocation and other water system related facilitating collaborative planning to create
(strategic measures. strategic and creative perspectives on
discourse) regional spatial development.

By comparing Table 15 and Table 16 we may obsdratvwater management style of thé' Xentury
has come closer to a multidisciplinary charactesjgédtial planning. Therewith the trend of water
management was defined. The field of planning théwms gone through periodical changes, with
previous dominant theories drawing on, and in tearcting to, urban-form concepts; comprehensive,
rational decision-making, advocacy, and equity piag (Huxley and Yiftachel, 2000; Faludi and Van
der Valk, 1994; Table 17). On the West Europeaortitecal platform of planning in the 90’s the tile
of scientific papers on the theory of planning offencepts such as “new planning” (Healy, 1992),

“new approaches” (Albrechts, 2001), and “innovdtiyRivolin and Faludi, 2005). Concepts of
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comprehensive planning, rationalism, technicism kEmil-use suffer critique and shift to strategic

planning, communicative planning, structural pland emancipatory planning.

Preglednica 17: Projektni &ai in strateSki nérti (Faludi and Van der Valk, 1994:str 3).
Table 17: Project plans and strategic plans (FaladiVan der Valk, 1994:p 3).

Project plans Strategic plans
Object Material Decisions
Interaction Until adoption Continuous
Future Closed Open
Time element Limited to phasing Central to problem
Form Blueprint Minutes to last meeting
Effect Determinate Frames and reference

The classification of types of planning in the Edn@bendium (1997argues that Belgiuntrance,
Ireland, Luxembourg and the UK are taking up elasmefithe comprehensive integrated approach. It
also asserts that Germany, Ireland, Sweden antlkhare moving towards the regional economic
planning style, and that Spain and Portugal areimgosowards more land-use regulation. The reform
of planning subsequently calls for a stronger folghe planning system in shaping change andfa shi
in the very culture of planning. The new approaefjuires the reworking of the tools of planning to
offer the planning authorities more opportunitiestdke the initiative in development, to provide a

strategic framework, and to engage stakeholders mifectively (Nadin and Stead, 2008).

British author Healy (2004) defines strategic sgigtianning as: “self-conscious collective effaids
re-imagine a city, urban region or wider territagd to translate the result into priorities foraare
investment, conservation measures, strategic inficisre investments and principles of land use
regulation.” Albrechts (2004) provides an overvi@i definitions ranging from the Webster's
dictionary, authors who developed the concept withe economic discipline to the spatial context of
the American and West European area. This overéstablishes a clear connection between the
concepts of modern state, competition and stratptaoning. Kunzmann (2006) also poses the
guestion of strategic planning in the context a# tharket economy and interprets the difference
between the side favouring the market economy theestate interventions and the side that believes
in state authorities undertaking long-term spatlahs. This explains the reason for the non-exigten
of any strategic plans in the regions with a higlgrée of centralisation where the market economy
was limited and unacknowledged as a managementamisch. Such a situation can be found in the
area of ex-communist countries in Southeastern fgeur®rior practice relied on the authority of
profession which was considered legitimate. By gismplementing acts such as site and building
permits, spatial plans were the instruments focatiding unwanted phenomena in space, and not the
instruments for planning of desired functions atndctures (Albrechts, 2004%alet and Faludi (2000)

identify three main approaches to strategic spptéining at the beginning of the new century:
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“e An institutional approach, which favours two malirections: one oriented at legitimising planning
activity, the other seeing institutionalisation @eeses mainly as an opportunity for the
implementation of plans and projects.

A communicative and discursive approach that dasoframing and sense-giving activity; an
interactive approach, suspended in a technoceatgidn, oriented to building up connections between
public and private organisations in order to imgr@erformance in planning.

» A sociocratic tendency, focused on the inclusidrsociety and emergent citizenship.” (Salet and
Faludi, 2000 in Healy, 2004:35).

As an integral part of strategic planning thera oncept of “communicative planning”. According to
Throgmorton (1993) (cited in Faludi, 1994) the cammnsativeapproach builds on three principles:

(1) Plans, analyses, and in fact the stories ing&ae always addressed to someone, so the audence
important.

(2) Planning-related utterances are replies torattierances, so we always argue in the awarerfess o
differing or opposing views.

(3) The meaning of such utterance is beyond théraloof the author, so we must think about this

“play of meaning” and about how audiences reconstmeanings.

In the last decade the philosophy of planning letchanging which caused a change in the type of
plans. Albrechts (2004) summarises the changes Rigjlure 24.

Type of planning Type of plans
from

Managing change

Guiding growth
‘omoting relo . . .
Promoting development Land use planning "Physical "solution to
Regulation of private P .
= des 0, S S0 ob S
development Destination plans social problems
Technical regulation
to
Spatial development
strategy which seeks to
{ " N X " o . . oy ~
 workthrouhgthe Strategic plans Framing activities of
interests and strategies of . > > stakeholder to help
selected stakeholders Spatial implementation achieve shared concerns
Strategic and negotiated plans about spatia changes

form in governance

Slika 24: Od tradicionalnega prostorskegarttvanja k strateSkemu &dovanju (Albrechts, 2004: str 748).
Figure 24: From traditional land use planning tatggic planning (Albrechts, 2004:p 748)
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The critique of strategic planning is found in W&gueness, too much challenge for the profession
(education for strategic planning) and insufficiematurity of the arenas which should participate in

communication in order for planning to be succdss$itoday’s modellers seem very uncomfortable

with the uncertainty, which they try hard to qufntand excise, whereas the planners do not
sufficiently appreciate the indeterminacy that aldeaves room for shaping the future. Both sides
need to be bolder” (Coucalis, 2005). In additiorthie traditional social and economic dimensions,
planners are now asked to integrate territorialcgohgendas for environmental sustainability and

cultural identity as well (Friedmann et al., 2004).

Not sooner than in the previous decade did scieraifid expert literature on planning expand its
discourse to Central and Eastern Europe due texpansion of the area of the European Union and
due to the harmonisation of legislation. The Alpdriatic Working Community published in the year
2002 the publication “With Spatial Planning Instremis to More Effective Solution.” The connective
link covered the eastern part of the EU — Austrid #aly, as well as the neighbouring countries of
Slovenia, Croatia and Hungary. The publication fles an overview of the spatial planning system

in member states (Austria, Croatia, Italy, Hung&tpvenia).

The role of strategic planning in planning crossdeo river areas has a potential due to its
characteristics of flexibility of the temporal dingon where it is possible to find the solution for
shock events such as floods or draughts but alémotofor long term solutions in accordance to the
demands of sustainable planning. The modus of iconésolution can be a harmony or conflict model
(Jones 1993 in Kaur, 2004). The former is basethemesponsibility of institutional tools, and &t

are directed toward coordination and agreements. flodel is characterised as a passive approach
which treats values technically. The latter modearshes for the source of conflict in value
differences so that the efforts are directed towactve confrontation of interests, stakeholders,
negotiations and overcoming dissatisfaction. Th@usuggests a combination of the two models as

the most favourable solution.

2.12 Conclusion of the chapter on the researchedver landscape area

Trans boundary river basins cover up to 90% of Isefdastern Europe, and more than a half is
covered with basins shared by three or more camtrblongside the problems stemming from

industrial and agricultural pressures, an incréasie burgeoning regional tourism sector has also
placed additional seasonal stress on water resolngancreased water use, and generated higher
levels of sewage and water pollution (UN Secondesssent on trans boundary rivers, lakes and
ground waters, 2011). A traditional use of rivessracipients of effluent has had obvious negative

environmental impacts. But there are other negatiyeacts such as “river regulation” (irrigation,
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drainage, the construction of navigation chanmeksgrvoirs, dams, etc.); damage to habitats and ove
exploitation or direct impacts on species. The @ramd its main tributaries are significantly altere

with a large number of hydraulic structures (ICPR2B0Q9).

The Drava is a river in southern Central Europehvat length of 749 km and with an average
discharge of 560 m¥s and it is the fourth largdd4t238 km?) and fourth longest tributary of the
Danube. The Drava begins in Toblach, Italy, (appnaxely 1,450 m above sea level), and flows
eastwards through East Tirol and Carinthia in Aastinto Slovenia, and then southeast, passing
through Croatia and discharges into the Danube @siek, Croatia (at approximately 90 m above sea
level). The Drava downstream of the Mura River tmrice constitutes, for the most part, the
Croatian-Hungarian state border (a total lengti38 km). A part of the Mura River in Croatia also
constitutes the state border with Slovenia and ldonotal length of the 79 km). The total length o
the Mura River is 465 km.

In their paper on researching attitudes on thesbasisimulating four scenarios, Tress and Tress
(2003) compared the attitudes of the populatiofiedifitiating them according to distance: local
population — population in the observed zone; negrbpulation living in the distance <10 km;
regional population living in the distance >10 krarh the observed region. The scenario simulating
industrial development was evaluated most positivsl the local population (72,2%), and least
positively by the experts (33,4%). The tourism aecreation scenario was evaluated as positive by
the nearby population (72,6%), but to a lessereakedy the regional population (14,2%). The nature
conservation scenario was most positively recoghizethe regional (100%) and least positively by
the local population (47,3%). The residential e)gdam scenario was recognised as positive by the
nearby population (40,9%), and as the least pestii the regional population (14,3%). The results
from Tress and Tress'’s (2003) research indicatettieareactions of the local population are guided
personal prosperity and values projected from alividual level. The development is assumed as
positive, whereas the limitation of protection ieeaction by the local, but not by the directlyeated
population. The NIMBY effect appears in relationetwvironment protection and not in relation to its
exploitation and pollution. Interest at the indivad level represents the strongest motivation Her t

respondents.

It is assumed that a different character of thedhivers in Ljubljana, Kaposvar and Osijek would
influence the respondents’ attitudes (see Figune B we have not found any data on previous
research which would help us in assuming the seogentensity of the influence. The differences in
the three examples are found in the differencebarwater body (average flow, width and depth), the
situation of the river in the body of the town aheé purpose of the river area. According to thedat

the Ljubljanica in Ljubljana and the Drava in Okijeave a similar water flow but different heightlan
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width of the watercourse. Kapos has a distinctivelwer flow and the water flow depth. The
Ljubljanica and Drava have a role in the publicaan&the town which is organised on the banks ef th
central area. During 2010 and 2011 in Ljubljanaréheras a trend in redesigning the river area,
whereas Osijek has had an ongoing issue of plaranragua park on the other bank of the Drava. In
2010 the Kapos flooded the area, endangering gidemtial and business facilities at the river bank
Since the connection of these experiences haseeot ilesearched, we shall not be able to establsh t
link in the interpretation of results but they vk interpreted in relation to the provided facts.

The results are expected and in line with the pacad the world ecological problem which lies ireth
fact that 22% of the developed countries consunié 88the world’s resources and spends 73% of
the energy (Miller, 1994 cited in Pelletier, 200Fhe data from thénternational Energy Outlook
2011 (US Energy Information Administration in Figu25) reveal a trend of energy consumption for
the developed and non-developed countries (OECD-QBCD). There is a forecast that the
developed countries would streamline the energyswmption by lowering its rate, whereas the

undeveloped world would increase the consumptianrimuch quicker pace.
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Slika 25: Projekcija konzumacije energije za zemeCD-a in Non-OECD-a do leta 2035
http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/ieo/index.cfm (pridieilo 20.10.2011)
Figure 25: Projection of energy consumption for @E&hd non-OECD countries by 2035
http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/ieo/index.cfm (accesse 20.10.2011)

It follows that responsibility should not be diredttoward the current but toward the projectedestat
where there is a clear objective of resource copsiom in a sustainable way, and for future
generations. The attitude of the young respondeiitsbe interpreted in relation to the awareness

about the common goal and the attitude on susti&iqdénning and managing of river resources.
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2.13 Conclusion of the chapter on theoretical outse

Ethics is an integral part of science and scientédsearch whose objective must be set in thetairec

of improving life and living conditions. In the ethl development of the man-nature relationship, th
shift has been made in expanding the moral objegtamthropocentrism-egoism moves to holism so
that man as the subject of ethics becomes resperfsibthe ecosystem as a part of the ecosystem.
Ethical principles have their performance in valléslues are shaped interactively on an individual,
social and global level, and are expressed thrqudgmment, preference and choice. Schwartz (2009)
offers a definition that values are beliefs tie@ximicably to emotion, not objective, cold ideas.
Inglehart and Welzel (2005) conclude on the bakisnapirical results that the feeling of existential
security present in society is more important toagnitive factors and that cultural change is not
determined simply by cognition and rational chdick the exposure to different existential condision

The authors conclude that expressive values engeyr@rception of risk.

Global society is divided by cultures which araistured by different value systems. Cultural bosder
overlap with national borders since values are athdpy “government, legal systems, educational
systems, industrial relation systems, family sutes, religious organisations, sports clubs, settd
patterns, literature, architecture, and even séiertheories” (Hofstede, 1983). Culture exists as
reality in its material propositions but it alsoistg as an idea. One of its material indicatora is
landscape shaped according to realistic propositinrt also according to the idea of a landscape. A
landscape is in action and interaction with humarcgption. Relationship variables can be found in
the group of objective characteristics of a langscand in the subjective-objective characteristics
the observer and his/her conditions. Water land=ssape preferred to all other landscapes due io the
scenic beauty and, on the other hand, due to a largssure on ecosystems. River basins are cross-
cultural links as well as conflicting elements iffetent thematic discourses (energy use, agrioejtu
biotope protection, transportation flow, borer itery, upstream-downstream etc.). Water
management and spatial planning should find a wggit cultural, global environmental, territorial
and legislative discourses in order to respond ginbal task of sustainability of natural resouroks
long-term dimension of the strategic plan shoulisBaglobal aspirations for resource sustainabilit
whereas short-term actions should respond to paternflicts of stakeholders (Figure 26) or to
environmental shock events. River area planningpe@®s complex dynamic ecosystems and human

cultural systems.
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Slika 26: Metafora morebitnih sporov na pafjionairtovanja obreénih krajin

Figure 26: The metaphor of potential conflictshie planning watershed area
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3 FOUNDATION FOR THE STUDY

Since the sample is not even close to being repi@ses, it was treated as a set of individual
respondents so that the answers have been procassedindividual level within groups. Inglehart
and Welzel (2005) compared in their research thelt®eat an individual and aggregate level forrthei
two dimensions in four waves of research and rehchelecision that the individual level shows
somewhat lower factorial results but that theresiievisible dimensions of similar structuresaat
individual and national level. The differences lavde two levels are interpreted by the authors as
indicators of minority effects, context effects,daa combination of effect thresholds and central
tendencies.

In the first stage of the present study, attituofesll students were investigated, and in the sé¢ba
stakeholder groups were compared (Butula, 2004¢ rHsearch was conducted on a convenience
sample which cannot be generalized to the leveltifire but it tests the attitude of the younglht a
observed universities. The correlations of the thetmatic frameworks and respondents’ socio-

demographic characteristics were researched.

When selecting the survey sample the following famwere set up in order to define clusters (Figure
27) of interests in river landscapes:

* Nationalities

* Hard and soft studies

+ Gender

» Students and experts

SHEN=

culture/nationalities disciplines main groups

Slika 27: Koncept natovanja vzorca treh kulturnih/nacionalnih skupirdisciplin
Figure 27 The concept of planning the sample a&dlaultural/national groups and disciplines
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Thematic frames shown in Figure 28 are set accgridirthe distribution of paradigms in researching
landscape visual assessment by Zube et al.(1982) €xpert, psychophysical, cognitive and

experiential paradigm).

landscape

visual /_ psycho
asseesment \ physical

experiental

riverscape
visual /_ . visual part
asseesment students vs. written part attachement
experts of instrument _of to the river
survey instrument

frames

Slika 28: Koncept tematskih okvirov instrumentazudoe et al. (1982).
Figure 28: The concept of thematic frames of tlsériment by Zube et al. (1982).

According to Biglan's classification (1973), all amemic disciplines are defined as applied, and
divided into a hard and soft dimension. In thisveyr the hard disciplines were represented by
agriculture and civil engineering faculties and Hudt ones by economics, education and art. It was
assumed that the disciplines would follow the opmgpsattitudes that Becher (1994) defined as

practical and functional, while the other would b®re intrinsic. Characteristics of individual

disciplines according to Becher (1994) are giverTable 18 Characteristics of individual disciplines

(Becher, 1994:p 154).

Preglednica 18: Zi#nosti posameznih disciplin (Becher, 1994: str4)15
Table 18: Characteristics of individual disciplif@&echer, 1994:p 154).

Disciplinary grouping Nature of knowledge Natured@ciplinary culture

Pure sciences(e.g. physics): Cumulative; atomistic (crystalline/tree- Competitive, gregarious; politically well-

hard pure like); concerned with universals,quantities, organized; high publication rate; task-
simplification; resulting in oriented.
discovery/explanation.

Humanities (e.qg. history) Reiterative; holistic (organic/river- Individualistic, pluralistic; loosely

and pure social like);concerned with particulars, qualities, structured; low publication rate; person-

sciences (e.g. complication; resulting in oriented.

anthropology): soft pure understanding/interpretation.

Technologies (e,g, Purposive; pragmatic (know-how via hard Entrepreneurial, cosmopolitan; dominated

mechanical engineering):  knowledge); concerned with mastery of by professional values; patents substitutable

hard-applied physical environment; resulting in for publications; role-oriented.
products/techniques.

Applied social sciences Functional; ulitarian (know-how via soft ~ Outward-looking; uncertain in status;

(e.g. education): knowledge); concerned with enhancement dominated by intellectual fashions;

soft applied of [semi-] professional practice; resulting inpublication rates reduced by consultancies;

protocols/procedures power-oriented.
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3.1 Data entry

The visual part of the survey was analyzed by sésesis of data:
« the best and the worst vista

e rank

e positive and negative elements

e added elements

e written comments

All data were entered onto a Microsoft Excel sh&ee structure of circled and crossed out elements
was coded according to the structures by whiclattezed vistas were entered on the Microsoft Excel

sheet. The comments were translated and enter@thietsame sheet. The answers of the closed type
were entered into the Microsoft Excel table, and dpen type questions were coded and then entered

according to the defined categories.

3.2 Data analysis

Surveys are one of the most common forms of rebdarceactfor collecting cross-cultural attitudes,

so we included as many questions as possible thed guantitatively analyzed on a 5-point Likert
scale. The methodology is basically quantitatives@ampling, data analysis, and data inference)it but
also involves the qualitative data collection, likeding of respondents drawing interventions and

open questions.

3.2.1 Quantitative analysis

The purpose of this study was to measure envirotahattitudes on the development of the common
area of the Mura and Drava Rivers in the transwosdea of Slovenia, Hungary and Croatia. The
research was undertaken with the hypothesis thetge number of respondents, in accordance with
their age, would confirm the proecological positiohthe younger population as confirmed on a
global (Dunlap et al. 2000) and regional level li¢ and Pavi, 2007; Butula 2003, 2009; Cifri
2008.; Kantar et al. 2009). The usual division iatihropocentrics and ecocentrics varies frequently
in studies in the manner that the categories adedidr divided, as shown in the following studies:
Stern and Dietz (1994) and Thompson and Barton4{198th an egoistic/altruistic division in the
anthropocentric orientation, Kaltenborg and Bje(R802) with the notion of environmental apathy,
van der Windt et al. (2007) with a strong and weaidthropocentric and Cifri (2008) with a

technocentric orientation. The total sample wagddiy by a factor analysis into three clusters aefin
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as ecocentric, anthropocentric-egoistic and antiweptric-altruistic and was tested for eight items
derived from the attitude research on the reprasgatsample of Croatia by Ciri(2008) and the
added items researched in the pilot study. It wagpssed that the scenarios were the presenters of
particular paradigms so that Restoration was paiigdBiocentrism, Outdoor recreation and Tourism
and Settlement with anthropocentric-egoistic anthrapocentric-altruistic components and Energy
Production Scenario with Anthropocentric Egoisticarfie. Intrinsic and extrinsic motivational
orientations, as well as gender, did not show aagistically relevant indicators so that the result

were not interpreted.

In the case of grouping the complete dataset ifergifit paradigm clusters, a factor analysis was
performed using the principal components analysith warimax rotation. The Guttman-Kaiser
criterion for stopping the extraction at the vatuee was applied. The value of 0,40 was taken as a

criterion for the value of the saturation factor.

SPSS 15.0 was used for descriptive statisgics, testing and ANOVA. To determine the relationship
between the indicated variables bivariate cormefetiwere used. In the case of the ordinal scale,
variables were calculated by Spearman’s Rho CaiwaleCoefficient and the Pearson correlation
coefficient interval. In order to identify the diteon of the relationship for each indicator indiwvally,

a correlation analysis was conducted for the images other scales measured by significant values
(p<0.01, p<0.05). A*test was used for selecting the worst/best sceeesuke it is a dichotomous
situation. For testing the differences in vistakiag, since it is a case of ordinal variables, twam-
parametric tests were used. Since the samplesdepdndent, the following tests were used:

- for two groups (e.g. students/experts): Mann—WéyitU test

- for three groups (e.g. Hard/Soft/Art): Kruskal-M&H test

3.2.2 Qualitative analysis

Two questions from the framework Attachment torilrer refer to the frequency of the respondent’s
visits to the river and to the identification oktmanner of spending time at the river. The optias
offered of entering an unlisted activity. The résulere checked and analysed descriptively usiag th
method of content analysis. Since the majority ld inswers were compatible with the options
suggested, and neither of the functions was saanifi an overview of the activities was providede T
instrument posed an open type question which irgatsd the respondent’s memory regarding his/her
last visit to the river. After having checked thesaers for the first time they were coded into four
groups: nature, water, action and emotion. The arswere statistically analysed and presented in

tables.
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3.3Selection of river landscapes

Thirty-seven points along the Mura and Drava Rivere photographed during three visits to the river
streams during October 2010 when the river flow wlasest to a year average flow (see Table 19) as

the flow was not a planned variable (see BrownRauiel, 1991).

Preglednica 19: Podatki o Muri in Dravi v obdobjedrietoma 19612005 in oktobra 2010
Table 19: Data on the Mura and Drava River flowtfe period 1961-2005 and October 2010

October 2010. October 1961-2005.
River Station Qaverage nQ average sQaverage vQ average
Mura Mursko 154 65,8 151 346
Sredi&e
Drava Botovo 473 239 484 1075

Meteorological and hydrological bulletih0/2010, Hydro-meteorological Institute RepublicCooatia

Photo points were picked up on the criteria of asit®lity (according to Purcell and Lamb, 1998)l Al
locations are accessible from roads, unpaved raagis;ultural and fishermen’s paths. There have
been many studies of this issue (e.g.;Daniel anste8p1979) and the overall finding is that if the
photographs meet certain criteria then the ratgajsed from them will not differ significantly from

ratings gained in a field situation. Lothian (20p@)nts out the following criteria for photographs:

« Standardised horizontal format

« 50 mm focal length to correspond with human visio
« Colour photographs

« Non-artistic composition

« Sunny cloud-free conditions

« Avoid strong side lighting of early morning oreming
» Good lateral and foreground context to scenes

* Single landscape unit per photograph

« Typical representative scenes, not anomalies

* Full landscape view, avoid close ups

* Avoid distracting and transitory features inchglianimals, homes, fences and people

As it became evident that the size of a water bedy significant variable for perceived beauty, the
amount of water surface in chosen photographs s/émedween 22 and 43 percent (see Ryan, 1998).
The order of original vistas was selected to shovinareasing human influence from none (a natural

scene) to maximum (a pedestrian bridge in the $cene
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The vistas selected (Figure 29) represent a typéemlscape of the Mura and Drava which does not
stand out from other landscapes of lowland riv@wsring selection, special attention was paid to
balancing the display of the water body, lack adrscity, presence of elements, visibility from both
river banks, the possibility of implementation obdifying elements (residential, traffic infrastrurc
and hydro power plants) and the lack of presenchuofians and animals in the picture. A rural
character of the area immediately next to the roaam be assumed, but it is not visually dominant
since along its edge there is a stretch of higipioep

| The first location is that of the Drava River n€adturen
with a completely natural scene. The scene preshats
river water body, high vegetation and wood depadinf
which witnesses the lack of human intervention ¢éen
on wood deposits can be found in Le Lay et al.,5200
This vista is the most typical river scene of therMand
Drava which does not stand out from the sceneshearo

lowland rivers.

The second location also represents the Dravaadsecl

. vicinity of Podturen, but it contains a scene o$raall
ferry in the background. The docks on both sides ar
formed by raw wooden lumber. The river bank is redtu

_ not fortified and presents a location where human
‘ influence is oriented to the water section of theer
What pervades is high vegetation, river plants and

i naturally formed water edge.

The third location reperesents a scene of moderate
human impact at the confluence of the Mura in thav®
near Legrad. The infrastructure indicates the foncof
leisure and recreation (beach, slide). There areeso

| vessels in the backround (gravel transport) Thefagh
vegetation and a pebbled beach in the scene.
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The vista with a mill on the Mura represents a soith
an element of cultural heritage .The meaning ofilbas

a national symbol for Croats and Slovenes has eehb
% studied, but this research proved that perceptiitth &
number of respondents. Besides the object on therwa
there is a white access road, a designed accesaypla
and high vegetation in the scene. The contact letwe
the water and the bank is natural.

The scene showing major human influence represents
ferry for transporting vehicles and passengersrinica

on the Drava. There is a regulated and fortifiedtact
zone of water and the bank in the scene, the acoads
infrastructure and evident removal of high vegetatin
immediate vicinity. There is a boat and public

illumination in the scene.

The strongest human impact in the series is preddnt
the scene of the pedestrian bridge at Kriznica. fdibeire
shows a visible bridge construction and a conaetess
| to water with a ferry berth. The bridge element dmel
bank design represent the strongest human impaitteon
Mura and Drava locations situated outside of regide

areas.

Slika 29: Izbrane scene Mure in Drave
Figure 29 Selected Vistas of the Mura and DravaRiv

The vistas were selected by the author after hadisgussed them with the advisor.

3.4 International sample

3.4.1 Student sample

The aim of the survey was to involve a diversifsample, in order to include the international and
interest affiliation variation. The study utilizead convenience sample of the undergraduate student
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population. Studying students’ attitudes is impaiitas they are the population who will be affected
by and will have to provide solutions to the enmim@ental problems. Several studies found this sample
adequate for environmental research (Herzog 198p|af, Herbert 1987, Chenovet, Gobster 1990;
Kaur et.al 2004). By choosing young people for smwnental research, we are asking future
generations to participate in sustainability ofusioins nowadays. Older persons in much of the world
give higher priority to materialist vs. post-ma#dist values than younger people as a confirmation
that in adolescence people form values which chdite thereafter. (Inglehart, 1997, cited in
Schwartz, 2006).

Preglednica 20: Druzbeno-demografske¢dnasti anketirancev (Studenti) dell
Table 20: Socio-demographic characteristics oftieey respondents (students) partl

Gender % Age(year) % Type Of Community Of Living %
Male 36,1 16-19 12,3 a big city 26,7
20-25 82,1 the suburbs or outskirts of a big city 13,2
26-30 2,4 a town or a small city 25,2
Female 62,7 31-35 1,7 a country village 31,4
> 35 0,9 a farm or home in the country 1,9
NR 1,2 0,7 1,7

The participants represent the young populatioml@ a0), 82,1% of them from 20 to 25, 12,3% from
16 to 19, 2,4% from 16 to 30, 1,7% from 31 to 38 arst 0,9% are older than 35. The questionnaire
gathered data on the respondent’s place of biléssified as a big town, a suburb, a small town, a
village and a house in the countryside. The ansregnesent the population almost equally distridute
in the main categories. This was shown as relaeerihe attitudes to environmental protection (Eres
and Tress, 2003; Buijs et al. 2009; Sevenant artdopr2010) but not relevant to restoration (Junker
and Buchecker, 2008). According to the fact thabgad universities are situated in the cities that
have a river, all respondents had equal everydpgsxe to the river area (see Ryan 1998) although a

different character and relation to the town.

An anonymous questionnaire was administered tcestgcchosen by the criteria of different ethnicity
and enrolment in different academic disciplinestofal of 410 students (262 female and 148 male
students) were involved, from three universitiethe University on Ljubljana, Slovenia; Kaposvar
University, Hungary, and the University of J.J.dSsmayer in Osijek, Croatia. All three university
cities lie on the river, Ljubljana on the Ljubljaai River, Kaposvar on the Kapos River and Osijek o
the Drava River. The number of students from défifiercountries was balanced: 122 from Slovenia,
139 from Hungary and 149 Croatian students pastieipp in the survey. Respondent groups were

planned according to the disciplines. The distidrubf respondents is given in Table 21
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Preglednica 21: Druzbeno-demografskec#nasti anketirancev (Studenti) del2
Table 21: Socio-demographic characteristics ostiteey respondents (students) part2

Nationality/Discipline HARD SOFT ART
Slovenian 86 24 15
Hungarian 50 71 15
Croatian 70 41 12

Schwartz (2006) studied the different relationsaftues at the value level considering age, edutatio
religiosity, major subject of study, political oni&tion, use of alcohol, use of mobile phones ®ittce
the values we research belong content-wise to #leevUniversalism, Power and Tradition we
followed the results used by Schwartz to confirne dorrelation of those values with age and
education for all three higher order values as aslifor Religiosity. Studying the influence of the
major subject of study dimension, Schwartz (200@)ddd the major subject of study into Economics
and Humanities. He established their correlatiath wWie values of Tradition, Power and Achievement
(2006). Those were the results used to guidelieeféhming of stakeholders and for disciplines or
major subject of study for which it was assumed; tweuld show the differences in evaluating the
transformation of the river landscape (Table 2Bspodndents’ distribution for the data on natiogalit

and religion is given in Table 22.

Preglednica 22: Druzbeno-demografskec#nasti anketirancev (Studenti) del3
Table 22: Socio-demographic characteristics oftirgey respondents (students) part3

Nationality % Ethnicity % Religion %
Croatian 38,2 Albanian 0,2 Catholic 75,5
Croatian And 0,2 Bosnian 0,0 Orthodox 0,7
Hungarian
Croatian And 0,2 Czech 0,2 Protestant 3,1
Slovenian
Hungarian 32,3 Croatian 36,1 Islam 0,2
Slovenian 28,1 Hungarian 30,9 Atheist 14,6
Romanian 0,2 Croatian And 0,2 Something Else 3,4

Hungarian

German 0,2

Slovenian 26,9

Serbian 0,7
NR 0,7 4,5 1,7

3.4.2 Expert sample

The expert sample was observed as a unique grdwgre Wwere forty-one experts participating in the
survey. The national distribution of respondentsassfollows: 27 experts from Croatia, 9 from
Hungary and 15 from Slovenia. The experts connedtedriver area planning make up a
multidisciplinary set of theoreticians and praotiiers of an international scope. The disciplines

included are: spatial planners, urban plannersitats, civil engineers of a hydro technical defi
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landscape planners, biologists, urban sociologists economy experts involved in spatial planning.
As for their place of work, the experts participgtin the survey work at higher education institns,

public institutions and private firms.

3.5. Frames of the survey

The instrument is created as a visual and writem @f the survey, with four out of five investigdt

frames of questions. Table 23 provides an overakthie questions for each frame.

Preglednica 23: Stevilo izjav v raziskavah gled@kwrje
Table 23: Number of items in survey frames

Frame No of items or questions in survey
Environment value orientations 8

Resources for planning river landscape and flosklmanagement 26

Attachment to the river 10

Policy preferences and authorities 16

Intrinsic and Extrinsic motivational orientations 8

Health personal involvement 2

3.6 Resources for planning river landscape and flabrisk management

In the frame of environmental orientations an atitiesearch was done on the respondent's attitudes
related to the preference of elements in the rimaya which were construed according to the
development and protection group of evaluation withe planning process (according to Matusi

1991). The distribution of concepts for questiohsafhd 12 is given in Table 24.

Preglednica 24: Viri za getovanje réne krajine (Marus, 1991).
Table 24: Resources for planning a river lands¢baeusic, 1991).

Protection objective Common ground Development athje
protection of birds’ natural habitatsscientific knowledge of the building of hydro power plants for
scenic beauty area the production of electric power
intact nature flood protection greater accessibility of the river
protection of autochthonousbuilding holiday settlements
architecture development of tourist facilities
development of agricultural
activities
fish farming

In the written part of the survey we further resbad the connection between the evaluation of the
visual and the ecological value of a river landscafye attempted to use the instrument in order to
investigate the evaluation of concepts in the Visum the written part and we also researched the

attitudes on the acceptability of the actors intiier area. We also studied the acceptabilityhef t
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most frequent types of hydro technological acegtwith the objective of flood protection, which

were also simulated as a variable in the visudlgfahe survey.

3.7 The connection of the ecological and the visualstructural simulations

The research in the visual part of the survey veasttued with the help of several research question

Does the intensity of human impact in the initigdtar influence the acceptability of a particular
scenario?

Which river development scenarios are acceptable?

Why? Which elements in each vista are evaluatgubsisive and which as negative?

What is the relation of vistas to environmentakaotations?

Initial vistas were ranked according to the intgnsef human influence (Figure 30 and Figure 31):
1. A completely natural vista

A ferry for transporting people, natural, non-fietil bank

A wooden mill on the water, partially arranged asce

Pebbled beach with a slide

A ferry for transporting people and cars, reguldiadk

S T

Pedestrian, suspension bridge, a concrete accesgd¢o

The scenarios were also construed through an iselieshuman impact as (Figure 30 and Figure 31):
Restoration
Outdoor Recreation And Tourism

Settlement Scenario

P 0N PR

Energy Production Scenario

Original scenes of the Mura and Drava Rivers

~
~

Scenario modification

Slika 30: Shema vizualizacijgovesSkega vpliva
Figure 30 Schema of visualizing human impact
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Slika 31: Z&etne scene in scenariji
Figure 31: Original Vistas and Scenarios

The term scenario is used to describe a form that process of prediction through several steps,
which results in the text of paragraph length ogker (Schnaars and Ziamou, 2001). Different tyges o
scenario construction were studied in order totil®ige predictions such as historical and holistic
(Emmelin 1996; Palang 2000; Stenseke 2009) and atoren approaches (Van den Berg and
Veenklaas 1995; Sheppard 2001; Palmer and Hoffre@i;2Nassauer and Corry 2004;Westhoek et
al. 2006). Tress and Tress (2003) restrict the epinof scenario approach in their research by
referring to the definition of Van den Berg and Yklaas (1995) and interpret the scenario as a form
that does not represent the most likely future @emdor prognosis or prediction of the state. The
same concept was applied in a survey on agricliltaraiscapes by Lindborg et al. (2009). In the
present study, as well as in the former examplesfdcus is put on “what would happen if,” rather
than “what will happen.” The vistas describe a dimaensional development, which is usually not a
realistic case. For example, tourist facilities Idoaiso be combined with the development of housing

but the views are mono functional in order to abtdearer responses from the respondents.
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Preglednica 25: Seznam programov in projektov,ugklnih v pisno obliko scenarija
Table 25: List of programmes and projects incluhesicenario writing

Programme  Name Period Themes
Documents Drava Declaration 2008 flood protectitwer restoration, cross-border
recreation area, ecological quality
Ministerial Declaration 2011 transnational cooperation
on the preparation of the conservation and restoration of natural and semi-
establishment of the natural ecosystem
“Mura-Drava-Danube co-operation with local communities
Transboundary sustainable development
Biosphere Reserve”
LIFE Upper Drava-River 1999 — natural flood protection
Valley 2003
River Management Of 2003 - river widening
The Inner River Mura 2007 preservation or re-establishment of natural habitat
Murerleben I 2010- restoration, improvement and long-term protectibn o
2015 the natural wetland forests and river landscape
Lifeline Upper Drava 2006 — river widening
2011 development of local recreation and tourism
monitoring
SEE NATREG 2011 development of tourist locations
DRA-MUR-CI 2011- cross-border flood risk managemen
re-evaluation of the nature
CADSES Drava River Basin 2003-  water and waste management
Interreg lllb 2006
IPAHUHR Measure 1.2 Sustainable 2007- open call
Tourism and Mura- 2013
Drava-Danube River
Area

Transboundary river system of the Mura, Drava and Danube

AUSTRIA

W i ot WWF  for a living planet
, SLOVENIA
”

HUNGARY

CROATIA

] Declared Transboundary UNESCO Biosphere Reserve
" between Austria, Croatia, Hungary, Serbia and Slovenia; o <
Core and buffer zones (legally protected areas); about 260,000 ha 71 Osijek

| | Hydropower plants

Slika 32: Donava-Drava-Mura Zemljevid UNESCO ReeeBiosfere za z&#&o narave in divjih Zivali vzdolz
rek Mure, Drave in Donave (http://wwf.panda.orgidpbljeno 20.03.2012.).

Figure 32: Danube-Drava-Mura Map UNESCO BiosphersdRve to protect their shared nature and wildlife
along the Mura, Drava and Danube Rivers (http://\waufida.org/, accessed on 20.03.2012).




Stober D. 2012 Comparison of Value Attitudes .. Seistainability Using Visual Transformation of TRver Landscape. 82
Doctoral Dissertation— UNI Ljubljana, UL, FGG, IPSP

According to the revised themes in regional prgjedth the focus on the Mura and Drava (see Table
25), four mono functional scenarios were develofddw photographs were altered with the help of
four variables (Figure 33): the range of vegetatitve contact zone between the river and the bank
(edge), the actors and infrastructure. The phofdgravere taken by a digital camera, 14-42mm

objectives, 10MP and manipulated in Photoshop PS.

Preglednica 26. Neodvisne spremenljivke v sceihariji
Table 26 Independent variables in scenarios

Scenario
Restoration For Outdoor Recreation Settlement Energy Production
Retention And Tourism
Variables
1 Vegetation increased slightly decreased in decreased decreased
direction of cultivation
high trees, high trees, semi-natural semi-natural semi-natural grassland
coppice grassland grassland,
gardens
2 Contact Zone widening river existing edge paved with brick paved with concrete
River Bank bed or natural stone  prefabricated elements
gravel and river
stones
3 Actors wild animals tourists, sportsmen, family, local Workers
children, senior, pets, residents, pets
wild animals
4 |Infrastructure none pathway for cycling, road, houses, road,
horse riding, walking bench hydropower plant

tourist label, bench

Slika 33: Spremenljivke v scenarijih (1-vegetacfa, kontakt obmgje reke, 3-igralci, 4-infrastruktura)
Figure 33: Variables varied in scenarios (1-vedmtal- contact zone river bank, 3-actors, 4-irtfiacture)
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Restoration scenario

The restoration scenario illustrates a change @fitrer area in order to increase the range ofrahtu
elements (vegetation and animals) and also to geosin overflow of water in the nearby area. The
photomontage involves removing the elements of inumuence as well as decreasing the amount of
high vegetation and appearance of shrub and copjice the water edge. The presence of animals,
swans and other river birds, were also includeiddrease the vividness of the scene. Wideningef th
river bed is manipulated according to a case stdidiye regulation of the Kocher River in Schwébisch
Hall (Schmid 1985) and also to the case studieY ibéline Upper Drava” (LIFE Drau Laymans
Report 2011). The vistas did not include any presaf humans or human influence. Some vistas had
to be radically changed, when compared to themalgine, like removing the pedestrian bridge or the

ferry port.

Outdoor recreation and tourism scenario

This scenario was the easiest to imagine and teatdhe inputs for scenario content, since a listg

of projects (Table 25) foresee this scenario ferldwer stream of the Mura and Drava. The planned
outdoor activities included walking, cycling, fislgj, horse riding, all of which do not require adar
but a soft traffic infrastructure. The paths arsudlized as unpaved, without a defined edge. The
tourist facilities such as a children’s playgrouriénches, informative labels and pontoons are
designed as wooden and environmentally friendlye 3tene contained dogs and horses, together with
humans. Reflections on sustainability of the saenalso included social issues and the actorsen th

scenes were selected according to age equalitig(ehj adults and older people).

Settlement scenario

This was the most questionable scenario becauseer8éms and Hungarians do not have dense
settlement locations along the Mura and Drava Rivas opposed to the Croatian examples.
Nonetheless, the scenario was chosen to investigatgtitudes on the increase of occasional hgusin
As the study area has lots of protected surfabesetis a conflict between protection and the ejst
illegal cottages. The lack of information and stits on the extent of this phenomenon is a major
problem. Visualization presented a continuous thenedium sized family houses, which have been
designed under the consideration of flood risk gdtars) and linked to the infrastructure that aids
housing, such as a road and a pedestrian pathin@irigegetation was decreased to suit the building
needs and gardens and lawn were visualized. Thesaict the scene represent families in everyday

situations.

Energy production scenario
Although it is not a subject of the cross-bordeojgets and documents, the multiple cross-border

conflict imposed the energy production scenarioessvant for studying attitudes. The design of the
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hydropower plant followed an existing design of theire plant on the Mura in Graz, as presented in
the public media. The water's edge was constructqutefabricated concrete blocks. The vegetation
was decreased in line to enable retention of waner the actors posed as male observers. A small

hydro electrical plant is accessible by road amdetlis a car in the scene.

The evaluation of the best and the worst images eeageived in the manner that the students
evaluated all images simultaneously and selecetdelst and the worst by inspecting all thirty ingage
The students saw all photos on two occasions, \linwere projected on the wall at the beginning
and at the end of the introduction to the surveneylwere put six sheets of paper in the A4 format i
order, one next to the other, for a total displaglbimages. They had to choose the three bestlad
three worst solutions for the observed areas. Bx¢ evaluation of the images was done by ranking
the scenarios in the frame of the modification loé toriginal vista. An A4 sheet displayed the
scenarios in the following order: original vistaeBario Restoration, Outdoor recreation and Toyrism
Settlement Scenario and Energy production Scenahe.ranking instrument was chosen because of
the expected small range of grades between theasasnwhere the variables where altered to a
smaller degree. The aim was to get the resultshiiiesent more transparent attitudes. The next leve
of the instrument in processing images was a geapkervention in the image. The respondents were
asked to circle the elements they considered pesind to cross out those elements they considered
negative and which influence their judgment. It veasumed that for the positive and the negative
elements there would be a frame which would besaltr®f the variables of image alternations and
that the graphic comments are identical with theatdes. The respondents were asked to provide an
additional element — to draw in the elements whioluld improve the situation in the vista. There was
a low expectancy for the results with this elemént, the added elements were also imported in the
system of variables. It was an attempt to applyctitejue by Arthur et al. (1977) in investigatindy

the image was evaluated as it was. The third leeglired a commentary which assumes the most
distinct idea the respondent connects with the andtne comments were not processed according to

the previous frame but were processed statistiealtiyaccording to the content descriptively.

