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Introduction

Over 50% of the surface of Europe is used agriculturally. For this reason agriculture in
European Union is one of the key-areas, not only from economical point of view. The
agricultural landscapes are important habitats for wild animals and plants, very often
threatened ones. On this base European Community pays special attention to deliver measures
for agricultural production methods designed to protect the environment, nature and maintain
the countryside. An interest of this subject in the scientific, economic, social and policy fields
can be observed in last two decades (de Haan et al., 1997, Hertzman 1995, Johnson and
Bouzaher 1995, Leach et al.,, 1999). This involves environmental planning in farming
practice, promoting farming methods which are compatible with the protection of the
environment, extensification, the conservation of farmed environments of high natural value,
the upkeep of the countryside, the safeguarding of local breeds and the conservation of plant
genetic resources under threat. After the Council Regulation (EC) n° 1257/1999 of 17 May
1999 such measures are called agri-environmental. This aid is calculated on the basis of
income forgone, additional costs and the financial incentive needed to encourage farmers to
make agri-environmental undertakings. They are the only compulsory measures for Member
States, although they are optional for farmers. Other areas of interest given in this regulations
are human resource, support for less favoured areas, investments in farm holdings, improving
the processing and marketing of agricultural products, forestry. After joining the UE Poland
has totally new opportunities in order to contribute to achieving the Community's objectives
relating to agriculture, the environment and the welfare of farm animals. Especially agri-
environmental measures and animal welfare are a new quality in farming methods. Because
big concern is given to sustainable economic growth in rural areas, all methods of increasing
farmers’ income are becoming more popular. Due to great conditions of environmental,

natural and landscape values of Polish rural areas, one of activities that should develop rather
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fast is agrotouristic. This kind of use of natural, countryside resources can also have very
important influence on the environment. The aim of study was to analyse the awareness of

this topic between Polish farmers after one year of Poland’s presence in European Union.
Material and methods

Studies were carried out after 1* of May 2005 in eastern part of Poland (Podlaskie
Voivodship Advisory Center). The questionnaire method was used (see annex), what allowed
comparing the farmers’ knowledge in the field of connection environment - agriculture on the
base of their current farming practices, economical and sociological situation. The
questionnaire contained 20 simple questions with possible answer yes or no. The questions
basically dealt with farmers’ knowledge in following fields:

- law regulations on agriculture and environmental protection, both at Community and

National level

- influence of agricultural practice on environment and nature (generally and in the case

of one’s farm)

- economical aspects of agrotourism

- influence of agrotourism on environment and nature

The farmers answering the questions were also asked to specify the voivodship the lived
and total area of land they farmed on. All the results were analyzed for total number of
investigated persons and in four groups depending on the area of farmed land (respectively
areas: less than 10 ha, 11-20 ha, 21-50 ha, more than 50 ha).

The survey was conducted during agricultural fairs in Podlaskie Voivodship Advisory
Center in May 2005. The data obtained from Podlaskie Voivodship Advisory Center database,
concerning the number of farmers that have joined agri-environmental measures, ecological
farms and agrotouristic households were also used to describe background for farmers’

awareness on this subject.
Results

The total of 177 questionnaires were collected. The majority of farmers that took part
in survey farmed on areas 21-50 ha (40% of total number). Respectively 26% farmed on areas
11-20 ha, 19% on areas bigger than 50 ha and 15% on areas smaller than 10 ha.

The specified results, showing positives answers to major questions, are shown in table 1.
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Table 1. Percentage of positive answers to major questions.

Question\farmed area 0-10ha 11-20ha 21-50ha More than Total
50ha
Do you know what agri-environmental
50 61 90 85 76
measures are?
Did you applied for agri-environmental
Y PP £ 23 37 45 26 36
measures support?
Are there any protected plant species livin,
yP P P £ 38 15 20 12 19
in your farm?
Are there any protected animal species
38 24 21 24 25
living in your farm?
Is there an influence of farming methods on
92 72 83 88 82
natural environment?
Do you know the idea of agrotourism? 81 83 85 88 84
Is there an influence of agrotourism on
) 85 74 69 71 73
natural environment?
Do you use the help of agricultural advisor? 42 63 80 79 69

One can observe regularity in the highest number of positive answers to all questions
in the group of owners of farms 21-50ha. All groups of farmers have rather small knowledge
about presence of protected wild animal and plant species at their farms. Each group declare
high awareness of agrotourism and its influence on natural environment (although during
conversations with farmers mainly negative influence was mentioned). In total 76% of
investigated farmers declare knowledge about agri-environmental schemes. But on the other
hand less than 50% in each group applied for those measures. The highest number of applies

was observed in group 21-50ha (45%), the lowest in group of smallest farms (0-10ha — 23%).
Discussion and conclusions

Because number of investigated farmers was not high one can only conclude in
general that still there is insufficient knowledge