It was assumed that the respondents would recogimzpre-ecological dimension in the Restoration
Scenario and in line with that evaluate it as tlosipositive one. It is expected that there woddb
reaction to the scene with the bridge as a negesdament, so a negative reaction is anticipated
regarding its elimination, as well as in the cakéhe mill as cultural heritage. We assume thatethe
would be a better ranking of minor human influelac® evaluation of a natural landscape as more
vulnerable. It is also expected that the alreadgtiegy human influence would have impact on the
greater acceptability of a higher human influerszethat the bridge scene would be more acceptable

with a hydro power plant than a completely natwavironment with a hydro power plant. It is
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expected that the respondents would evaluate #rmescccording to their ecological transformation,

rather than the aesthetic one.

By analysing the parts of the instrument we shathigare the cognitive and the visual evaluatiors It

hypothesized that at the level of expressing afisuwith the written instrument, the respondents
would express less pronounced pro-ecological dgguthan with the visual questionnaire. The
assumption is that the affective component of ttieude would be more enhanced by the visual

materials and that the respondents would expregspgio-ecological attitudes more strongly.

3.9 Policy preferences in river management and autmities

Inglehart and Welzel (2005) consider that the canfséhe total social change is in the cultural,
economic and political change. There has also les@ent improvement in the form of an inter-
generational change from the materialistic to poaterialistic values, which leads to the increased
potential for mass participation in actions agaihst leading subjects. Their theory claims that the
increasing rates in actions against the eliteseptesthe component of a transition from the valfue o
survival to expressive values. Due to the diffeemnio the location of the observed three countriss
expected that in relation to Survival vs. Expressiualues there would be a different level of
confidence in different decision-making actors anevater body management. In three questions the
frame researched confidence, the attitude to ressipiity and the attitude to international agreeisen
as forms of managing trans-border rivers. The erfte of the respondents’ attitudes toward the
subjects of planning, toward non-conventional amdgtippant forms of involvement in decision-
making and management was the backbone of the fiRRoliey preferences. It is assumed that
Hungary and Croatia, as countries with a lower GB&Yld expect greater aid and responsibility from
the countries with a higher GDP. The choice of 8ubjects in the instrument reflected the
stakeholders identified by Orr et al. (2007) andsiv(2002) provided in Table 27.

Preglednica 27: Interesni akterji v procestrtevanja rénega prostora (po Orr et al. (2007) in Wostl (2002)
Table 27: Stakeholders in the process of plantirgiver area (according to Orr et al. (2007) arastM(2002)

Author Stakeholders

Wostl (2002) authorities, engineers, environmeptatection groups, insurance companies, house
owners, agriculture, shipping industry

Orr et. al (2007) agencies and institutions, pubhid private sector organizations, NGOs, academics,
industries, insurance, business, conservation ogton, residents, landowners,

visitors from outside area

We also researched the support to internationgd@adion in planning and managing river areas. Due

to the long-standing trans boundary cooperatiomais expected that positive attitudes already exist
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there. The cooperation between Austria and Slovenighe Drava and Mura Rivers dates back to
1954 (Slovenia was then within the state of Yugadalaand covers all issues that might have a
negative effect on the rivers. There is a permaAestrian — Slovenian Commission dealing with all
related issues. A Croatian - Hungarian Water Mamegeg Commission has been created under the
“Agreement on Water Management Relations” signethlytwo countries in 1994. Sub commissions
have been set up among others for Drava and Damats* management. There is also an agreement
between Slovenia and Hungary. The 1996 agreeméntbe Slovenia and Croatia also covers water
resources in the Drava and Mura basins (ECE/MP.VZBJ%/8). A project has been developed by

Croatia for the preparation of an Integrated RBasin Management Plan for the Drava River.

3.10 Survey instrument and procedure

This study aimed to collect as much informatiompassible on a cross-cultural level in order to dete
correlations between respondents’ basic environmhealtitudes, scenic perception and attitudes
toward future use of the riverbed area. In a piéstearch questionnaire, the survey lasted one hour
and the results pointed to a low amount of ansivethe last part of the questionnaire. The lessons
from the pilot research also showed that the sempehthe survey, consisting of two parts, shodd b
changed so that the visualization precedes theéenrgart. After the revision, the visualizationsnea
first, as stimuli, and after that the respondemisagered the second, written part of the questioanai

which ended with questions on demographic data.

An introduction letter (Appendix 1) was attachedthe questionnaire and was also read to the
audience in advance. During the introduction, midges were displayed on the wall, each for 7-10
seconds, and one by one with an explanation optb®col scenarioAt the end of the introduction

all images were displayed again, more quickly,téar seconds each. The questionnaire consisted of
two distinctive parts (see Figure 34). The firsttpansisted of six sets of original images plusrfo
photo montages of the planned scenarios, a totaD afcenes. Respondents ranked the images in the
guestionnaire. Five photographs were printed onAdnsheet and then grouped as Original,
Restoration Scenario Scene, Outdoor RecreationTaodism Scenario Scene, Settlement Scenario
Scene and Energy Production Scenario Scene. Ting fih of the questionnaires lasted from 35 to 45

minutes.

A six-page-long-second part of the questionnaire developed in order to measure environmental
attitudes, values, self-reported pro-environmerdahaviours, and demographics. Environmental
attitudes were assessed within three scales. T8teMas the ecocentric and the second was defimed a
the anthropocentric environmental attitude, suladiglinto two subscales as anthropocentric-egoistic

and anthropocentric-altruistic (Schultz and Zelea®®9). The responses were made on a 5-point
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Likert scale ranging fromstrongly agreedo strongly disagreavith an addedlon’t know, don’t want

to answeropinion. There were also open questions on mematiesriver last visited etc. that were
coded into clusters and linked to the frame attamitmrhe dimension of printed images was 6,00 x
8,00 cm in 320 dpi resolution since it had proveeauate in prior studies (Junker and Buchecker,
2008).

VISUAL - STIMULI WRITTEN - QUESTIONNER
(AFFECTIVE) (COGNITIVE)
Environmental orientations D Environmnental orientations
Sum of Ranking of Scenarios -
Attitudes
Relationship to the naturalness svisual vs. ecology
Best and Worst Scenes D *variables

+subjects of planning of riverscape

Attitudes on variables
D ) o , Attachment
Graphic interventions
D *memory
«frequency
L sactivity
D Motivations
Comments on the scenes Sociodemographic
sage

D sgender

*place of living
Slika 34: Koncept instrumenta
Figure 34: Concept of the instrument
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4 RESULTS AND RESULTS ANALYSIS

4.1 The attitude of the total student sample on thdesign of the Mura and Drava river bank area

4.1.1Environment value orientations

Spatial problems are perceived on the scale froingbanderestimated to being overrated. The
research of attitudes in this study was not coratletith an aim of establishing the reality of atiés
in relation to the environmental problems, butrigeistigate opinions which shape the behaviour or

influence the design of spatial solutions and spablicies.

It was assumed that the total sample of responaenikd be distributed into three clusters defined a
ecocentric, anthropocentric-egoistic and anthropwoiealtruistic. The distribution into
anthropocentric-egoistic and anthropocentric-adtrciwas an attempt at differentiating two groups
within the anthropocentric population by takingointonsideration the attitude of respondents in
relation to the whole environment and to resealsh differences in the preference for the river
landscape and the attitudes to river landscape geament. In the case of grouping the complete
dataset in different paradigm clusters, a factalysis was performed using principal components
analysis with varimax rotation. The Guttman-Kaisgterion for stopping the extraction at the value
one was applied. The value of 0,40 was taken agaian for the value of the saturation factor(see
Table 30).

From the questions on the relation between peojpleire, culture and technology, as shown in Table
28, it is visible that there is a distribution @sults into items, expressed in percentages, attbhm
means, standard deviation and number of respondertise analysis of the results two aspects were
pointed out: general features of frequency distiilou(Table 28) and the most and the least acclptab
claims (Table 29). Since there are no inverse itewascan observe high values of disagreement (1+2)
and low values of agreement (3+4) for the thremsteelated to the anthropocentric character (g2.1,
g2.5 and g2.6). The opposite tendency is observétkiresult distribution where there are high galu

of disagreement and low values of agreement (qR23, q2.7 and g2.8). Both distribution types are
extremely asymmetric. Also observed was a high greege of the answemeéither agree nor
disagreé, chosen by insecure respondents who make up 20r8%verage for the set of questions on
the basic attitude of man toward nature, culturd gechnology. The respondents express their
uncertainty about the item which puts into the treta man and technology. An even greater
percentage of uncertainty is shown by items redatiman and landscape (g2.3 and g2.5). Certain
answers are given by respondents to claims whidimedéhe relationship of man and nature in the
domain of ecology and the visual (g2.1, g2.7 and8)y2Cumulative results show that young

respondents gave positive answers to items whighnate in value frames of a higher order for
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Benevolence and Universalism, which according towsetz (1984) indicate the presumed ecocentric
orientation.

Results in Table 29 show that the best acceptetsiteere those related to the concept of ecology and
aesthetics. The highest acceptance of these iemdavour of the claim that in the value systéieyt

are on a higher hierarchical position, so it isiagsd that they are motivationally most intensive.

Preglednica 28: Porazdelitev odgovorov na vpraSawgénosih med ljudmi, naravo, kulturo in tehnojogi
Table 28: Distribution of answers on the questiortle relation between nature, technology, mancaitdre.

Q2. The following claims express your attitudegtmnrelation between nature, technology, man aitdreu
To which degree do you agree with the followingras?

1 2 3 4 5 M SD N

1. Manis the absolute master of
nature in whlch he _I|ves ar_ld he 5 23.8 13.0 6.6 21 179
may treat it according to his free
will

2. The development of technical
s_olquns brings to the human 2.4 9.9 278 472 12,3 357
kind some new advantages and
pleasures

3. Ifthe landscape is preserved and
authentic, the culure ofthe 55 153 585 337 200 356 1,060 416
inhabitants of the area is more
advanced, too

4. Rivers connect both physically
and culturally the areas they  1,4% 13,2 17,5 40,8 25,2 3,77 1,025 416
flow through

5. Arriver should serve man only
for relaxation, recreation and 23,1 31,6 22,6 16,3 5,4 2,49 1,173 420
enjoying the view

6. Today the man completely
controls even the most advancef3'0'9 32,5 22.4 11.6 12 218
technology and thus prevents
possible disasters

7. Nature preservation has
precedence over all other tasks 0,2 59 16,0 40,8 35,6 4,07 0,884 418
of the society

8.  Towns through which a river
flows are more beautiful than
those towns which don'’t have a
river

1,043 420

0,913 422

1,042 418

7,1 5,7 18,6 30,0 37,0 3,86 1,194 417

1-do not agree at all; 2- do not agree; 3- neidggee nor disagree; 4- do agree; 5- totally agvemean score,
SD-standard deviation; N —number of respondents

*The items are taken from the survey in the profébddernisation and identity of Croatian societycgl and
cultural integration and development” (130-1301080-5)

Schwartz (2002) claims that the higher a priorityaovalue, the more it is possible that people will
undertake action which may lead to its expressiobehaviour. The importance of a value increases
the consistency in behaviour. The link betweenesland behaviour was studied by Nordlund (2002)
whose results showed that general values transoendenvironmental values which affect the
personal norm and proecological behaviour. Funtheearch put the answer results for question 2 into
correlation with other attitudes in order to resbaheir connection and and relation to items eot

frameworks. .
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Preglednica 29: NajmanjSe in najjesprejete izjave na vpraSanje St.2
Table 29: The most and the least acceptable itenfdiestion No2

Least acceptable Most acceptable

Man is the absolute master of nature in which Mature preservation has precedence to all othks tas
lives and he may treat it according to his freé wil  of the society

Today technology is controlled completely by man Towns through which a river flows are more
and thus possible accidents are prevented beautiful than those towns which don’t have a river

Since the claims originated in environmental oaéioh frames, the instrument was tested by factor
loadings. Three factors were established whichgmtethe assumed orientations, as provided in Table
30.

Preglednica 30: Faktorska analiza v povezavi zjskiohi smernicami
Table 30: Factor loadings of the varimax rotatedldaanalysis on environmental orientations

Anthropocentric Ecocentric  Anthropocentric
Egoistic Altruistic

Man is the absolute master of nature in which ¥esliand he .730

may treat it according to his free will *

The development of technical solutions brings mhhman  .688

kind some new advantages and pleasures*

If a landscape is preserved and authentic thereulttits .664
inhabitants is more advanced, too

The river should serve the man only for relaxati@eyeation .821
and enjoying a nice view

Today the man completely controls even the mosaiackd  .498 .524
technology and thus prevents possible disasters*

Nature preservation has precedence over all ctis&stof the .584

society *

The distribution of respondents considering thengef orientations is provided in Table 31. It can b
concluded that the group of young respondentsterdgeneous and leveled regarding environmental
orientations. The majority of the respondents bglire the Anthropocentric-altruistic group (36,1%),
and the least numerous are those in the Anthropac@goistic group (28,8%). A large percentage of
respondents expressed anthropocentric attitude® (84 as opposed to those who expressed
ecocentric attitudes (35,1%). This can be explaimethe character of the concept Anthropocentric-
altruistic which covers the expansion of the mamabject froml to we and is in accordance with
comprehending the scope of the moral subject, butwith the area of responsibility. “Egoistic
environmental attitudes are based on beliefs atheueffect that environmental destruction may have
on the individual. Thus, the environment shouldbstected because | don’'t want to breathe polluted
air, or I don’'t want to drink dirty water” (Schualtand Zelezny, 1999). It has been found that egoist
environmental concerns are positively correlatedhwself-enhancement (enhancing one’s own
personal interests) and negatively correlated gighf-transcendence (transcending one’s selfish
concerns and contributing to the well-being of ath€Schultz and Zelezny, 1999). Social altruistic

concerns are based on goals or benefits to hunAdtngistic environmental concerns are similar for
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those found for biospheric concerns. Altruistic cams have been found to be negatively correlated

with self-enhancement and positively correlatedhwelf-transcendence (Schultz and Zelezny, 1999).

Preglednica 31: Porazdelitev vzorca v skladu z ui$vaeni glede na okolje
Table 31: Distribution of the sample according neionmental orientations

Cluster % N
Ecocentric 351 138
Anthropocentric Egoistic 28,8 113
Anthropocentric Altruistic 36,1 142
Total 393

The distribution of environmental orientations acdbog to gender is provided in Table 32 and points
to the fact that female respondents have a higimeleincy of ecocentric attitudes (40,2%) as wetifas

anthropocentric altruistic ones (35,3%), whereay thiere represented the least in the anthropocentri
egoistic cluster (24,5%). Male respondents areessprited more in anthropocentric clusters in which
they were equally distributed (36,1% anthropocenggoistic and 37,5% anthropocentric altruistic).

They were somewhat less represented in the ecacehister (26,4%).

Preglednica 32: Porazdelitev vzorca v okoljsko u#eneglede na spol
Table 32: Distribution of the sample of environnadmirientations according to gender

male female Total

Ecocentric N 38 100 138

% Cluster 27,5 72,5 100,0

% Total Sample 26,4 40,2 35,1

Anthropocentric N 52 61 113

£ egoistic % Cluster 46,0 54,0 100,0

[ % Total Sample 36,1 24,5 28,8
O

Anthropocentric N 54 88 142

altruistic % Cluster 38,0 62,0 100,0

% Total Sample 37,5 35,3 36,1

Total N 144 249 393

% Cluster 36,6 63,4 100,0

% Total Sample 100,0 100,0 100,0
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4.1.2 Resources for planning the river landscape

The following questions studied the respondentstuaies on desired and acceptable users of areas
along waters, on the allocation of the river largcand on the attitude to predictors of theirriitu
allocation. The first dichotomy concerns the adstBeand protection poles. The respondents
evaluated the following attitudes: the river laraise is more beautiful than other landscapes
(aesthetics): the river landscape should be pmrdectore than other landscapes (ecology). The
distribution of results is similar for both itemBhe respondents were dominantly undecided on these
two claims, so that 42,5% of them express theudttiheither agree, nor disagrder the first one and
39,2% for the second item. The results show areasing trend for both items, since the respondents
show a higher level of agreement with the item WHhacings the river into a privileged position of
protection when compared to other landscapes, whesa undecided attitude is more dominant for
the first item. The respondents show higher supfoothe river as an ecological than as an aesthetic
phenomenon in the landscape. Standard deviatiogf6rl (visual dimension) is SD=0,895 for
N=419, whereas for q10.5 (ecology dimension) 8§x=0,954 for N=417.

m aesthetic

m ecology

Slika 35: Splosni statigtni podatki o reko kot ekoloSki in estetski videkmine
Figure 35: General statistical results for theriag an ecological and aesthetic phenomenon datiiscape

The set of questions on actors in the river langsdasted the agreement level on the topic of the
biosphere (birds, plants), sustainability and aygbcentricity. Result frequency displays asymmetric
character in all three cases with a trend for pasivalues (4+5). The respondents judged the
sustainability paradigm as the most positive, fbiok they display the smallest values on the negati
pole, as well as in irresolution. The respondergsaagroup having strong beliefs that sustaingtisit
the right paradigm for the river landscape. Follogvclosely in the positive trend is the attitudatth
“the river landscape is needed the most by birdsrarer plants” (67,9%) and that it is too precious
not to be used by man (53,3%).
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Preglednica 33: Splosni statisti rezultati za mnenja Studentov o uporabnikih dhega prostora in trajnosti
Table 33: General statistical results for the adtits of students on actors along the river ancisadiility

Q10. The following claims study the position ofaig in the environment and your attitude
on who should exploit them. To what extent do ygtea with the following claims about the
river landscape?

1 2 3 4 5 M SD N
1. Rivers and the space 1,4 8,5 21,0 46,9 21,0 3,79 0,924 419
around them is needed
the most by birds and
river plants
2. The river landscape 0,2 4,7 111 47,6 33,7 4,13 0,813 413
should be developed
sustainably
3. Rivers ard0oo precious 1,2 9,2 34,7 35,1 18,2 3,61 0,932 417

not to be used by man

1-do not agree at all; 2- do not agree; 3- neittiggee nor disagree; 4- do agree; 5- totally agveajean score

SD-standard deviation; N —number of respondents

Preglednica 34: Splo3ni statisti rezultati za mnenja Studentov o vaznosti raztojrojavov v prostoru ob
rekah

Table 34: The general statistical results for tiwelants’ opinion on the degree of importance reiggrthe
phenomenon of development in the area by the river

Q11. In the space along the river different faeifitcould be provided. What do you consider impartar the
development of the area along a river, e.g. theahburthe Drava?

1 2 3 4 5 M SD N
building of hydroelectric power plants for the

1. g : 54 12,3 22,6 39,4 13,9 3,47 1,077 397
production of electric power
2. higher accessibility to the river 0,2 7,8 25502 13,2 3,71 0,811 411
3. protection of autochthonous architecture 1,2 51,0 44,8 21,2 3,86 0,873 395
4. building of cottage settlements 9,2 323 34,7 17,7 4,2 2,75 0,999 416
5. development of tourist facilities 35 11,1 26,40,3 17,0 3,57 1,017 417
6. protection of natural bird habitats 05 21 5,034,2 56,4 4,47 0,734 416
7. gravel excavation 10,8 24,3 351 19,8 3,1 2,78 1,013 395
8. fish breeding 2,4 8,7 19,3439 23,3 3,79 0,985 414
9. flood protection 0,2 0,7 4,0 328 604 455 0,634 416
1t development of agricultural activities 0,7 68 2246,9 20,8 0,870 413
1: scientific knowledge about the area 1,9 5,2 2045,0 24,1 3,87 0,915 409

1-do not agree at all; 2- do not agree; 3- neidggee nor disagree; 4- do agree; 5- totally agvemean score,
SD-standard deviation; N —number of respondents

Respondents’ attitude was further studied by evagghenomena in the context of developing the
river landscape. The concepts were construed aogoral the developmental and protection discourse

(Marusi, 1991). In the distribution of results provided Trable 34 there are two noticeable
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tendencies: disagreement about the attitude for.4qldottage settlements) and ql1.7 (gravel
excavations) to be important for the developmerthefriver landscape and strong agreement for all
other items. The most transparent attitude wasesspd for q11.9 (flood protection) which was
chosen by 93,2% of respondents with positive evi@na From the results for the answers to
questions 11 and 12 it is visible that the protettiscourse overrode the developmental one hiag. t
the road to development is through environmentgatain, which is supported by the results of the
pilot study conducted on the sample of 103 Croadtadents (Stober, 2011).

The results for the answers showing highest an@dowupport are provided in Table. 35ey show

that the respondents chose the exploitation ofureses — spatial, material and energy resourceseas t
least important for development, whereas they jddgeentific findings about the area and protection
of bird habitats as the most important. The strehgensensus of a group of students was presanted i
the result on flood protection as the most impdrédement for the development of the river area Th
results indicate that in the context of developmbatlowest ranking was given to cottage settlement
and gravel excavations, whereas on the level afabistimuli the respondents as a whole expressed a
unique attitude specifically against the hydroelegbower plant. There is a discrepancy between the
offered picture of the hydroelectric power planttba river and the picture of the hydroelectric pow
plant at the level of an idea as well as the satid image at the affective and cognitive level.

Preglednica 35: NajmanjSe in najjesprejete izjave na vpraSanje st. 11
Table 35: The most and the least acceptable itemguestion Nol11l

The highest mean grade The lowest mean grade

Flood protection Building of cottage settlements

Protection of birds’ natural habitats Gravel exations

Scientific findings about the area Building hydestic power plants for the production of

electric power
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Preglednica 36: Splo3ni statisti rezultati za mnenja Studentov o vaznosti pojaz@wartovanje obrénega
prostora

Table 36: The general statistical results for thelents opinion on the extent of importance of piag in the
area by the river

Q12. Spatial planning determines the purpose ofasea in a sense that it takes into
consideration the characteristics of the area. Ating to your feeling, how important are the
following concepts for planning the purpose of ldmed area along the river.

1 2 3 4 5 M SD N
1. accessibility by car 12,5 18,9 39,6 21,2 7,1 291 1,090 421
2. scenic beauty 0,9 2,1 5,4 29,2 61,8 450 0,776 422
3. already designed 1,9 4,2 16,0 32,8 43,6 4,14 0,966 418
environment
4.  river navigability 3,5 10,1 34,0 36,1 15,6 3,50 0,992 421
5. intact nature 2,1 3.1 179 37,3 39,2 4,09 0,940 422
6. flood protection 2,1 3,3 9,9 28,1 56,1 4,33 0,937 422

1-do not agree at all; 2- do not agree; 3- neidggee nor disagree; 4- do agree; 5- totally agvemean score,
SD-standard deviation; N —number of respondents

Question number 12 repeats the topics from theiquewquestion, but in the discourse of planning the
purpose. The results in Table 36 are the followsagnic beauty was judged to be the most important,
then flood protection, designed environment anddntnature. The respondents were the most
undecided on the importance of car accessibility @wer buoyancy but with a negative trend for car

accessibility and a positive trend for buoyancye Tisual domain of the river landscape was

confirmed in this case as a highly positioned tapievaluating different topics connected to theri

landscape.

4.1.3 Flood risk management

Since one of the variables for scene modificati@as wlso the method of flood protection (shaping of
the water’s edge, function), the same topic wasstipreed in question 13. The first three items are
simultaneously variables of simulated scenario® f@spondents were to express their attitude about
the measures they agree with. It was assumed dinatgon would play in this case a decisive role in
evaluation and it was judged that the knowledgeiaf engineering and agriculture students about
floods and consequences of floods would influeheeresult as well as the differences between the

attitudes of students and experts, as will be pteskeand interpreted later in the text.
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Preglednica 37: SploSni statisti rezultati za mnenja Studentov o ukrepih za vanpe pred poplavami
Table 37: The general statistical results for thelents’ opinion on the flood protection measures

Q13. In previous years floods were a frequent phwmmn. To what extent do you agree
that we should prevent floods by the suggested mnes?

1 2 3 4 5 M SD N

1. concrete embankments and8,7 12,3 27,8 32,5 14,6 3,33 1,154 407
fortifications

2. bank extensions and 3,3 7,3 17,7 45,3 22,6 3,80 0,996 408
digging of river armlets

3. creating lakes and 7,5 12,7 25,9 30,4 18,2 3,41 1,172 402
hydroelectric power plants

4. nothing should be done 63,4 15,1 11,1 2,6 2,4 1,58 0,972 401

1-do not agree at all; 2- do not agree; 3- neitlyzee nor disagree; 4- do agree; 5- totally advemean score
SD-standard deviation; N —number of respondents

Distribution of results given in Table 37 is asyntritefor all items. It is positive for the first the
(913.1, g13.2, q13.3) and negative for the item.4ihich expresses the attitude “nothing should be
done”. This is also the most intense attitude. fdspondents find as the most acceptable the measure
of flood protection which includes bank extensians digging of river armlets (67,9%), as simulated
in the Restoration Scenario. Hydro technical mezsare acceptable, but with a high percentage of
the undecided (approximately one fourth of the oesgignts). Creating lakes and hydroelectric power
plants is equally acceptable as hydro technicalsomeag which include concrete embankments and

fortifications (Recreation and Tourism Scenaridfl®ment Scenario, Energy Production Scenario).

4.2 Conclusions for Environmental orientations, Resurces for planning the river landscape and

Flood risk management

Students from three regional universities represantheterogeneous group regarding their
environmental orientations and a homogenous digidb regarding gender. Female respondents
show somewhat higher inclination toward ecocemtrientations, whereas male respondents appear to
be more represented in the anthropocentric-egaitater. Respondents prefer the river landscape in
relationship to a general notion of a landscapeaantjority thinks that the river landscape shdadd
protected more than other natural landscapes. Behigercentage of respondents are insecure about
the claim that river landscapes are more beautifah other natural landscapes. The respondents are
completely certain of the sustainability paradigeiniy the right way to manage landscapes and to a
somewhat lower intensity judge the river landsctpbe suitable for biocenosis only and even to an
even lower degree for man. They group the elemadsrding to their relevance for the development
of the river landscape according to the developestection conflict. At the top most part of the
hierarchy scale are the notions connected to emviemt protection and at the bottom part of theescal
the notions connected to development and explortaif resources. The respondents as a group prefer

flood protection by retention and expansion of atsl Equal support is expressed for lakes and
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hydroelectric power plants and to concrete embanksnand fortifications. A difference in attitudes
was noted in the evaluation of the visual and emitinstrument in the scenes of the Settlement and
Energy Production Scenario and in question No 1ie image which the respondents had of a
hydroelectric power plant was more positive thae fltesented modification. There was also an
evident difference in the visualized and cognitimeage of living by the river. The link will be
additionally researched by correlating environmemtaentation and scenario simulations in the

following chapter.

4.3. The connection between the ecological and thesthetic — structural simulations

4.3.1 The connection between the naturalness of thetial and the invasion of the modified vista

Simulated scenarios were altered by variables iderorto represent a specific environmental
dimension, so that the Restoration Scenario waggaiith ecocentrism, the Outdoor Recreation and
Tourism Scenario and Settlement Scenario with tlikrapocentrism-egoistic and anthropocentrism-
altruistic components and the Energy Productionn&cge with the anthropocentrism egoistic
environmental orientation. The simulations had Ipe¢n previously tested in order to establish the
connections. The results of the correlations betvmtee values of average rank and the factors for a

specific cluster are represented in Table 38.

Preglednica 38: Spearmanov Rho povezava med okuljsismeritvami in scenariji panoramami za izviine
panoramami scenarija obnovitve
Table 38: Spearman’s Rho correlation between enmiemtal orientations and scenario vistas for Origatas
and Restoration Scenario Vistas

Environmental orientations Origin Vistas

1 2 3 4 5 6
Ecocentric ,135(%) ,114(%) 0,072 0,036 0,073 0,093
Anthropocentric Egoistic -0,061 -0,098 -0,101 ggo  -0,075 -,156(**)
Anthropocentric Altruistic 0,069 0,076 0,072 0,074 0,072 0,034
Environmental orientations Restoration Scenario Vistas

1A 2A 3A 4A 5A 6A
Ecocentric 0,060 ,109(*) 0,062 0,060 156(%) 139
Anthropocentric Egoistic -120(*)  -,175(**) -,125(* -,137(**) -,106(*) -,157(*%)
Anthropocentric Altruistic 0,070 JA58(*%)  ,111(*)  148(*%) ,132(%) ,203(**)

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {@iled).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level @ed).

A-Restoration Scenario; B — Outdoor recreation &odrism Scenario; C-Settlement Scenario; D — Energy
Production Scenario

The first part of Table 38 represents a group @iwal photos which have not been manipulated, and

from 1 to 6 have an increasing trend of strengtirinthropocentric influences. The vistas “virgin
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nature” (1) and “the scene with a wooden ferry” (@yrelate positively with the factor of the
Ecocentric cluster, as expected. What was not eéggdewas that the scene with the greatest
anthropocentric influence, the bridge (6), coredategatively with the factor of the Anthropocenitri
egoistic cluster. All other vistas correlate negglii with river landscape vistas. The assumptios wa
that neither of the images contains a highly ambcentric environment but only slight shifts in
intensity from total nature to an anthropocentrienent (bridge) so that neither of the original
photographs represents an image of anthropoceddmsination which would correspond to the
anthropocentric environmental orientation. The @lation coefficient is positive and most stable for
the Anthropocentric-altruistic cluster, whereaginegative for the Anthropocentric-egoistic oné an

without significance except for the last scene.

The Restoration of the River Scenario (the secaartl @f Table 38) shows the highest number of
correlations with the factors of environmental tdus. A positive correlation is expressed for thvae

of six scenes, whereas a negative correlation fisessed for all six scenes; three significant at th
0.01 level (2-tailed) and three significant at 0l@sel (2-tailed). Five scenes of the Restoration
Scenario correlate with the Anthropocentric Alttigiscluster as well. A positive correlation for

Ecocentric and Anthropocentric-altruistic is in dav of confirming the overlap of those

environmental clusters in attitudes to the Resmmabcenario.

Preglednica 39: Spearmanov Rho povezava med okuljskmeritvami in scenariji panoramami za scenarij
rekreacije na prostem in turizem ter scenarij stanja

Table 39: Spearman’s Rho correlation between enmiamtal orientations and the Outdoor Recreation and
Tourism Scenario and the Settlement Scenario

Environmental orientations Outdoor Recreation aadriBm Scenario Vistas

1B 2B 3B 4B 5B 6B
Ecocentric ,196(**) 0,042 -0,030 0,025 -0,038 @01
Anthropocentric Egoistic 0,057 0,034 0,088 -0,005 ,02a ,146(*)
AnthropocentricAltruistic -0,051 -0,078 -0,093 -03L -,134(%)  -,220(*%)
Environmental orientations Settlement Scenarioaddist

1C 2C 3C 4C 5C 6C
Ecocentric -,183(**) -0,103 -0,018 -0,089 -0,101 ,142(*)
Anthropocentric Egoistic 0,052 ,155(**) 0,100 ,189( 0,057 0,074
Anthropocentric Altruistic -,110(*)  -,143(**) -,117) -0,080 -0,007 -0,025

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveHailed).

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltdled).

A-Restoration Scenario; B — Outdoor Recreation Bmgrism Scenario; C-Settlement Scenario; D — Energy
Production Scenario

In the first part of Table 39 Outdoor recreatiord ahourism Scenario correlates positively with
Ecocentric orientation only in the first scene (mat tall shrubbery, natural edge, earth pathway,

bikers, anglers), but there is also positive catieh with Anthropocentric-egoistic in the last see
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(bridge, arranged pathway, bikers, anglers, boatS:hg negative correlation for the last two scenes
in Outdoor recreation and Tourism and Anthropocesatitruistic can be explained by the fact of
disapproving of spreading human influence and ljréct care for man through being concerned

about the consequences caused by human impact.

The second part of Table 39 presents the resulty@iog to which Settlement Scenario in two scenes
correlates negatively with the Ecocentric clusespecially in the poles of original images for s£én
and scene 6. The first three scenes correlate Aitthropocentric-altruistic orientation. Positive
correlation of two scenes and the factor in thateluof Anthropocentric-egoistic orientation speks

favour of recognizing this scenario as human doniea

Preglednica 40: Spearmanov Rho povezava med okuljsismeritvami in scenariji panoramami za scenarij
proizvodnje energij
Table 40: Spearman's Rho correlation between emviemtal orientations and Energy Production Scenario

Environmental orientations Energy production Sciendistas

1D 2D 3D 4D 5D 6D
Ecocentric -,215(*%) -,155(**) -,123(*) -0,024 6B(**) -,200(**)
Anthropocentric Egoistic 0,016 0,065 0,070 0,035 08(31) 0,100
Anthropocentric Altruistic 0,070 0,037 0,025 -0,073 -0,021 0,062

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levek@iled).

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).

A-Restoration Scenario; B — Outdoor Recreation Bogrism Scenario; C-Settlement Scenario; D — Energy
Production Scenario

The final scenario, the Energy Production Scenaonaelates negatively in five scenes with thedact
of Ecocentric orientation, as expected. There & jone significant correlation of the Energy
Production Scenario with the Anthropocentric Egoistuster. There was expectancy of a positive
correlation between the last scenario and the Ryectric power plant scene, the concrete
embankment and decreasing plants in the scenghbuwalue is marginally significant. It can be
concluded from the summarized overview of the pasiand negative significance of correlations
that the visual simulations presented a specifistel in an inconsistent manner. The results exhibi
partial confirmation of presenting the ideologyeablogical orientation in the realized transformati
of the river landscape through four variables (edgeenery, users, built infrastructure). Six arai
photographs were manipulated for four scenariog3liout of possible 30 times there was correlation
of the Ecocentric cluster factor with a specifierse, in 11 for Anthropocentric-egoistic, and ino® f
Anthropocentric-altruistic. The following sceneshibit the highest correlation factors for specific

environmental orientations:
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4.3.2 Correlation of visual simulations and intringc and extrinsic motivations

The scale on seven motivational aspirations acegrth Kasser and Ryan (1996) was supplemented
by the concept of awareness, which originatestifinisic motivation, and was assumed as motivation

specific for the researched young populaton. Atipmahealth was in some studies assumed to be a
neutral item, whereas in some others it was ligiedntrinsic motivation. Respondents evaluated

aspiration value on the scale from 1 — not impdr@nall, 2 —mostly unimportant, 3 — neither

improtant nor unimportant, 4 — mostly important; 8ery important.

The results of a general statistical analysis ed@i¢hat there is an assumed hyerarchy of intrimssc
extrinsic motivations, where results in Table 4dligate that respondents value health as the most
important, and wealth as the least important. Aweass is at the bottom of intrinsic motivation, btit

the top of the extrinsic ones. At the top of exdit aspirations is career, and after that theoreggnts

valued reputation, then looks and, finally, wealth.

Preglednica 41: Splosni statisti rezultati za mnenja Studentov o ukrepih za vaestred poplavami
Table 41: The general statistical results for tineesnts’opinion on the flood protection measures

Aspiration M SD N
Wealth 3,25 0,982 419
appearance 3,56 0,484 419
Reputation 3,72 0,778 418
Career 3,99 0,688 419
Awareness 4,16 0,849 419
Knowledge 4,52 0,661 419
family relations 4,69 0,936 419
Health 4,85 0,892 419

M-mean score; SD-standard deviation; N —numbeespondents

In the second stage the correlation between agpisadind scene rankings was researched. The results
shown in Table 42 indicate that extrinsic aspiraimostly correlate with visual stimuli. Accordigg|

the highest numebr of correlations can be foundtisies for the motitareer (1, 1D, 2, 3, 3D i 5D),
wherageputation (1, 1C, 1D, 5D, 6D), andealth (1B, 1C, 2, 3D i 6D) correlate with vistas five (5)
times. Looks (1B, 1C, 1D) correlate on three occasions, awarerms two. Family relations
correlates with Vista 2BHealth and knowledgedo not correlate with either of the vistas. Pusiti
correlation points to a higher evaluation of agmraand lower evaluation of vistas. Thus the resul
indicates a positive link between extrinsic valaesl a better evaluation of the Energy Production
Scenario as well as the negative relationships detwthe evaluation of the Origin Vistas and

evaluation of extrinsic aspirations.
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Preglednica 42 Spearmanov Rho povezava med okuljskimeritvami in scenariji panoramami za scenarij
proizvodnje energij
Table 42: Spearman’s Rho correlation between enmienmtal orientations and the Energy Production &ien

Intrinsic motivational orientations

Extrinsic motivational orientations

Vista

1B

1C

1D

2B

3A

3C

3D

5D

6D

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)

N

Wealth

,031
545
378
,155°
,003
378
173"
,001
378
-,088
,086
378
101
,049
377
,101
,050
377
,069
178
378
,065
,205
378
,007
,892
378
-,105
,042
378
-,070
173
378
-,118
,022
376

£ 2
< ©
,058 ,036
,261 ,490
378 378
,027 ,000
,597 ,994
378 378
-,024 ,018
,636 729
378 378
-,005 -,056
,924 ,278
378 378
-,004 -,058
,942 ,262
377 377
,057 ,00
272 ,957
377 377
,092 -,045
,073 ,385
378 378
-,04; -,103
,429 ,045
378 378
,02 140
,650 ,007
378 378
,017 -,016
746 754
378 378
,010 ,000
,850 ,994
378 378
,009 -,099
,859 ,056
376 376

family
relation

009
,869
378
,066
,202
378
-,061
,240
378
-,0¢
267
378
-,007
,899
377
,120
,020
377
,099
,055
378
-,023
,652
378
-,060
247
378
,022
673
378
,060
,248
378
-,003
,952
376

appearance

,047
,363

,123
,016
378
-, 154"
,003
378
-,101
,049
378
,093
,072
377
,045
,378
377
,026
613
378
,000
,994
378
,028
,594
378
-,069
,182
378
640
216
378
-,042
416
376

8 knowledge

,894
378
-,044
,396
378
,031
,550
378
-,019
, 709
378
-,006
,913
377
-,032
,541
377
-,002
,965
378
-,035
,496
378
,048
,354
378
,024
,643
378
-,008
,884
378
,02'
,598
376

S
i @
—_ (&)
131 ,109
,011 ,035
378 378
,066 ,072
202,164
378 378
-,146" -,070
,004 173
378 378
-134" -,200"
,009 ,000
378 378
,03 129
538,012
377 377
,025 ,011
629 ,828
377 377
,011 115
831 ,025
378 378
,044 -,020
,398 ,696
378 378
-,030 ,002
566,966
378 378
.07  -107
124,038
378 378
-,129 -119
,012 021
378 378
-,215" -,097
,000 ,059
376 376

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level tgled).

A-Restoration Scenario; B — Outdoor Recreation Bogrism Scenario; C-Settlement Scenario; D — Energy
Production Scenario
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4.3.3 The best and the worst Scenes — investigation valuing naturalness in transformation of

the river landscape

The results of evaluating the best and the worshess present the answers for all 30 scenes in the
above mentioned two categories. In Table 43 ther@nioverview of evaluation for each individual

vista and the answers given by 234 students.

Preglednica 43: NajboljSi in najslabsi prizori zu#tati skupnega vzorca, prvotna scena glede nddte
simuliranih scenarijev, Stevilo in deleZ odgovorov

Table 43: The best and the worst scenes — reduhe dotal sample, original scene in relationhe simulated
scenario, the number of answers and the share iartbwers

nN Good Bad Good Bad
Scene Scene Scene Scene
1 66 8 5,2% 0,6%
1A 111 3 8,7% 0,2%
1B 4 41 0,3% 3,2%
1C 17 44 1,3% 3,5%
1D 5 117 0,4% 9,2%
2 23 12 1,8% 0,9%
2A 79 7 6,2% 0,6%
2B 61 3 4,8% 0,2%
2C 45 29 3,5% 2,3%
2D 2 122 0,2% 9,6%
3 72 0 5,7% 0,0%
3A 89 5 7,0% 0,4%
3B 130 0 10,2% 0,0%
3C 23 34 1,8% 2,7%
3D 4 132 0,3% 10,4%
4 10 17 0,8% 1,3%
4A 63 6 5,0% 0,5%
4B 44 4 3,5% 0,3%
4C 26 33 2,0% 2,6%
4D 2 161 0,2% 12,7%
5 5 16 0,4% 1,3%
5A 64 10 5,0% 0,8%
5B 34 3 2, 7% 0,2%
5C 14 12 1,1% 0,9%
5D 5 97 0,4% 7,6%
6 5 28 0,4% 2,2%
6A 21 20 1,7% 1,6%
6B 46 21 3,6% 1,7%
6C 23 4 1,8% 0,3%
6D 3 107 0,2% 8,4%
B.O. 176 176 13,8% 13,8%

n-number of original scene; A-Restoration ScenaBo- Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Scenario; C-
Settlement Scenario; D — Energy Production Scenario
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Slika 36: NajboljSi (levo) in najslabsi (desno) ilnv prikaz
Figure 36: The best (left) and the worst (rightjgbral Vista

If original vistas are extracted from all of thestas, the following distribution of answers is hisi

the most frequently evaluated as “a good vistahésvista with the mill on the Mura, followed by a
series of vistas ordered according to the interditluman impact visible in the vista: a completely
original vista, a ferry at Podturen, a beach atriwith of the Mura in the Drava, a big ferry at
Kriznica and the bridge at Kriznica (3,1,2,4,5,6¢ $-igure 35). It is visible in the series that visa
voted as the best is natural environment with ameht of cultural heritage then a natural scenk wit
none or small human impact and that the worse nagtds in the series are those with higher human
impact — a beach (slide), a ferry, a bridge. Acowydo the comments connected to the set of vistas
with the mill (3) we conclude that what was morecpéved as endangered was cultural heritage,
rather than the natural dimension. In the intecectf cultural and natural heritage, cultural reayé
represents stronger motivation in the evaluatiam thatural heritage.

Preglednica 44: NajboljSi in najslabsi prizori zuttati skupnega vzorca od nagjie do najman;jsih rezultatov
Table 44: The best and the worst vista — result®fotal sample, from highest to lowest results

Good Scene Bad Scene
Vista N Vista N
3B 130 4D 161
1A 111 3D 132
3A 89 2D 122
2A 79 1D 117
3 72 6D 107
1 66 5D 97
B5A 64 1C 44
4A 63 1B 41
2B 61 3C 34
6B 46 4C 33
2C 45 2C 29
4B 44 6 28
5B 34 6B 21
4C 26 6A 20
continues



Stober D. 2012 Comparison of Value Attitudes ..Saistainability Using Visual Transformation of TRever Landscape. 104
Doctoral Dissertation— UNI Ljubljana, UL, FGG, IPSP

continues
2 23 4 17
3C 23 5 16
6C 23 2 12
6A 21 5C 12
1C 17 5A 10
5C 14 1 8
4 10 2A 7
1D 5 4A 6
5 5 3A 5
5D 5 4B 4
6 5 6C 4
1B 4 1A 3
3D 4 2B 3
6D 3 5B 3
2D 2 3 0
4D 2 3B 0

n-number of original scene; A-Restoration ScenaBo- Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Scenario; C-
Settlement Scenario; D — Energy Production Scenario

In the set of the modified vistas the best evatliatere the vistas shown in Table 44 and Figure 38:

3b - a mill with tourist facilities, pedestriangctists — 130 times selected as the best

la — a completely natural vista, renaturalised rtrotled greenery, wood and branches deposit was
removed, birds were added - 111 times selectdueibést group

3a — the vista where the mill is removed, and #weklis decorated with greenery, no humans present,
birds in the vista, the edge is "softened” — 8%tinselected as the best

The worst rated were:

4d — the hydroelectric power plant on the Mura’eft@ence into the Drava — beach - 161 times voted
as the worst

3d — the hydroelectric power plant next to the wmillthe Mura — 132 times

2d — the hydroelectric power plant near Podturé@2-times

HISTORICAL RIVER
MILL

HISTORICAL RIVER
MILL

»
/ BEACH WITH SLIDE \ / BEACH WITH SLIDE \
/ BIG FERRY FOR VEHICLES \ / BIG FERRY FOR VEHICLES \

PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE

Slika 37: Diagram peiakovanih prizorov in rezultati evalvacijeczdgnega in modificiranih prizorov
Figure 37: Diagram of the expected vistas andékalts of evaluation of initial and modified vistas
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Slika 38: Tri najboljSi(levo) in trije najslabSugsho) modificirana prikazi
Figure 38: Three of the best (left) and three wight) modified Vistas

The results indicate that there are no contradigdhrenomena in the results of the selection of the
best and the worst vista (Figure 38). Those vistdacted as the worst were not selected into thepgr

of the best ones.

The ordering of vistas on the scale from the beshé worst scene is in favour of the negatiorhef t

first hypothesis that the respondents would evaltia scenarios according to the level of natusaine
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of the first vista. Although it was expected thHa haturalness of the landscape would be perceived
vulnerability and that the intensity of the intemtien would be judged according to that, the remcti
was influenced by other inputs. Judging from thenber and intensity of the comments, Slovenian
and Croatian students identified the figure of thé as an element of cultural heritage. We can
conclude that the results for original vistas ardavour of the hypothesis that the vistas are ednk
according to the degree of naturalness only irctse that the contents of the vista does not eanke
individual or group emotion which would contribuge shift in the distribution. By studying the
contents and the number of circled and crosseailentents in the vistas it can be noticed thatfall o

them were influenced by the variable of infrastiwetand the users.
4.3.4 Results of ranking functional scenarios in tariver landscape

The results of ranking vistas are provided for esethwith an appropriate mean score resulting from
the rank (Table 45). The distribution of the meaare results shows that the best accepted was the
Renaturalisation Scenario — controlled nature,umadn access, but with the flood protection function
The least acceptable was the scenario of wateggmploitation, i.e. with the hydroelectric power
plant, which was always ranked as the last in énes — as the fifth.

Preglednica 45: SploSni statisti rezultati razvr&nja po naborih prikaza, rezultati po srednjih aten

Table 45: The general statistical results of ragkincording to the sets of vistas, results accgrttirthe mean
grades

Vistas

natural ferry Mill on the beach ferry bridge
rank scene Podturen Mura confluence Kriznica KriZznica

nN M nN M nN M nN M nN M nN M
1 1A 1,77 2A 2,19 3 2,16 4A 2,16 5A 2,12 6A 32
2 1 2,24 2B 2,42 3B 224 4B 2,36 5B 2,51 6C ,572
3 1B 3,42 2 2,85 3A 2,48 4 2,54 5 2,86 6B 62,6
4 1C 3,51 2C 3,18 3C 3,58 4C 3,40 5C 3,11 6 ,123
5 1D 4,07 2D 4,36 3D 4,54 4D 4,55 5D 4,39 604,28

n-number of original scene; A-Restoration ScenaBo- Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Scenario; C-
Settlement Scenario; D — Energy Production Scenario

After renaturalisation, the ranking results inoecdad a hierarchy of scenario acceptability in the
following order: the Outdoor Recreation And TouriSuenario, the Origin Vista, the Settlement
Scenario and the Energy Production Scenario. The sanking pattern was noticed in the original
scene, 2, 4 and 5 which were evaluated as a “se#@hevisible stewardship”. The results offer the

following picture: for vistas 2,4 and 5 the respemni$ showed a consistent system in scenario ranking
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so that a regularity on the ordering for the thse¢és can be observed, as follows: the Restoration
Scenario, the Outdoor Recreation Scenario and teidm Scenario, the Origin Vista, the Settlement
Scenario and the Energy Production Scenario whultbvi an assumed order in the increase of human
impact. Although this concept also covers the wta the mill on the Mura, set 3 stands out with i
ranking pattern. A shift in rank distribution iswabus for set number 6, too, which depicts the deid

at Kriznica.

Original vistas were ranked as third in three sets. In set 3yist@a with the mill on the Mura was

ranked first, in the nature vista as the secondmgdt 6 the bridge vista as the fourth.

The Renaturalisation Scenariowas evaluated as the first in all sets, exceptifiermill on the Mura,
where it was in the third plac&@he Tourism Development Scenariavas most frequently (in four
sets) ranked as the second, and it was third irset@Settlementwas ranked as fourth, for all vistas,

except for the bridge, where it was the secotydiroelectric power plant is always the fifth.

The extreme poles of original photographs on wtioére are the lowest and the highest human
impact (total nature and the bridge) show a difieeein the inverted order of the “middle” ranks 32,

4) so that the scenario of higher impact is mom@eptable in the vista which has in its initial aist
higher human impact than in the completely natwavironment. It may be assumed that the
differences on the vistas according to human imptsted to be perceived only between total nature
and the vistas 2, 4 and 5, and then again betweeristas with the bridge. The differences in the
results of ranking scenarios only in the first ahd third vista indicate that the naturalness was
perceived as vulnerability and that the anthroptsemfluence was more acceptable there where it
had already existed. There was a different valgéesy established for set 3 under the influencéef t

emotion linked to the national cultural symbol € thill.

The sum of the means for the evaluation of scenking for particular scenarios is shown in Table
46. The respondents chose most frequently the Réisto Scenario as the first, whereas the Energy
Production Scenario was evaluated as the leastpi@tte in the context of the others. The
presupposed dependency of the original vista omére human influence is visible in the results for
all scenarios except for the Energy production adenwhich is always the least acceptable in the

context of the transformations offered.
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Preglednica 46: Lestvica scenarijev glede na p@varecene
Table 46: Ranking of scenarios according to meanesc

Original  Restoration  Outdoor Settlement Energy
Vista Scenario Recreation and Scenario Production
Tourism Scenario Scenario
No Human Impact 2 1 3 4 5
Visible Stewardship 3 1 2 4 5
Scene With National Slovenian And 1 3 2 4 5
Croatian Cultural Heritage
Dominant Human Impact 4 1 3 2 5
Summary of rankings 10 6 10 14 20

Ranking 1(best) to 5 (worst)

The results indicate the following: the young p@piain prefers a completely natural, but controlled
and well-ordered landscape, the evaluation of #sred river scene was influenced by the emotion
related to the cultural national heritage in thengcand the element of the hydroelectric powertfigan

least acceptable in the context of other optiofesred.

The criterion of naturalness as a guiding influemcéne evaluation of the scene has been assumed
according to what was suggested in Kaplan et &8Y), Purcell and Lamb (1990), and Ode et al.
(2009). There has been no confirmation of the apsomthat in the planning of new features along
water courses (the Mura and the Drava Rivers) titakslity of new phenomena will be dependent on
the evaluation of naturalness of the observed ilmtaThe hypothesis was disproved by the fact that
the maximum influence was more acceptable in a tetely natural environment than in the area
where there was already a pedestrian bridge (T&bleln the case of the scene with a water slide on
thebeach, a, a mill and a ferry as indicators afanhuman impact the transformation of the area int

the Energy Production Scenario was ranked the kighe

Preglednica 47: SploSni statisti rezultati, razvrstitev scenarijev energetskdézwadnje
Table 47: The general statistical results of raglkifithe Energy Production Scenario

Energy Production Scenario

No Human Impact 4,07
Dominant Human Impact 4,28
Visible Stewardship 4,43
Scene With National Slovenian And 4,54

Croatian Cultural Heritage
Ranking 1(best) to 5 (worst)
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4.4 Attachment to the river

The structure of the respondents according to d@ise river visited (Table 48) indicates that they
frequently visited rivers of a large watercoursatégorization according to the water management
treatment in the Draft of the Plan on Water Areanlgement of the Republic of Croatia 2010).

Preglednica 48: Ime reke zadnjega obiska
Table 48: Name of the river last visited

Name of Last No of Name of Last No of
visited River Students visited River Students
Balaton 1 MrezZnica 1
Bid 1 Mura 6
Bolska 1 Orljava 2
Bosut 7 Pakra 1
Creek (Dubai) 1 Ps3ata 1
Donava 1 Raba 2
Dragonja 2 Rinya 1
Drava 147 Rinza 3
Drava, 1 Rizana 1
KaraSica

Drava, Mura 1 Sava 27
Drava, Soca 1 Sava Bohinjka

Dreta 1 Sava Dolinka 1
Danube 71 Savinja 3
Glin&ica 1 Sia 1
Gradasgica 5 Skojcjan 1
Hubelj 1 Sda 3
Idrica 1 Sugo 1
Jesinegj 1 &avnica 1
Kamniska 3 Temenica 1
Bistrica

Kapos 43 Tinja 1
Kokra 1 Tisza 3
Koros 1 Unica 1
Krka 7 Vatinka 1
Ljubljanica 47 Zala 6
Meza 1 ND 7

The majority of the respondents (35,25%) visitegriier Drava, which is in line with the fact thhe
majority of the respondents from Osijek mentioneecisely that river. The next most frequently
visited river is the Danube, then the Ljubljanitiae Kapos and the Sava. Those five rivers were
indicated by a total of 80,3% of the respondentser@as the others mentioned the rivers of smaller

watercourses, except for the Mura which was listg@ respondents.
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We can suppose, that in indicating the memoridsetinto the last river the respondents had in mind
the image of a river of a large watercourse sudh@®rava and the Mura. Only a fraction more than
one third of the respondents was connected to itlegsr Drava and Mura. When interpreting the
results we cannot assume that the respondents agedlprecisely those two rivers which the
instrument tried to recall in its questions, but tivers of large watercourses in general. Somewhat
lower results than the assumed ones for the rivagols have been noticed, which will influence the

interpretation of the results in the framework,a&timent to the river, for Hungarian respondents.

Preglednica 49: Rezultati pogostosti obiskainema prostora, izrazeno v delezih
Table 49: The results of the frequency of visitthie river area expressed in percent

Frequency of visits to the river area %
Often, on a daily basis or several times a week 7 50,
Seldom, a few times a year 40,8
Very rarely, once in a few years 6,4
Never 0,7

Results distribution of the frequency of visitstie river area shows that the respondents arewpgro
who visit the river area on a daily basis or seMimzes a week in the range of 50,7%, whereas 40,8%
visit the river area a few times a year. Only 0@Pthe respondents have never been near a river. Th

results are shown in Table 49.

We further researched the manner of spending timéhe river area. The question combined a
guantitative and a qualitative analysiable 500ffers the distribution of answers for the suggést
assumed activities. The respondents were givempabsibility of listing some further activities with

the evaluation of its frequency.

Preglednica 50: Delez odgovorov anketirancev z&dene aktivnosti, v katerih prezivljajas ob reki
Table 50: Share of the respondents’ answers foadheities that are done by the river

@
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walking 3,5 18,6 20,3 30,0 18,4 7,1 1,7 0,5
sunbathing 0,7 54 5,2 13,0 25,0 20,5 29,2 0,9
sports 1,4 10,4 10,8 19,1 21,7 19,1 16,5 0,9
angling 0,7 0,5 1,9 7,1 14,2 18,4 56,8 0,5
education 0,2 0,9 1,2 5,2 14,6 32,5 42,7 2,6
visiting hydro power plant 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,5 5,0 29,2 64,6 0,5

staying in a cottage 0,5 1,9 2,1 9,2 23,1 19,6 42,9 0,7
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The respondents mostly spend their time by the takdng walks. 68,9% of them walk at least once a
month, and 40.3% of the respondents does spoteasit once a month. The highest percentage of
students gave an answer that they had never visitgdroelectric power plant (64,6%). Only 1,7% of
them had never walked by the river. A third of thepondents visited a hydroelectric power plarg les
than once a year. The results indicate that treeeepopulation which is present in the river a@a f
reasons of taking walks, sports and sunbathingredsethe most infrequent reason indicated was the
hydro power plant, education or angling. Seldomgistain a cottage is characteristic for the obsdrve

sample of the respondents.

A qualitative analysis of the answers for the opart of the question on additional activities viié
presented descriptively due to a low percentagéhefanswers in the total sample. The Student
population provided the following activities asexton in the open part of the question to desdtike
activities they do by the riverelaxation, relaxation and rowing, leisure, thingirabout the peace,
sitting, sitting on the riverbank, enjoyment andaslure, romance; picnicking, camping, starting,fire
riding bicycles; hanging around with friends, fayndathering; taking photos, painting; watching the
river, observing the eco-system of the riverbanlayipg in the park; visiting a coffee shop, a
restaurant; bathing, rafting; ferry riding; freshiratourism; living by the river.The concepts indicate
that in the river area the respondents had an exmer of different activities linked to the rivench
that all activities are connected to an active asspve relaxation and free time. There are some
specific activities such as taking photos, paintiagving, observing the ecosystem, ferry ridingd an

which can be included in the suggestion for furtiesearch.

Spearman’s Rho correlation of frequency and thiities during the stay were studied and shown in
Table 51. The results indicate that the respondehts spend more time in the river area walk more
frequently, then do sports, educate themselvesidspme in cottages and sunbathe. Although the
results of the percentages for particular contimtthe total sample do not show a high percentdge

those who educate themselves or spend time in tageptthe results of the correlation display a

positive significant relation.

Preglednica 51 Spearmanov Rho povezava m&d pegostostjo bivanja ob reki in vsebino
Table 51 Spearman’s Rho correlation between a higbguency of staying by the river and the corgearitthe
stay

walking sunbathe sports fishing education  gigit stay in a
HE cottage
Correlation ,695 141 373 ,075 244 ,065 1872
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 ,004 ,000 ,123 ,000 ,182 ,000
N 418 416 416 418 409 418 417

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).
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An open question about the memory of the last ¥esithe river was coded into four topics after a

review of all the concepts. The concepts represeateasis for identifying the four categories: wate

nature, activity, features (creations), and emati@rable 52). The categories were defined in dialer

them to be as close as possible to the variableBest in the written and the graphic part and an

additional category of emotions was added accorthrn@obster et al. (2007). The category emotions
contains the concepts related to feelings and sefesesight, hearing, touch, taste, smell, cold and

warmth).

Preglednica 52: Spomin vprasSanih na zadnji obiskdoie krajine
Table 52: The memory of the respondents’ last tsihe river

Category

An example of the topic in the memory

water

nature

activity

features

cleanliness of the surface greenery (HR-UM;.1)

the gigantic fast Drava (HR-UM;4)

embankment, sand, vortices (HR-UM;12)

colour of the river (environment arrangement, pneseof animals) (SLO-PED;2)
cold water, (swimmingjSLO-FGG-GEQ;6)

cold water, clean (SLO-FGG-GEOQO;22)

fast water (SLO-FGG-GRAD;24)

pollution, dingy water, rafting (SLO-FGG-GRAD;25)

low water-level, dirty, beautiful and peaceful waidU-UM;2)
water, (rain, boats, trees, people, bridge) (HU-B)M;
(bridges, traffic),polluted water (HU-RUR;8)

cormorants (HR-UM;6)

spring flowers (HR-UM;9)

wind (HR-PED;4)

(colour of the river), environment innateness, eneg of animals (SLO-PED;2)
mosquitoes (SLO-PED;3)

protected nature, animals,( arranged path whislirfto the natural environment)
(SLO-PED;7)

swans, ducks (SLO-PED;10)

birds, clean water, river stones, water animals$1ED;22)

water, rain, ships, trees, people, bridge (HU-UM;9)

leisure time, hanging out with friends, fun (HR-URY;

walks (HR-UM;9)

river bank “regulation”: cutting trees and creatimaked space on the river bank
(HR-UM;11)

pleasurable socializing (with water humming) (HR-{5\

angling (SLO-PED;14)

crossing river (SLO-PED;1)

volleyball (SLO-FGG-GRAD;33)

(cold water), swimming, lots of people by the Ljalica, evening (pleasantly
cold) (SLO-FGG-GRAD;4)

flood, river embankment (HU-RUR;16)

ships (HR-PED;7)

rubbish (HR-PED;10)

(preserved nature, animals), arranged path whislirfio the natural environment
(SLO-PED;7) continues
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continues
human disrespect of nature, plastic bottles irritrer Sata in the nature’s park
(SLO-PED;13)
a boat carrying tourist, (SLO-PED;18)
kayak, canoe, pollution, birds (SLO-FGG-GRAD;32)
beautifully arranged nature, boats (SLO-FGG-GRAID;21
bridges, traffic (polluted water) (HU-RUR;8)
bridges, regulated river (HU-RUR;13)
(water), rain, boats, people, bridge (HU-UM;9)

emotions quiet and peace we usually look for there, peaned(HR-UM;10)
(pleasant company) with water humming (HR-UM;5)
(sun), sound, smell (HR-PED;5)
peacefulness (HR-PED;11)
quiet, beauty, relaxation (SLO-FGG-GEOQO;20)
hum (SLO-FGG-GRAD;10)
indigenous nature, river pleasantly influencingseen(SLO-FGG-GRAD;22)
(lots of people by the Ljubljanica, evening), pkeatty cold (SLO-FGG-GRAD;4)
beautiful nature, silence (HU-RUR;26)
peace, cleanliness, fresh air (HU-RUR;38)
(beautiful environment), peacefulness, refreshriid:-UM;6)
Better climate, too dirty, I'd jump into it if oplit were more appealing (SLO-FGG-
GRAD;14)

Distribution per group is shown in Table 53. WHa tespondents remember — impressions — from
visiting the river, is to the highest degree linkedhe elements of nature (greenery, trees, bemch
shrubs, grass etc.), then an emotional impresdieautiful, pleasant, peaceful, quiet etc.) and the
remembered activities undertaken in the area (walking, bike riding, sitting and drinking etc.).

None of the categories is dominant.

B water

M nature
activity

m features

M emotion

Preglednica 53 Odzivne kategorije in pogostost
Table 53 Response categories and their frequency

An overview of the set of features indicates petioepof the anthropocentric forms such as a bridge,
sidewalk, concrete riverbank etc. These conceggepresented in the memory less than nature and
activities, and more than water. The respondemts |dast frequently those concepts which are

connected to a water body (water speed, pollutadrwa). If water and nature are compatible with the
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naturalness of the scene, we can see that thengspis remember 41% of the concepts precisely

from this dimension of the river landscape.

The last time an average respondent visited tlex of’a large watercourse, probably the Drava er th
Danube. Memories related to the visit are connegtestly to nature and personal emotion, and then
to the activities which were undertaken or seerhigyrespondent. The least frequently remembered
was the water body. If the water element is courtedhature, then nature becomes a dominant
element. An average respondent is very frequentthe river landscape, at least once a week, mostly
taking walks or doing sports. Very rarely or netlase are visits to the hydroelectric power plbant,

the respondent being in the river landscape, spiradsime being educated or in a cottage.

Imposing the framework Attachment to the river, seeond stage of the result analysis, attempted to
identify different groups of respondents in relatto their interaction to the river landscape dmalrt
behaviour in it. Correlations on the total sampke provided for the frequency of visiting the riviar
Table 54. The connection of the visits to the riagdscape is expressed for 18 out of 38 itemsertla

to the framework Environmental orientation, andut of 16 for the framework Policy preferences.
Lower frequency of visits to the river is positiyetorrelated to the items defining environmental
orientation Anthropocentric-egoistic, negativelyrretated to one Ecocentric item and negatively

correlated to two Anthropocentric altruistic items.

Preglednica 54 Spearmanov Rho povezava med potostsiska obréne krajine in vsemi izjavami v

instrumentu
Table 54 Spearman Rho correlation between frequefithe visits to the river landscape and othetestents in

the instrument

Positive Correlation Negative Correlation
2 = 2 =)
g C o= Q © C = Q
o C = c o C =
c = O g c = 0 Jo
9o TG ' 2 T 'S N
— = 9O ~N S — 2 N
[} ()] = ~ [ ()] = ~
o E E o - o £ E o .
S o o O ke S o o O 2
o= (ON®) 0 z o= (ONE) () z

Man is the absolute master of Rivers connect both

nature in which he lives and he 137" 005 416 physically and culturally -,118 017 412
may treat it according to his
the areas they flow through

free will
The development of technical A river should serve man
s_olutlons brings to the human 105 033 418 only for_ relaxatlon_, _ _163° 001 416
kind some new advantages and recreation and enjoying the
pleasures view
. Towns through which a
International agreements on fiver flows are more
rivers should regulate the 168" ,001 406 208" ,000 413

beautiful than those towns ~

which don't have a river

Problems about rivers are

better u_nders.tood by the 306" 000 413
population living by the

rivers

building of hydro power plants

International agreements on
rivers should regulate nature ,129° ,009 411
parks

continues
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continues

Problems about rivers are
better understood by the
owners of lands near the
rivers
| visit the river more frequently o River .Iandscape 'S more
b . 141" 004 416 beautiful than other natural-,105  ,033 415
ecause of sunbathing
landscapes

Protection of

autochthonous architecture
373" ,000 416 isimportant for the -149° 003 391

development of the river

area

Development of tourist

244" 000 409 offers is important for the 127"

| visit the river more frequently

because of taking walks 099,046 410

695" 000 418

| visit the river more frequently
because of sports

| visit the river more frequently 010 413

because of education development of the river
area
| visit the river more frequently
because of spending time in a 187" 000 417 We should not use _167° 001 397
cottage anything to fight floods

Building of hydroelectric power
plants is important for the 257" ,000 393
development of the river area

Protection of natural bird

habitats is important for the 102,039 412
development of the river area

Gravel excavating is important

for the development of the river,199° ,000 391
area

Flood protection is important

for the development of the river, 106  ,032 412
area

Arranged environment is

important for planning the 213" 000 414
purposes in the river area

Flood protection is important

for planning the purpose in the ,181° ,000 418
river area

Floods should be fought by

concrete embankments and ,171° ,001 403
fortifications

Floods should be fought by

bank extensions and digging of , 144" ,004 404
river armlets

Floods should be fought by

creating lakes and hydroelectric,219" ,000 398
power plants

Hydroelectric power plant looks
attractive by the river

Angler_s by the river are 1670 001 413
attractive
Swimmers by the river are

: 100  ,043 411
attractive

,209"  ,000 409

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveHailed).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level tgled).

Lower frequency of spending time in the river acearelates negatively with the attitude that the
population and land owners understand the probleinike rivers, as well as with the attitude that
river landscapes are more beautiful than otherrabtandscapes. This population is more positively

oriented toward the fact that international agregsishould regulate hydroelectric power plants and
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natural parks in cross-border rivers. The resyfiressing the respondents being less frequentlirdy t
river is in a positive correlation with the question hydroelectric power plants as an importanictop
for the development of the river area, both aspéctof international agreements and as an attctiv
element in the river area. Lower frequency of spendime by the river also establishes a positive
correlation with the attitudes on flood protectemd the protection of river areas as bird habitEts.
respondents being less frequently by the river giwgport to anthropocentric phenomena, technical
arrangements of the river, flood protection, but twopeople themselves. This is supported by the
negative correlation with the attitude that angkend swimmers are an attractive element in the rive
area and that autochthonous architecture and towstsould be developed in the river area. The
respondents who visited the river less frequentipwsed a less positive attitude towards the

inhabitants and river land owners as appropriatee$tolders in planning and managing river area.

4.5 Policy preferences on river management and aubhities

Within policy preferences there were four questiasked, and the respondents gave answers to 16
items.

The first question defines the respondent’s configeabout the managing and decision-making
institutions at different levels. The levels ardinsd as: national, regional and local levels. The
institutions at those levels are optionally comdingith interested subjects in decision-making
participation as follows: non-governmental orgamises, scientists and experts, population by the
river and owners of land by the river. The secoodstjon defines the respondent’s attitude to the
relation of national wealth and the responsibility ecological problems. The third and fourth
guestion are designed in combination so as to resélae respondent’s attitude on whether the border
river area should be regulated by internationakagrents and what should be the topic of common

agreements.

According to the results provided in Table 55, thgpondents hold that river area should be managed

by subjects according to the following order frdm highest to the lowest value of the mean score:

scientists and experts

non-governmental organisations for environmeatgetion
population by the river

civil services at the local level

owners of the land by the river

civil services at the regional level

N o o~ w DR

civil services at the national level
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Preglednica 55: Splo3ni statisti rezultati za mnenja Studentov o subjektilirt@vanja in upravljanju rek
Table 55: The general statistical results of thielshts’ opinion on the subjects of management tanthpg of
rivers areas

3 The river area is managed by different instindiand groups at different levels — national,
regional and local. In your opinion, who understatite best the problems of the river?

1 2 3 4 5 M SD N

1. civil services at the 18,4 32,3 29,2 13,0 1,9 2,45 1,015 402
national level

2. civil services at the 8,7 22,9 32,5 29,2 2,4 2,93 1,003 406
regional level

3. civil services at the 6,4 9,0 31,4 37,3 11,8 3,41 1,038 406
local level

4. non-governmental 1,7 3,8 15,1 439 32,5 4,05 0,894 411

organisations for
environment

protection
5. scientists and experts 1,4 3,1 14,6 40,8 38,0 4,13 0,882 415
6. population by the river 2,8 8,0 23,8 384 25,2 3,76 1,015 417
7. ownersoftheland by 6,1 18,6 30,0 27,6 15,3 3,28 1,130 414
the river

1-do not agree at all; 2- do not agree; 3- neidggee nor disagree; 4- do agree; 5- totally agvemean score,
SD-standard deviation; N —number of respondents

The results distribution is asymmetric for all igeraxcept for the item of the civil service at the
regional level, where there is a high percentagheiindecided (32,5%). However, other respondents
in the same percentage of 31,6% either agree @gie with the statement that the enlisted
stakeholders understand the problems of the ringz. & he results indicate that there is agreenmnt f
the following subjects: civil services at the lockdvel, non-governmental organisations for
environment protection, scientists and experts pthigulation by the river, and owners of the land by
the river (93.3, g3.4, g3.5,93.6 and g3.7).

A high number of undecided respondents are visibthe results for civil services at all levels dnd
owners of the land by the river. There is a lackcaffidence in civil services which drops off with
lowering the level from the national to the loc@he respondents consider local authorities to
understand to a higher degree the problems ofitkesr There is an expressed confidence in science
and expertise. The young population believes iarss and experts more than in the institutionalized
form of management and decision-making. The reduligcate, too, that there is support to the
participation of the population, especially to then-institutionalised forms of activism, the non-

governmental organisations for environment protecti

In the question of managing cross-border riversetivgas a clear position that common international
bodies should be held responsible. The resultasyemetric and positive for the answers to the firs

statement, whereas the opposite attitude, that tiealcountries should care more about the
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ecological problems than the less developed casmivas extremely symmetrically distributed with a

relatively small percentage of the undecided (16[@ple 56).

Preglednica 56: Splo3ni statisti rezultati za mnenja Studentov o mednarodnihapanih in odgovornosti za
bogastvo

Table 56: The general statistical results of thelesnts’ opinion on international agreements andyabbns with
respect to the economy

4. Rivers flow through several countries and smgfer the influence downstream and into
the wider area.
To what degree do you agree with the followingestants?

1 2 3 4 5 M SD N

1. Border rivers should be 1,7 3,8 12,7 415 37,5 4,13 0,901 412
managed by common
international bodies.

2.  Wealthier countries through 19,1 18,2 16,7 241 205 3,09 1426 418
which the river flows should
take more care about the
ecological problems than the
less developed countries.

1-do not agree at all; 2- do not agree; 3- neitligee nor disagree; 4- do agree; 5- totally agvemean score,
SD-standard deviation; N —number of respondents

The contents of international agreements which warpported in the previous question were
researched by seven topics which were graded frendd not agree at all to 5 — totally agree. The

results are shown in Table 57.

Preglednica 57: SploSni statisti rezultati za mnenja Studentov o temah mednatosimbrazumov
Table 57: The general statistical results of thelesnts’ opinion on the subject of internationaleggnent

5. In your opinion, international agreements on rivasuld regulate:

1 2 3 4 5 M SD N
1. building of hydroelectric 3,3 6,4 23,1 39,9 23,3 3,77 1,003 407
power plants
2 bioreserves 0,9 3,1 18,6 42,2 31,1 4,04 0,857 407
3. ecological problems 0,9 14 50 38,0 50,9 4,42 0,744 408
4. fairways 1,4 2,8 18,2 434 32,1 4,04 0,871 415
5 tourist zones 2,4 14,2 23,3 35,8 22,2 3,63 1,060 415
6 nature parks 1,7 6,8 83 358 44,6 4,18 0,973 412
7. residential areas 6,1 15,6 28,5 29,0 16,5 3,36 1,134 406

1-do not agree at all; 2- do not agree; 3- neitligee nor disagree; 4- do agree; 5- totally agvemean score,
SD-standard deviation; N —number of respondents

The respondents’ attitudes confirm that all entistepics should be regulated by international

agreements, but the indecision to the ansvetther agree nor disagreagppears with approximately
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one fourth of the respondents for anthropocentitieriventions in building hydroelectric power plants
tourist and residential areas. The comparison efrésults of mean scores for the topics separates
ecological problems as the topic about which thgontg of the respondents is in agreement, and
immediately after that there is the topic of natpegks. The lowest support is given to the topic of

residential and tourist zones.

Within the framework Policy preferences we explotied correlation for the questidorder rivers
should be managed by common international ba@jésl) andWealthier countries through which the

river flows should take more care about the ecalalgproblems than the less developed countries
(94.2).

The results in

Tables8 present an obvious connection between the posingsver to the question on international

agreements and the three topics related to biospfiéoreserves, ecological problems and nature
parks) and two topics of the anthropocentric inflee (building of hydroelectric power plants and
residential zones) A lower mean score for resiaértbnes originates in the lower support by those
respondents who do not support international ageatsnas a solution to managing cross-border
rivers. The correlation confirms the connectionhaf positive attitude on international agreements a
the support to the regional and local level of Icarvices in the function of planning and managing
river areas. A statistically insignificant, but aéige correlation appeared only with the topic lué t

population by the river as a subject in plannind axanaging river areas.

The results point to the conclusion that the redpats as a group give support to international
agreements as a negotiable mechanism for river geament in transborder areas. Those respondents
who express their positive attitude also presunag the agreements should primarily regulate the
topics of biosphere protection in all forms of ingtonal protection (nature park, bioreservesyl &or

the human impact during building hydroelectric povptants and residential zones. The results
confirm the proecological awareness of the resputsdeas well as awareness of the most relevant
topics for the river area, such as the buildingyadroelectric power plants and residential zonethas
most intensive influence in the river area. It denassumed that the respondents recognized illegal

construction as a problem in the Drava and Murarrarea..
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Preglednica 58 Pearson povezava med &talitnednarodnem upravljanju z rekami in temo upaayh ter
akterji upravljanja

Table 58 The Pearson correlation between the @¢titun international management bodies and managemen
topics and the stakeholders in managing river

4.1 Cross-border rivers should be managed by conintemational bodies

Topics of international Pearson N Stakeholders in river Pearson N

agreements Correlation planning and Correlation
management

Building of hydroelectric ~ ,186** 403  civil services at the ,086 394

power plants national level

bioreserves ,298** 403 civil services at the ,107* 398
regional level

ecological problems ,156** 402 civil services at the local ~ ,193** 398
level

freeways -,015 409 non-governmental ,084 402

organisations for
environment protection

tourist zones ,089 409 scientists and experts ,026 406

nature parks ,108* 407 population by the river -,038 408

residential zones ,156** 402 owners of the land by the ,051 405
river

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH&iled).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltdled).

The results in Table 5%vhich indicate a statistically relevant correlatioetween the attitude on the

subject of responsibility for the ecological probke and the topics of the agreement and the
stakeholders in decision-making on the other sade,in favour of the claim that the links between
those three topics are weak. There is a signifigaogitive correlation between the attitude that
wealthier countries through which the river flowmasld take more care about the ecological problems
than the less developed countries and the attthatanternational agreements should solve theessu
in the area of nature protectioithe group of respondents claiming that “wealthiestintries have a
greater responsibility supports at the same tineefthms of area protection (bioreserves and nature
parks) as the topics of agreement and supportutgestion that the owners of the land by the river
decide and manage the river area. In order to presbe symmetricity of the results, the correlasio
with other items of the questionnaire were reseatciiso with the graphic part. Table 60 offers an
overview of attitudes which correlate positivelydanegatively with the attitude that wealthier

countries are also more responsible.
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Preglednica 59: Pearson povezava med &italiédgovornosti bogatejSih drzav za ekoloske pola in temo
upravljanja ter akterji upravljanja

Table 59: The Pearson correlation between thaidétibn the responsibility of wealthier countriestfee
ecological problems and topics about internatiagmeements and stakeholders in the planning andgeament
of the river landscape

4.2 Wealthier countries through which the rivemftoshould take more care about the ecological prosl
than the less developed countries.

Themes of international Pearson N Actors in river Pearson N

agreements Correlation planning and Correlation
management

building of hydro power ,080 406 civil services at the ,089 398

plants national level

bioreserves ,102* 406 civil services at the ,033 402
regional level

ecological problems ,015 407 civil services atltual ,016 402
level

freeways ,010 414 non-governmental ,051 407

organisations for
environment protection

tourist zones ,089 414 scientists and experts ,013 411

nature parks ,120* 411 population by the river ,031 413

residential zones ,048 405 owners of the land by the ,112* 410
river

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).

Preglednica 60 Pearson povezava med &talisdgovornosti bogatejSih drzav za ekoloSke mold in za druga
stali€a v instrumentu

Table 60 The Pearson correlation between the déston the responsibility of wealthier countriestfe
ecological problems of other attitudes in the instent

4.2 Wealthier countries through which the rivemfftoshould take more care about the ecological problthan
the less developed countries.

Positive Correlation Pearson Negative Correlation Pearson
Correlation Correlation
Vista 1B total nature and the Outdoor ,114* | spend time by the river angling -,118*

Recreation and Tourism Scenario

,162*%* | spend my time by the river in ~ -,119*

Man is the absolute master of nature in
the cottage

which he lives and he may treat it
according to his free will

If some landscape is preserved and ,101* Animals are attractive in the -,118*
original, the culture of the population in river area

that area is more advanced

River landscape should be sustainably ,127*

developed

Rivers are too valuable not to be used by ,183**

man

Rivers should be preserved more than ,142**

other natural environments

Gravel excavation is important for the ,121*
development of the river area continues
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continues

Planned purpose of the river area depends ,122*
on the arranged environment

Floods should be fought by ,180**
concrete embankments and fortifications

Floods should be fought by ,160**
bank extensions and digging of river

armlets

Floods should be fought by ,120*
creating lakes and hydroelectric power

plants

Cottages in the river area are attractive ,172%*
Swimmers by the river are attractive ,124*

Hydroelectric power plant looks attractive 116*

by the river
Anglers by the river are attractive 114*
Boats in the river area are attractive ,118*

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveHailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltdlled).

The results in Table 59 and Table 60 evoke thelasrmn that the group of respondents in favour of
the anthropocentric-egoistic orientation item takgsositive attitude on the sustainable and pretect
management of the river area. There is a slighifjhdr correlation for the flood protection by
concrete embankments and fortifications than byerotheasures. This group of respondents finds
more attractive some anthropocentric phenomendenriver area, such as cottages, hydroelectric
power plants, boats and human presence (swimmegsera). The responsibility in relation to the
economic status is probably evoked by the confifaising resources and already used resources as
well as in making claims about their preservatidime respondents more oriented toward the
anthropocentric dimension do not perceive the cgilvice of the nature at a global level as common

responsibility.

4.6 Description of the results of the total studendample

The respondents on average represent the studemiaion who are between 20 and 25 years of age
and of Hungarian, Slovenian or Croatian nationabtyd ethnicity. The sample represents the
population declaring themselves to be Catholicshim majority. An insufficient sample of other
religions made it impossible to research further rislation of this dimension with the other attéad
The respondents represent the population who draativists or do not have issues with the topic of
environment. The respondents are distributed egugpending on whether they originate from

bigger settlements, smaller settlements or fronctntry. A smaller percentage stems from suburban
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areas. As had been assumed on the basis of prengeaarch, the young population expressed a
unique attitude that intrinsic values are more irtgoat than the extrinsic ones, so that the framkwor

intrinsic-extrinsic lost in its importance.

A general relation of the respondents may be judgedecocentric, where the attitudes of the
anthropocentric-altruistic orientation overlap withe ecocentric orientation. The respondents
expressed a preference for river landscapes itiaelto total nature. At least a half of the studen
visited the river area on a daily basis or sevémaés a week. From visiting rivers they had the
strongest memory of the following in a descendimgeo natural elements, their own emotions,
activities they perceived or performed and in thd ¢the water body. If we connect the concept of
water to nature, the respondents mostly rememtarendn evaluating the elements important for the
development of river areas, the respondents eeyabtective topics as more important whereas the
developmental topics were judged less importantHerdevelopment of the river area. The students
are, according to the expectations, mostly incliteeard the sustainability paradigm with a deflewti

to protective discourse. The confirmation is fould ranking the visualizations when the
Renaturalization Scenario was proven to be rankedha highest in total. An “error” in the
distribution of answers appears with the set ohesewith the mill on the Mura where the existing
civil service was judged as the best. In that séhsesmotion related to the national heritage ef th
Croats and the Slovenians was understood as arisenpinich disturbs the expectations set by the
first hypothesis. The respondents express theitrudis of civil services which grows reversely
proportionate with the level so that they trust endhe local than the national level. Thereby
expressing support and legitimacy for the bottomplgnning. They also expressed support for
international agreements, but there is a divideutltbe claim that wealthier countries should in
greater percentage care for the ecological problérhe link between responsibility and better
economic status is seen with the respondents wdferpanthropocentric phenomena in the river area,
such as cottages, hydropower plants, boats andrhpmegence (swimmers, anglers) and they express

greater confirmation for the item of anthropocan#goistic attitudes.

4.7 Differences in the perception of the visual transfomation of the river environment by

respondent interest groups on the arrangement of thMura and Drava riverbank area

4.7.1 Relation between the naturalness of the imdti vista and the invasiveness of the modified

vista

The results for the total student sample shows 1ba2% of the respondents selected the Scenario
Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Vista with the moii the Mura and 12,7% of the respondents

selected
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the Energy Production Scenario on the beach onMbea and Drava confluence as the worst.
Statistically significant differences are foundLlih out of 30 of the first images for the best vestal in

6 for the worst vista (Appendix D). From an ovewief the percentages we can see that the Croatian
cluster of respondents selected for the most plaotse vistas in which recreation and tourism by the
mill on the Mura were displayed, whereas Slovemiad Hungarian respondents selected this image
less frequently (Table 61). A statistically sigo#nt difference appears with the selection of tbhestv
scene. The Hungarian respondents selected it byigiest frequency (15,8%), and the Slovenian
with the lowest (8,7%). The greatest difference vexpressed for scene 4a (the Renaturation
Scenario/Beach on Mura Confluencg}=30,34; p=0,00; App. D) in the set of the best &ordthe
scene 1d (the Energy Production Scenario /Totaifdh’=15,868; p=0,00, App. D).

Preglednica 61PreglednajboljSih in najslabsih prizorov glede na skupimedZarskih, hrvaskih in slovenskih
Studentov
Table 61: Overview of the best and the worst Vistagroups of Hungarian, Croatian and Sloveniadestts

The best Vista % % %
HU 1A 11,7 3A 10,9 2Aand4A 95
HR 3B 14,2 1A 7,6 2B 7,2
SLO 3B 7,3 1A 7,0 3 6,2
The worst Vista % % %
HU 4D 15,8 3D 10,9 6D 10,0
HR 4D 13,8 1D 13,0 2D 11,7
SLO 3D 9,0 4D 8,7 2D 8,4

n-number of original scene; A-Restoration ScenaBo- Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Scenario; C-
Settlement Scenario; D — Energy Production Scenario

The responses of the Hungarian respondents standioose choice of the best scenes is as a rule the
scenario of renaturalization, whereas the restiltseoCroatian and Slovenian respondents overlap fo
the selection of the first two of the best. ThevBltian population chooses among three best scenes
the two with the mill on the Mura (with additionsdurist facilities and the original vista) but the
percentage by which they were selected does nad stat as the highest. In the selection of the wors
scenes all three results are related to the Energgluction Scenario, but the choice of locations is
different — all selected the vista Beach on the &/@onfluence, the Hungarians also chose the mill
and the bridge on KriZnica, the Croats-Total Natamne the ferry, the Slovenians- the mill and the

ferry.

On the basis of the comments (Appendix D) on thHéaonithe Mura vista, we can conclude that the
Croatian and Slovenian respondents recognized thesna heritage category and selected vistas in
the category of the best ones on impulse or, if wetcan say that they graded them according to the

dimension of visible stewardship (Sheppard, 200Ihe Hungarian respondents linked the
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transformation of the environment as desirable withnotion of birds, non-presence of humans, non-
existence of infrastructure, appearance of rivangs, low greenery and extending the river edge for

possible retention.

An overview of the three best and three worst sisiecording to the disciplines is shown in Table 62

Preglednica 62: Pregled najboljSih in najslabSihgrov glede na skupine disciplin
Table 62: Overview of best and worst Vistas by g=oaf disciplines

The best Vista % % %
Hard 3B 10,5 1A 7,4 3A 5,8
Soft 1A 11,9 3B 10,3 2Aand 3A 8,9
Art 3B 8,5 2B 7,7 1 6,8
The worst Vista % % %
Hard 4D 11,8 3D 10,8 1D 9,4
Soft 4D 13,3 2D 11,7 6D 11,1
Art 4D 14,5 3D 12,0 1D 10,3

n-number of original scene; A-Restoration ScenaBo— Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Scenario; C-
Settlement Scenario; D — Energy Production Scenario

The results indicate that there is a statisticgilfyificant difference in the valuation betweerfatiént
disciplines for six best and three worst sceneg. Jieatest difference is found for Restoration/lTota
Nature °=13,783;p=0,003, Appendix D) in the choice of thestbvista and for the Energy
Production/Pedestrian Bridge Kriznicg£12,98; p=0,005, Appendix D) in the choice of therst

vista.

In the selection of the best vista, the Hard anft 8isciplines selected the same three vistas, in
contrast to the Artists. It may be assumed thataiilon and the experience of analysis on the lmdisis
visual scanning influenced the artists who peratibe consequences and effects of transformations.
By selecting the Outdoor Recreation and Tourismn&ce for vistas with moderate human
intervention. they express their sensitivity toleaéing possible civil service with regards to thigial
state. The fact that in three best vistas theyndidchoose the Restoration Scenario/the Mill on the
Mura may be interpreted as recognizing the milaasiltural heritage element whose removal is not
positively evaluated. Hard and Soft studies setecte their first three best vistas the
RestorationScenario/the Mill on the Mura vista, ethsuggests that the vista was not evaluated in
relation to the initial scene or that the respoisierere not sensitive to the spatial element diucal

heritage.

There is a statistically significant differencetie selection of the generally worst scene — eatyb

chose 4d — the beach with the hydropower planhasvorst. The Hard and Art disciplines have the



Stober D. 2012 Comparison of Value Attitudes ..Saistainability Using Visual Transformation of TRever Landscape. 126
Doctoral Dissertation— UNI Ljubljana, UL, FGG, IPSP

same selection for three worst, whereas the regpasidrom social science faculties selected for the
second two choices 2d and 6d —the Podturen fertty tive hydropower plants and the bridge with the

hydro power plant.

Within different clusters of environmental oriembais there are statistically significant differeace
only for the four best and one worst vista. Theagest differences are expressed for Vistas 2a
(Restoration/Podturen ferry)y11,381; p=0,00, Appendix D) and 6 (Origin VistatRe on
KriZznica)(x*=8,991; p=0,00, Appendix D).

An overview of the three best and three worst sidtar environmental orientation clusters with

allotted distribution are given in Table 63.

Preglednica 63: Pregled najboljSih in najslabSikagrov glede na skupine okoljskih usmeritev
Table 63: Overview of best and worst Vistas by goaf environmental orientations

The best scene % % %
Ecocentric la 10,6 3b 9,6 2a 9,1
Anthropocentric  3b 10,0 la 8,0 3 6,5
Egoistic

Anthropocentric ~ 3b 11,3 3a 8,3 la 7,2
Altruistic

The bad scene % % %
Ecocentric 4d 14,1 3d 11,5 6d 8,9
Anthropocentric  4d 12,7 3d 9,7 2d 9,1
Egoistic

Anthropocentric  2d 12,0 4d 11,8 1d 10,4
Altruistic

n-number of original scene; A-Restoration ScenaBo- Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Scenario; C-
Settlement Scenario; D — Energy Production Scenario

The results indicate that Ecocentric orientatideded two options of the Restoration Scenaridhas t
the best, whereas the Anthropocentric Altruistiested 3b and 3a for the first two places. The fg's

the vista Outdoor Recreation and the Tourism So@iitl on the Mura and the second is the
Restoration Scenario /Mill on the Mura where thd mas deleted. We assume that the respondents
did not perceive the mill as an important elemdritaritage and thus they evaluated other dimensions

in the scene.

The difference between the attitudes of studendseaperts is not significant, although it is exeelct
A statistically significant difference appears four scenes selected in the category of the best vi
and there was only one in the category of the wassh. The greatest differences were expressed for

the Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Scenario/TotuNe sceneyf=7,648; p=0,006, Appendix D)
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and the Energy Production/Beach on the Mura Conéle*=5,303; p=0,021, Appendix D). Table x

provides the three selected best and worst visthspercentages.

An overview of the three best and three worst sifta students and experts is given in Table 64.

Preglednica 64: Pregled najboljSih in najslabSihqrov za Studente in eksperte glede na deleZ aajeagcene
Table 64: Overview of best and worst Vistas by stid and experts according to percentage of chgp@sin
scene

The best scene % % %
Students 3b 10,2 la 8,7 3a 7,0
Experts land 3b 9,8 3 9,2% 4a 8,5
The bad scene % % %
Students 4d 12,7 3d 10,4 2d 9,6
Experts 6d 12,4 5d 111 1d 9,8

n-number of original scene; A-Restoration ScenaBo- Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Scenario; C-
Settlement Scenario; D — Energy Production Scenario

The results indicate that the modified scenes Wweter evaluated than the original ones by themrou
of students, whereas the experts selected thaenatigtenes for the two best ones. The groups qverla

in their choice of the Outdoor Recreation and Te&arScenario/Mill on the Mura.

The results of the vista selection for the threst bed three worst scenes according to groupsatedic
that the respondents showed greatest differences within cultural/national grougs. In that sense,

the selection of the vista with the mill by the &tan and Slovenian respondents can be related to
recognizing cultural heritage (Appendix D). TAdistic discipline stands out in their choice of the
best vistas of initial intensity of visible stewahsp (3 and 2), which were modified by the Outdoor
Recreation and Tourism Scenario and in the seleatiothe Original Vista of Total Nature. The
differences in the attitudes between students apdres are reflected in the selection of the bestay
The experts respect the existing states as such and do natateahe transformation as better than

the original vista. There is a higher consensusghie worst vistas, and a lower for the best vistas
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4.7.2. Acceptability of functional scenarios in theiver area

Ranking results (Table 65) for six sets with fivetas differ for the three national groups in most
vistas. However, differences do not appear for Emergy Production Scenario in either of the
variants. There is as consensus on ranking alk¢eaes with the hydropower plant. There is also no
difference with the Restoration/Total Natur
Origin  Vista/Mill on the Mura and
Settlement/Pedestrian Bridge Kriznici 5

Statistically the most significant difference ce A
be found for the Restoration/Pedestrian bric
Kriznica vista Eigure 39 x*=49,918, p=0,000).
The Croatian respondents awarded this rad
spatial move in most of the cases (58,0%
better rank (1 or 2), whereas the Hungarians t

lower degree (22,6%).

Slika 39: Obnova / most za peSce Kriznica

Chi-square df Asymp. Sig. Figure 39: Restoration/Pedestrian bridge Kecin
1 7,243 2 ,027
1A 1,507 2 471
1B 22,613 2 ,000
1C 19,017 2 ,000
1D 5,417 2 ,067
2 12,611 2 ,002
2A 19,618 2 ,000
2B 17,181 2 ,000
2C 38,508 2 ,000
2D 1,682 2 ,431
3 311 2 ,856
3A 30,821 2 ,000
3B 20,844 2 ,000
3C 23,984 2 ,000
3D 5,505 2 ,064
4 8,468 2 ,014
4A 31,972 2 ,000
4B 14,915 2 ,001
4C 19,804 2 ,000
4D 2,112 2 ,348
5 2,056 2 ,358
5A 19,784 2 ,000
5B 22,707 2 ,000
5C 2,607 2 272
5D 5,640 2 ,060
6 10,865 2 ,004
6A 32,129 2 ,000
6B 49,918 2 000 Preglednica 65 Pomembnost razlik glede na razevstit
6C 8,202 2 017 prikazov med kulturnimi/nacionalnimi skupinami

Table 65: The relevance of differences within ragkVistas

6D 3,269 2 195 of cultural/national groups
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By comparing mean scores acquired according tordh&s, theHungarian students ranked the
Restoration Scenarioto the first place in all sets. Ti&roatian cluster chooses most frequently the
Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Scenarioas the first. TheSlovenian respondents arenost
heterogeneousn ranking vistas within sets and on three occasjaut in the first place the Outdoor
Recreation and Tourism Scenario, and once the Ovigita and the Settlement Scenario.

The results in ranking between disciplines showiTable 66 indicate that there are differences in
ranking on the part of the Hard disciplines, wherttee Soft and Art disciplines rank vistas without
any statistically significant difference in all set
except for the first set of images which collects
all modifications of the Total nature Vista. There
are statistically significant differences in fewer
vistas than in groupings according to nations. As
a rule, there are differences for the Settlement
Scenario, and the ranking of the

Settlement/Kriznica Ferry points at a highest

difference ( Figureto, y°= 23,528;

p=0,000).
Slika 40: Naselje/Splav Kriznica

Figure 40: Settlement/ Kriznica ferry

In the first set, the Hard and Soft disciplineskraenaturalization as first, whereas the artistk ridne
Original Vista as the first. For other sets, thdt Stsciplines and Art ranked renaturalization iastf-
with the exception of the mill on the Mura whichtime original vista was ranked as the first by all
disciplines. The artists always rank renaturalorass first — with an exception of the set with nié

on the Mura which was ranked first in the origimesta by all disciplines. The artists always rah& t
original vista as first or second whereas the Hard Soft disciplines are more inclined to modified
vistas and rank original scenes as third or fowith an exception of the mill on the Mura.

Preglednica 66: Pomembnost razlik glede na ratevstirikazov med raalhimi disciplinami
Table 66: The relevance of the differences withinking Vistas in different disciplines

Chi-square df Asymp. Sig.

1 4,590 2 ,101
1A 9,177 2 ,010
1B 6,325 2 ,042
1C 10,481 2 ,005
1D 3,810 2 ,149
2 8,468 2 ,014
2A 3,993 2 ,136
2B 681 2 711
2C 8,894 2 ,012
2D 3,158 2 ,206




Stober D. 2012 Comparison of Value Attitudes ..Saistainability Using Visual Transformation of TRever Landscape. 130
Doctoral Dissertation— UNI Ljubljana, UL, FGG, IPSP

continues
continues
3 3,405 2 ,182
3A 8,963 2 ,011
3B 3,122 2 ,210
3C 3,930 2 ,140
3D 481 2 , 786
4 3,561 2 , 169
4A 17,005 2 ,000
4B 3,403 2 ,182
4C 13,500 2 ,001
4D ,369 2 ,831
5 9,570 2 ,008
5A 16,518 2 ,000
5B 5,625 2 ,060
5C 23,528 2 ,000
5D 1,501 2 472
6 16,083 2 ,000
6A 10,445 2 ,005
6B 5,884 2 ,053
6C 16,455 2 ,000
6D 1,479 2 ATT

The differences in ranking scenes between envirotmh®rientations appear for seventeen out of
thirty vistas, as visible in Table 67. The greatiffierence according to the difference test result
appears for Outdoor recreation and Tourism/Ped@stBridge Kriznica (Figure 41y°= 22,817,
p=0,000). In that sense, the Anthropocentric egomtd altruistic cluster evaluates this vista more
frequently at the top of the ranking scale, wherteasEcocentric orientation cluster is evaluatess le
frequently. In five out of six sets, the Ecocentigentation and Anthropocentric-altruistic cluster
ranked the Restoration Scenario as first. The Apbcentric egoistic cluster ranked the Restoration
Scenario as first only for the set of scenes Tattlre. Other first-ranked were the Tourism Scenari

which was selected four times and the Settlemeen&w which was selected once.

Slika 41: Scenarij zunanje rekreacije in turizenastrza peSce Kriznica
Figure 41: The Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Stefffeedestrian Bridge Kriznica
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Preglednica 67: Pomembnost razlik glede na ratevstirikazov okoljskih usmeritev
Table 67: The relevance of the differences withinking Vistas of environmental orientations

Chi-square df Asymp. Sig.

1 3,361 2 ,186
1A 10,344 2 ,006
1B 3,268 2 ,195
1C 3,186 2 ,203
1D 8,506 2 ,014
2 5,061 2 ,080
2A 15,912 2 ,000
2B 4,216 2 ,121
2C 10,695 2 ,005
2D 6,541 2 ,038
3 1,618 2 ,445
3A 11,552 2 ,003
3B 6,176 2 ,046
3C 9,887 2 ,007
3D 2,720 2 ,257
4 ,997 2 ,608
4A 6,018 2 ,049
4B 1,477 2 478
4C 8,389 2 ,015
4D 534 2 ,766
5 1,200 2 ,549
5A 9,538 2 ,008
5B 4,021 2 ,134
5C 3,581 2 ,167
5D 7,659 2 ,022
6 8,975 2 ,011
6A 11,684 2 ,003
6B 22,817 2 ,000
6C 9,825 2 ,007
6D 11,884 2 ,003

There is a statistically significant difference fine out of thirty vistas when students’ and eiger
answers were compared (Table 68). Thus this cosgramf scene ranking by students and experts
showed the fewest differences in ranking. The

Mann-Whitney test was applied, which showe

the greatest difference for the Origini

Vista/River ferry Podturen (Figure 42, U
6589,000), selected by the experts for the fi
two places in the ranking scale. The lowe &

difference is noticed for the selection the Ene
Production Scenario on the KriZnica ferry.

Slika 42: 1zvirni prikaz/SSlav Podturen
Figure 42: The Original Vista/River ferry Podturen
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Preglednica 68: Pomembnost razlik glede na ranjenarikazov s strani Studentov in strokovnjakov
Table 68: The relevance of differences within ragkVistas by students and experts

Mann- Wilcoxon Asymp. Sig.

Whitney U W Z (2-tailed)
1 6927,500 8008,500 -2,364 ,018
1A  7178,000 78809,000 -2,097 ,036
1B 6841,000 7922,000 -2,461 ,014
1C 7473,000 79104,000 -1,622 ,105
1D 7448,000 79079,000 -1,723 ,085
2 6589,000 7670,000 -2,745 ,006
2A 8417,000 9498,000 -,338 ,735
2B 8396,000 9477,000 -,365 ,715
2C  6974,000 78227,000 -2,284 ,022
2D 7818,500 79071,500 -1,285 ,199
3 7939,000 9020,000 -1,022 ,307
3A 7561,500 79192,500 -1,485 ,138
3B 7903,000 8984,000 -1,058 ,290
3C 8622,000 9703,000 -,101 ,920
3D 8235,500 79866,500 -,763 ,446
4 7858,500 8939,500 -1,135 ,256
4A 8581,500 9662,500 -,151 ,880
4B 8532,000 80163,000 -,217 ,828
4C 8111,000 79742,000 -,813 416
4D 8520,000 80151,000 -,294 ,769
5 8561,500 80192,500 -,176 ,860
5A  6915,000 78546,000 -2,438 ,015
5B 7120,500 8201,500 -2,073 ,038
5C 8390,500 9471,500 -,403 ,687
5D 8689,500 9770,500 -,007 ,994
6 8152,500 9233,500 -,656 ,512
6A 7879,000 78755,000 -1,024 ,306
6B 7106,000 8187,000 -2,027 ,043
6C  6646,500 77522,500 -2,642 ,008
6D 8562,500 79438,500 -,127 ,899

When checking the differences among all interestigs and when comparing cultural/national groups
the highest difference is shown for the Restor&fedestrian bridge Kriznica vista (Figure 39,
¥*=49,918, p=0,000). Cultural/national clusteringgenats the total highest number of differences in
the rankings, with least agreement expressed oQihtdoor Recreation and Tourism Scenario, and
the most for the Energy Production Scenario. |poeslents are grouped as students and experts, thee
are minimal differences. There is a noticeable ensss for the sets 3 (Mill on the Mura) and 4
(Beach on the Confluence of the Mura) for whichr¢hare no statistically significant differences.
Different disciplines express the highest diffendor the Restoration Scenario. When grouping
respondents according to Environmental orientatithiese are expressed differences in ranking all

vistas in the set 6 (Pedestrian Bridge Krizniga) the Restoration Scenario.
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4.7.3 Motivational values of the nature

The comparison of mean scores for the answerseoaddle from 1 to 5 to the set of questions on the
relationship of man to nature, culture and techgwlis given in Appendix E and indicates that there
are most clear-cut differences within the divisexcording to the culture/nation (items 2.1, g2.2,
g2.3, 92.5, 92.6, 92.7, g2.8) and between the grstyplents vs. experts (items 2.3, 2.4, 2.9, 92.
g2.8). The attitudes are least differentiated atiogrto the division of the respondents into haaft

and art disciplines. The statistically most sigrafit difference is for the item 2FEhe river should
serve man only for leisure, recreation and enjoytimg view(F=42,660; p=0,000, Appendix E), if the
respondents are observed as different culturesfratA group of Croatian students is more positive
toward the statement than the Slovenian and Humgaeispondents.

5,00 5,00
4,50 4,50
4,00 4,00 —A /\—:‘—
o 350 o 350 F' ﬁ\ 7/
8 3,00 8 3,00 7
g 2,50 < 2,50 \#—
£ 2,00 g 2,00 4 v
1,50 1,50
1,00 1,00
50 50
,00 ,00
p.2.1 p.2.2 p.2.3 p.2.4 p.2.5 p.2.6 p.2.7 p.2.8 p.2.1 p.22 p.2.3 p.24 p.25 p.2.6 p.2.7 p.2.8
—+—HR —=—HU SLO —+—HARD —#— SOFT ART
5,00
4,50
3,50
DY A Y /.
Q
E 2,00 { Slika 43: Primerjava povpéaih rezultatov dosezenih
1,50 tock ocen osem vprasanj o odnosu nikewekom,
1,00 naravo, kulturo in tehnologijo interesnih skupin
50 Figure 43: Comparison of the mean score results of
00 stakeholder evaluations of eight questions abaut th
p-2.1 p22 p.23 p.2.4 p25 p.26 p2.7 p28 ye|ationship between man, nature, culture and
—+—STUDENTS —s— EXPERTS technology

Within the cluster, there is no statistically sigrant difference only for the item gq2Rivers connect
physically and culturally the areas through whittey flow.(F=1,413; p=0,245; Appendix E). Within
the students and experts cluster the most signtfiddference is seen for item g2Nature protection
has preference over all other tasks in the sodqiEt24,920; p=0,000; Appendix E). Students express
a stronger proecological protective attitude thawpeets. The differences in major subjects of
interest/disciplines are found in items 2.3, qpZj2.7 and g2.8., and the statistically highest
difference in the students vs. expert cluster ismébfor item 2.7 (F=9,837; p=0,000; Appendix E)

where the Art discipline expressed the most pasitind Hard discipline a least positive attitude.
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On the basis of factor analysis on items 2.1 tq thBee factors were established and defined as
Ecocentric, Anthropocentric-egocentric and Anthmguric-altruistic. Table 69 provides a
distribution of respondents according to the appate cluster of environmental orientation for the

observed interest groups divided into the cultnedlbnal cluster.

Preglednica 69: DeleZ kulturnih/nacionalnih skupiposameznih okoljskih usmeritvah
Table 69: Share of cultural/national clusters i émvironmental orientations

HU HR SLO Total
Ecocentric Number 75 30 33 138
Cluster 54,3 21,7 23,9 100,0
within 59,1 19,2 30,0 35,1
Total Sample
« Anthropocentric Number 41 35 37 113
£ egoistic Cluster 36,3 31,0 32,7 100,0
8 within 32,3 22,4 33,6 28,8
Total Sample
Anthropocentric Number 11 91 40 142
altruistic Cluster 7,7 64,1 28,2 100,0
within 8,6 58,3 36,4 36,1
Total Sample
Total Number 127 156 110 393
Cluster 32,3 39,7 28,0 100,0
within 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0

Total Sample

The distribution according to culture/nation shothe following taxonomy of respondents: the
Hungarians mostly expressed ecocentric attitud®1%) and declared themselves the least as
Anthropocentric-altruistic (8,7%). Unlike them, etiCroatian students expressed most frequently the
attitudes of the Anthropocentric-altruistic clustéB,3%), and then equally of the Anthropocentric-
egoistic (22,4%) and Ecocentric cluster (19,2%)e Biovenes are most uniformly distributed for all
three clusters with a slighter divergence for the@h#opocentric-altruistic cluster (36,4%). Accorglin

to the results, it can be observed that the Huagarare the most homogenous nation regarding the
distribution within the cluster, whereas the Sle®mre the most dispersed group. This is the point
where the difference according to the national girog becomes visible and shows the differences in
relation to the results of the total sample. Thét sbf the Hungarian respondents toward the
Ecocentric Environmental orientation negates theokiyesis according to which we assumed stronger
proecological attitudes of the Slovenian resporgjetaiking into consideration their position on the
map of expressive values (Inglehart and Welzel 020Cifri¢ (2008) reported on the different results
in the Croatian representative sample, accordingtizh the profile of an ecocentric is the person
who respects highly traditional values (religiolegons), persons over the age of 65, less educated
people, widowers, independent private contractogspondents who support the central political
option and women. It may be assumed that some aipigons influenced such a distribution of

respondents in environmental dimensions. Attachrtetite place (Buijs, 2009) very strongly shapes
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environmental orientations, as does the geograpistance from the subject the attitudes are
researched for (Tress and Tress, 2000). Here weagsume that a different river character in those
three towns where the respondents are currentigimgsinfluenced their forming of opinion. So that
Hungarian respondents, whose river does not hawegamized everyday town life along its flow, are
to a lesser degree exposed to the natural phenon@nthe river and in line with that project an
Arcadian image of nature and evaluate it accordmghat image, and not the experiential image

possessed by the Slovenian and Croagspondents

4.7.4 Resources for planning the river landscape

In Figure 44thereis evaluation of items of aesthetic and ecologittadension of the river area (q10.1

and g10.5) in the context of other natural landesamd for comparison of cultural/national groups.

Ecology Aestetics
60,0% 60,0%

50,0% 50,0%

40,0% 40,0%

30,0% 30,0% _

20,0% 20,0% ———————
0,0% 0.0% ™ ‘_

totally do not agree neither agree, do agree  totally agree

disagree nor disagree totally do not agree neither agree, do agree totally agree
-10,0% disagree nor disagree
®HR mHU =SLO mHR mHU =SLO

Slika 44: DeleZ odgovorov kulturnih/nacionalnih pkuna estetske in okoljske vrednostne dimenzije
Figure 44: The response rate of cultural/natiohgdters to the aesthetic and environmental valoeedsion

The distribution of results which show evaluatiointioe aesthetic dimension of the river area in
comparison to other natural areas is proportionafiymetric in Hungarian respondent, with a high
percentage of undecided (51,8%), but with a pasitiend (Appendix F). The frequency of the

positive results is higher among Croatian and Simrerespondents.

There is a noticeable dominant indecision amondstbgenian and Croatian respondents, whereas the
Hungarian respondents have a more positive attitutlee need for greater protection of river aieas
relation to other natural landscapes. There isatisstally significant difference between national
groups only for the ecological dimension (F=11,8180,000; Appendix F). the difference in
cumulative results (answers 4+5) indicates a margtige attitude of the Hungarian respondents,
whereas it is dominantly undecided with the Croatind Slovenian respondents.
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Aesthetics Ecology
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Slika 45: Delez odgovorov skupin raglih disciplin na estetske in okoljske vrednostnaatizije
Figure 45: The response rate of different discgsito the aesthetic and environmental value diroansi

Unlike national clusters, there is a statisticalgnificant difference in comparing disciplinesthe
case of the Aesthetics dimension (F=2,812; p=0,08%endix F). Although all professions are
intensively undecided, the artistic profession dtamut with its negative trend (28,5%). Other
disciplines are in a positive trend. The Ecologyeinsion is seen as important, especially for tyer ri
area, by all three professions, where hard and dieétiplines are dominantly undecided, and the
artistic discipline is in a apositive trend. It da@ concluded that the disciplines are varioushsiee

to the Aesthetics and Ecology dimensions of riveaa in comparison to other natural landscapes. In
that sense, the respondents from the artistic plisei stand out with their stronger support for the
Ecology than the Aesthetic dimension, which can dlained as their awareness of the
multidimensionality of the concept of scenic beawtyich is created as a consequence of education

and the focus of interests.
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Slika 46: Delez odgovorov skupin Studentov in strolakov na estetske in okoljske vrednostne dimenzi
Figure 46: The response rate of students and exjgethe aesthetic and environmental value dimensio

The comparison of students and experts in Figuréidniot show a statistically significant differenc

However, the answer percentages show that expeetsmare aware of the positive aesthetic
dimension of river landscapes even though theyatcsee any advantage of rivers in comparison to
other natural landscapes when it comes to the giiote dimension. Students are dominantly
undecided (42,5%) in the Aethetics dimension, bettrespond in a positive trend for the Ecology

dimension.The influence of education
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Slika 47: Delez odgovorov skupin okoljskih usmeattvna estetske in okoljske vrednostne dimenzije
Figure 47: The response rate of environmental tatems to the aesthetic and environmental valueedsion

and experience influenced the forming of such fedince in attitudes.

A statistically significant difference appearedtire Protection dimension when three environmental

orientation clusters were compared (F=7,661; P=1),8@pendix F). The Anthropocentric-altruistic

cluster stands out with its positive results far fkesthetics dimension, whereas the Ecocentrid¢eslus

has the most positive trend in the Ecology dimemndir rivers when compared to other natural

landscapes.
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In the total sample, rivers are thought torbere beautiful than other landscapes by tGeoatian
respondents, thkard discipline, theexperts and respondents from tlathropocentric-altruistic
cluster The ecological dimensionof rivers is thought more important when comparedother
landscapes by thElungarian respondents, the studentsAufts academies,and respondents in the

Ecocentric orientation.

Three items in question 10 (q10.2, q10.3 and qglfedearched the respondents’ attitude on the
direction of the development of the river area Whiad been assumed as Environmental needs (birds
and trees), Human needs and Sustainability. Meamesdor the results are shown in Figure 48, Figure

49, Figure 50 and Figure 51 and Appendix D.

There are statistically significant differencesvietn respondents of different nations for q10.2d&bi
and plants; F=15,608; p=0,000, Appendix G) and 10.3 (SustaiitgbilF=15,227; p=0,000,
Appendix G). Results distribution points at a cos@bn that Hungarian students gave equally positive
responses to all three options for the river af@athermore, the Croatian respondents evaluated
sustainable development as the most positive, whdeSlovenian respondents gave the most positive

mean score to the component of nature as the mpstriant subject in the river landscape.
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Slika 48: Primerjava povpéaih rezultatov kulturnih/nacionalnih skupin na Zelesmer razvoja ob&ae krajine
Figure 48: Comparison of mean scores of culturidnal groups for the desired direction for the elepment

of the river area
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Slika 49: Primerjava povpaih rezultatov razdinih disciplin na Zeleno smer razvoja obire krajine

Figure 49: Comparison of mean scores of differéstiglines for the desired direction of the devetgmt of the

river area

We can find statistically significant differencestWween disciplines as well as with nations, but to

somewhat lowere value scores. It may be noticed ithall three disciplines, Sustainability was

evaluated with the highest mean score. A mutual peorson of mean scores shows that the

respondents in soft disciplines are the most homwmgg group in their selection, while artists andiha

disciplines were more decisive in chosing Sustéibhalm comparison to the other two responses.
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Slika 50: Primerjava povpaih rezultatov skupin Studentov in strokovnjakovzedeno smer razvoja olgree

krajine

Figure 50: Comparison of mean scores of studertsaperts for the desired direction of developnudrthe

river area
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Students as a total sample ranked high Sustaityabiid in comparison to other two items gave it
precedence, where Environmental needs were bettked than Human needs. There is a difference

in the experts’ attitudes whose mean score for Hunaeds is higher than for Environmental needs.

ECOCENTRIC ANTHROPOCENTRIC- ANTHROPOCENTRIC-
EGOISTIC ALTRUISTIC
E s64 E 357 E 406
H s H s H s
3,69 4,25 3,72 4,11 3,44 4,06

E-Environmental needs; H-Human needs; S-Sustaihgbil

Slika 51: Primerjava povpéaih rezultatov skupin okoljskih usmeritvah na Zelemer razvoja obtee krajine
Figure 51: Comparison of mean scores of environal@mitentations for the desired direction of depah@nt of
the river area

By comparing the results for clusters of environtakorientations, we can see that the Ecocentric
orientation recognizes Sustainability as a desirabirection of development, whereas the
Anthropocentric-altruistic evaluates as equally amant both Environmental needs and Sustainability.
The overlap of orientational domensions was mertioalready in the chapter Foundation for the
Study, and which is evidently shown here (Schit1). We interpret the results bearing in mind
that the focus is directed to the river area. Waiae that the Ecocentric orientation cluster evafua
river areas by a value system similar to total reatin the Ecocentric cluster we mostly find the
female population (72,5%) and the Hungarian respisd®4,3%) whose experience and attachment to
the river and real environment is different frone ttrespondents who opted for the Antropocentric-
altruistic cluster. There is a hypothesis that phetection of natural needs in the Anthropocentric-
altruistic cluster (28,2% of the Slovenian and 64,bf the Croatian students) was evaluated as
important for a specific river area and that thdueasystem of this orientation is closer to the
ecocentric for a specific observed area. The @ralfl the respondents who stand out form the total
sample are the Slovenian respondents who rankeddamental needs higher than Human needs and

Sustainability and experts who responded positivells 100% to the Sustainability paradigm.

The attitudes of groups according to the topicscthwvere ranked as important for the development of

the river area are shown in Figure 52, Figure 3@,1é 54 and Figure 5%s well as in Appendix 8.

When comparing the test results for statisticatyigicant differences, we can notice that thetadkes

of cultural/national groups vary in the largest tn@mof concepts, which is shown by the fact that th
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difference is expressed for all concepts excepthierast concept, scientific knowledge (q11.11)eT
next group according to the number of expressderdiices is the one for different environmental
orientations (for q11.1, q11.3, q11.6, q11.7, §1411.10, q11.11), then Disciplines (q11.4, gq11.5,
g11.6, q11.8, gq11.9) and students and experts vffer @nly in the concept of creating cottage
settlements (q11.4) and fish farming (q11.8). Adawy to the mean scores, the total sample
distinctively divided concepts into the protectivéhich were ranked with higher grades, and into the
developmental (anthropocentric), which were rakeder, as in the total sample. By using the
comparison according to the interest groups, wearebed the differences in preference for the

quoted concepts in the context of the developméEtiiteoriver area.
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Slika 52: Primerjava povpeaih rezultatov kulturnih/nacionalnih skupin o porm@masti navajanih temah za

razvoj obréne krajine

Figure 52: Comparison of mean scores of culturétinal groups based on the importance of issuethéor
development of the river area

The highest statistically significant difference svaxpressed for the concepts fafh farming
(F=41,696; p=0,000; Appendix H)flood protection (F=30,735, p=0,00; Appendix H) and
construction of a hydropower plant (F=23,225; p=0,000; Appendix H). In contrast, ti#ference

for the concept of thacientific knowledge about the areais not significant (F=0,233, p=0,793;
Appendix H). Accent is put on the Hungarian resgong attitudes which present a more positive
result for all three concepts for which a differenveas established. Result distribution of meanescor
indicates that the Hungarian respondents percdiee hydropower plant as more important for
development than it is considered by the CroatiaBlavenian respondents. The same was confirmed
in the results with graphic interventions (circliagd crossing out) in vistas for the Energy Proidact
Scenario in which the Hungarian respondents chase finequently as a negative element the traffic
infrastructure than the object of the hydropowempl A possible assumption in this case would be
that the position of the Hungarian nation as aucaltgroup is closer to the values of the Survival

Scenario in Inglehart and Welzel's map of worldtards (2010), which results in value attitudes
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which are oriented to economic development more thaghe case with the Slovenian and Croatian
respondents. A question could be asked which azectmcepts that were set apart by particular
nations as the most or the least important andevtierthe differences lie. By comparing mean scores
we may notice that the answers by all three nat@was/ery similar. In the first and the last twaq#s
they put the same concepts, so that the construofieottage settlements and gravel excavation are
the concepts least likely to be related to the libgeent of the river area, whereas the most importa
concepts for all three nations are the protectibmadural bird habitats and flood protection. The
contents found in between those two extremes vady a difference is noticed when it comes to
supporting fish farming by Hungarian students ahd bpposite is expressed by the Slovenian
students. The results in attitudes to fish farnang contradictory when compared to the data on the
average fish consumption for the Slovenes and Hisgga(FAO Fisheries Circular No. 972/4, Part 1,
2007; Table 3-1, p18) where it is mentioned thatsconption is higher in Slovenia. In Slovenia i7is
kg/capita/year and in Hungary it is 4 kg/capitafyéeccording to the average for 1994-1998). The
results are on the level for national data, whetkagesearch was conducted on a convenient sample
of the student population whose dietary habits haidbeen researched. According to the results of
mean scores, all three nations support the stataimanflood protection is the most important faicet
the development of the river area. The extremesjtive evaluation of the statement may be reladed t
the events which were happening on a local levethenriver Kapos in May 2010 when the river
flooded and endangered residential and economyisbjBrotection measures were undertaken, such
as sandbag dykes. Although the Kapos does notthoaugh the central part of the town, a natural
disaster could have shaped the attitude of a gobupspondents related to the importance of flood
protection through the experience of the floodftse
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Slika 53: Primerjava povpéaih rezultatov raztinih disciplin o pomembnosti navajanih tem za rankmjg&ne
krajine

Figure 53: Comparison of mean scores for diffetistiplines based on the importance of issuedior t
development of the river area
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Differences betweedisciplineswere established for the conceptsoftage settlements,
development of tourist offer, protection of naturalbird habitats, fish farming and flood
protection. Students and expertsare homogenous in their attitudes and differ onlthie concepts of
constructingcottage settlements and fish farmingin all three observed groups fish farming is the
concept resulting in different attitudes. The gesttifferences in attitudes are found in the cphoé
constructing cottage settlements.
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Slika 54: Primerjava povpéaih rezultatov Studentov in strokovnjakov o pomepginnavajanih tem za razvoj
obreine krajine

Figure 54: Comparison of mean scores for studertsaperts based on the importance of issues éor th
development of the river area
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Slika 55: Primerjava povpeaih rezultatov skupin okoljskih usmeritvah o pomemsti navajanih tem za razvoj
obrene krajine

Figure 55: Comparison of mean scores for envirorial@mientations based on the importance of isfuethe
development of the river area

By comparing the hard, soft and art disciplines may notice that hard disciplines also do not
perceive fish farming as an important professiom a@ither do experts, whereas soft disciplineseplac
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this concept immediately in third place accordiadite expressed support related to the development

of the area. A general attitude of the total sarptdees fish farming in the middle of the scale.

On the basis of the gathered data it can be coedltltht the attitudes of the total sample do nigerdi
from the results expressed in groups accordingltore/nation, disciplines and in students vs. egpe
divisions for concepts to which highest or lowagbt®rt was given, but the difference may appear in
concepts between those extremes. There is an erpredifference for the topic ofottage
settlementsandfish farming. The most positive influence of cottage settlemeottste development
of the river area is seen by tlieoatian respondentsandthe least positive by the group experts.
Fish farming is most positive for the Hungariantaré group, and it is the least positive for the
Slovenian group. For the Hungarian respondents hiftkopower plant is more important for the

development of the area than it is for the Sloveiaiad Croatian respondents. .
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4.7.5 Flood risk management

Taking into consideration that flood protectionimsits pilot study stage (Stober, 2011) and was
stressed as the most important concept, the aintavasestigate how respondents evaluate different
methods of flood protection. Although studentsigfl @ngineering, who were grouped as respondents
in the hard discipline, are to a higher degree athatin the field of hydro technical interventiotisy

did not stand out by their developmental or proeghll attitude in spite of our expectations.
However, it was grouping along the nationality Iivbich again showed the greatest differences in
attitudes. The least differences are shown in comgastudents and experts whose answers are
statistically significantly different only in the tthudes about flood protection by concrete
embankments (F=7,306; p=0,007; Appendix I) and dyle=7,777; p=0,006; Appendix I). In other
groupings, the differences are found with discigginfor all suggested measures, and mostly for
concrete embankments (F= 5,820; p=0,001; AppendiEnhvironmental orientation clusters show
statistically significant differences for all floqorotection measures, and the highest is for ngldi
lakes and hydropower plants (F=16,724; p=0,000; efplix 1). There was an intriguing radical

attitude “nothing is to be done” which was detectedhe art group in the division according to

disciplines.
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Slika 56: Primerjava povpaih rezultatov raztinih interesnih skupin o metodah &S pred poplavami
Figure 56: Comparison of mean scores for stakeh®lole methods of flood protection
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According to Appendix 6, all suggested measuresh sas bank extensions and digging of river
armlets, fortifications, trenches, lakes and hydwgr plants are acceptable, whereas the majority
found the measure of doing nothing as unacceptdlilere was an expressed difference within
national attitudes so that Slovenes express areiftattitude than Croats and Hungarians on theiss
of flood protection. We have also noticed an envinental radicalism on the part of the art professio

whose protagonists civil service with the perceatafyl7,9% that nothing should be done.

Figure 56 shows a comparison of results for acngphe suggested measure of flood protection. The
biggest difference in national attitudes is foundthe evaluation of the acceptability of the flood
protection by bank extensions and digging of rigemlets(F=47,199, p=0,000; Appendix I). The
respondents from all three nations consider thisasmes to be the most acceptable. After having
checked the results for a single nation we cartls#eSlovenian students give preference to concrete
embankments and trenches rather than to hydropplaets, unlike the Hungarian and Croatian
students, and that such an attitude is found inhtimel disciplines group as well. The attitude that
nothing should be done is to the highest degre®aded by Slovenian respondents and the arts
discipline group. This could be interpreted in psta proecological public and media attitude & th
Slovene region and with less frequent experienddoofls in the Slovene region. The Art profession
is the most inclined not to undertake anythinghis tcase and expresses its proecological radical
attitude which could be interpreted by not havireem educated about the consequences of flood
aftermaths and about the flood protection measoirds/ an idealized picture of a virgin, Arcadian

nature as the favoured supreme beauty.

The data gathered point to the conclusion thatineasion measures without any hydro technical
interventions are the most acceptable measurdtotm protection. The Hungarian respondent group
was the most intensive in advocating counter flomésures, which was additionally supported by the

results which indicate the lowest support to thieaal attitude of “nothing is to be done”.
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4.7.6 Attachment to the river

Differences in the frequency of visiting the riviandscape is the most expressed in the case of
national grouping of respondents (Figure $291,114; p=0,000; Appendix J). The Hungarian sample
visits the river less frequently in a daily or exaaty rhythm, while the Croatian respondents visit i
most frequently.
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Slika 57: Delez odgovorov interesnih skupin o frektinosti obiska obtae krajine

Figure 57: The response of stakeholders on theiémecy of visits to the river area

In this case the grouping did not show any sigaificdifferentiation according to the disciplines,
(Appendix J), although we may notice a somewhat fe=quent appearance of soft disciplines in the
river area. This can be related to the higher peagee of Hungarian respondents. Experts indicate
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high orientation to river landscape and they spgend by the river more frequently than studentse Th
results for environmental orientationg%30,345; p=0,000; Appendix J) indicate the factt ttee
Anthropocentric-altruistic are more frequently byet river, whereas the Ecocentric and

Anthropocentric egoistic are there somewhat modose

The manner of spending time in the river landsdapxpressed with seven concepts. The frequency
of responses is shown in Figure 58. Statisticatipificant differences are expressed for the highes

number of concepts in the national frame, whereashie student-expert frame and disciplines frame
the differences overlap for the topics of educatiand visits to power stations. Different

environmental orientations express statisticakegéffices for walking and staying in the cottage.
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Slika 58: DeleZ odgovorov interesnih skupin o vdgjavnosti med obiskom oliree krajin enkrat megao in
pogosteje

Figure 58: The response of stakeholders on thedf/petivity during visits to the river area, mokytlhAnd more
often
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The described behavior indicate to the fact thatdberied group of Croatian students is the most
frequently present and the most active one in ther landscape and that as such it shaped the
attitudes which are to a higher degree tolerarntbropocentric phenomena in river landscapes and
more tolerant to human presence (anglers and swis)niean Hungarians, who present different

results for frequency and activity. Having compltbe frequency of visits and the expressed a

correlation with particular attitudes, it can beioed that preference for the river landscape mses

with the frequency of visits and that frequent vgalkunbathing, sports and stays in the cottage

influence that preference in a positive way.

The respondents’ answers to the question of whegt temembered from their last visit to the river

were checked in the first stage in order to esthlilie categories of concepts. The total most éetqu

category is nature, and the least frequent is wategre were statistically significant differendes

different topics for different groups, as shownHigure 59 and Appendix L. It follows that the

difference in national divide appeared for the egts of water and activity, disciplines’ activitpch

emotions and for environmental orientation clustard students vs. experts” emotions.
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Slika 59: Delez odgovorov interesnih skupin o spuma poslednji obisk krajini ob reki
Figure 59: The response rate of stakeholders &ontamory of the visit to the river area

149
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According to the national structures, each group &aother “leading” topic memorized, although
differences are not significant. Hungarian respotglenostly memorized emotion, Croatian activity
and Slovene nature. That corresponds to the cleasaot the area along the rivers Drava, Danube,
Ljubljanica and Kapos, which were mentioned asldiseriver the respondents visited in the majority
of cases. The Drava in Osijek is a town river, frane side connected to the town area, on the tiher
the recreational area. The Ljubljanica is spedifica town river whose water body is accessible at
very few spots. The Kapos is a river at the townpbery which does not connect to its existence
either recreation nor designed nature, and the Dams a river of the largest watercourse has a

dominant water dimension.

Unlike other frameworks and attitudes within thapit, there is the grouping according to discigine
Among all groups it is the art discipline that fees most on emotion, which is quite credible
considering their worldview. Experts also stressotom in the memory, whereas students enlist
nature in the highest number of cases, which camderstood as a generation gap in comprehending
the world and the hierarchy of perception. In poegi research the results indicated different
environmental attitudes and age as the most inflalefiactor in predicting preferences. In the diots
according to the clusters of environmental oriéotet, the Ecocentrics and Anthropocentric-egoistic
remember nature the most. The Ecocentrics remewdier the least, similar to the Anthropocentric-

altruistic, whereas the Anthropocentric-egoistimegnber emotion the least.
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4.7.7 Policy preferences on river management and enorities

We researched the confidence in different levelmstitutions, from the national to the local, ahé
confidence in some new forms of organisations ougs which might take interest in managing the
river area. Statistically significant difference® ahown in Figure 60 and in the table in Apperdix
The level of trust toward the Regional level oftitegions proved to be different among the grouping
except for the disciplines. The level of trust tosvéhe owners proved to be different depending on
groupings, except for the environmental orientagigrouping.
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Slika 60: Primerjava povpéaih rezultatov interesnih skupin o organizacijineirtovanje in upravljanje z
obmasje reke

Figure 60: Comparison of mean scores of stakeh®ldeauthority on spatial planning and managinerriv
landscape

The greatest difference in the nation group isapytation (F=34,911; p=0,000; Appendix M), in the
group disciplines for environmental NGOs (F=14,84%£0,000; Appendix M) and somewhat higher
for students vs. experts (F=30,686; p=0,000; Appedd Environmental orientation clusters have the
greatest statistical difference for the popula@dong the river (F=9,013; p=0,000; Appendix M). All
cases rank civil services at the national levehvawest scores. Respondents grouped according to
different interests rank stakeholders differentlige Hungarian and Croatian respondents thus find as
most acceptable scientists and experts, where&dakienian respondents gave the highest mean score
to the population along the river. Awareness of ithportance of the population’s participation and
exposure to information and the topic influencesl dktitude of the Slovenian students. the Hungarian
respondents rank population with the mean scoretwpiaces them no higher than in fourth place.
There is also a difference with disciplines whée $oft disciplines ranked NGOs as best, wheraas th

hard disciplines and art ranked scientists andrgxiee highest.
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Slika 61: Primerjava povpaih rezultatov interesnih skupin o organizacijingéirtovanje in upravljanje z
obmaijem reke
Figure 61: Comparison of mean scores of stakehelgierauthority on spatial planning and managingrrarea

The attitude on managing cross-border rivers bgrirational agreements correlates positively wigh th
attitude that institutions at regional and localels understand the problems of rivers at the lefel
the total sample. Similarly, there is a positiveretation with all suggested topics of internationa
agreements (building hydropower plants, bioresenesological problems, nature parks and
residential areas) except for freeways and toudsies. The attitude was confirmed with a positive
correlation with the attitude on the importancepadtecting natural bird habitats, flood protectanmd
scientific knowledge about the area and, contradlgt correlates positively with ranking a
hydropower plant as an attractive element in therrarea. None of the correlations was established

for the framework Attachment to the river (frequgand contents of spending time by the river).

The attitude on managing cross-border rivers witimmon international bodies is homogenous and
positive for all respondents. There is a statifljicaignificant differences in the nation group
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(F=4,042; p=0,018; Appendix N) where the Hungariaspondents ranked somewhat higher the
attitude than the Croatian and Slovenian resposdent

The other item questioned the attitude on relabetween the economic status of the county and
responsibility. The result distribution is decidedlymmetric for the total sample and there was a
question about which respondents support the @dtiand which do not. A positive correlation was
expressed with the attitude that international egents should solve the issues of bioreserves and
nature parks, but did not correlate with othereptial agreement topics. The attitude correlates
positively with the support of landowners as staitéérs in decision-making. There was a connection
between angling and staying in a cottage in the tlvat/the respondents who spend time by the river
doing those activities more frequently tend to ggt®nger support to the support of the internation
agreements. There is also a positive correlationte attitude that rivers should be sustainably
developed, used for human needs and protectedthemeother natural landscapes. There is a positive
correlation to all measures of flood protection eptcfor the radical attitude that nothing should be
done. The respondents advocating the attitudewkatthier countries should pay more attention to
ecological problems than the less developed camtih the river area appreciate more the

anthropocentric phenomena than the natural ones.
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Slika 62: DeleZ odgovorov interesnih skupin o odgowsti bogatejSih drzav za ekoloSkeprobleme
Figure 62: The response rate of stakeholder tcoresbilities of wealthier countries to ecologicabplems

Among the respondent groups there is a statisticdinificant difference between the groups of
Hungarian, Slovenian and Croatian respondents (B24,p=0,018; Appendix N) and students and
experts (F=4,006; p=0,04; Appendix N). The Hungar@spondents show the strongest support to this
claim. The Slovenian respondents ranked that déitwith a lower mean score. The difference in
Gross domestic product per capita may serve astarpietation for this result since in 2010 it was
15800 mil. euros in Hungary, 207@fl. euros in Slovenia and14804il. euros in Croatia (Eurostat,
Statistics). Inglehart and Welzel, 2005 positiontloa World Values Survey 2005 Map — Hungary is
closest to survival values, Croatia and Slovengsagproximately the same.

The next research topic was what respondents stggpas topics of international agreements. The
results are shown in Figure 63 and Appendix O. @hare statistically significant differences in

national clusters for all topics except for theitopf bioreserves and ecological problems. Result
frequency indicates that the highest difference wgwessed for nature parks (F=11,294; p=0,000;
Appendix O). The differences for disciplines app&afour topics (freeways, tourist zones, nature

parks and residential areas), the greatest beimipdatopic of residence (F=8,486; p=0,000; Apprndi
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0) as well as in the division into students andegtgpwhere the difference is greater (F=17,906;
p=0,000; Appendix O). Only the groups divided adoay to their environmental orientations differ in
the first two topics of hydropower plants (F=6,7920,001; Appendix O) and bioreserves (F=5,630;
p=0,004; Appendix O) while the difference for othapics is not statistically significant.
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Slika 63: Primerjava povpéaih rezultatov interesnih skupin za teme, ki motgjourejene z mednarodnim
sporazumom

Figure 63: Comparison of mean scores of stakeh®lgieithe topics to be regulated by an international
agreement
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND REPHRASED RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Nature and human values

The introductory part of the dissertation elabadtee theme of the relationship between man and
nature in terms of morality via concepts of antlomegntrism and ecocentrism including their different
variants. The scope of this dissertation range® fitee half that is concerned with the man’s ego and
its opposite that covers a holistic and eco-radicdeé. The expanding awareness of morality and the
belief in the intrinsic values of nature in theeldd" century were instigated by the ecological crisis
that happened at the time. As a result, the conskpinthropocentrism moved in the direction of
biocentric ethics with pioneering ideas of Aldo peld and his bookand Ethicg(1948). The conflict

of opposites stems from the role of the bearer @fainvalues - man himself. One half is formed with
the view that equates man with morality and thévidiets which are in the service of realizing his
welfare (Kirn, 2004), while the other half equatean with the overall treatment of the environment
and negates him as a bearer of moral values (N4884), as defined by Kant back in the 18th
century. Somewhere between these extremes is meal' position given today’s state of nature. The
shift caused by the ecological crisis today is redrkvith the increasing demand for energy. The
conflict is obvious and, according to Jonas (19843olution must be found in the responsibility of
man, since he is the main bearer of these needtharmtimary decision maker. New ways and criteria
of measurement and control of pollution were fouadd the mechanisms of crisis prevention and
punishment of non-conformist behaviour were seteiive talk about the environmental crisis today,
we are talking about the consequences of exce€3®2 emission, the climate changes that are
happening because of the decisions of the lastl@adyeneration, the waste of both non-renewable
resources and renewable resources, about urbamzatid consumption of soil, as well as food
production and in particular the type of food we producing.

The attitude of students in this survey indicatest there is sensitivity about the transformatién o
river landscapes among the young people surveyedhd assessment of the Energy Production
Scenario, the acceptability of introducing hydroeie power plants was negative in all environments
and for all stakeholders. Global values initiatgdnuclear accidents (Chernobyl 1986, Fukushima
2011) and climate changes, promoting the usagenswable sources, did not influence the attitudes

of the young respondents.

At the global level, Inglehart and Welzel are tkading authorities in the field of value research,
conducting the World Value Survey, which has beamied out every five years since 1990. Then,
there is Schwartz with his widely applied and depeld definition of ten motivational values and

Hofstede with the construct of collective mentalgramming that describes the whole cultural values

of a society or a group. The correlation of val(laglehart and Welzel, 2005; Basabe and Ros, 2005),
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of these three concepts indicates the existeneecohsensus of values at the global level. It mé
that the values range in terms of individualismtoaomy and expression, and that the possibility of
choice is actually a superordinate value on a glstale (Inglehart and Welzel, 2005). According to
Schwartz and Bardi (2001) values such as benews|eself-direction, and universality are
consistently the most important. Power, traditiamg stimulation are the least important, and sgguri
conformity, achievement and hedonism are placeddsst these two poles. According to Inglehart
and Welzel (2005), the possibility of choice is thest important global value, and as a consequence,

responsibility should have a global dimension a.we

Perception of rivers and the river area

The river area is perceived as a special phenomehtre landscape so it is assumed that the value
systems of the overall nature and river areas rdifférinsic values of nature change under human
influence. The criterion of naturalness as a ggidirffluence in the evaluation of the scene has been
assumed according to what was suggested in KapidrKaplan (1984), Purcell and Lamb (1994),
Buijs (2009) and Ode (2009). According to thesdlifigs, the selection of initial scenes was made.
They had to be assessed according to the critefioaturalness and ranged from entire natural scene
to scenes that showed a footbridge, which represhatbiggest human impact on nature. Besides the
features of the assessed scene, the image of n@uig, 2006, 2009a) strongly influences the
assessment. Buijs (2006) differentiates between Ahsadian image of nature, the image of
Wilderness and the Functional image of nature.quesstion of what affects the evaluation of therrive
area is set as a central issue at the beginningeopresent study. Although “perceived by people”
refers to a holistic experience using all sensesy wften it is reduced to the visual aspects.
Considering the findings of Sheppard (2001) for fiests, and Buchecker and Junker (2008) for
river environments, the relationship between trethrestic and the ecological was questioned through
visual stimulations formulated according to the moetblogy of Tress and Tress (2003), where every
stimulated scenario presented a possible functidhe river area. Figure 1 shows the relationship o
the selected initial scenes and the new influeraaording to which the transformations were

visualized.

The respondents are, on average, represented biutent population ranging from 20 to 25 years of
age, of Hungarian, Slovenian and Croatian natignald ethnicity. The sample is represented by the
population declaring themselves in majority as Glte. The insufficient sample of other religions
made it impossible to research the relation of dimsension with other attitudes. The responderds ar
represented by the population who are not actidststakeholders in the issue of environment. The
respondents are equally represented by those liingarge towns, small towns and from the

countryside. A smaller portion comes from the sbbuAs has been hypothesized according to the
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results from previous studies, the young populateapressed their unique position that intrinsic
values are more important than the extrinsic ogeghat the framework intrinsic-extrinsic lost ta i

importance.

Cross-cultural respondents

A general attitude of the respondents can be d#fiag ecocentric where the attitudes in the
anthropocentric-altruistic orientation overlap withe ecocentric orientation. The respondents
expressed their preference towards river landscapesationship toward the nature as a whole. At
least a half of the students visit the river areaaodaily basis or several times a week, and when
visiting the river, they remember the followingrsti the natural elements, then their own emotions,
followed by the activities they perceived or toaktpin and finally the water body. If the notion of
water is joined with nature, the respondents mosdijember nature. In evaluating the elements
important for the development of river areas, tegpondents evaluated the topics of protection as
more important for the development of the riveraarks expected, the students were mostly inclined
toward the sustainability paradigm with a defleatitoward the protection discourse. This is
corroborated by the ranking of visualizations whttte scenario or renaturalization was ranked the
best on the total. An "error" in the distributiohamswers appears in the set of scenes with tHeomil
the Mura where the present state was evaluatedeabest. Along with this, there was the emotion
related to the national heritage by both Croatiath &lovenian respondents, which was interpreted as
an impulse disturbing the expectations set by itlsé iypothesis. What follows from the results loé t
agreement on the topic of the subjects and fornmafaging the river area and the river area on the
border, is that the respondents express theirudistoward national authorities. This becomes
inversely proportional with the fall of the level authority, so that they trust more the local thiag

national level.

In this way, the support and legitimacy of the bottup planning was expressed. International
agreements were also supported, but there is dictonith the claim that wealthier states must care

about ecological problems in higher proportion.

It was hypothesized that the respondents perchizduinctions of restoration, outdoor activities and
tourism, settlement and energy production as e@abgresentations. Hypothesis 1 is formed on the
assumption that the evaluation of initial scenesating to naturalness will be confirmed and that
new human influence will be more acceptable ingheironment whose naturalness has already been
corrupted. The hypothesis assumed that the inyelationship between the existing and the new
impacts would be established so that hydroelegower plants would be more acceptable in the

already existing human environment, while less snw&impacts would be better evaluated in a more
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natural river area. It was assumed that the vaiabhaturalness would be the most influential enhil

evaluating the scenes, and that the vulnerabifitpatural areas would arise as the most influential
factor. This hypothesis was tested by the instrunbest / worst scene in which the respondents
compared all the scenes (30) simultaneously. Tadegmeans for scenario rankings for the six scene

sets have also been compared.

The relative results show that the student popiaprefers the scenes which are the closest to thei
natural state, either in the original or in the ified scenes. The evaluation results of initialrese

confirmed the hypothesized dependence of naturmlaed positive evaluation of the scene but the
naturalness criterion in the selection of the lsesne was “unbalanced” by the emotion associated

with the element of cultural heritage at the scetie mill on the Mura River.

The results of evaluation of visual transformatiafghe river area indicate that the accuracy m th
evaluation occurs, however, it is not distinctiveyated to the naturalness variable of the ingGne.
The results indicate the confirmation of Sheppar(P901) theory of “Visible Stewardship”,
implemented by the author in the exploration ofvfsial domain of forest spaces. He claims that we
prefer man-modified landscapes that clearly dematestrespect for nature in a certain place and
context. The hypothesis was disproved by the faat the new influence was more acceptable in a
completely natural environment and environment wlitiminant human impact than in a space where
there was already a beach with a water slide, boma ferry as indicators of minor human impatt. |
turned out that the biggest impacts visualizechen$cenario Energy Production were unrelated to the
initial scene as we assumed. The least acceptedhes of intensive interventions in the environment
were found in the space with moderate human presgheach, wooden ferry). Hydroelectric power
plants are mostly located in the natural enviromiamtiating a conflict with the Natura 2000
(Steffen, 2011) which emphasizes the tensions withe scientific arena. Tensions arise between
ecologists and economists within the professioamtelves, etc. Local residents and their suppert ar
related to the amount of information provided, thievolvement in the planning process and the
amount of business interests. The decisions oagtrficture projects typically come from national or
regional levels induced by macro-economic gainyoctrrent needs related to energy demands and
climate changes, while the effects are local andtinaffect people and groups directly relatedhi t
infrastructure project location. A conflict occuas the level of value and trust between the sides

involved.

Considering the fact that the sample representstbhiel young population, the age variable could not
be confirmed as a relevant factor. The researcthurhan landscape interaction has dealt with
perception and preference and has studied the witksdifferent input data. Zube et al. (1982) et

whole research paradigm on the differences in égpanrd non-experts’ attitudes which were both
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justified and corroborated in this research. Kapdend Herbert (1987) studied the differences in
perception and preference between American andrdlizst students. In both cases the differences
were visible with greater differences in the reafrperception. Later on Kaplan and Kaplan (1989)

established the difference between preferenceattoal or artificial landscapes among social groups

Structurally and geographically selected subjeatsewstudied as a composite of groups which are
gathered around different interests, and obsere@rms of their value systems in relation to the
visual transformation of the river area, to theugasystems of nature and to the rivers. Sincesthidy
was conducted on a convenience sample, a gendializt the level of the national sample is not
possible, but national groups were observed asrdifit cultural groups according to Hofstede(1983),
Schwartz(1989), Inglehart and Welzel(2005). Hypsihe€2 assumed that in the observed regional
range there will transpire interest groups of défeé nationalities having similar inclinations tawa
changes along watercourses. The study soughtrtke tietween different variables observed through
the frame of the instrument or interest groups. frames are designed according to the theoretical
review of the relationship between the human-laagednteractions, by Zube et. al. (1982), defined
by paradigms for the study of human-landscapedntam (the expert, psychophysical, cognitive and
experiential paradigm). The differences in the ltssiollow an expert paradigm, according to the
displayed differences between the total sample xpegs and students. The experts have partly

expressed a different system of evaluation.

We can assume that the experts evaluated the ss@hdahte notion of “capacity” to human impact of
the observed area and assessed the new impacrasoeeptable in areas with a moderate human
influence, while minor influence was assessed asenarceptable with scenes in which the
environment had already been humanized (concreteshferry, bridge). The difference between the
students and experts is confirmed even during vakuation of sets by ranking scenarios. The results
of student responses indicate homogeneous attjtadelsthey evaluated the Restoration Scenario as
the best and ranked it at the first place. Expevtgse education and experience are richer than the
students’, evaluate the scenarios heterogeneasslthat the following equally appear as first rated
the Origin Vista, the Restoration Scenario andQiédoor Recreation and Tourism Scenario. Experts,
as opposed to the students, value the currentsiate than the modified one. In this case, based on
the qualitative analysis of graphic intervention thie part of the visual questionnaire, it can be
assumed that the experts evaluated the realizagftranations as too unrealistic and wrong, and not
as the visual and ecological effects for the olexiinitial location. This result and interpretatiare

taken into account in formulating proposals fotlier research.

This confirmed the findings on the impact of edigrabn the value advocated by Hofstede (1983) in

the value area and by Gobster et. al. (2007) detred of human-environmental interactions. Sirtee t
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experts are a group more diverse in their age tharstudents (older than 35), this component also
influenced the value system in the manner thatmibderate developmental transformations are to a
larger extent more acceptable for this group thantlie students’ group. Such a result confirms a

number of research results on the positions alieutandscape through the age variable, close to the
results of Buijs (2009) on the example of rivertoestions. In the value area, Inglehart and Welzel

(2005) interpreted this difference in two ways -€hanging attitudes in the individual’s life cyead

as changing the value of a whole generation.

The assumption that the same interest groups fdrdift national backgrounds will show a similar
tendency to changes along water courses has bemmsbqually in the exact frame of policy
preference toward planning and management autarifror all other frames, the differences in
attitudes can be assumed as a result of the ingbaotperience of subjects related to riverine areas
which has not been sufficiently investigated. We t8e0 additional frames within which it was
assumed that contact groups having opposing vielWsnise: disciplines (major subject of interest)
and socio-environmental orientations. Both concegftgrouping showed minor difference in the
evaluation of visual changes in a river landscape division into groups according to their

disciplines have shown that such a concept of iigidubjects is not relevant.

Between the three supposed categories - the Herdsaft and the art discipline, the art disciplime
highlighted in a number of radical attitudes thah de associated with the assumed character of the
discipline according to Biglan (1973), which assardéferent lifestyle orientations. The art disanel
stands out in the pro-environment attitudes, ad waelin the attitude that richer countries are
responsible for the environmental problems. AltHown the overall negative, the result for the
guestion of desirable measures for flood protecinoiicates the largest proportion of respondents in
this group having a very radical view that in tlese of a flood you “should not do anything.” The ar
discipline members stand out due to the fact they memorize the emotion and do not consider the
river scenery more beautiful than other naturatiémapes but are at the same time aware of the fact
that it needs more protection. The results indittzée art disciplines are the most aware of thenisic
value of the natural environment, but also moreertw affective evaluation. The Soft disciplines ar
emphasized within the framework of Policy Prefeemcand respondents believe that non-
governmental environmental organizations understaadgroblems of rivers the best. Soft discipline
therefore shows the lowest support to the scierdifid institutional sphere, confirming the assuampti

of the soft-applied disciplines on the enhancenoéisemi-professional knowledge and know-how via
soft knowledge (Becher, 1994).

Another assumed grouping expected to be identiisddistinctive, is the socio-environmental

orientation, defined by the relationship to natane river, and moral coverage. Socio-environmental
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orientations were designed following the Schultd @elezny (1999) as ecocentric, anthropocentric-
egoistic and anthropocentric-altruistic. Differesiteave emerged between clusters in the evaluation o
visual transformation, value-related attitudes ature in general, and attitudes and values reladting
river areas. The distribution of the respondents gnvironmental orientation clusters according to
their nationalities and the frequency of their tadb the river area indicate that there is a jiggi

that the variety in their experience influenced thsults and that we can talk of anthropocentric-

altruistic respondents with most frequent expeeendhe river area.

The results indicate that the ecocentric attitutsard nature have not been transformed into
ecocentric attitudes towards visual transformatibrthe river area. The overlap of ecocentric and
anthropocentric-altruistic orientation attitudesfiions previous results of Shultz and Zelezny (1999
as being latent structures whose orientation chamljection. The overlap is more intense if we
explore attitudes related to river space than tarean general. The anthropocentric-altruisticstéw
showed the strongest correlation with the Restmmaficenario. The “error” in the distribution of see
findings is again to be noticed in the impact ofodions on the scene evaluation. Besides that, the
result showing that the Altruists evaluated as ltlket the scene with the mill can be interpreted
according to the expressed emotion in commentse 8% of the cluster is formed by the Slovenian
and Croatian respondents. Significant differencethe category of attachment to the river and the
variable frequency of river visits was observedtfus cluster. The results highlight the fact ttet
anthropocentric-altruistic, as frequent visitorstloé active river area “saw more” (Ryan, 1998) and
rated the river area accordingly. Anthropocenttinsgstic orientations stand out in other frames as

well.

In addition to the observed, pre-set frameworks,résults initiate a new category, defined accgrdin
to the criterion attachment-frequency of visiting\eer landscape following the experiential paradlig
according to Zube et.al. (1982). These assumptiefes to the findings by Kaur et al (2009) who
interprets the landscape preferences through tbedimmensional model of two variables: familiarity
and peculiarity. Compliant findings in the familigrvariable show that the Slovenian and Croatian
respondents evaluated as better the more modecatearos of human impacts to which they
themselves were exposed. The specificity of a scanaot be defined in a sequence which is offered
in the instrument, except for the mill on the MiR&er, but that specificity was recognized as such
only by a small portion of respondents. Those tequbint at the importance of an experiential frame
for which it was assumed on the basis of the redhiat it would indicate the differences in the
observed, specific sample of a regional scope antieaimportance of different local conditions,
depending on the attitude to the river area. Nesgarch questions go in the direction of establgshin
an experiential frame. Except for the data on hawelmtime is spent by the river, possible experanti

variables are: heterogeneous experiences (differeats in view of their watercourses, different
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location in reference to their function, differds@nk arrangement, accessibility, relationship betwe

the settlement and the river) motivation for spagdime by the river, a social context of spending
time by the river and others. Besides, accordinghto literature which indicates the influence of
childhood experience of nature on future behavitius, necessary to put experience in the contéxt o
a life-cycle and to study the experience relatechdture and the river landscape in childhood, to

present and planned experiences.

National boundaries do not necessarily correspandhe boundaries of organically developed
societies with a shared culture. But there arengtrfmrces towards integration that can produce
substantial sharing of culture in nations that haxisted for some time. There is a single dominant
language, an educational and political system,eshanass media, markets, services and national
symbols. The research confirmed that there is lland national differentiation in the respondents
attitudes, due to them being students from thearsities in Ljubljana, Kaposvar and Osijek, who
evaluated the transformation of the river areahef Mura and the Drava in the trans-border area of
Slovenia, Croatia and Hungary. Since the reseashaonducted on a convenience sample, it is not
possible to generalize to the level of a nationahgle, but national groups were observed as differe
cultural groups, according to Schwartz (1999), éhgirt and Welzel (2005) and Hofstede (1990).
Regarding the expressed differences in higher oraleres between the Hungarian sample on the one
hand, and the Slovenian sample on the other, ittwdme expected that these differences would be
transferred to differences in evaluating the emnment. This research presupposes the differences
between cultural /national groups and on this badigdies the differences in environmental
orientations and river preferences in the cognitimd expressive domain, as suggested in Keulartz et
al. (2004, cited in Buijs, 2006). The concept ofuna is equally strong in all cultures, but theutes
introduced in this dissertation cannot be integuteds pertaining to other cultures and nationstmor

other river areas. Those were the positions updohaypothesis 3 was formed.

The situation on the Drava and the Mura River mldtiborderlands is a complex upstream-
downstream Austrian-Slovenian-Croatian historiaszbe, including the conflict of the two common
banks (Slovene-Hungarian and Hungarian-Croatiang. Austrian experience of the consequences of
building hydroelectric power plants on the Draval dne Mura resulted in a series of revitalization
projects. At the same time they provide the buddiof a new one, namely the “Gossendorf”
hydroelectric power plant on the Mura. The Hungasiaroclaimed their pro-environmental position
in 1996, when they founded the Danube-Drava Naliétaak, and five years later prevented the
Croatian energy experts from constructing the Nwuge hydroelectric power plant on the Drava.
Within the Croatian territory itself there are higdnsions between non-governmental ecological
organizations linked to the area of the Drava andavtivers and the state level that both suggested

and withdrew the project. The regional level represd the environmental interests and protested



Stober D. 2012 Comparison of Value Attitudes .. Seistainability Using Visual Transformation of TRever Landscape. 165
Doctoral Dissertation— UNI Ljubljana, UL, FGG, IPSP

against the Slovenian plan on eight hydropower tplam the Mura, appealing against it to the
Hungarian county of Zala. The situation is obvigusbry complex, and the interests transgress the
management hierarchy, while national interestsdafended across borders as well. In addition to
restoration projects, development initiatives arosehe area of recreation and tourism, where a
system of cycle routes along river corridors hagnbénitiated. In Austria, the bicycle route
“Drauradweg” serves as a link to a series of mufipose hydropower plants and continues in
Slovenia along their plants on the Drava River.&fleohas also initiated a bike trail project aldhg
Drava River. Positive ideas on all sides serverasseborder links. At the local level, it is easyske
some other signs of cross-border characteristiesiguage barriers, the lack of acquaintance with
cross-border neighbours and the lack of interestcawperation. Institutionalized cross-border

cooperation on the real content is therefore ctucia

The assumption that the different ethnic groups$ stibw different levels of sensitivity to the bank
arrangement in accordance with nature, was basdtieotheoretical framework of cultural groups
according to Schwartz (1998), Inglehart (1995) aludstede (1983) as well as on recent results of
cross-cultural research by Inglehart and Welzell(32Gand Hofstede (2010). It is assumed that the
three selected cultural groups will form two clusterith two poles - a cluster closer to the Hurayari
“survival”, materialistic values on the hand, ahé Slovenian respondents who are the closest to the
“self-oriented”, post-materialistic values on thier.The Croatian respondents are assumed to be the
values “in between." It was assumed that the difiees of expressive values will be shown as

differences in the attitudes of the Socio-environtakorientations and Policy preferences frames.

The results showed the following:

. at the level of the general attitude towards rgtthe Hungarian as the respondents spending
the least time in the river area demonstrated etncerientation to the fullest extent;

. the Slovenian respondents showed lowest confel@mgovernance institutions at all levels
while Hungarian and Croatian students expresseagatay confidence in the elite and associated the

responsibility for environmental issues with themamic status of the state ("rich should pay more™)

By comparing the results of cultural/national greup difference was demonstrated concerning the
criteria of two groups: the Hungarian, which did necognize it as the emotion and the Croatian and
Slovenian group which confirmed the recognition afitural heritage through their comments.
Insensitivity to the appearance of the mill as mlsyl among Hungarian respondents was confirmed
by the high ranking of restoration of the samdahicene in which the mill was removed. A group of
experts assessed the modified scenes in relatidhetanitial one in the most diversified manner,
which confirmed that the elements of knowledge famdiliarity with the area affect the judgment. The

biggest differences compared to the total sampselie were shown by Hungarian students and
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experts. By comparing other variables it was esthbt that the respondents from the Hungarian
university in Kaposvar visited the river area l&sgjuently. Also, they do not perceive the mill the
Mura as a national symbol and as such it does ffettethe distribution of results. The Hungarian
respondents showed a different value system byehdt in which a hydropower plant in full nature
was judged as the most acceptable, which is censistith the practice (Steffen, 2011). The results
confirmed Inglehart’s hierarchy of material sequand expressive values through the environmental
orientation framework in the case of Environmentakentation for river landscapes and Policy
preference. The result in which the Hungarian radpats showed the strongest ecocentric orientation
is in a conflict with the development of post-makstic values, but is also consistent with thetfa
that the cultural attitudes are influenced by pedit decisions. Since Hungary has been leading a
contra hydropower policy since 1990, the assumgtdhat it has made an impact on the shaping of

cultural values.

In favour of confirming the hypothesis of a diffatesensitivity towards the river area of different
ethnic/cultural groups, the indicated results shitw influence of the materialist/post-materialist
values just for the confidence in the elite andtioa relationship between responsibility and the

economic status.

General conclusions of the research

In accordance with the introductory overview of Wwiedge in the area of the man-nature relationship,
between aesthetics and ecology and cross-cultataés, an instrument was created which sought to
find the answers to the question how are natuker fandscape and the changes in river areas
evaluated. The answer was sought, too, to the ignesf which are the interests or social and
geographical influences around which the resporsdeister. The hypotheses presumed that
evaluation would be primarily influenced by the uratness variable, and attitude clustering by
cultural accumulation, whereas interest was sougtitin the frame of environmental orientations
(according to Schultz and Zelezny, 1999), variagsigdlines (major subject of interest, Biglan, 1973
and expert and experiential paradigm (accordingeZatbal, 1982). The instrument was structured in a

manner in which the cognitive and expressive domainld serve to research attitudes.

The empirical results show that young participasftshe total sample prefer river areas more than
other natural landscapes and show a pro-envirorah@osition toward the transformation of river
landscapes. River landscapes were better evalt@téukir greater naturalness both in original &l w
as in the transformed scenes. The transformatigiverf landscapes explored by visual stimuli shows
that respondents tend to rate landscapes with mteml@éuman influence as “more vulnerable” than

those of complete nature scenes. The emergencéyafra power plant is the least acceptable in the
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context of other possible scenarios of restoratdrthe functions of recreation, tourism and hogsin
for all the groups studied. In evaluating scenaresylobal value consensus on the necessity of
orientation toward renewable energy sources wasypylied during the evaluation of the scenes. This
confirmed the conflict of growing needs for enelyyd concerns when choosing allocation for the
power station. The connection between the pubtiensific and professional spheres of a society
could be found within the realm of education and thays forms individual and social values.
Education on multifunctional orientation of futuszolabeled hydro plants, designed to promote
recreational activities, sports, leisure as wellagsgcultural irrigation systems, would influendeet
perception of hydro plants in the river area. Aitidhnegative response to hydro plants is builtiten
perception as environmental polluters rather treareaewable energy sources. The shift from a global

towards a local consensus should be planned befiges arise.

The respondents expressed the most homogenougdagtifor the claim that in river areas on the
border there should be an international managindy bthat sustainability is the real paradigm for
managing river landscapes and that flood protedfwuld be organized there. A positive attitude on
sustainability was even more intensely expressedhiey group of experts. The fact that flood
protection is necessary for the development of rilier area was not disputed by either of the
respondent groups. There were, however, differencgmsitions on how the protection should be

organized.

The greatest differences were observed among rdeptswith different experience in river areas.
Further differences were expressed in comparingdgbpondents according to the groups of students
and experts, where the difference was interpretea eonsequence of different attitudes, generations

and knowledge the groups possess.

The results point at some conclusions regardingristeument itself. Environmental orientations have
had an impact on the evaluation of visual transétioms. Following the trends in recent studies on
the visual component of environment, it is hecgstaestablish a link with the ecological domain in
order to create a network and clarity of attitudHse difference between attitudes expressed within
the cognitive and expressive part of the survewntpmi the fact that clearer attitudes are preseite
expressive part. That effect is visible when cormgaevaluations of the mill and people in space in
both parts of the survey. The mill was not distishad as especially desirable (placed sixth of ten
offered elements) in the written part while it hadignificant say on the value system in the visual
part. The scene with people (bathers, anglers)nagates the differences even more intensely; in the
written part they are poorly evaluated while theg highly evaluated in the visual part. A positive
evaluation of hydro plants compared to weekendeset¢ints in the written part can be attributed go it

inconsistent visual image; that fact was used tonfsuggestions for further research. Therefore, we
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assume that by defining clearer attitudes one eaalr true common values and interests that can act
as bridges in perceived conflicts. As a conclusigisual instruments should collect as much
information as possible in order to present thavsief the respondents. Variables of visualisations
should be linked with the ideas promoting particuenvironmental orientation. Also, the
respondents’ existing vision of nature has beengras indicative and should be researched in order

to gain a holistic view of the values’ system.

What follows is that in planning river landscapess inecessary to include all levels, scapes ahdeesa
introduced by the planned change. A very frequerdszborder situation additionally complicates the
relationships and fogs the interests. Added tq this downstream-upstream and trans-bank conflict
may be spotted in cultural/national differencese Tnflict can occur at the level of value andttrus
between the sides involved. Finding the framewoitkiw which the conflicts are most obvious is a
beginning to a more effective bridging of the nagateffects of such situations and there is an
aspiration to find harmonious values instead ofotiating personal interests (Keulartz et. al. 2004,
cited in Buijs, 2009b). Positive ideas on all sidesve as cross-border links to which real content

therefore crucial.

Contribution to the study of science and spatiahpkr profession is given in the following points:
Contributions to new knowledge about the transfaioneof the river area are acceptable in relatmn t
human impact on the initial state. When evaluatirggtransformation of the river area, the initialts

of nature is not perceived as vulnerability if efootis included.

It is clarified that infrastructure changes varezband users on the scene are dominant variabiles in
evaluation of new designed landscapes in the apic of the visual instrument in the study.
Eligibility of new functions is in relation to thespondent’s relationship with and experience ef th

similar area and its age.

Greater cohesion and experience lead to the fatthis transformation is estimated in the progacti
of effects on humans, while less experience haspact on the transcendence of value of the broader

concept of value of nature onto the narrower pheamam — a river.

An emotion related to the national cultural symisolan impulse that affects the evaluation of the
transformation of the river area. The national sghih the observed area is percieved an element

contributing to the preferance of this area intralhsformations.
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Cultural differences are shown on a conveniencepkam the domain of trust in elites when deciding
on planning and management of river area, so kieasample that came from a culture with certified

post-materialistic values at the national levepressed distrust of the elite.

When planning a regional scope, we should take adcount value systems associated with a
narrower scope of the planned transformation. Rt@nof new functions should be aligned with
existing human impact on the planned location, eligibility elements that direct the transformation

will evoke emotion. Only landscapes that are caltyraccepted can be sustainable. (Nassauer, 1995).

To minimize the potential for conflict in the pldang watershed area between different
cultures/nations, we should take into account thell of trust in the elites and plan these actors
accordingly. Reducing conflicts should be planngdnicreasing the experience of the interest groups
in accordance with the intended function. Redudngflicts should be planned by increasing the

experience of the interest groups in accordande tivé intended function.

Suggestions for further research

The differences among the cultural groups in timkirag of the Energy Production Scenario confirm
conflicts from the real space. It would be of ierto detect elements affecting the acceptalwiity

such landscapes.

After having investigated a sample that showeckouient visits to a hydroelectric plant, for theesak
of comparison, the acceptability and evaluatiohes area should be conducted by investigating the
atitudes of respondents who have visited a hydnbprere frequently. In addition, it can be suggeste
that the research objectives should be focusedioreasing the validity of a visual instrument in
evaluating and testing the impact of experiencéheneligibility of hydroelectric power plants ineh

river area.

The research indicated the importance of experigmesaluating different functional changes in the
river landscape. According to those results, thei@e suggestion for expanding the experiential &am
through the dimension of a life cycle (childhoodegent, planned) and through the content dimension

of experience (what kind, how much, context, matorg.

A convenience sample, whose limitations are thengopopulation and experience, nevertheless
inconsistent experience of the river landscapécatds that there is a necessity to construe alsamp
according to some other key. A regional scope sipoadents according to which the observed rivers

are not “far” and whose experience is related toivar introduces a question of international,
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interregional differences in the population. A pbkes question thus may be whether natural
boundaries within which we grow up and gather ogregience form our environmental attitudes to a
larger extent than the global environmental atégidr cultural national accumulations such as land

use, spatial policies etc.
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6. SUMMARY

This doctoral dissertation, entitled Primerjava dvrestnih ocen slovenskega, madZarskega in
hrvaSkega prebivalstva o trajnosti na osnovi vithamsformacije obgih krajin (Comparison of
value attitudes of Slovenian, Hungarian and Croat@tizens on sustainability using visual
transformation of the river landscape) begins wthile introductory part which gives a broader
theoretical framework of the subject and providesnsight into the structure and methodology of the

dissertation.

The complexity of landscape analysis stems fromstiigective vs. objective concept dichotomy on
the one hand as well as the modern tendenciesdswatistic, transdisciplinary and multidiscipligar
approach to research on the other. Through reviepeqs and empirical research the dissertation
shows how the relationship between man and natuokver. The relationship between man and
nature is seen through multifold standpoints: tttécal principle, and moral as well as  ethical
coverage of the subject. Previous works were aexathand studied so as to give various definitions
of terms from anthropocentrism to ecocentrism, @gaind altruism to holism. The concepts of values
and culture were also defined. The connection batwke framework values and the attitude towards
nature through multidimensional value frameworkSmhwartz (1984) and environmental orientation
as defined by Schultz and Zelezny (1999) was eastadul.

A review of research on international cross-cultw@ues done by the authors Inglehart (1995),
Inglehart and Welzel (2003), Hofstede (1983) andhwgetz (1998) established that a national
framework is analogous to the cultural framewortartthg from this premise and considering the
results of the last empirically observed differendetween the three nations in the World Value
Survey research (2010) and those done by Hofst2@0f, it was assumed that differences in the

attitudes would appear.

Modern constraints on river landscapes are manyvaridd and so the riverine landscape becomes a
multifunctional landscape in which nature and mat(@roughts and floods), humans and nature
(droughts, floods, resource exploitation, constam;t regulation, etc.) and finally man and man
(different interests, local, regional and natiof&fel, cross-border conflicts, etc.) are confronted
Taking all this into consideration, the river afeactions as a place of living, recreation, tourism
protection, exploitation of resources, and energydpction. Modern intention lies in integrated
planning and management of river phenomena, whersegatial unit is no longer just within the scope
of one nation, but covers a larger river basin .afé&re are many ways in which the river landscape
can change due to the various influences trangitfestream, downstream, and across the banks.

Moreover, the example of multiple borderlands betwé¢he Drava and Mura show that due to a
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different value framework, authority and legitimaayf borders between different nations,
transboundary impacts play an important role arlgg emphasize the need to explore the topic from

different standpoints.

Authors who have dealt with the relationship of n@ard the nature evaluated the visual field as a
preferable platform of both subjectivist and olijast paradigm where values of both sides can meet.
The theoretical framework in the dissertation gia@soverview of graphical expressions that have
man on one side and nature on the other (Zube £982; Zube, 1987; Tress and Tress, 2001; Gobster
et al., 2007, Fry et al. 2009). It was establistimat the visual part makes the river landscape so

special, that it is very scenic and that the presaf water raises the preference bar.

The research of the landscape is based on fiekkgsiror visual materials. Palmer and Hoffman
(2005) critique the consistency of these studiebgive a recommendation to establish the religbilit
of professional ratings; to establish the validitfyy each landscape representation and to establish
record of preparing valid Visual Simulation (Palnagrd Hoffman, 2005). A significant contribution
was done by Van den Berg and Veenklaas, 1995, Eimen&P96; Palang 2000, Sheppard 2001,
Palmer and Hoffman, 2001; Nassauer and Corry, 200zkthoek et al., 2006; Stenseke 2009 in the

field of simulation, conceptualizing of scenariogldheir use in research.

Research questions are primarily concerned with peoisons of the landscape and the value
framework of subjects of different cultural backgnds. The differences were expected in the
evaluation of different landscapes according toldwel of naturalness; different attitudes between
cultures / nations towards the change of the tevedscape. Eventually, it was assumed that thdtsesu
would point to the interest groups as bearers e€ifip attitudes toward the river landscape.

From these research questions emerged the corfcggahple selection and the tool structure. Subjects
represent a sample that was divided accordingedaliowing concepts: culture / nation (Hungarian,
Slovenian, Croatian), according to disciplines dhaoft, art), environmental orientation accordiag
the results on the instrument scale, and as a grbspudents and experts. A group of students is a
consistent group ranging from 18 to 35 years of. dde last division, on students and experts,

suggested and investigated differences in relatiadhe age (years).

The tool includes a visual and written part. Fa tisual part structural modifications of the riesea
were presented and evaluated. Six initial scenes sadected according to the criterion of inteneity
human impact on the scene. The selected scenespodrayed as follows: the completely natural
scene on the river Drava in Podturen; the scenk wismall wooden raft on the river Drava in
Podturen; the mill on the Mura river near St. Main Mura; the beach at the Mura-Drava estuary;

the motor ferry on the Drava near KriZznice; and plkéestrian bridge over the Drava in Kriznica. All
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sites are points of contact between the Croati@hHumgarian territory. Structural simulations have
been changed according to four variables: vegetakavel of contact between water and land, users,
and infrastructure. The modification presented ftunctions: restoration, recreation and tourism,
housing and energy production. The written partvérad the attitudes through following concepts:
environmental orientation, attitudes toward spau flood defence, cohesion of space and river, and

views on the planning and management of river @etnorities and international entities).

Empirical research points to the conclusion thareéhare differences between the three cultural /
national groups whose views differ for all of theserved concepts. The clearest result in the sample
groups came out in evaluation of the national saeitle the Croatian and Slovenian cultural heritage
in the scene. The difference between culturesiémsis shown in the environmental orientation, iha
we can interpret by different contexts that suribtime subjects. Although all three locations where
attitudes were explored (Ljubljana - Slovenia, Kayor - Hungary, Osijek - Croatia) have a river, a
relationship with the river is of different charecta city on the river and the river in the city).

Subijects evaluated all scenes according to theiemitbtat was provoked by the scene of a mill on the
Mura River and which was assessed as the mostahaioe. All the other scenes were evaluated as
ranging from complete naturalness to the ones wifieme was most human influence; i.e. scene with
a pedestrian bridge in Kriznica. Results show paaticipants judged a moderate human impact on the
landscape as a quality that is desirable. The ®ectric power plant is evaluated as undesirable by
all groups, but when given the option to compafgednt scenes with the hydroelectric power plant,
more acceptable is the one with the power plard icompletely natural environment than with a
wooden ferry, mill or a beach slide. Different exation systems were applied for natural scenes, for
those with moderate human influence, and for tlemaavith a pedestrian bridge that represented the
greatest human impact. The cultural / nationakdéice emerged with attitudes about various esititie
of planning and management of the river area anerevithe soft discipline stood out (humanistic
orientation). Cultural / national differences arelarlined in the evaluation of statements, likedhe
which says that richer countries should take mare of environmental problems. The Hungarian and
Croatian students positively evaluated this statemehile the Slovenian students had an opposite
standpoint. The beauty of the landscape factor tedradical environmental views were most
prominent in the evaluation of those students wélory to art academies, which can be connected to
the fact that different disciplines evaluate vaeabdifferently. Experts have expressed a greater
preference for initial scenes than younger subjactsthey advocate a sustainable paradigm for river

areas which can be seen in the positive responses.

This dissertation is the first empirical work whicbmpares the attitudes of the Hungarian, Slovenian
and Croatian subjects on the river area transfoomain the example of the rivers Drava and Mura.

The dissertation comes to the conclusion that énviBual evaluation of river area transformatioa th
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initial state of nature is not perceived as possitliinerability. The greater the experience and
relationship between man and nature, the moretedes the evaluation of transformation towards its
consequences on man-humans. The results suggésmntiotion is closely connected to the national
symbol, which represents an impulse that affecéesdiiange in the value assessment of river area

transformation.

The sample shows that cultural difference is react@ the domain of how much the subjects trust in
the elite when deciding on planning and manageroktite river area. Those subjects in the sample
that come from a culture with certified post-madbstic values at the national level expressedulst

in the elite. When planning the new features in rikier area of the rivers Drava and Mura, value
systems with a narrower scope of the planned twamsition should be investigated. The planning of
new features should be synchronized with the ajrexikting human impact on the planned location,
and the acceptability of the transformation shddddirected towards those elements that will evoke

emotion. Only those landscapes that are cultuealbepted can be sustainable (Nassauer, 1995).

In order to minimize the potential conflict wheraphing the river area between different cultures /
nations, one should take into account the levélust in the elite and plan the contractors acecmylgi
Conflicts should be reduced by increasing the egpee of the interest groups in accordance with the

intended function.
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7 POVZETEK

Doktorska disertacija z naslovom »Primerjava vretini ocen slovenskega, madZarskega in
hrvaSkega prebivalstva o trajnosti na osnovi vizealtransformacije ob&aih krajin« (angl.

Comparison of value attitudes of Slovenian, Hurgyaand Croatian citizens on sustainability using
visual transformation of the river landscgpse zé&enja z uvodnim delom, v katerem je predstavljen

SirSi tematski diskurz, ki ponuja pregled strukturenetode dela.

Kompleksnost pretevanja krajine izvira iz dihotomije subjektivigtih in objektivisténih konceptov

s sodobno teznjo k holigtiemu,cezdisciplinarnemu in w@isciplinarnemu pristopu v raziskovanju. V
disertaciji je podan pregled razvoja odnosa rdledekom in naravo s poni preglednih del in
empiriénih raziskovanj. Odnosgloveka in narave opazujemo ob pafn@ti¢nih nael, moralnih
nosilcev in moralnega obsega, tako da so v prildeda opredeljeni pojmi od antropocentrizma do
ekocentrizma, od egoizma in altruizma do holizmaredeljena sta pojma vrednote in kulture.
Ugotovljena je povezava med okvirjem vrednot in @sbm do narave glede na viSjedimenzionalni
vrednostni okvir Schwartza (1984) in okoliSke ot&miie, kot sta jih opredelila Schultz in Zelezny
(1999).

S pregledom svetovnih medkulturnih raziskovanj wadi avtorjev Inglehart (1995), Inglehart in
Welzel (2003), Hofstede (1983) in Schwartz (1998)bjlo ugotovljeno, da je nacionalni okvir
analogen kulturnemu okvirju; predpostavilo se ja,s# bodo na podlagi te predpostavke pojavile
razlike v mnenjih, tj. glede na zadnje rezultatepeitno raziskanih razlik med tremi opazovanimi
narodi v raziskovanjih World Value Survey (2010Hofstede (2010).

Sodobni pritiski na /e krajine so w@plastni: réna krajina postaja ¥éunkcionalna krajina, v kateri
se so0ajo narava in narava (suse in poplave), narawoivek (suse, poplave, izkot&nje resursov,
izgradnja, regulacija in podobno) in ne nazadigeek in ¢lovek (razléni interesi, lokalna, regionalna
in nacionalna raven, prekmejni konflikti in podobnBe:ni prostor pri tem postaja prostor stanovanja,
rekreacije, turizma, za&fe, izkori&anja resursov in proizvodnje energije. Sodobne j¢ée&0
usmerjene v integralno planiranje in upravljanjénile fenomenov, préemur prostorska enota nidve

v okviru nacionalnega obsega, tefweokviru poreja. Vplivi v recni krajini se prenasajo gorvodno,
dolvodno in prekobalno, @mer se uposStevajéezmejni vplivi, ki SO na primeru ¢enejnega podrga
Drave in Mure pokazali, da je zaradi ramih vrednostnih mnenj, avtoritet in legitimnostzlianinh

nacij to temo treba raziskovati z raiih gledi$.

Avtorji, ki so se ukvarjali z odnosorfloveka in narave, so vizualno domeno ocenili zaelsD
skupno platformo subjektivigine in objektivisttne paradigme, na kateri se vrednote ene in druge

strani lahko sr&jo. Teoretini pregled je v delu podan s pregledom g@rah prikazov, ki imajo na
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eni stranicloveka, na drugi pa naravo (Zube et al., 1982; ZaB87; Tress in Tress, 2001; Gobster et
al., 2007 Fry et al., 2009). Rma krajina je fenomen, za katerega se je ugotogidge poseben prav

na podrdju vizualnega, tj. da je sce¥ein in da prisotnost vode predstavlja prednost.

Raziskovanja krajine temeljijo na terenskih raziskgih ali pa se uporabljajo slikovni materiali.
Doslednost teh raziskovanj obravnavata Palmer iffnibon (2005) in pripordata, da se utemelji
vrednost predstavitve vsake krajine in zapis pupraeljavne vizualne simulacije (Palmer in
Hoffman, 2005). Simulacije, zasnovo scenarijev jinavo uporabo v raziskovanju so obravnavali
(Van den Berg in Veenklaas, 1995; Emmelin, 1996aiRp 2000; Sheppard, 2001; Palmer in
Hoffman, 2001; Nassauer in Corry, 2004; Westhoel.e2006; Stenseke, 2009).

Zastavljena raziskovalna vpraSanja se v prvi wkikiarjajo s primerjavami krajine in vrednostne
usmeritve anketirancev ragfiega kulturnega porekla. Pri tem so bileégkovane razlike v
vrednotenju razinih krajin glede na raven naravnosti in r&z# mnenja o spremembatime krajine
med kulturo/narodom. Na koncu smo predvidevalibddo rezultati pokazali na interesne skupine kot

nosilce doléenega mnenja o spremembatneekrajine.

Na podlagi tako zastavljenega problema je bil zasnoizbor vzorca anketirancev in struktura
instrumenta. Anketiranci predstavljajo priloZznostemorec, ki je razdeljen glede na naslednje
koncepte: kulturni/nacionalni (madZzarski, slovenskivaski), glede na discipline (trde, mehke
umetniske), glede na usmeritve okolja, ki izhajajtestvice v instrumentu, ter kot skupina Studento

in strokovnjakov. Skupina Studentov je konsistergkapina mladih anketirancev starih med 18 in 35
let. Zadnja razdelitev, tj. na Studente in strokake, je predvidevala in raziskovala razlike glede

leta (starost).

Instrument vsebuje vizualni in pisni del. V vizuai delu so predstavljene in vrednotene strukturne
spremembe tmega prostora. Sestémnih scen je bilo izbranih po kriteriju intenzéetioveskega
vpliva na sceni. Izbrane scene so prikazane v dajgm vrstnem redu: popolnoma naravna scena na
Dravi pri Podturenu, scena z malim lesenim splavarDravi pri Podturenu, Mlin na Muri pri Sv.
Martinu na Muri, plaza na ustju Mure v Dravo, spfa/motorna vozila na Dravi pri Kriznici in most
za peSce preko Drave pri Kriznici. Vse lokacije kemtaktne toke med hrvaskim in madzarskim
ozemljem. Strukturne simulacije so se spreminjddzlg na Stiri spremenljivke: rastje, raven stika
vode in kopna, uporabniki in infrastruktura. MoHitije so predstavljale Stiri funkcije: retoracijo,
rekreacijo in turizem, stanovanja in proizvodnjemgije. Pisni del instrumenta je raziskoval mnenja
glede na naslednje okvire: okoliSka orientacijagnja o rénem prostoru in varstvu pred poplavami,
povezanost z tmim prostorom in mnenja o &dovanju in upravljanju ega prostora (avtoritete in

mednarodni subjekti).
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Na podlagi empitinega raziskovanja smo zaljlii, da obstajajo razlike med tremi
kulturnimi/nacionalnimi skupinami, katerih mnengrazlikujejo za vse opazovane okvire. NajjasnejSi
rezultat za tako opazovane skupine je priSel dz&med vrednotenjem scen z nacionalno hrvasko in
slovensko kulturno dedigo na sceni. Razlika med kulturami/nacijami segiazala tudi v okviru
okoligkih orientacij, kar lahko pojasnimo z r&nlimi konteksti, ki obkroZajo anketiranoéeprav vse

tri raziskovane lokacije (Slovenija — Ljubljanaablfarska — Kaposvar; Hrvaska — Osijek) vsebujejo

reko, imajo povezave z reko povsod diiegaznaaj (mesto na reki in reka v mestu).

Anketiranci so z&tne scene vrednotili glede dastva, ki so jih obutili v zvezi s sceno mlina na
Muri — to sceno so vrednotili kot prvo. Nato sodmetili naslednje scene glede na raven naravnosti:
od popolnoma naravne scene do scene z mostom za pea3KriZnici. Raziskovalo se je tudi, po
katerem kriteriju glede na &tno sceno bodo anketiranci vrednotili funkcionatrensformacije.
Rezultati so pokazali, da anketiranci ocenjujejeemmcloveski vpliv kot kvaliteto, ki je ne Zelimo
ogrozati. Hidroelektrarna je ocenjena kot neZekestiani vseh skupin. Toda v primerjavi vrednotenja
scen s hidroelektrarno se je pokazalo, da je tejapijivejSa v popolnoma naravni okolici kot pa ob
lesenem splavu, mlinu ali toboganu na plazi. Sistgednotenja, ki so ga imeli anketiranci na
razpolago za naravno okolja, je bil driga od tistega za scene z zmermioveskim vplivom in od
tistega za sceno z mostom za peSce, ki je prefdtandjvesji cloveski vpliv. Kulturna/nacionalna
razlika se je pojavila tudi pri mnenjih o razlih subjektih planiranja in upravljanjudreega prostora,
pri ¢emer so priSle do izraza tudi mehke vede (huménestusmeritev). Kulturne/nacionalne razlike
so priSle do izraza tudi pri vrednotenju izjave, rdarajo bogatejSe drzave bolj paziti na ekoloske
probleme, pricemer so madZarski in hrvaski Studenti to izjavoedwotili pozitivno, slovenski pa
negativno. Z razdelitvijo po disciplinah je do izeapriSla skupina Studentov umetniskih akademij z
mnen;ji o lepoti krajine in z radikalnimi ekoloSkimineniji. Strokovnjaki so izrazili ¥g preferenco
do z&etnih scen kot pa mlajsi anketiranci ter so datigmro trajnostni paradigmi zadree prostore s

stoodstotnim deleZzem pozitivhih odgovorov.

Disertacija v prvi vrsti predstavlja emgino delo primerjave mnenj madZzarskih, slovenskih in
hrvaskih anketirancev glede na preobrazlimega prostora na primeru Drave in Mure. V disejitaci
pridemo do zakljtkov, da se pri vrednotenju vizualne transformagmega prostora 2atno stanje
narave ne Steje kot ranljivost in da¢jge povezanost in izkuSnje vodijo k temu, da se Ipr@zba
ocenjuje v projekciji posledic ndoveka — ljudi, medtem ko manj3a izkusnja vplivatramscendenco
vrednosti SirSega pojma narave na oZji fenomenke.reRezultati kaZzejo na to, da ¢estvo, ki je
povezano z nacionalnim simbolom, impulz, ki vplivea spremembo vrednostnega sistema

ocenjevanja preobrazbeirega prostora.
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Kulturna razlika se je na priloZznostnem vzorcu zzda v domeni zaupanja v elite pri othoju o
nartovanju in upravljanju r&ega prostora, in sicer tako, da je vzorec, ki gahiz kulture s
potrjenimi postmaterialistnimi vrednotami na nacionalni ravni, izkazal nezmjp v elite. V
planiranju novih funkcij v rénem prostoru, kot sta prostora Drave in Mure, prgeoStev, da se pri
nairtovanju regionalnega obsega ré&ei® vrednotni sistemi, ki so povezani z oZjim oluseg
nairtovanih transformacij. Planiranje novih funkcijtjeba uskladiti z obstojen ¢loveSkim vplivom
na n&rtovani lokaciji, sprejemljivost preobrazbe pa usithes elemente, ki bodo evociratiustva.

Zgolj tiste krajine, ki so kulturno sprejete, sbka tudi trajnostne (Nassauer, 1995).

Da bi se zmanjSal potencial konflikta pri plani@anjreénin  prostorov med razihimi
kulturami/nacijami, je treba upoStevati raven zanjgav elite ter aktivnosti akterjev &dovati v
skladu s tem. ZmanjSanje konflikta je treba&rt@vati s povéanjem izkusnje interesnih skupin v

skladu z n&rtovano funkcijo.
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PRILOGA A

Tisztelt Asszonyom/Uram!

A kovetkezé kérddiv az On kdryezetrsl, a technikai megoldasokrol, a tarsadalomrdl, kultdrardl és a folyokrol,
valamint azok egymashoz valé viszonyardl és azok fejlesztési lehetéségeirdl alkotott elveit , véleményét
vizsgalja. Halas lennék, amennyiben &szinte valaszaival segitené ezt a kutatomunkat.

A kérdGiv két egységbdl all.

Az elsd részben képek szimulaljak egyes folydvidékek lehetséges fejlesztését, a masodik rész az On
kérnyezettel és a kdrnyezetvédelemmel kapcsolatos, személyes értékrendjérdl tesz fel kérdéseket. Végil az On
életében legfontosabbnak tartott értékekrél és az On demografiai adatairdl kérdezziik.

Kérjuk, fél érat szanjon a kérddiv kitoltésére! A kérdbiv anonim, tehat nem sziikséges nevét és cimét feltlintetnie.

Dina Stober



FOTOKERDOIV KITOLTESI UTMUTATO
A kévetkez6 oldalakon 6sszesen 30 képet fog latni 6 szettre osztva.

Az elsd kép mindenegyes szettben a Mura vagy a Drava folydvidékének eredeti allapotat mutatja be. A
kovetkezd egyes jeleneteken a kiilonbdzd emberi behatasok lathatdk, a teliesen természetes kdrnyezet,
faszerkezetek , a Muran allé malom, a cstzdas strandok, Drava- atkeld Kriznicanal a hidig.

Ezeket a képeket megvaltoztattuk négy fejlesztési elképzelés szerint.

Az els6 valtoztatas a vizfolyas renaturalizacioja és a kdrnyezet alkalmassa tétele az ar vizének befogadasara- a
part szélesitése, a magas fak eltavolitasa az allatok természetes éléhelyiikdn torténé megjelenésének
feltételezésével.

A masik képsor fejlesztési elképzelése turisztikai jelleg, pinenést és sportot- flirdést, napozast, horgaszatot
feltételez, a kdrnyezet minimalisan valtozik (kerékparut, jatszotér, ponton).

A harmadik esetben feltételezziik az ember hatasat és jelenlétét. Lathatok az autohton épliletek, a gépkocsival
valo elérhetéség és a part vonalanak kiemelése eredeti helyi kovekkel.

Az utolsé képsor mutatja az ember legintenzivebb beavatkozasat a természeti kdrnyezetbe, lathatd egy kisebb
vizerdmd. A partot ipari betonelemekkell épitették ki, lehetdség van a terlilet autoval vald megkozelitésére, a
z6ldovezet kiterjedtsége csokkent.

Kérem,hogy az egyes jeleneteket rangsorolja 1-t8l 5-ig tgy, hogy az 1 az On szamara legjobb megoldas, az 5
pedig a legrosszabbnak tartott megoldas. A szamot a kép alatti négyzetbe irja be!

Kérem, hogy a jeleneteken karikazza be azt, ami azon On szerint j6, és huzza at azt, ami On szerint rossz.

Rajzolja oda, ami On szerint javitana az 8sszhatason! A jelenet ala irja oda benyomasait!

Végil kérem, hogy valassza ki a harom legjobb és a harom legrosszabb jelenetet, és irja be 6ket a négyzetbe
az utolso oldalon.

Koszonom!

A HAROM LEGJOBB

A HAROM LEGROSSZABB




Kérem,hogy az egyes jeleneteket rangsorolja 1-t8l 5-ig Ugy,
hogy az 1 az On szamara legjobb megoldas, az 5 pedig a
legrosszabbnak tartott megoldas.

A sz&mot a kép alatti négyzetbe irja be!

Kérem, hogy a jeleneteken karikazza be azt, ami azon On
szerint 6, és hlizza 4t azt, ami On szerint rossz.

D

Rajzolja oda, ami On szerint javitana az 8sszhatason!

A jelenet ala irja oda benyomasait!
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2 Kérem,hogy az egyes jeleneteket rangsorolja 1-t8l 5-ig Ugy,
hogy az 1 az On szamara legjobb megoldas, az 5 pedig
a legrosszabbnak tartott megoldas.

A sz&mot a kép alatti négyzetbe irja be!

Kérem, hogy a jeleneteken karikazza be azt, ami azon On
szerint jo, és hlzza &t azt, ami On szerint rossz.

GO

Rajzolja oda, ami On szerint javitana az 8sszhatason!

A jelenet ala irja oda benyomasait!




Kérem,hogy az egyes jeleneteket rangsorolja 1-t6l 5-ig
tgy, hogy az 1 az On szamara legjobb megoldas, az 5
pedig a legrosszabbnak tartott megoldas.

A szamot a kép alatti négyzetbe irja be!

Kérem, hogy a jeleneteken karikazza be azt, ami azon On
szerint j6, és hizza 4t azt, ami On szerint rossz.

P

Rajzolja oda, ami On szerint javitana az 6sszhatason!

A jelenet ala irja oda benyomasait!




Kérem,hogy az egyes jeleneteket rangsorolja 1-t6l 5-ig Ugy,
hogy az 1 az On szamara legjobb megoldas, az 5 pedig a
legrosszabbnak tartott megoldas.

A szamot a kép alatti négyzetbe irja be!

Kérem, hogy a jeleneteken karikazza be azt, ami azon On
szerint j6, és hizza 4t azt, ami On szerint rossz.
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Rajzolja oda, ami On szerint javitana az 8sszhatason!

A jelenet ala irja oda benyomasait!




Kérem,hogy az egyes jeleneteket rangsorolja 1-t6l 5-ig
tgy, hogy az 1 az On szamara legjobb megoldas, az 5
pedig a legrosszabbnak tartott megoldas.

A szamot a kép alatti négyzetbe irja be!

Kérem, hogy a jeleneteken karikazza be azt, ami azon On
szerint j6, és hizza 4t azt, ami On szerint rossz.

CO 1

Rajzolja oda, ami On szerint javitana az 6sszhatason!

A jelenet ala irja oda benyomasait!

5A 5B




Kérem,hogy az egyes jeleneteket rangsorolja 1-t6l 5-ig ugy,
hogy az 1 az On szamara legjobb megoldas, az 5 pedig
a legrosszabbnak tartott megoldas.

A szamot a kép alatti négyzetbe irja be!

Kérem, hogy a jeleneteken karikazza be azt, ami azon On
szerint j6, és hizza at azt, ami On szerint rossz.

QoD g

Rajzolja oda, ami On szerint javitana az dsszhatason!

A jelenet ala irja oda benyomasait!




Tart-e a viztarol6 gatak és hidak féldrengés okozta 6sszeomlasatél?
Karikézza be a véleményének megfelelé valaszt!

IGEN NEM NEM TUDOM
Az alabbi allitasok a természet, a technoldgia , az ember és a kultura viszonyara vonatkozé
allasfoglalasok. Milyen mértékben ért egyet a felsorolt allitaisokkal?Karikdzza be a véleményének
leginkabb megfelel6 valaszt!

Az ember a természet " "
abszolut ura, abban é, ésa | eovaltalan  altalaban egyetis értek,  Altalaban teliesen nem tudom,
. hez tetszése szerint nem értek nem értek nem is egyetértek egyetériek nem klvapok
t?rmeszet ezt egyet egyet valaszolni
viszonyulhat.
A technikai vivmanyok az egyaltalan altalaban egyetis értek,  altalaban teljesen nem tudom,
A Iy nem értek nem értek . . . nem kivanok
emberiség javat szolgaljak egyet egyet nem is egyetértek egyetértek valaszolni
Egy vidék eredeti dllapotanak o o
megorzése, a vidék egyaltalan altalaban egyetis értek,  altalaban teljesen nem tudom,
. ., . nem értek nem értek nem is cavetertek cavetériek nem kivanok
Iako’ss’a]ga'na_k fejI.ettebb egyet egyet gy gy valaszolni
kultarjat is jelenti
A folyok féldrajzilag és " i
kulturalisan is 6sszekotik egyaltalan altaldban egyetis értek,  altalaban teljesen nem tudom,
. . nem értek nem értek nem is cavetériek cavetértek nem kivanok
azokat a teryleteket, egyet egyet gy gy valaszolni
amelyeken athaladnak
A foly6 az embernek csak egyaltalan altalaban cavetis értek Altalaban teliesen nem tudom,
. pihenésre, rekreaciora és nem értek nem értek ngym is " eavetériek o ! otériek nem kivanok
élményszerzésre szolgaljon | edvet egyet o o valaszolni
Ma az ember teljes mértékben
ellenérzése alatt tartja a egyaltalan altalaban eavetis ériek  Altalaban eliesen nem tudom,
. legmodernebb technoldgiat nem értek nem értek ngym is " eavetériek o y ctértek nem kivanok
is, igy meg tudja akadalyozni | egyet egyet o o valaszolni
a lehetséges katasztréfakat
A természet védelme a egyaltalan ltalaban egyet is értek altalaban teliesen nem tudom,
. tarsadalom minden mast nemértek  nem értek ieatiebte M AT nem kivanok
megel6zo, elsédleges feladata | e9ve! egyet o o valaszolni
A folyé mentén épiilt varosok | egyaitalan 4ltalaban egyetis ériek  altaléban teljesen nem tudom,
. Sz’ebbek a folyo nélkiili nem értek nem értek remis eqyetértek eqyetértek nem kivanok
varosoknal egyet egyet valaszolni

A folyovidékkel kapcsolatos ligyek végzésével kiilonb6z6 intézmények és csoportok foglalkoznak
kiilonb6z6 szinteken- orszagos, regionalis és helyi szinten. Véleménye szerint ki ért a legjobban a
folyokat érinté problematikahoz?

allami szervek orszagos egyaltalan nem  lényegében egyetis lényegében teljesen hem tudom,

. értek egyet nem értek értek, cavet értek cavetériek nem kivanok
szinten egyet nem is 9y 9y valaszolni

allami szervek regionalis g%ﬁ":;gt”em foSﬁSﬁ” zﬂﬁt s lenyegében teljesen ool Eggfﬁgk
szinten egyet nem is egyet értek egyetértek valaszolni

] . L ggyaltalan nem Ienyegeben ggyet is lényegében teljesen nem tngm,

allami szervek helyi szinten | értek egyet nem értek értek, cavet riek cavelériek nem kivanok
egyet nem is 9y 9y valaszolni

kormanyon kivili egyéltalén nem  lényegében eavetis lnveasben  teliesen nem tudom,

kornyezetvédelmi értek egyet nem értek é?t)elzk remis e yetgé tok e ! iértek nem kivanok
egyesiiletek egyet ! gy gy valaszolni

egyaltalan nem  1ényegében egyetis lényegében teljesen nem tudom,

tuddsok és szakemberek értek egyet nem értek értek, nemis  egyet értek egyetértek n(’em klvanok
egyet valaszolni

egyaltalan nem  1ényegében . . . . nem tudom,
. . P . ; egyetis |ényegében teljesen o

a folyomenti lakossag értek egyet nem értek ériek nemis  egyetértek  egyetériek nem kivanok
egyet valaszolni

a folyomenti teriiletek egyaltalan nem  lényegében egyetis lényegében  teljesen ner tudom,

. . értek egyet nem értek ertek nemis  eavet értek cavetériek nem kivanok
tulajdonosai egyet : gy ! vélaszolni




4. Afolydk tobb orszagon haladnak at, és ezaltal a folydkat ért hatasok folyasuk iranyanak

megfeleléen eljutnak szélesebb teriiletekre is. Milyen mértékben ért egyet az alabbi allitasokkal?
Karikézza be a véleményének legmegfelel6bb valaszt!

Az allamhatarokon hiz6do

1 folyok iigyeivel kozos Zg}éilt:;r;tnem f;%egsgf " egyetiseértek,  lényegében teljesen 222 LLiIs:r:Tc];k
" nemzetkézi szervnek egyet nemis egyetértek  egyetértek O i
kellene foglalkoznia
Azoknak a gazdagabb
orszagoknak, amelyek
teriletén folyo halad étl,. egyaltalan nem  lényegében cqyetis értek lényegében teliesen nem tudom,
2. jf)bbgn_kgllene l’jgy'elnluk .az értek egyet nem értek nom is eqyet értek eqyetértek nem kivanok
okolégiai problémakra, mint egyet valaszolni
a kevéshé fejlett
orszagoknak.
5. A folyokrol sz6l6 nemzetk6zi megallapodasoknak On szerint tartalmaznia kellene:
egyaltalan nem lényegében egyetis értek lényegében  teljesen nem tudom,
8. vizerémii épitését értek egyet ggyme :ertek nem s eqyetériek  egyetériek czlr:;;m?ok
egyaltalan nem lényegében egyetis értek lényegében  teljesen nem tudom,
9. biorezervatumokat értek egyet ggry:; tertek nem s eqyetériek  egyetériek c:ggl;vlirl]ok
. PO Py e;gyéltalén nem Iényegében egyet is értek lényegében  teljesen nem tgdgm,
10. okolégiai problémakat értek egyet gz;ne tertek remis eqyetértek  egyetértek ngs%i'mk
egyaltalan nem lényegében . . . . nem tudom,
‘s X : egyet is értek, lényegében  teljesen .
11. hajoutakat értek egyet ggyme ;artek nem s egyetériek  egyetériek cz{:sl;m?]ri]ok
. " ggyéltalén nem Iényegében egyet is értek. lényegében  teljesen nem tqum,
12. turista 6vezeteket értek egyet zgyme ;ertek remis egyetértek  egyetértek c(aelr:sim?ok
. . ggyéltalén nem Iényegében egyet is értek. lényegében  teljesen nem tqum,
13. természeti parkokat értek egyet ggyme :artek nem s eqyetériek  egyetériek cglr:;;g/;ri]ok
2 ggyéltalén nem Iényegében egyet is értek lényegében  teljesen nem thd(,)m’
14. lakoovezeteket értek egyet nem értek nom s eqyetériek  egyetériek nem kivanok
egyet valaszolni
6. Melyik folyonal jart utoljara (akar csak elment mellette)? irja a vonalra a folyé nevét!

7. Atlagban milyen gyakran latogat folyopartra? Karikézza be az Onnek megfelel6 valaszt.

a) gyakran, mindennap vagy
tdbbsz0r egy héten

b) ritkan, néhanyszor évente

c)

nagyon ritkan, tobb év alatt

egyszer

d) soha




8. Hanyszor jar folyoparton az alabbi célokbél?

Karikézza be az Onnek megfelelé valaszt!

hetente hetente havonta vente ritkabban, mint
séta naponta tobbszor egyszer egyszer ogyszer évente egyszer soha
napozas naponta rb?t:gg%r hetente 23;223 évente gt/?ntigaenéyn;r:r soha
egyszer egyszer
sport naponta thb'et:grs];%r hetente 23;:2}; évente gtll;antizaendyr:;gr soha
egyszer egyszer
horgaszat naponta thb'et:grs];%r hetente 23;:2}; évente gtll;ant;Zaenéyr:;rgr soha
egyszer egyszer
edukacio naponta thb'et:grs];%r hetente 23;:2}; évente gtll;ant;Zaenéyr:;rgr soha
egyszer egyszer
vizerémii hetente hetente havonta g o nte ftkabban, mint
. . naponta t6bbszor egyszer évente egyszer soha
latogatasa egyszer egyszer
hétvégi hetente havonta ritkabban, mint
. A 4 hetente évente . !
ra,:'?a: i naponta t6bbszor egyszer egyszer egyszer évente egyszer soha
artozkodas
egyeb hetente havonta . ritkabban, mint
A - hetente évente .
naponta tobbszor egyszer évente egyszer
egyszer egyszer
soha

9. Mire emlékszik vissza legutobbi folyoparti Gtjabol? Kérem, néhany fogalom vonalra jegyzésével

jellemezze benyomasait!

10.

A kovetkezé allitasok a folyok kornyezetbeni szerepét és az On véleményét vizsgaljak , amely a
folyok illetékes hasznaldjara vonatkozik. Mennyire ért egyet a folyomenti teriiletekre vonatkozé
allitasokkal? Karikazza be a véleményének legmegfelel6bb valaszt!

nem

1 A folydparti taj szebb, mint mas ﬁgymal(;?tl:l? ﬁgﬂagggk egyetis értek, dltalaban teliesen tnu:rgm,
természeti taj egyet egyet nem is egyetértek egyetértek Kivanok

vélaszolni
A foly6kra és a folydmenti " " nem
teriiletekre leginkabb a egyaltalan altalaban egyetis értek, &ltalaban teljesen tudom,

2. 3 nem értek nem érek nemis egyetértek egyetértek nem
ma_da__ra!(nakkes : el egyet egyet 9 9 kivanok
vizinovenyeknek van szuksege valaszolni

nem
A foly6vidéket fenntarthat6 egyaltalan altalaban egyet is értek, altalaban teljesen tudom,
3. . . . nem értek nem értek , X ; nem
maddon kell fejleszteni agyet agyet nem is egyetértek  egyetértek Kivénok
valaszolni
CL el Aen nem
A folydk tul értékesek ahhoz, egyaltaldn altaldban egyet is értek. altalaban teljesen tudom,
4, Eogy az ember ezt ne hasznélna 2;;16 :ertek 2;;18 fnek romis egyetértek  egyetértek E?vr;]mk
1
vélaszolni
. . . nem
A folyokra minden mas egyaltalén allaldban oo otisertok,  altalaban  tefesen tudomn,

5. Fermeszetl kc?rny’ezgtnel is nem tertek nem tertek o is eqyetériek  egyetériek Egm )
jobban kell vigyazni egye egye Ivanok

valaszolni




11. A folydvidékhez killonb6z6 tartalmak kothet6k. Mit tart fontosnak a folyovidék (pl. Mura vagy
Drava vidékének) fejlesztése tekintetében? Karikazza be az On véleményének leginkabb megfelel6

valaszt!

1 vizerémii épitése elektromos ﬁgﬁlft:r:?gs lényegében  fontosis, nemis  lényegében  nagyon Eﬁ?ﬂtgsom‘ nem
" aram eldallitasahoz nem fontos fontos fontos valaszolni

egyaltalan |ényegében fontos is, nemis  lényegében  nagyon nem tudom, nem
2. afolyo jobb elérhetdsége nemfontos - fontos fonps Kdvanok
vélaszolni

3 az autohton architektura ﬁgymalftgrl]?gs lényegében  fontosis,nemis  lényegében  nagyon :ﬁgntgsom’ nem
védelme nem fontos fontos fontos valaszolni

egyaltalan |ényegében fontos is, nemis  lényegében  nagyon her tudom, nem
4. vikendhazak épitése nemfontos R fontos fomos | Kivanok
vélaszolni

egyaltalan |ényegében fontos is, nemis  lényegében  nagyon her tudom, nem
5. a turisztikai kinalat fejlesztése nemfontos s fontos fomos | Kivanok
valaszolni

6. 2 madarak természetes ﬁgﬁlft:r:?gs lényegében  fontosis, nemis  lényegében  nagyon Eﬁ?ﬂtgs om, nem
" éléhelyének védelme nem fontos fontos fontos valaszolni

egyaltalan |ényegében fontos is, nemis  lényegében  nagyon nem tudom, nem
7. folyokavics kitermelése nemfontos - fontos fonps Kivanok
vélaszolni

egyaltalan |ényegében fontos is, nemis  lényegében  nagyon hem tudom, nem
8. haltenyésztés nemfontos R fontos fomas | Kivanok
vélaszolni

egyaltalan |ényegében fontos is, nemis  lényegében  nagyon nem tudom, nem
9. arvizvédelem nemfontos - fonfos fonps Kdvanok
vélaszolni

10 mezdgazdasagi tevékenység ﬁgyma?g:]?ons lényegében  fontosis,nemis  lényegében  nagyon :ﬁzntgsom’ nem
" fejlesztése nem fontos fontos fontos . )
valaszolni

1" folyévidéki tudomanyos ﬁgﬁlft;:?gs lényegében  fontosis, nemis  lényegében  nagyon Eﬁ?ﬂtgsom’ nem
ismeretszerzés nem fontos fontos fontos valaszolni

12. A teriilettervezés soran meghatarozzak az egyes teriiletek rendeltetését jellegzetességeik

figyelembevételével. Az On meglatasa szerint mennyire fontosak az alabbi jellemzék a folyévidék

rendeltetésének tervezésében?

Ertékelje1-t61 5 -ig a szempont fontossagét! 1 - egyaltalén nem fontos, 2 - inkabb nem fontos, 3 - fontos is, nem
is, 4 — tébbnyire fontos 5 - nagyon fontos

elérhetdség gépkocsival

a taj szépsége

rendezett kérnyezet

a foly6 hajézhatésaga

érintetlen természet

arvizvédelem

R N P N = N =N

NN
W W W Wl w w

E N R
[ MNS, RN NS, NS NS ]




13. Az utébbi években megnovekedett az arvizek szama. Milyen mértékben ért egyet azzal, hogy az
arvizek ellen az alabbi intézkedésekkel kellene védekezni? Karikadzza be azt a kijelentést, amely a
leginkabb megfelel véleményének!

betongatakkal és egyaltalan altalaban véve egyet is értek, lényegében teljesen nem tudom,
1 tsite nem értek nem értek egyet  nemis egyetértek egyetértek nem kivanok
toltésekkel egyet gy gy gy valaszolni
a part -
2 szélesitésével és egyaltalan altalaban véve egyet is értek, lényegében teljesen nem tudom,
) llékagas nem értek nem értek egyet  nemiis egyetértek egyetértek nem klvanok
rr]e Ie gt 2 sel egyet vélaszolni
vizelvezetesse
t6 és vizerémii egyaltalan altalaban véve egyet is értek, lényegében teljesen nem tudom,
3. .. f oz nem értek . . . f nem kivanok
létrehozasaval egyet nem értek egyet  nemis egyetértek egyetértek valaszolni
nincs sziikség egyaltalan altalaban véve egyet is értek, lényegében teljesen nem tudom,
4. i pé nem értek nem értek egyet  nemis egyetértek egyetértek nem kivanok
semmilyen lépésre | o o 9y 9y Y vélaszolni

14. Gondoljon az alabbi fogalmakra, és hatarozza meg, azok mennyire vonzéak a folyévidéken!
Karikézza be az On véleményének leginkébb megfelelé valaszt!

1 sllatok egyaltalan nem inkabb nem vonzoak is,nem  lényegében nagyon zgm I(l;\(/]gr%k
- dllato vonzdak vonzéak is vonzoak vonzoak ) .
valaszolni

2 cseriék.bokrok egyaltalan nem inkabb nem vonzoak is,nem  lényegében nagyon 222 E\?grrlrgk
' Jek, vonzdak vonzéak is vonzoak vonzoak . :
valaszolni

3 fak egyaltalan nem inkabb nem vonzbak is,nem  lényegében nagyon 222 E\?grrlrgk
' vonzéak vonzéak is vonzoak vonzoak . :
valaszolni

4. vikendhazak egyaltalan nem inkabb nem vonzbak is,nem  lényegében nagyon 222 I(L;\(/jgrzrgk
' vonzoak vonzoak is vonzoak vonzoak ) :
valaszolni

5 horaaszok egyaltalan nem inkabb nem vonzéak is, nem lényegében nagyon zgm I(L;\(/jgrr:)!k
' 9 vonzoak vonzoak is vonzoak vonzoak - :
valaszolni

6 fiird6z6k egyaltalan nem inkabb nem vonzdak is, nem lényegében nagyon zgm I(L;\(/jgrr:)!k
' vonzoak vonzoak is vonzoak vonzoak - :
valaszolni

7 vizerémiivek egyaltalan nem inkabb nem vonzdak is, nem lényegében nagyon zgm I(l;\(/]gr%k
: vonzéak vonzéak is vonzoak vonzoak ) .
valaszolni

8 fonami egyaltalan nem inkabb nem vonzdak is, nem lényegében nagyon 222 E\?grrlrgk
malmok vonzéak vonzéak is vonzoak vonzoak valaszolni

9 kerékparutak egyaltalan nem inkabb nem vonzbak is,nem  lényegében nagyon 222 I(L;\(/jgrzrgk
' p vonzéak vonzéak is vonzoak vonzoak . .
valaszolni

10. csénakok egyaltalan nem inkabb nem vonzbak is,nem  lényegében nagyon 222 I(L;\(/jgrzrgk

' vonzoak vonzoak is vonzoak vonzoak

valaszolni




Kérem, adja meg az Onre vonatkozé adatokat , és jeldlje az alabbi fogalmak jelentéségét az On

értékrendjében! A kérdbiv anonim.

Neme? Karikdzza be a valaszt! F N
Kora? Karikazza be a valaszt!

a)16-19 ¢) 26-30
b)20-25 d) 30-35

Sziiletési hely:
Kérem, irja a vonalra a helység nevét!

Hogyan irnad le a helységet, ahol élsz

) nagy helység
) kilvaros

) kis helység
)

)

o O T Q

falu
haz vidéken (tajan).

()

Allampolgarsaga Karikazza be a vélaszt!

Nemzetiség Kérem, irja a vonalra!

e) 35 felett

HU

HR

SLO

Vallas Kérem, karikazza be a megfelel6t vagy irja valaszat a vonalra!

a) katolikus
b) pravoszlav
c) protestans

d)
e)
f)
9

irt-e mar ala peticiot a kornyezetért? Karikazza be a vélaszt!

iszlam
zsido

ateista
egyéb

IGEN NEM

Vannak-e a kornyezet szennyezettségébdl eredd egészségiigyi problémai, mint pl. allergia, asztma stb.?

IGEN NEM

Osztalyozza az alabbi fogalmakat aszerint, hogy az On életében mennyire jatszanak fontos szerepet! Karikazza be:
1 - egyéltalan nem fontos, 2 — inkdbb nem fontos, 3- fontos is, nem is, 4 —lényegében fontos, 5 —nagyon fontos

_gazdagsag 1 2 3 4 5

_egészség 1 2 3 4 5
informaltsag 1 2 3 4 5
csaladi 1 2 3 4 5
kapcsolatok
kiilsé 1 2 3 4 5
tudas 1 2 3 4 5
tekintély, himév 1 2 3 4 5
karrier 1 2 3 4 5

Koszénoém!



PRILOGA B
Spostovani,

priCujoCa anketa raziskuje staliSCa in mislienja o okoliSu, tehnicnih resitvah, druzbi, kulturi in rekah ter njihovih
medsebojnih razmerjih in zmoznostih razvoja.
Zahvaljujem se Vam, Ce boste s svojimi iskrenimi stalis¢i in misljenji dali svoj doprinos temu raziskovanju.

Anketa je sestavljena iz dveh celot.

V prvem delu slikovni prikazi simulirajo moZne razvoje neke pokrajine ob reki, medtem ko drugi del ankete
sestavljajo vprasanja o osebnih vrednostnih preferencah glede za$€ite okolja in sam okolje. Na koncu ankete so
vpraSanja o osnovnih vrednotah v Zivijenju in o Vasih demografskih podatkih.

Prosimo Vas, da si vzamete pol ure VaSega €asa in odgovorite na vpradanja iz vpra$alnika. VpraSalnik
izpolnjujete anonimno, tako da ni potrebno navesti imena ali naslova.

Dina Stober



NAVODILA ZA 1ZPOLNJEVANJE FOTO VPRASALNIKA
Na naslednijih straneh boste videli skupno 30 slikovnih prikazov, razdeljenih v 6 sklopov.

Prva slika v vsakem sklopu prikazuje originalno sceno pokrajine ob rekah Muri ali Dravi. V scenah so prisotni
razliéni Cloveski vplivi, od popolnoma naravne pokrajine, lesenega broda, mlina na Muri, plaZe s toboganom,
prehoda prek Drave pri Kriznici.

Ti prikazi se spreminjajo glede na Stiri razvojne scenarije.

Prva sprememba zajema renaturalizacijo vodotoka in prilagoditev obreéne krajine varstva pred poplavami —
Sirjenje obale, odstranjevanje visokega drevja in predpostavija navzo¢nost Zivali v naravnem zivljenjskem
prostoru.

Drugi prikaz je scena razvoja turistiéne vsebine za prosti ¢as in Sport — kopanje, sonéenje, ribistvo, kjer se okolje
minimalno spreminja (kolesarska steza, otroSko igriS¢e, pomol...)

Tretji prikaz predpostavlja vedji vpliv in prisotnost loveka. Prikazane so hise, pristop z avtomobilom in utrjevanje
obale z naravnim lokalnim kamnom.

Zadniji in najintenzivnejSi vpliv Cloveka na naravo prikazuje, kako bi izgledala manjSa hidroelektrarna v
opazovanem okolju. Obala je utrjena z betonskimi prefabrikati, omogocen je pristop z avtomobilom in je manj
drevja oz. narvnih sestavin.

Prosim Vas, da prikazane scene ovrednotite od 1 do 5 tako, da je 1 za Vas najboljsa resitev, 5 najslabsa
reSitev. Vsako sliko ocenite s Stevilko od 1 do 5 in jo vpiSite v okviréek pod sliko.

Prosim vas, da v scenah obkrozite, kar je glede na VasSe misljenje v sceni dobro, precrtajte pa tisto, kar je slabo.

o

Ce Zelite, v scene dorisite elemente, za katere mislite, da bi popravili vtis. Prosim Vas, da na ¢rto pod sceno
napiSete svoje vtise.

Na kraju Vas prosim, da izberete tri najboljSe in tri najslabSe scene ter jih vpiSite v okvire na zadnji strani.

Hvala!

TRI NAJBOLJSE SCENE

TRI NAJSLABSE SCENE




Prosim Vas, da prikazane scene ovrednotite od 1 do 5 tako, da je
1 za Vas najboljSa resitev, a 5 najslab3a reSitev.

Vsaki sliki pridruzite Stevilko od 1 do 5 in jo vpiSite v
okvircek pod sliko.

Prosim vas, da v scenah obkroZite, kar je glede na VaSe
miSljenje v sceni dobro, preCriajte pa tisto, kar je slabo.

DOBRO %

Ce zelite, v scene dorisite elemente, za katere mislite, da bi
popravili vtis.

Prosim Vas, da na ¢rto pod sceno napiSete svoje vtise.

1A 1B




Prosim Vas, da prikazane scene ovrednotite od 1 do 5 tako, da je
1 za Vas najboljSa reSitev, a 5 najslab3a reSitev.

Vsaki sliki pridruzite Stevilko od 1 do 5 in jo vpiSite v
okvir¢ek pod sliko.

Prosim vas, da v scenah obkroZite, kar je glede na Vase
miSljenje v sceni dobro, preCriajte pa tisto, kar je slabo.

DOBRO %

Ce zelite, v scene dorisite elemente, za katere mislite, da bi
popravili vtis.

Prosim Vas, da na ¢rto pod sceno napiSete svoje vtise.




Prosim Vas, da prikazane scene ovrednotite od 1 do 5 tako, da je
1 za Vas najboljSa resitev, a 5 najslab3a resitev.

Vsaki sliki pridruzite Stevilko od 1 do 5 in jo vpiSite v
okviréek pod sliko.

Prosim vas, da v scenah obkroZite, kar je glede na Vase
miSlienje v sceni dobro, preCrtajte pa tisto, kar je slabo.

DOBRO @({o

Ce zelite, v scene doridite elemente, za katere mislite, da bi
popravili vtis.

Prosim Vas, da na €rto pod sceno napisete svoje vtise.




Prosim Vas, da prikazane scene ovrednotite od 1 do 5 tako, da je
1 za Vas najboljSa resitev, a 5 najslab3a resitev.

Vsaki sliki pridruzite Stevilko od 1 do 5 in jo vpiSite v
okviréek pod sliko.

Prosim vas, da v scenah obkroZite, kar je glede na Vase
miSljenje v sceni dobro, preCrtajte pa tisto, kar je slabo.

DOBRO @{o

Ce zelite, v scene dorisite elemente, za katere mislite, da bi
popravili vtis.

Prosim Vas, da na €rto pod sceno napiete svoje vtise.




5A

Prosim Vas, da prikazane scene ovrednotite od 1 do 5 tako, da je
1 za Vas najboljSa resitev, a 5 najslab3a resitev.

Vsaki sliki pridruzite Stevilko od 1 do 5 in jo vpisite v
okviréek pod sliko.

Prosim vas, da v scenah obkroZite, kar je glede na Vase
miSljenje v sceni dobro, preCrtajte pa tisto, kar je slabo.

DOBRO @({o

Ce zelite, v scene dorisite elemente, za katere mislite, da bi
popravili vtis.

Prosim Vas, da na €rto pod sceno napiete svoje vtise.

5B




' Prosim Vas, da prikazane scene ovrednotite od 1 do 5 tako, da je
1 za Vas najboljsa reSitev, a 5 najslab3a resitev.

Vsaki sliki pridruzite Stevilko od 1 do 5 in jo vpiSite v
okvircek pod sliko.

Prosim vas, da v scenah obkroZite, kar je glede na Vase
miljenje v sceni dobro, preértajte pa tisto, kar je slabo.

DOBRO %

Ce zelite, v scene dorisite elemente, za katere mislite, da bi
popravili vtis.

Prosim Vas, da na ¢rto pod sceno napiSete svoje vtise.




Ali se bojite posledic potresa, kot so rusenje akumulacijskih nasipov ali mostov?
ObkroZite odgovor, ki ustreza Vasemu staliScu.

DA NE NE VEM

Naslednje trditve izrazajo stali§¢a o povezavah med naravo, tehnologijo, ¢lovekom in kulturo.
V kaksni meri se strinjate z navedenimi trditvami?
ObkroZite odgovor, ki najbolj ustreza Vasemu stali§cu.

élovek je absolutni QOSPOdar sploh se glavnem se se niti strinjam glavnem popolnoma ne vem,
AN v glavi iti strinj v glav st
ral':-lfve deatel‘IIZIth '_n ST"dO harave ne strinjam  ne strinjam niti ne strinjam se strinjam se strinjam gng:\lIgr]iti
ahko vede po lastni volji
Razvoj tehniénih resitev ¢lovestvu oh | i strin | | ne vem,
i P sploh se vglavnemse  se niti strinjam v glavnem popolnoma o
prinasa nova blagostanja in ne strinjam  ne strinjam nitine strinjam ~ sestrinjam  se strinjam gggZ:Jg‘:iﬁ
uzivanja
Ce je neka pOKrajina Ohranjena in sploh se glavnem se se niti strinjam glavnem popolnoma ne vem,
. . . . v glav iti strinj v glav s
;zvor:a,_je;uf_l ku"u;la prebivalcev | strinjam  ne strinjam niti ne strinjam ~ se strinjam ~ se strinjam gng:\lIgr]iti
€ga Kraja bolj napredna
Reke fiziéno in kulturno oh | i st | | ne vem,
. . sploh se vglavnemse  se niti strinjam v glavnem popolnoma o
:)ovqumejo prostore skozi katere ne strinjam e strinjam niti ne strinjam sesfrinjam e strinjam gggzg\lllcr)?iti
ecejo
Reka mora sluziti Cloveku samo za sploh se glavnem se se niti strinjam glavnem popolnoma ne vem,
R v glav iti strinj v glav s
IdOPUSty reklre;cllo Inuzivanje v ne strinjam  ne strinjam niti ne strinjam ~ se strinjam ~~ se strinjam gng:\lgTr]iti
epem razgledu
Danes ¢lovek popolnoma
kontrolira tudi najsodobnejSo sploh se vglavnemse  se nii strinjam v glavnem popolnoma 2: :;Tm
tehnologijo in s tem preprecuje ne strinjam  ne strinjam niti ne strinjam se strinjam se strinjam odgovorit
mozne nesrece
Ohranitev narave ima prednost sploh se glavnem se se niti strinjam glavnem popolnoma ne vem,

. . . v glav iti strinj v glav st
pre(vi vsemi drugimi nalogami ne strinjam  ne strinjam niti ne strinjam se strinjam se strinjam ne zellm. )
druzbe odgovoriti
Mesta, skozi katere tece reka, so sploh se vglavnemse  se nii strinjam v glavnem popolnoma 2: Z:rm
lepsa od mest, ki nimajo reke ne strinjam  ne strinjam niti ne strinjam se strinjam se strinjam odgovoriti
Z re¢nim prostorom upravljajo razli¢ne institucije in grupe na razliénih nivojih - nacionalnem,
regionalnem in lokalnem. Kdo, po Vasem misljenju, najbolje razume probleme reke?

drzavne sluzbe na nacionalnem sploh se vglavnemse  seniti strinjam v glavnemse  popolnoma 22 Z:an
nivoju ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam strinjam se strinjam odgovorit

drzavne sluzbe na sploh se vglavnemse  seniti strinjam  vglavnemse  popolnoma 22 Z:Irpm
regionalnem nivoju ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam strinjam se strinjam odgovorit

drzavne sluzbe na sploh se vglavnemse  se niti strinjam v glavnemse  popolnoma zg Zglrlnm
lokalnem nivoju ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam strinjam se strinjam odgovorit

nevladna drustva za zascito sploh se vglavnemse  se niti strinjam v glavnemse  popolnoma zg ;§Ir|nm
okol ja ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam strinjam se strinjam odgovorit

t iki in strok iaki sploh se vglavnemse  seniti strinjam  vglavnemse  popolnoma 22 Z:Irpm
Znanstvenikli In strokovnjaki ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam ~ strinjam se strinjam "
odgovoriti

bivalst b reki sploh se vglavnemse  seniti strinjam  vglavnemse  popolnoma 22 Z:Irpm
prebivaistvo ob reki ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam ~ strinjam se strinjam "
odgovoriti

lastniki liié&a ob reki sploh se vglavnemse  se niti strinjam vglavnemse  popolnoma zg Zglrlnm
astniki zémijisca ob rexki ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam  strinjam se strinjam odgovori




4. Reke tecejo skozi ve¢ drzav in tako prenasajo vplive s tokom navzdol tudi v SirSi prostor. V kaksni
meri se strinjate z naslednjimi trditvami? ObkroZite odgovor, ki najbolj ustreza Vasemu staliscu.
Z rekami, ki se nahajajo na meji oh v glavnem i strni | | ne vem,
. \ . . sploh se se niti strinjam v glavnem popolnoma o n
1. moaalo ugrqvllatl s_kuPn' ne strinjam :frinr}:m niti ne strinjam ~~ se strinjam ~ se strinjam 23 gZ:Jg?m
meadnarodni organi.
BogatejSe drzave, skozi katere
9 teée reka, morajo bolj paziti na sploh se \;eglﬂ\énem se niti strinjam vglavnem  popolnoma EZ Zglrpm
ek(,k;.shk(zi probleme od manj ne strinjam strinjam niti ne strinjam se strinjam  se strinjam odgovorit
razvitih drzav.
5. Mednarodni sporazumi o rekah bi po Vasemu misljenju morali urejati:
8 radnio hidroelektrarn sploh se \;eglﬂ\énem se niti strinjam v glavnem popolnoma EZ Zglrlnm
- gradnjo oelekira ne strinjam . niti ne strinjam se strinjam  se strinjam "
strinjam odgovoriti
9. bi t sploh se :eglixénem se niti strinjam v glavnem popolnoma 22 Zglnnm
: lorezervate ne strinjam - niti ne strinjam se strinjam ~ se strinjam "
strinjam odgovoriti
10. ekologk bl sploh se \;eglﬂ\énem se niti strinjam v glavnem popolnoma EZ Zglrlnm
- ekoloske probleme ne strinjam L niti ne strinjam se strinjam  se strinjam "
strinjam odgovoriti
11 | fi sploh se :eglixénem se niti strinjam v glavnem popolnoma 22 Zglnnm
- plovne poti ne strinjam - niti ne strinjam se strinjam  se strinjam "
strinjam odgovoriti
12. turistié sploh se \;eglﬂ\énem se niti strinjam v glavnem popolnoma EZ Zglrpm
- risticné zone ne strinjam - niti ne strinjam se strinjam  se strinjam "
strinjam odgovoriti
13 k sploh se :eglixénem se niti strinjam v glavnem popolnoma 22 Zglnnm
- haravne parke ne strinjam o niti ne strinjam se strinjam  se strinjam "
strinjam odgovoriti
14 t . sploh se \;eglﬂ\énem se niti strinjam v glavnem popolnoma EZ Zglrlnm
- Zone stanovanja ne strinjam - niti ne strinjam se strinjam  se strinjam "
strinjam odgovoriti
6. Katera je zadnja reka, ki ste jo obiskali (v smislu, da ste $li mimo te reke)? Napisite ime reke.
. , Cju, obiskuj i? roZite ¢rko ob odgovoru, ki ustreza Vasi
7. Kako pogosto, v povprecju, obiskujete prostor ob reki? Obkrozite crko ob od ki ustreza V:

situaciji.

a) pogosto, vsakodnevno ali
nekajkrat na teden

b) redko, nekajkrat na leto

c) zelo redko, enkrat na nekaj

let

d) nikoli




8. Kako pogosto ste obiskali neko reko zaradi:

ObkroZite odgovor, ki ustreza Va$i situaciji.

nekajkratna  enkratna enkrat enkrat na bolj poredko kot .
sprehoda vsakodnevno teden teden namesec leto enkrat na leto nikoli
v nekajkratna  enkratna enkrat enkrat na bolj poredko kot -
soncenja vsakodnevno teden teden namesec leto enkrat na leto nikoli
x nekajkratna  enkratna enkrat enkrat na bolj poredko kot -
Sporta vsakodnevno teden teden namesec leto enkrat na leto nikoli
. nekajkratna  enkratna enkrat enkrat na bolj poredko kot .
ribolova vsakodnevno teden teden namesec leto enkrat na leto nikoli
. nekajkratna  enkratna enkrat enkrat na bolj poredko kot .
edukacije vsakodnevno teden teden namesec leto enkrat na leto nikoli
obiska vsakodnevno nekajkratna  enkratna enkrat enkrat na bolj poredko kot nikoli
hidroelektrarn teden teden namesec leto enkrat na leto
bivanja v vsakodnevio nekajkratna  enkrat na enkrat enkrat na bolj poredko kot nikoli
vikend hisici teden teden namesec leto enkrat na leto
necesa
drugega vsakodnevno nekajkratna  enkratna enkrat enkrat na bolj poredko kot nikoli
teden teden namesec leto enkrat na leto
9. Cesa se spominjate z zadnjega obiska ob reki? Prosim Vas, da na crto vpisete nekaj pojmov, ki opisujejo

Vade najmocnejSe vtise:

10. Naslednje trditve raziskujejo polozaj rek v okolju in Vase staliS¢e o tem, kdo naj bi jih uporabljal. V
kaks$ni meri se strinjate z naslednjimi trditvami o prostoru ob reki? ObkroZite odgovor, ki najbolj ustreza
Vasemu staliscu.

1 Reéna pokrajina je lepsa od sploh se vglavnemse  se niti strinjam vglasnem  popolnoma zg Zglﬂnm

" drugih naravnih pokrajin ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam se strinjam se strinjam odgovorit
Reke in prostor okrog njih najbolj oh | i st | | ne vem,
AP « sploh se vglavnemse  se niti strinjam v glavnem popolnoma o n

2 potrgbulejo ptice in recne ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam se strinjam se strinjam ne zellm. .
rastline odgovoriti

3 Re¢na pokrajina se mora sploh se vglavnemse  se nii strinjam v glavnem popolnoma EZ Z:Irpm

’ trajnostno razvijati ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam se strinjam se strinjam odgovori

4 Reke so preve¢ dragocene, da jih | splohse vglavnemse  se nii strinjam vglavnem  popolnoma 22 Zglﬂnm

" ¢lovek ne bi uporabljal ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam se strinjam se strinjam odgovori
5 Reke treba varovati bolj kot sploh se vglavnemse  se niti strinjam vglasnem  popolnoma zg Zglﬂnm
" druga naravna okolja ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam se strinjam se strinjam odgovorit




11. V prostoru ob reki se lahko pojavijo razline vsebine. Kaj smatrate, da je pomembno za razvoj

podrocja ob neki reki, npr. ob Muri ali Dravi? Obkrozite odgovor, ki najbolj ustreza Vasemu staliséu.

1 izgradnja hidroelektrarn za sploh vglavnem ni  ninitipomembno  vglavnemje  zeloje :g Zgrm

" proizvodnjo elektriéne energije | ni pomembno  pomembno niti nepomembno  pomembno pomembno odgovorit
X loh vglavnem ni  ninitipomembno  vglavnemje zeloje ne vem,

2. vecja dostopnost do reke 2?pomembno pc?membno niti nepomembno  pomembno pomembno gg Z:\Illcl;?iti
loh lavnem ni  ninitipomembno  vglavnemje  zeloje negvem,

3. zascita avtohtone arhitekture 2?:omembno ;c?membno niti negomembno pogmembnci pomémbno 23 Z:Jicr:r]iti
loh lavnem ni  ninitipomembno  vglavnemje  zeloje negvem,

4. izgradnja vikend naselja i?;omembno ;gmembno niti ne‘;omembno pogmembnoJ pomtjembno 23 Z:Jicr:r]iti
loh vglavnem ni  ninitipomembno  vglavnemje zeloje negvem,

S. razvoj turisti¢ne ponudbe z?;omembno p(?membno niti negomembno pogmembnoJ pom(Jembno zggzg\mﬁ
6 zascita naravnih Zivljenjskih sploh vglavnem ni  ninitipomembno  vglavniemje  zeloje :g Zgrm

" prostorov ptic ni pomembno  pomembno niti nepomembno  pomembno pomembno odgovorit
. . loh vglavnem ni  ninitipomembno  vglavnemje zeloje ne vem,

7. izkopavanje gramoza i?pomembno pc?membno niti negomembno pogmembnc: pomémbno ggngvlg?m
. . sploh vglavnem ni  ninitipomembno  vglavnemje zeloje ne vem,

8. ribogojstvo nipomembno  pomembno niti nepomembno  pomembno pomembno gggZ:\lllcTr]iti
xx: sploh vglavnem ni  ninitipomembno  vglavnemje zeloje ne vem,

9. zasita pred poplavo nipomembno  pomembno niti nepomembno  pomembno pomembno gggzg\lllcr)?iti
. . . . . sploh vglavnem ni  ninitipomembno  vglavnemje zeloje ne vem,

10. razvoj poljedelskih dejavnosti nipomembno  pomembno  nitinepomembno  pomembno  pomembno zggZ:\mti
1. znanstvena spoznanja o sploh v glavnem ni n! piti pomembno  vglavnemje zeloje 22 :Erm

prostoru ni pomembno  pomembno niti nepomembno  pomembno pomembno odgovorit

12. Prostorno planiranje doloéa namen nekega prostora na nacin, da uposteva karakteristike tega

prostora. Koliko so, glede na vas ob¢utek, pomembni naslednji pojmi za planiranje namena v

obalnem prostoru reke?

Pomembnost pojmov ocenite od 1 do 5, 1 pomeni sploh ni pomembno, 2 —v glavnem ni pomembno, 3 — ni niti

pomembno niti nepomembno, 4 - v glavnem je pomembno in 5 -zelo je pomembno

dostopnost z avtomobilom

lepota pokrajin

Ze urejeno okolje

plovnost reke

nedotaknjena narava

zascita pred poplavo

_ | =S -S - -

NINDNINDNINDND
WlWwW Wl w(w|w

LN R
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13. V zadnijih letih so poplave pogost pojav. V kak$ni meri se strinjate, da bi se morali pred poplavami
braniti s predlaganimi ukrepi? ObkroZite izjavo, ki najbolj odraza Vase stalisce.

z betonskimi oh | i stint | |
e . | splohse v glavnem se se niti strinjam v glavnem se popolnomase  nevem,
1 Pbalm_m_' utrdbami ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam strinjam strinjam ne zelim odgovoriti
in nasipi
s Sirjenjem obale oh | i st | |
: : sploh se v glavnem se se niti strinjam v glavnem se popolnomase  ne vem,
2.in I?rekopavanjem ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam strinjam strinjam ne Zzelim odgovoriti
rokavov
3 2 izgradnjo jezera | splohse v glavnem se se niti strinjam v glavnem se popolnomase  ne vem,
" in hidroelektrarn ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam strinjam strinjam ne Zelim odgovoriti
4 nicesar ni sploh se v glavnem se se niti strinjam v glavnem se popolnoma se ne vem,
" potrebno storiti ne strinjam ne strinjam niti ne strinjam strinjam strinjam ne Zelim odgovoriti




14.

PoskusSajte si zamisliti navedene pojme in ocenite koliko so privlaéni v prostoru ob reki?

ObkroZite izjavo, ki najbolj odraZa Vase stalisce.

1 sivali sploh ni v glavnem ni niti priviaéno v glavnem je zeloje ne vem,
' priviaéno ni priviaéno niti nepriviaéno priviaéno priviaéno ne Zzelim odgovoriti
2. grmovje sploh ni vlglalvnem n? niti pri_vlaéno v glavnem je zejo je ne vem, -
' priviatno ni priviatno niti nepriviaéno priviatno priviatno ne zelim odgovoriti
3 drevje sploh ni vlglalvnem n! niti pri_vlaéno v glavnem je zejo je ne vem, -
' priviatno ni priviatno niti nepriviaéno priviatno priviatno ne zelim odgovoriti
4. vikendi spllohvni vlglalvnevm n? niti priyla("fno v glavpem je ze]o jg ne vem, -
' priviaéno ni priviaéno niti nepriviaéno priviaéno priviaéno ne Zzelim odgovoriti
5 ribici sploh ni vlglalvnem n? niti pri_vlaéno v glavnem je zejo je ne vem, -
' priviatno ni priviatno niti nepriviaéno priviatno priviatno ne zelim odgovoriti
6 kopalci sploh ni vlglalvnem n! niti pri_vlaéno v glavnem je zejo je ne vem, -
' priviatno ni priviatno niti nepriviaéno priviatno priviatno ne zelim odgovoriti

: sploh ni v glavnem ni niti priviaéno v glavnem je zeloje ne vem,
7.  hidroelektrarna | %" gavne I priviac giavnem 0 18 ven y
priviaéno ni priviaéno niti nepriviaéno priviaéno priviaéno ne Zzelim odgovoriti

8. reénimlin sploh ni v glavnem ni niti priviaéno v glavnem je zeloje ne vem,
' priviatno ni priviatno niti nepriviaéno priviatno priviatno ne zelim odgovoriti

9 kolesarska sploh ni v glavnem ni niti priviano v glavnem je zeloje ne vem,
' steza priviatno ni priviatno niti nepriviaéno priviatno priviatno ne zelim odgovoriti
10. &olni sploh vni vlglalvnevm n? niti priyla("fno v glavpem je ze]o jg ne vem, -
' priviaéno ni priviaéno niti nepriviaéno priviaéno priviaéno ne Zzelim odgovoriti




Prosim Vas, da odgovorite na naslednja vprasanja o Vasih osnovnih podatkih in stalis¢ih o
splosnih zivljenjskih vrednotah. Vprasainik je anonimen.

Katerega spola ste? ObkrozZite odgovor
Starost ObkroZite odgovor

a)16-19

b)20-25

Kraj rojstva
Prosim Vas, napisite ime kraja

Kraj Vasega bivalis¢a
Prosim Vas, napiSite ime kraja
Kako bi opisali kraj, v katerem Zivite
a) velik kraj
b) predmestje
¢) majhen kraj
d vas
e) hiSa v pokrajini
Drzavljanstvo ObkroZite odgovor

Narodnost Prosim Vas, napisite

c) 26-30 e) ve¢ kot 35
d) 30-35

HU HR SLO

Vera Prosim Vas, obkroZite ponujeni odgovor ali napiSite odgovor na crto.

a) Katolidka
b) Pravoslavna
c¢) Protestantska

d) Islam

e) Zidovska

f) ateist

g) nekadruga

Ali ste kdaj podpisali peticijo za okoli§? Obkrozite odgovor DA NE

Ali imate zdravstvene probleme zaradi onesnazenja, npr. alergije, astmo in podobno?

Ocenite naslednje vrednote glede na njihovo pomembnost v Vasem Zivljenju.
ObkroZite oceno 1 - niti najmanj pomembno, 2 — v glavhem nepomembno, 3- niti pomembno niti nepomembno, 4 - v

glavnem pomembno, 5 - zelo pomembno

bogastvo 1 2 3 4 5
zdravje 1 2 3 4 5
informiranost 1 2 3 4 5
povezanost z 1 2 3 4 5
druzino

videz 1 2 3 4 5
znanje 1 2 3 4 5
ugled 1 2 3 4 5
kariera 1 2 3 4 5

Hvala!

DA

NE



PRILOGA C

Postovani,

slijedeca anketa istraZuje stavove i misljenja o okolidu, tehni¢kim rjeSenjima, drustvu, kulturi i rijekama te njihovim
medusobnim odnosima i moguénostima razvoja.
Bila bih Vam zahvalna ako bi svojim iskrenim stavovima i misljenjima doprinijeli istraZivanju.

Anketa se sastoji od dvije cjeline.

U prvom dijelu slikovni prikazi simuliraju moguce razvoje nekog krajolika uz rijeku, a drugi dio ankete sastoji se od
pitanja 0 osobnim vrijednosnim preferencijama u odnosu na za$titu okolida i sami okoliS. Na kraju upitnika su
pitanja 0 osnovnim vrijednostima u zivotu i Vasim demografskim podacima.

Molimo Vas da odvojite pola sata VaSeg vremena i odgovorite na pitanja iz upitnika. Upitnik ispunjavate
anonimno, tako da nije potrebno navoditi ime ili adresu.

Dina Stober



UPUTSTVA ZA POPUNJAVANJE FOTO UPITNIKA
Na slijede¢im stranicama vidjeti cete ukupno 30 slikovnih prikaza podijeljenih u 6 setova.

Prva slika na svakom setu set prikazuje originalnu scenu krajolika rijeke Mure ili Drave. Na scenama su prisutni
razliciti ljudski utjecaji od potpuno prirodnog krajolika, drvene skele, mlina na Muri, plaze s toboganom, prijelaza
preko Drave kod Kriznice do mosta .

Ti prikazi su promijenjeni prema Cetiri razvojna scenarija.

Prva promjena obuhvaca renaturalizaciju vodotoka i prilagodbu okoli$a za prihvat poplave — Sirenje obale,
uklanjanje visokog drveca i pretpostavlja pojavu Zivotinja u prirodnom stanistu.

Drugi je prikaz razvoja turistiénog sadrzaja za odmaranje i sport — kupanje, sun¢anje, ribni¢arstvo, a okoli$ se
minimalno mijenja (biciklisticka staza, djecje igraliste, ponton..)

Treti prikaz pretpostavlja veci Covjekov utjecaj i prisustvo. Prikazane su kuce, pristup automobilom i utvrdivanje
obale prirodnim lokalnim kamenom.

Zadniji i najintenzivniji utjecaj ¢ovjeka na prirodu prikazuje kako bi izgledala manja hidrocentrala u promatranom
okoliSu.Obala je utvrdena betonskim prefabrikatima, omogucen je pristup automobilom i zelenilo je smanjeno.

Molim Vas da prikazane scene rangirate od 1 do 5 tako da je 1 za Vas najbolje rjeSenje, a 5 najlosije
rjeSenje. Svakoj slici pridruzite broj od 1 do 5 i upiSite ga u kucicu ispod slike.

Molim vas da zaokruZite na scenama $to je prema Vasem mi$ljenju dobro na sceni, a prekriZite ono $to je loSe.

DOBRO %

Ako Zelite docrtajte na scene elemente za koje mislite da bi popravili dojam. Molim Vas da na crtu ispod scene
napisete svoje dojmove.

Na kraju Vas molim da izaberete tri najbolje i tri najlosije scene te ih upiSete u kucice ispod.

Hvala!

TRI NAJBOLJE SCENE

TRI NAJLOSIJE SCENE




Molim Vas da prikazane scene rangirate od 1 do 5 tako
da je 1 za Vas najbolje rjesenje, a 5 najlosije rjeSenje.
Broj upisite u kucicu ispod slike.

Molim vas da zaokruZite na scenama Sto je prema
Vasem misljenju dobro na sceni, a prekrizite ono sto je

@

Ako mislite da je potrebno docrtajte na scene elemente

lose.

za koje mislite da bi popravili dojam.

Ispod scene moZete napisati Vase dojmove.

1A 1B




Molim Vas da prikazane scene rangirate od 1 do 5 tako
da je 1 za Vas najbolje rjesenje, a 5 najlosije rjeSenje.
Broj upisite u kucicu ispod slike.

Molim vas da zaokruZite na scenama Sto je prema
Vasem misljenju dobro na sceni, a prekrizite ono Sto je
lose.

DOBRO LOSE

Ako mislite da je potrebno docrtajte na scene elemente
za koje mislite da bi popravili dojam.

Ispod scene mozZete napisati Vase dojmove.




Molim Vas da prikazane scene rangirate od 1 do 5 tako
da je 1 za Vas najbolje rjesenje, a 5 najlosije rjeSenje.
Broj upisite u kucicu ispod slike.

Molim vas da zaokruZite na scenama Sto je prema
Vasem misljenju dobro na sceni, a prekrizite ono Sto je

lose.
DOBRO LOSE

Ako mislite da je potrebno docrtajte na scene elemente
za koje mislite da bi popravili dojam.

Ispod scene mozZete napisati Vase dojmove.




Molim Vas da prikazane scene rangirate od 1 do 5 tako
da je 1 za Vas najbolje rjesenje, a 5 najlosije rjeSenje.
Broj upisite u kucicu ispod slike.

Molim vas da zaokruZite na scenama Sto je prema
Vasem misljenju dobro na sceni, a prekrizite ono sto je

DOBRO E

Ako mislite da je potrebno docrtajte na scene elemente

lose.

za koje mislite da bi popravili dojam.

Ispod scene mozZete napisati Vase dojmove.




5A

Molim Vas da prikazane scene rangirate od 1 do 5 tako
da je 1 za Vas najbolje rjesenje, a 5 najloSije rjesenje.
Broj upisite u kucicu ispod slike.

Molim vas da zaokruzite na scenama Sto je prema
Vasem misljenju dobro na sceni, a prekrizite ono sto je

DOBRO %

Ako mislite da je potrebno docrtajte na scene elemente

lose.

za koje mislite da bi popravili dojam.

Ispod scene moZete napisati Vase dojmove.

5B




Molim Vas da prikazane scene rangirate od 1 do 5 tako
da je 1 za Vas najbolje rjesenje, a 5 najlosije rjeSenje.
Broj upisite u kucicu ispod slike.

Molim vas da zaokruZite na scenama Sto je prema
Vasem misljenju dobro na sceni, a prekrizite ono sto je

DOBRO }é

Ako mislite da je potrebno docrtajte na scene elemente

lose.

za koje mislite da bi popravili dojam.

Ispod scene moZete napisati Vase dojmove.




Bojite li se posljedica zemljotresa kao §to su ruSenje akumulacijskih brana ili mostova?
ZaokruZite odgovor koji odgovara Vasem stajalistu.

DA NE NE ZNAM

Slijedece tvrdnje izrazavaju stavove o vezama izmedu prirode, tehnologije, ¢ovjeka i kulture.

U kojoj mjeri se slazete sa navedenim tvrdnjama?
ZaokruZite odgovor koji najbolje odgovara Vasem stajalistu.

-

Covijek je apsolutni gospodar

) . . ) ne znam
. TR s uopce se uglavnom se niti se slazem uglavnom u potpunosti PN
pri l'_?de(;l kOI_?_l zivii Pr?m?_tnl_ol s;?_ neslazem  ne slazem nitise ne slazem  seslazem  se slazem QZgzc?Jg?iti
Smije odnositi prema viastitoj voliji
Razvoi tehnickih rieéenia donosi opce se glavnom se niti se slazem glavnom potpunosti ne znam,
PN . u uglavi iti Vi uglavi u potpunosti .
C?_V]ec_anstvu nove bIaQOdat' ! ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem gng:JIcr)Tr]iti
uzivanja
Ako je neki krajolik ocuvan i uopte se uglavnom se niti se slazem uglavnom u potpunosti ne znam,
:(z"‘.’r?"’ I ku“gra..Stanovmka tog ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem QZgzc?Jg?iti
raja je naprednija
Rijeke fizickii kulturno povezuju uopée se uglavnomse  niti se slazem uglavnom u potpunosti 2: igﬁm
prostore kroz koje prolaze ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem odgovorit
Rijeka treba sluZiti Covjeku samo uopte se uglavnom se niti se slazem uglavnom u potpunosti ne znam,
Iza odmor, rﬁk;eac“u Iuzivanje u ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem ggng\mﬁ
ljepom pogledu
Danas éoviek potpuno kontrolira i opce se glavnom se niti se slazem glavnom potpunosti ne znam,
. o A u uglavi iti Vi uglavi u potpunosti .
nalsgvremenuu t ehn°|°g,“u i time ne slazem  neslazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem EZgzg\mti
Sprecava moguce nesrece
Ocuvanije prirode ima prednost ) " . ~ neznam
red svim druaim zadaéama uopce se uglavnom se niti se slazem uglavnom u potpunosti ne ielimy
P . 9 ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem "
drustva odgovoriti
Gradovi kroz koje tece rijeka liepSi | uopcese  uglavnomse  niti se slazem uglavnom u potpunosti 2: igﬁr':
su od gradova koji nemaju rijeku ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem odgovorit
Rijeénim prostorom upravljaju razli¢ite institucije i grupe na razli¢itim razinama — nacionalnim,
regionalnim i lokalnim. Tko se po Vasem misljenju najbolje razumije u probleme rijeke?
drzavne sluzbe na nacionalnoj uoptese  uglavnom se niti se slazem , uglavnom  u potpunosti gg igﬁnn:
razini ne slazem  ne slazem niti se ne slazem se slazem  se slazem odgovorit
drzavne sluzbe na uoptese  uglavnom se niti se slazem , uglavnom  u potpunosti 22 igm
regionalnoj razini ne slazem  ne slazem niti se ne slazem  seslazem  se slazem odgovori
drzavne sluzbe na uopce se uglavnom se niti se slazem, uglavnom  u potpunosti :Z igm
lokalnoj razini ne slazem  ne slazem niti se ne slazem  seslazem  se slazem odgovori
nevladine udruge zastite uoptese  uglavnom se niti s slazem, niti  uglavnom  u potpunosti :2 zgm
okolisa neslazem  ne slazem se ne slazem se slazem  se slazem odgovorit
znanstvenici i struéniaci uopce se uglavnom se niti se slazem, uglavnom  u potpunosti gg igﬁnn:
anstvenici 1 strucnjac neslazem  ne slazem niti se ne slazem se slazem  seslazem "
odgovoriti
tanovniétvo uz riiek uopte se uglavnom se niti se slazem , uglavnom  u potpunosti 22 igm
Stanovnistvo uz rijexu neslazem  ne slazem niti se ne slazem  seslazem  se slazem "
odgovoriti
. . 5 . neznam
s . . uopce se uglavnom se niti se slazem, uglavnom  u potpunosti P
vlasnici zemllISta uz "leku neslazem  ne slazem niti se ne slazem  seslazem  se slazem ne zefim

odgovoriti




4. Rijeke protjecu kroz viSe drzava i tako prenose utjecaje nizvodno i u Siri prostor. U kojoj mjeri se
slazete sa slijedec¢im tvrdnjama? Zaokruzite odgovor koji najbolje odgovara Vasem stajalistu.
Rijekama koje se nalaze na uopce se uglavnom se  niti se slazem uglavnom u potpunosti e znam,
1. g;?:(;fllig:lbr:l:dﬁ::a')t":(;lr!llaattlijela neslalem  neslaem  nitiseneslalem seslazem se slazem gggzc?\ycr;:iti
Bogatije drzave kroz koje prolazi
o rijeka trebaju viSe paziti na uopéese  uglavnomse nitiseslazem,  uglavnom  u potpunosti 22 égm
" ekoloSke probleme od manje neslazem  neslazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem odgovorit
razvijenih drzava.
5. Medunarodni sporazumi o rijekama trebali bi po Vasem misljenju uredivati:
PR uopce se uglavnom se  niti se slazem uglavnom u potpunosti ne Znam,
8. gradnlu hidrocentrala neslazem  neslazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem ne ze||m. .
odgovoriti
. . 5 . neznam
. uopce se uglavnom se  niti se slazem , uglavnom u potpunosti P
9. biorezervate neslazem  neslazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem ne zellm_ '
odgovoriti
., uopce se uglavnom se  niti se slazem uglavnom u potpunosti ne Znam,
10. ekoloske prObIeme neslazem  neslazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem ne ze||m. .
odgovoriti
. . 5 . neznam
uopce se uglavnom se  niti se slazem, uglavnom u potpunosti P
1. pIovne pUtove neslazem  neslazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem ne zellm_ '
odgovoriti
P uopce se uglavnom se  niti se slazem uglavnom u potpunosti ne Znam,
12. turisticke zone neslazem  neslazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem ne ze||m. .
odgovoriti
. . 5 . neznam
. uopce se uglavnom se  niti se slazem , uglavnom u potpunosti o
13. parkove prerde neslazem  neslazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem ne zellm_ '
odgovoriti
14 t . uopce se uglavnomse  niti se slazem, uglavnom u potpunosti 22 égm
- Zone stanovanja neslazem  neslazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem "
odgovoriti
6. Koja je zadnja rijeka koju ste posjetili (u smislu da ste prolazili pokraj nje)? Napisite ime rijeke.
7. Koliko Eesto, u prosjeku, posjecujete prostor uz rijeku?ZaokruZite slovo uz odgovor koji odgovara Vasoj
situaciji.
a) Cesto, svakodnevno ili c) vrlorijetko, jednom u
nekoliko puta tjedno nekoliko godina
b) rijetko, nekoliko puta
godisnje d) nikada




8. Koliko cesto ste posijetili neku rijeku zbog:
ZaokruZite odgovor koji odgovara Vasoj situaciji.

sunéanja svakodnevno gﬁgltijgc)jno {E‘L”r%m jri?ens(:gno jg;a(?(;grr:j]e jrgggg n(w)dgodiénje ikada
sporta svakodnevno ;Et(: ltijl;?jno {;(Lnr%m jr(;jdensoené]no j;(?(?ig:;e jrgceiggn?dgodiénje nikada
s s [ B R B e
edukacije svakodnevno gﬁg) lt}i?ino {;%nrfc)m jri?ens%rgno g};j(?igrr;e jrggggm()dgodiénje nikada
R S G o Nt S ok A
53::: i?;iu svakodnevno gﬁt(: Itiji;(()jno {ﬁa(jcinr:)()m jri?ensoergno jg;a(?(;grr:j]e jrggggn(w)dgodiénje nikada
nesto drugo . _ _ _ ) .
svakodnevrio gﬁr: ltljz(()jno ]tﬁaddnr%m ]ri?ens(r)argno ]g;a(?c;g:j]e jrggggn(w)dgodiénje niaca

9. Sto pamtite od zadnjeg posjeta rijeci? Molim Vas da na crtu da napisete nekoliko pojmova koji opisuju Vase

najjace utiske

10. Slijedece tvrdnje ispituju polozaj rijeka u okoliSu i Vas stav o tome tko ih treba koristiti. U kojoj
mjeri se slazete sa slijedecim tvrdnjama o prostoru uz rijeku? Zaokruzite odgovor koji najbolje odgovara

Vasem stajalistu.
1 Rijecni krajolik je ljepsi od drugih | uopce se uglavnomse  nitise slafem,  uglavnom  u potpunosti :: igﬁrr:
" prirodnih krajolika ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem odgovortt
2 Rijeke i prostor oko njih najvise | uopce se uglavnomse  nitise slafem,  uglavnom  u potpunosti 22 égm
" trebaju ptice i rijeéne biljke ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem odgovorit
3 Rijecni krajolik treba odrzivo uopce se uglavnom se  niti se slazem, uglavnom u potpunosti 22 égm
" razvijati ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem odgovorit
4 Rijeke su previse vrijedne da ih uopce se uglavnomse  nitise slazem,  uglavnom u potpunosti 22 igﬁnn:
" ne bi koristio covjek ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem odgovori
5 Rijeke treba cuvati vise nego uopce se uglavnom se  niti se slazem, uglavnom u potpunosti 22 igm
" druge prirodne okolise ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  se slazem se slazem odgovortt




11. U prostoru uz rijeku mogu se pojaviti razli¢iti sadrzaji . Sto smatrate vaznim za razvoj podruéja uz
neku rijeku npr. Muru ili Dravu? ZaokruZite odgovor koji najbolje odgovara Vasem stajalistu.

1 izgradnja hidrocentrala za uopée uglavnom niti je vazno, uglavnom  jako je 22 ;2?::’
proizvodnju elektricne energije nije vazno nije vazno niti je nevazno jevazno  vazno odgovorit

. N e ne znam

. P uopce uglavnom niti je vazno, uglavnom  jako je o
2. veca dostupnost rijeci nije vazno nije vazno niti je nevazno jevazno  vazno ne zellm_ .
odgovoriti

. b s ne znam

v, . uopce uglavnom niti je vazno, uglavnom  jako je oo
3. zastita autohtone arhitekture nije vazno nije vazno niti je nevazno jevazno  vazno ne zellm_ .
odgovoriti

. b e ne znam

. - . uopce uglavnom niti je vazno, uglavnom  jako je o
4. izgradnja vikend naselja nije vazno nije vazno niti je nevazno jevazno  vazno ne ze||m_ .
odgovoriti

5 razvoi turisticke ponude uopce uglavnom niti je vazno, uglavnom  jako je :2 ;2?2:’
: J P nije vazno nije vazno niti je nevazno jevazno  vazno "
odgovoriti

6. zastita prirodnih stanista ptica uopce uglavnom - nitije vazno, uglawnon jakoje  fESEE
: P p nije vazno nije vazno niti je nevazno jevazno  vazno "
odgovoriti

7 iskapanie $liunka uopce uglavnom niti je vazno, uglavnom  jakoje 22 ;2?::’
’ panje sij nije vazno nije vazno niti je nevazno jevazno  vazno "
odgovoriti

. b e ne znam

- opce uglavnom niti je vazno, uglavnom  jako je PN

8.  uzgoj ribe uopee gavne 1 e vazno ugiav : ne zelim
nije vazno nije vazno niti je nevazno jevazno  vazno odgovorit

. N e ne znam

ua opce uglavnom niti je vazno, uglavnom  jako je o

9. zastita od poplave uopse gavh? {116 vazno ugay ) ne zelim
nije vazno nije vazno niti je nevazno jevazno  vazno odgovorit

. N s ne znam

: P T . | uopce uglavnom niti je vazno, uglavnom  jako je o
10. - razvoj poljoprivrednih djelatnosti nije vazno nije vazno niti je nevazno jevazno  vazno ne zelim
odgovoriti

11. znanstvene spoznaje o prostoru | “%°¢° uglavnom - nii je vazno, uglawnon jakoje  {ESEE
: P jeop nije vazno nije vazno niti je nevazno jevazno  vazno odgovorit

12. Prostorno planiranje odreduje namjenu nekog prostora na nacin da uzima u obzir karakteristike
tog prostora. Prema vasem osjecaju , koliko su vazni slijede¢i pojmovi za planiranje namjene u
obalnom prostoru rijeke.

Ocijenite od 1 do 5 vaznost pojmova, 1 znaci nije uopée vazno, 2 —uglavnom je vazno, 3 — niti je vazno,niti je
nevazno, 4 — uglavnom je vazno i 5 - jako je vazno

dostupnost automobilom
liepota krajolika

ve¢ uredeni okoli$
plovnost rijeke
netaknuta priroda

zastita od poplave

— | | | b | |
NDINdDINDINDINMDDN
W W W WwWlw|w
E- - - -
(L AN BN RN RN RN

13. Posljednjih godina poplave su ucestala pojava. U kojoj mjeri se slazete da bi se trebali braniti od
poplava predlozenim mjerama? Zaokruzite izjavu koja najvise odraZava Vase stajaliste.

betonskim ) | I | —
: uopce se uglavnom se niti se slazem, uglavnom se u potpunostise  ne znam,
1. oba_lo_utvrdama ! ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  slazem slazem ne Zelim odgovoriti
nasipima
Sirenjem obale i opce se glavnom se niti se slazem glavnom se potpunostise  ne znam
: u uglav it Zem, uglav u potpunosti znam,
2. pr:kapanjem ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  slazem slazem ne zelim odgovoriti
rukavaca
3 izgradnjom jezerai | uopce se uglavnom se niti se slazem, uglavnom se u potpunostise  ne znam,
" hidrocentrala ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  slazem slazem ne Zelim odgovoriti
4 ne treba nista uopce se uglavnom se niti se slazem , uglavnom se u potpunostise  ne znam,
" raditi ne slazem ne slazem niti se ne slazem  slazem slazem ne zelim odgovoriti




14. PokusSajte zamisliti navedene pojmove pa ocijenite koliko su oni privlacni u prostoru rijeke?
ZaokruZite izjavu koja najviSe odraZava Vase stajaliste.
1 sivotinie uopce nije uglavnom niti je priviacno, uglavnom je jako je ne znam,
' | priviaéno nije privlaéno niti nije priviaéno  priviaéno priviaéno ne zelim odgovoriti
2 rmlie uopce nije uglavnom niti je priviacno, uglavnom je jako je ne znam,
- grmij privia¢no nije privia¢no niti nije priviaéno  priviaéno privia¢no ne zelim odgovoriti
3 drvece uopce nije uglavnom niti je priviaéno, uglavnom je jako je ne znam,
' priviaéno nije privia¢no niti nije priviaéno  priviaéno privia¢no ne zelim odgovoriti
4 vikendice uopce nije uglavnom niti je priviacno, uglavnom je jako je ne znam,
' priviaéno nije privlaéno niti nije priviaéno  priviaéno priviaéno ne zelim odgovoriti
5 ribici uopce nije uglavnom niti je priviacno, uglavnom je jako je ne znam,
' privia¢no nije privia¢no niti nije priviaéno  privia¢no privia¢no ne zelim odgovoriti
6 kupadi uopce nije uglavnom niti je priviaéno, uglavnom je jako je ne znam,
' P priviaéno nije privia¢no niti nije priviaéno  priviaéno privia¢no ne zelim odgovoriti
. uopce nije uglavnom niti je priviacno, uglavnom je jako je ne znam,
7. hidrocentrala priviaéno nije privlaéno niti nije priviaéno  priviaéno priviaéno ne zelim odgovoriti
8 riiecni mlin uopce nije uglavnom niti je priviacno, uglavnom je jako je ne znam,
' | privia¢no nije privia¢no niti nije priviaéno  priviaéno privia¢no ne zelim odgovoriti
9 biciklisticka | uopce nije uglavnom niti je priviaéno,  uglavnom je jako je ne znam,
' staza priviaéno nije privia¢no niti nije priviaéno  priviaéno privia¢no ne zelim odgovoriti
10. &amci uopce nije uglavnom niti je priviacno, uglavnom je jako je ne znam,
' priviaéno nije priviaéno niti nije priviaéno  priviaéno priviaéno ne zelim odgovoriti




Molim Vas da odgovorite na slijedeca pitanja o Vasim osnovnim podacima i stavovima o opéim
zivotnim vrijednostima. Upitnik je anoniman.

N¢<

Kojeg ste spola? ZaokruZite odgovor M
Starost Zaokruzite odgovor

a)16-19 c) 26-30 e) vise od 35
b)20-25 d) 30-35

Mjesto rodenja
Molim Vas napisite naziv mjesta

Mjesto Vaseg boravka
Molim Vas napisite naziv mjesta

Kako bi opisali kraj u kome Zivite

a) veliko mjesto
b) predgrade

¢) malo mjesto

d) selo

e) kuca u krajoliku

Drzavljanstvo Zaokruzite odgovor HU HR SLO

Narodnost Molim Vas napisite

Vjera Molim Vas zaokruzite ponudeni odgovor ili napisite odgovor na crtu.

d) Islam
a) Katolicka e) Zidovska
b) Pravoslavna f)  ateist
¢) Protestantska g) nekadruga
Jeste li ste nekada potpisali peticiju za okoli§? ZaokruZite odgovor DA NE
Imate li zdravstvenih problema zbog zagadenja npr. alergije, astmu i sl.? DA NE

Ocijenite slijedece vrijednosti obzirom na njihovu vaznost u Vasem Zivotu.
ZaokruZite ocjenu 1 - nimalo vazno, 2 — uglavnom nevazno, 3- niti vaZno niti nevazno, 4 — uglavnom vazno, 5 — jako vazno

bogatstvo 1 2 3 4 5
zdravlje 1 2 3 4 5
informiranost 1 2 3 4 5
veza s obitelji 1 2 3 4 5
_izgled 1 2 3 4 5
znanje 1 2 3 4 5
ugled 1 2 3 4 5
karijera 1 2 3 4 5

Hvala!



PRILOGA D

Splosni statisténi rezultati izbira najboljSih i najslabsih scena iPearson Chi square za pomembnost razlik
glede na odabir scen v kategorije najboljSa in naJabSa med interesnih skupinah

The overall statistical results of the selection ahe best and the worst scene and Pearson Chi sqeaon
the importance of differences with the options sces in the category best and worst among stakeholder

HU HR SLO THE BEST THE WORST
— — — c c
s WwZ our LB oun LB B

4B w6 wE wd wp wo  gi3 522

Fm £ Faoa £ EFa £23 LO0OMN B a 00 B a
1 7,1% 0,5% 5,6% 1,0% 2,8% 0,3% 7,957 2019 2,067 2 0,356
la 11,7% 0,2% 7,6% 0,4% 7,0% 0,0% 8,112 @017 1,468 2 0,480
1b 0,2% 3,6% 0,6% 2,9% 0,0% 2,8% 2,593 @273 0,636 20,728
1c 0,5% 3,4% 1,9% 3,5% 1,7% 3,6% 3,597 @166 0,034 2 0,983
1d 0,7% 6,6% 0,2% 13,0% 0,3% 7,6% 1,731 @421 15,868 20,000
2 2,9% 0,5% 1,0% 1,4% 1,7% 0,6% 4,662 @,097 2,958 20,228
2a  9,5% 0,5% 4,5% 0,8% 4,8% 0,3% 12,936 @002 1,162 2 0,559
2b 2,2% 0,0% 7,2% 0,2% 4.8% 0,3% 13,476 @001 1,051 2 0,591
2c 1,7% 3,6% 6,4% 0,8% 2,0% 2,8% 19,331 @000 8,82 2 0,012
2d 0,2% 8,3% 0,2% 11,7% 0,0% 8,4% 0,82 2664 5,009 2 0,082
3 5,4% 0,0% 5,6% 0,0% 6,2% 0,0% 0,286 2,867
3a 10,9% 0,5% 5,8% 0,4% 4,5% 0,3% 16,839 @000 0,21 2 0,900
3b  7,5% 0,0% 14,2% 0,0% 7,3% 0,0% 19,486 (@000
3c 1,2% 3,9% 3,3% 2,1% 0,6% 2,2% 10,208 @006 3,455 20,178
3d 0,2% 10,9% 0,2% 11,3% 0,3% 9,0% 0,048 @976 1,734 20,420
4 0,2% 1,5% 1,2% 1,4% 0,6% 1,1% 3,292 @193 0,213 2 0,899
4a  9,5% 0,2% 3,1% 0,6% 2,2% 0,6% 30,34 @000 0,731 2 0,694
4b 2, 7% 0,5% 4.3% 0,4% 3,4% 0,0% 1,953 @377 1,647 2 0,439
4c 0,7% 2,9% 2,5% 2,3% 2,8% 2,5% 5,33 2,070 0,409 2 0,815
4d  0,2% 15,8% 0,2% 13,2% 0,0% 8,7% 0,82 @664 12,507 20,002
5 0,5% 1,5% 0,4% 1,4% 0,3% 0,6% 0,21 @,900 1,751 20,417
5a 6,1% 0,7% 5,3% 0,8% 3,4% 0,8% 3,514 @173 0,037 2 0,982
50 1,5% 0,2% 4,3% 0,2% 2,0% 0,3% 8,447 @,015 0,048 2 0,976
5c 1,5% 1,0% 1,0% 1,6% 0,8% 0,0% 0,736 2,692 6,002 2 0,050
5d 0,5% 9,0% 0,2% 8,4% 0,6% 4.8% 0,776 2678 6,872 2 0,032
6 1,0% 1,9% 0,2% 3,7% 0,0% 0,6% 5,343 2069 10,003 2 0,007
6a 2,4% 1,0% 1,2% 2,5% 1,4% 0,8% 2,247 @325 5,017 2 0,081
6b 1,2% 2,4% 6,8% 1,0% 2.2% 1,7% 24,305 @000 2,761 20,251
6c 1,5% 0,2% 1,9% 0,6% 2.2% 0,0% 0,674 @714 2,593 20,273
6d 0,2% 10,0% 0,4% 9,7% 0,0% 5,0% 1,468 @480 9,236 2 0,010

B.O 8,3% 8,5% 2,7% 2,5% 345% 34,5%

n-number of original scene; A-Restoration ScenaBo— Outdoor recreation and Tourism Scenario; C-
Settlement Scenario; D — Energy production Scenario



Hard Soft Art THE BEST THE WORST
7 7 7 2 2

; £ 5 £3 & 8 :

@ = ) = @ = 3L 3L

w w w w L L =S 59

T T T T T T O T . 0T .

o o o o o = owm T o owm T o
1 4,2% 1,1% 6,1% 0,2% 6,8% 0,0% 8,896 3 0,031 4,189 0,242
la 7,4% 0,3% 11,9% 0,2% 2,6% 0,0% 22,238 3 0,000 40,843 0,839
1b  0,0% 3,0% 0,4% 4,0% 1, 7% 0,9% 13,783 3 0,003 7,123 0,068
1c 2,0% 2,7% 0,8% 5,1% 0,0% 0,9% 5,558 3 0,135 8,708 0,034
1d 0,2% 9,4% 0,8% 8,7% 0,0% 10,3% 4,693 3 0,196 0,502 0,918
2 1,8% 1,1% 1,8% 1,0% 1,7% 0,0% 1,581 3 0,664 288 0,409
2a 4,4% 0,5% 8,9% 0,6% 5,1% 0,9% 11,586 3 0,009 1,23% 0,745
2b  52% 0,5% 3,6% 0,0% 7,7% 0,0% 4,243 3 0,236 349 0,321
2c 4,4% 1, 7% 3,0% 2,4% 0,9% 51% 5,922 3 0,115 6,058 0,109
2d  0,2% 8,0% 0,2% 11,7% 0,0% 9,4% 0,521 3 0914 5918 0,116
3 4,8% 0,0% 7,1% 0,0% 4,3% 0,0% 6,693 3 0,082
3a 5,8% 0,6% 8,9% 0,2% 6,0% 0,0% 10534 3 0,015 1,813 0,612
3b 10,5% 0,0% 10,3% 0,0% 8,5% 0,0% 0,553 3 0,907
3c 2,0% 2,3% 1,6% 3,6% 1, 7% 0,9% 0,427 3 0,935 4532 0,209
3d 0,3% 10,8% 0,4% 9,5% 0,0% 12,0% 0,903 3 0,825 31,383 0,709
4 1,1% 1,2% 0,4% 1,8% 0,9% 0,0% 3,505 3 0,320 3,273 0,351
4a 3,6% 0,8% 6,7% 0,2% 5,1% 0,0% 9,635 3 0,022 3,52 3318
4b  3,0% 0,0% 3,4% 0,8% 6,0% 0,0% 3,949 3 0,267 7,579 0,056
4c 2,9% 1,8% 1,2% 3,0% 0,9% 5,1% 6,894 3 0,075 6,919 0,075
4d 0,2% 11,8% 0,2% 13,3% 0,0% 14,5% 0,521 3 0,914 3%,73 0,081
5 0,6% 0,9% 0,0% 2,0% 0,9% 0,0% 3,383 3 0,336 4,553 0,208
586 4,2% 1,1% 5,9% 0,6% 6,0% 0,0% 3,093 3 0,377 3,23® 0,356
5b 3,2% 0,2% 2,2% 0,4% 1, 7% 0,0% 1,706 3 0,636 1568 0,667
5c 1,2% 0,9% 1,2% 1,0% 0,0% 0,9% 1,492 3 0684 1528 0,676
5d 0,6% 7,4% 0,2% 8,5% 0,0% 5,1% 3,723 3 0,293 4,573 0,206
6 0,5% 2,4% 0,2% 2,2% 0,9% 0,9% 1,918 3 0590 1,282 0,733
6a 0,9% 2,1% 2,4% 1,0% 2,6% 0,9% 5,033 3 0,169 2,888 0,409
6b 3,5% 1,1% 4,2% 2,6% 1, 7% 0,9% 2,446 3 0,485 8,14% 0,043
6¢c 2,1% 0,2% 1,6% 0,4% 0,9% 0,9% 4,14 3 0,247 4576 @B206
6d 0,2% 7,0% 0,4% 11,1% 0,0% 5,1% 1,762 3 0,623 12,98 0,005
BO 192% 194% 3,8% 3,6% 25,6% 25,6%




Ecocentric Anthrqpocentric Anthropocentric THE BEST THE WORST
Egoistic Altruistic
= = = c c
E® = & = 2 7 2

4B Yo ER Yo EQ ¥ 52 Y

Fm E= o F= Fom =2 a0 % A0S o
1 4,6% 0,5% 5,3% 0,9% 5,8% 0,5% 0,739 2 0,691 0,728 0,698
la 10,6% 0,5% 8,0% 0,3% 7,2% 0,0% 4,08 2 0,130 1,982 0,371
1b 0,2% 3,8% 0,3% 3,5% 0,5% 2,8% 0,342 2 0,843 0,833 0,659
1c 0,7% 3,6% 2,1% 2, 7% 1,4% 3,5% 2,629 2 0,269 0,623 0,725
1d 0,7% 7, 7% 0,6% 8,8% 0,0% 10,4% 2,969 2 0,227 2,446 0,294
2 2,2% 0,7% 1,5% 1,5% 1,4% 0,5% 0,915 2 0,633 2,428 0,288
2a 9,1% 0,7% 3,8% 0,3% 5,3% 0,5% 11,381 2 0,003 0,721 0,704
2b 2,9% 0,2% 5,3% 0,0% 6,9% 0,2% 8,263 2 0,016 0,824 0,669
2c 3,1% 3,4% 2, 7% 1,2% 4,4% 2,1% 2,097 2 0,350 4,3p1 0,116
2d 0,2% 7,9% 0,3% 9,1% 0,0% 12,0% 1,183 2 0,554 5,489 0,064
3 6,0% 0,0% 6,5% 0,0% 4,4% 0,0% 2,063 2 0,356
3a 8,2% 0,2% 4,4% 0,6% 8,3% 0,2% 6,304 2 0,043 0,923 0,633
3b 9,6% 0,0% 10,0% 0,0% 11,3% 0,0% 0,98 2 0,612
3c 1,4% 2,9% 1,8% 1,8% 2,1% 3,5% 0,527 2 0,769 2,187 0,335
3d 0,5% 11,5% 0,0% 9,7% 0,0% 10,2% 3,717 2 0,156 €,92 0,629
4 0,2% 1,4% 0,3% 1,8% 1,6% 1,2% 6,833 2 0,033 0,521 0,771
4a 6,2% 0,7% 3,5% 0,3% 4,6% 0,2% 3,363 2 0,186 1,397 0,497
4b 3,6% 0,2% 3,5% 0,3% 3,7% 0,5% 0,017 2 0,992 0,322 0,843
4c 1,4% 3,4% 2,4% 1,8% 2,5% 2,8% 1,477 2 0,478 1,922 0,382
4d 0,5% 14,1% 0,0% 12, 7% 0,0% 11,8% 3,717 2 0,156 971,42 0,473
5 0,5% 1,4% 0,0% 1,8% 0,5% 0,7% 1,615 2 0,446 1,923 0,373
5a 5,8% 1,2% 4,1% 0,9% 5,3% 0,5% 1,194 2 0,551 1,422 0,494
5b 2,6% 0,2% 2,4% 0,0% 3,5% 0,2% 1,022 2 0,600 0,824 0,669
5¢c 1,4% 0,5% 1,5% 1,2% 0,5% 1,2% 2559 2 0,278 1,423 0,491
5d 0,2% 8,4% 0,6% 5,3% 0,5% 8,8% 0,581 2 0,748 4,499 0,105
6 0,7% 1,0% 0,6% 4,1% 0,0% 2,1% 2969 2 0,227 8,921 0,011
6a 2,2% 1,9% 1,5% 1,5% 1,6% 0,9% 0,61 2 0,737 1,533 D,465
6b 2,2% 2,2% 4,7% 0,3% 4,2% 2,1% 4,432 2 0,109 5,38 0,070
6¢C 1,9% 0,2% 2,4% 0,3% 1,4% 0,5% 1,04 2 0,594 0,342 1B,843
6d 0,5% 8,9% 0,3% 8,0% 0,0% 9,3% 1,982 2 0,371 0,57 0,776
B.O. 10,1% 10,6% 19,8% 19,5% 11,1% 11,1%




STUDENTS EXPERTS THE BEST THE WORST
%
= =

0 0 0 O O

) o & R S o S o

w w % w w % w o w % 58 58

T T T T2 I T O T . s

- FS F F= F =2 an B a an
1 52 0,6 9,8 0,7 6,17 1 0,013 0,001 1 0,971
la 8,7 0,2 3,9 0,0 5095 1 0,024 0,363 1 0,547
1b 0,3 3,2 2,0 0,7 7648 1 0,006 3,357 1 0,067
1c 1,3 3,5 0,7 52 0,524 1 0,469 1,316 1 0,251
1d 0,4 9,2 0,0 9,8 0,608 1 0,436 0,075 1 0,784
2 1,8 0,9 33 0,0 1574 1 0,210 1,481 1 0,224
2a 6,2 0,6 6,5 0,0 0,028 1 0,866 0,855 1 0,355
2b 4,8 0,2 572 0,0 0,062 1 0,803 0,363 1 0,547
2c 3,5 2,3 2,0 3,3 1,122 1 0,290 0,602 1 0,438
2d 0,2 9,6 0,0 8,5 0,242 1 0,623 0,241 1 0,623
3 57 0,0 9,2 0,0 3,366 1 0,067
3a 7,0 0,4 26 0,7 4998 1 0,025 0,223 1 0,637
3b 10,2 0,0 9,8 0,0 0,033 1 0,855
3c 1,8 2,7 1,3 3,9 0,206 1 0,650 0,828 1 0,363
3d 0,3 10,4 0,7 9,2 0,452 1 0,501 0,29 1 0,590
4 0,8 1,3 2,0 0,7 2,124 1 0,145 0,524 1 0,469
4a 5,0 0,5 8,5 0,0 3,829 1 0,050 0,731 1 0,393
4b 3,5 0,3 2,0 0,0 1,032 1 0,310 0,485 1 0,486
4c 2,0 2,6 0,7 4.6 1,478 1 0,224 2,085 1 0,149
4d 0,2 12,7 0,0 7,2 0,242 1 0,623 5,303 1 0,021
5 0,4 1,3 0,7 1,3 0,223 1 0,637 0,003 1 0,958
5a 5,0 0,8 33 0,0 1,026 1 0,311 1,229 1 0,268
5b 2,7 0,2 33 0,0 0,192 1 0,661 0,363 1 0,547
5c 1,1 0,9 1,3 0,0 0,054 1 0,817 1,481 1 0,224
5d 0,4 7,6 1,3 11,1 2358 1 0,125 2,729 1 0,099
6 0,4 2,2 0,0 2,6 0,608 1 0,436 0,111 1 0,739
6a 1,7 1,6 1,3 1,3 0,105 1 0,746 0,065 1 0,798
6b 3,6 1,7 26 0,0 0,437 1 0,509 2,643 1 0,104
6c 1,8 0,3 0,0 1,3 2,907 1 0,088 3,237 1 0,072
6d 0,2 8,4 0,7 12,4 0,856 1 0,355 3,374 1 0,066
B.O. 13,8 13,8 15,7 15,7




PRILOGA E

Pomembnost razlik glede na odno&lovek, okolje, kultura in tehnologija za razliéne interesne skupine

Importance of differences with respect to the marthe environment, Culturee and technology for a vagty

of stakeholders

Culture/nation

Disciplines  Environmetal

Students and

orientations Experts

F p F p F p F p
Covijek je apsolutni gospodar prirode u 33,534 ,000 ,815 ,486 25,119 ,000 1,083 ,298
kojoj zivi i prema njoj se smije odnositi
prema vlastitoj volji
Razvoj tehniekih rieSenja_donosi 7,167 ,001 4,635 ,003 47,876 ,000 603 438
¢ovjefanstvu nove blagodati i uzivanja
Ako je neki krajolik o &uvan i izvoran, i 7,656 ,001 4,112 ,007 61,115 ,000 8,787  ,003
kultura stanovnika tog kraja je naprednija
Rijeke fizi¢ki i kulturno povezuju prostore 1,413 245 2,485 ,06055,123 ,000 4,203 ,041
kroz koje prolaze
Rijeka treba sluziti éovjeku samo za odmor, 42 660 ,000 1,805 ,145 82,346 ,000 4931 ,027
rekreaciju i uzivanje u lijepom pogledu
Danas¢ovjek potpuno kontrolira i 6,200 ,002 2,328 ,074 9,742 ,000 1,165 ,281
najsuvremeniju tehnologiju i time spretava
moguée nesreée
Otuvanje prirode ima prednost pred svim 4,447 012 9,837 ,000 75,783  ,000 24,920 ,000
drugim zada¢ama drustva
Gradovi kroz koje tete rijeka iepsisuod 14,793 ,000 2,911 ,034 17,092 ,000 4,364 ,037

gradova koji nemaju rijeku




PRILOGA F

Splosni statistiéni podatki o reko kot ekoloski in estetski videz pkrajine za razli¢ne interesne skupine

General statistical results for the river as an edogical and aesthetic appearance of the landscapar a

variety of stakeholders

Mean score
stakeholders visual ecological

p.10.1 p.10.5
HR 3,29 3,23
HU 3,15 3,74
SLO 3,36 3,37
HARD 3,34 3,46
SOFT 3,26 3,39
ART 2,92 3,50
ECOCENTRIC 3,25 3,65
ANTHROPO-E 3,20 3,18
ANTRHROPO-A 3,36 3,44
STUDENTS 3,27 3,44
EXPERTS 3,43 3,27

Pomembnost razlik glede na reko kot ekoloski in estski videz za razlEne interesne skupine

Importance of differences for the river as an ecolgical and aesthetic appearance of the landscape far

variety of stakeholders

Culture/nation Disciplines Environmetal Students and experts
orientations
F p F F p F p
visual 1,730 ,179 2,812 1,097 ,335 1,475 ,225
ecological 11,879 ,000 0,637 7,661 ,001 1,314 ,252




PRILOGA G

Splosni statistiéni podatki o mnenju Studentov o uporabniki obr&nog prostor in trajnosti
General statistical results for the views of studds on actors along the river and sustainability

Mean score
stakeholders Environmetal Sustainability Human

Needs Needs
HR 3,91 4,15 3,60
HU 3,45 4,36 3,67
SLO 4,02 3,80 3,52
HARD 3,80 4,05 3,72
SOFT 3,75 4,26 3,45
ART 3,84 3,97 3,66
ECOCENTRIC 3,64 4,25 3,69
ANTHROPO-E 3,57 4,11 3,72
ANTRHROPO-A 4,06 4,06 3,44
STUDENTS 3,79 4,13 3,61
EXPERTS 3,29 4,55 3,82

Pomembnost razlik glede na mnenja Studentov o upobaiki obreénog prostor in trajnosti
Importance of differences for the views of studenten actors along the river and sustainability

Culture/nation Disciplines Environmetal Students and
orientations experts
F p F P F p F P
ﬁre“é'écs’”meta' 15,608  ,000 4,275 0,005 11,624  ,000 12,417  ,000
Sustainability 15,227  ,000 7,179 0,000 2,026 ,133 13,031  ,000
Human 821 441 3,716 0,012 3,655 ,027 2,418 121

Needs




PRILOGA H

Splosni statistiéni podatki o mnenju interesnih skupinah o pomembnas navajanih temah za razvoj

obre¢ne krajin

General statistical results for the views of diffeent stakeholders relied on the importance of issuder the
development of riverside landscapes

Mean score
stakeholders % g
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HR 315 382 405 301 384 442 271 393 455 3,78 3,84
HU 395 3,73 354 259 337 4,71 313 4,17 482 4,08 3,86
SLO 331 350 389 256 343 423 251 317 4,23 3,57 3,91
HARD 348 3,73 387 290 3,68 4,29 2,73 3,64 4,49 3,74 3,90
SOFT 353 3,73 381 264 350 4,69 287 400 465 3,93 3,80
ART 3,12 3,42 4,00 2,33 3,22 4,50 2,73 3,69 449 3,83 4,03
ECOCENTRIC 361 374 385 269 348 464 291 388 469 4,01 3,97
ANTHROPO-E 3,74 3,67 3,62 2,83 359 421 282 3,77 455 3,76 3,69
ANTRHROPO-A 3,04 3,73 4,06 2,73 3,63 449 258 3,71 443 3,69 394
STUDENTS 347 3,71 386 2,75 3,57 4,47 2,78 3,79 455 3,82 3,87
EXPERTS 356 382 411 220 3,84 441 2,88 3,49 468 3,73 4,06

Primerjava povpreénih rezultatov interenih skupin o pomembnosti navaganih temah za razvoj obréne

krajin

Comparison of mean scores of different stakeholdenrzlied on the importance of issues for the
development of riverside landscapes

Culture/nation Disciplines Environmetal Students and
orientations experts

F p F p F p F p
hydropower for 23,225 ,000 1,438 0,231 16,655 ,000 311 577
electricity generation
greater access to the 5,212 ,006 1,739 0,158 ,293 , 746 ,885 347
river
protection of indigenous 12,358 ,000 1,545 0,202 8,138 ,000 3,362 ,067
architecture
construction of a 9,813 ,000 9,069 0,000 ,613 ,542 13,330 ,000
cottage settlements
development of tourism 9,744 ,000 3,928 0,009 ,857 ,425 3,485 ,063
protection of natural 14,593 ,000 10,055 0,000 10,933 ,000 ,252 ,616
habitats
excavation of gravel 12,388 ,000 0,758 0,518 3,880 ,022 367 ,545
fish farming 41,696 ,000 5,583 0,001 ,957 ,385 4,033 ,045
flood protection 30,735 ,000 2,681 0,046 6,334 ,002 1,862 ,173
agriCultureal 11,768 ,000 1,533 0,205 5,131 ,006 454 ,501
development
scientific knowledge ,233 , 793 1,426 0,234 3,293 ,038

about the area




PRILOGA |

Splosni statistiéni podatki mnenja interesnih skupin ukrepov za varavanje pred poplavami
The general statistical results for the stakeholdes' opinion on the of flood protection measures

Mean score
stakeholders e =
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HR 3,16 3,78 3,31 1,71
HU 3,77 4,32 4,02 1,20
SLO 3,03 3,21 2,81 1,88
HARD 3,41 3,76 3,35 1,63
SOFT 3,36 3,91 3,62 1,40
ART 2,74 3,53 2,85 2,03
ECOCENTRIC 3,48 3,98 3,63 1,35
ANTHROPO-E 3,53 3,83 3,67 1,55
ANTRHROPO-A 3,01 3,58 2,95 1,78
STUDENTS 3,33 3,80 3,41 1,58
EXPERTS 2,86 3,37 3,12 1,68

Primerjava povpreénih rezultatov mnenja interenih skupin o ukrepov zavarovanje pred poplavami
Comparison of mean scores of different stakeholderspinion on the of flood protection measures

Culture/nation Disciplines Environmetal Students and
orientations experts

F p F P F p F p
bank revetment and 16,782 ,000 5,820 0,001 8,197 ,000 7,306 ,007
concrete dams
gxpanhSion ofbanksand 47,199 000 4,090 0,007 5,659 ,004 7,777 ,006

ranches

construction of 40,607 ,000 5,612 0,001 16,724  ,000 2,727 ,099
hydroelectric dams and
lakes
should not do anything 18,405 ,000 4,435 0,004 6,976 ,001 ,496 482




PRILOGA J

Delez odgovorov interesnih skupin o frekventnostitiska obretne krajin
The response of stakeholders on the frequency ofsiti to the riverside landscape

%

stakeholders

HR
HU
SLO

HARD
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ART
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STUDENTS
EXPERTS

9 N Sfrequently, daily or
= 0 ~several times a wee

oy}
o
N

42,4
53,8

43,2
42,5

69,4
50,7
66,7

w N O i
N grarely, several timesa
o v oyear

35,5
47,9
41,0

46,8
49,6

24,3
40,8
27,5

<

y rarely, once every

= ver
AN W
N U i few year

NN O
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8,6
5,3

4,9
6,4
5,9

0,9
0,6

0,7
1,8

0,7

Primerjava znadcilnosti razlik v frekventnosti obiska obreéne krajin interesnih skupin
Comparison of response on the frequency of visit tthe riverside landscape of stakeholders

Environmetal

Culture/nation Disciplines . : Students and experts
orientations
Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson
Chi- Chi- Chi- Chi-
Square df p Square p Square df p Square df p
91,114 8 ,000 15,152 12 ,233 15,152 8 ,000 5,373 ,251




PRILOGA K

Delez odgovorov interesnih skupin o vrsti dejavnosbb obisku obrafne krajin jednom mese&no in

pogostje

The response of stakeholders on the type of actiyiduring the visit in the river area, monthly and nore

often

%

stakeholders

HR
HU
SLO

HARD
SOFT
ART

ECOCENTRIC
ANTHROPO-E
ANTRHROPO-A

STUDENTS
EXPERTS

75,5
75,5
71,8

64,0
63,7
88,9

72,4
84,3

29,6
17,5
25,2

26,4
26,4
12,8

23,7
24,8
27,1

24,3
19,6

5 _3 fishing
H

11,8
11,8
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11,5
7,6

10,1
59
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7,3
7,3
12,

7,2
8,0
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7,5
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visits to power stations
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0,9
0,9
0,0

0,7
1,8
0,0

0,7
2,0

stay in the cottage
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RN

14,1
7,7

115
14,2
18,1

13,7
15,7

Primerjava znadcilnosti razlik o vrsti dejavnosti ob obisku obrefne krajin
Comparison of response of stakeholders on the tyé activity during the visit in the river area

Culture/nation Disciplines Environmetal Students and
orientations experts
Pearson df p Pearson df p Pearso df p Pearso d p
Chi- Chi- n Chi- nChi- f
Square Square Square Square
walking 140,587 12 ,000 17,324 18 ,501 41,308 12 ,000 8,127 6,229
sun 36,811 14 ,001 27,137 18 ,076 18,233 12 ,109 7,424 6,283
sports 60,970 14 ,000 28,342 18 ,057 15922 12 ,195 6,297 6,391
fishing 19,209 12 ,084 21,453 18 ,257 11,865 12 ,457 5,963 6,427
education 31,523 14 ,005 43,588 18 ,001 13,356 12 ,344 20,357 6 ,002
VISISIOpOWer 5613 g 008 22,50f 12 082 10,631 8 223 13111 4 ,011
stations
stay in the
72,853 14 ,000 5,850 18 ,997 24,089 12 ,020 1,948 6,924

cottage




PRILOGA L

Delez odgovorov interesnih skupin 0 memoriji posletjeg obiska krajini ob reko
The response rate of stakeholders on the memory tife visit at the river area

%

stakeholders

HR
HU
SLO

HARD
SOFT
ART

ECOCENTRIC
ANTHROPO-E
ANTRHROPO-A

STUDENTS
EXPERTS

water

31,169
27,272
41,559

14,47
10,04
15,79

13,54
17,24
10,09

12,83
13,48

© 2

5 =

T B

c &
39,506 58,772
27,161 23,684
33,333 17,544
27,30 16,45
28,87 25,10
24,56 12,28
29,17 17,71
27,59 18,62
25,88 20,61
27,67 19,50
20,22 17,98

4 &

2 3

g 5

41,304 41,096

23,913 31,507

34,783 27,397

19,08 22,70

11,72 24,27

12,28 35,09
14,58 25,00
20,00 16,55
14,04 29,39
15,50 24,50
14,61 33,71

Primerjava znaéilnosti razlik interesnih skupin o memoriji poslednjeg obiska krajini ob reko

Comparison of response of stakeholders on the mempof the visit at the river area

Culture/nation Disciplines Environmetal Students and
orientations experts

Pearson df p Pearson df p Pearson df p Pearson df p

Chi- Chi- Chi- Chi-

Square Square Square Square
water 7,954 2 ,019 3,386 3 ,336 1,577 2 455 ,862 ,353
nature 4,781 2 ,092 1,142 3 ,767 0,944 2 ,624 285 1,593
activity 26,728 2 ,000 11,001 3 ,012 3,295 2 ,193 322 ,570
features 4,676 2 ,097 5,525 3 137 1,098 2 ,577 ,332 1 564
emotion ,518 2 772 17,01 3 ,001 17,805 2 ,000 11,361 1 ,001




PRILOGA M

Primerjava povpreénih rezultatov interesnih skupin o organi za n#&rtovanje in upravljanje obmo¢ja reke
Comparison of mean scores of stakeholders on authtr on spatial planning and managing river area

Mean score
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HR 2,38 2,76 3,28 3,95 4,04 3,86 3,28
HU 2,58 3,04 3,44 4,13 4,20 3,26 3,10
SLO 2,36 3,02 3,54 4,07 4,16 4,23 3,48
HARD 2,40 2,93 3,40 3,90 4,09 3,90 3,39
SOFT 2,50 2,91 3,42 4,25 4,20 3,57 3,20
ART 2,49 3,03 3,44 4,06 4,08 3,81 2,94
ECOCENTRIC 2,55 3,10 3,53 4,07 4,14 3,63 3,27
ANTHROPO-E 2,53 3,03 3,41 3,89 4,15 3,58 3,14
ANTRHROPO-A 2,28 2,67 3,24 4,14 4,07 4,05 3,43
STUDENTS 2,45 2,93 3,41 4,05 4,13 3,76 3,28
EXPERTS 2,54 3,30 3,56 3,27 4,20 3,51 2,94

Primerjava znadilnosti razlik rezultatov interesnih skupin o organi za nafrtovanje in upravljanje obmo¢ja
reke
Comparison of response of stakeholders on authoritgn spatial planning and managing river area

Culture/nation Disciplines Environmetal Students and
orientations experts

F p F p F p F p
civil service at 1,939 ,145 377 ,769 2,810 ,061 ,359 ,549
nation level
civil service at 3,495 ,031 2,024 , 110 7,315 ,001 5,693 ,017
regional level
civil serviceat 2,109 ,123 ,332 ,802 2,662 ,071 ,942 ,332
local level
environmenta 1,480 229 14,811 ,000 2,468 ,086 30,686 ,000
| NGOs
scientists and 1,439 ,238 ,689 ,559 ,309 , 735 ,253 ,615
experts
population 34,91 ,000 4,234 ,006 9,013 ,000 2,875 ,001
along the 1
river
landowners 3,766 ,024 3,423 ,017 2,053 ,130 4,135 ,043

along the
river




PRILOGA N

Splosni statisténi rezultati mnenja interesnih skupin o mednarodnh sporazumov in odgovornosti glede

na bogatost

The general statistical results of the stakeholderspinion on internation agreements and obligationsvith
respect to the economy

Mean score
stakeholders
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HR 4,00 3,09
HU 4,29 3,41
SLO 4,08 2,68
HARD 4,09 3,06
SOFT 4,18 3,08
ART 4,08 3,26
ECOCENTRIC 4,24 3,22
ANTHROPO-E 4,04 3,04
ANTRHROPO-A 4,09 2,97
STUDENTS 4,13 3,09
EXPERTS 4,28 2,67

Primerjava znadcilnosti razlik mnenja interesnih skupin o mednarochih sporazumov in odgovornosti

glede na bogatost

Comparison of response of the stakeholders' opinioan internation agreements and obligations with
respect to the economy

Environmetal

Culture/nation Disciplines . . Students and experts
orientations

F p F p F p F p
internation
management 4 545 g1g 767 513 1,582 207 1,313 252
of border
rivers
responsibility
and 8,645 000 1,545 202 1,090 337 4,006 ,046
economic

status




PRILOGA O

Primerjava povpreénih rezultatov interesnih skupin na temo kojih se teba urejati mednarodnim
sporazumom

Comparison of mean scores of stakeholders on thegiosto that need to be regulated internation
agreement

Mean score

stakeholders
G 2
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HR 3,61 3,96 4,40 4,22 3,61 4,05 3,35
HU 4,03 4,10 4,39 3,82 3,87 4,49 3,57
SLO 3,64 4,05 4,47 4,06 3,36 3,98 3,07
HARD 3,80 4,00 4,33 4,07 3,50 4,01 3,21
SOFT 3,78 4,04 4,50 4,03 3,81 4,35 3,53
ART 3,54 4,22 4,58 3,95 3,55 4.45 3,44
ECOCENTRIC 3,98 4,16 4,38 3,94 3,69 4,27 3,41
ANTHROPO-E 3,78 3,81 4,39 4,01 3,54 3,99 3,19
ANTRHROPO-A 3,53 4,09 4,48 4,15 3,60 4,23 3,39
STUDENTS 3,77 4,04 4,42 4,04 3,63 4,18 3,36
EXPERTS 4,06 4,10 4,42 4.49 3,46 3,92 2,63

Primerjava znaéilnosti razlik mnenja interesnih skupin na temo kojh se treba urejati mednarodnim
sporazumom

Comparison of response of the stakeholders' opinioan the topicsto that need to be regulated internéin
agreement

Environmetal

Culture/nation Disciplines . : Students and experts
orientations

F p F p F p F p

hydropower 7,566 ,001 1,989 ,115 6,722 ,001 3,834 ,051
lants

Eioreserves ,932 ,395 , 762 ,516 5,630 ,004 ,244 ,621
environmental 452 ,637 2,326 ,074 , 743 ATT ,000 ,994
problems
waterways 7,917 ,000 4,270 ,005 2,001 ,137 12,192 ,001
tourism zone 7,467 ,001 3,003 ,030 ,583 ,559 1,086 ,298

11,29 ,000 5,895 ,001 2,890 ,057 3,193 ,075

nature parks 4
residence zone 6,085 ,002 8,486 ,000 1,426 ,242 17,906 ,000




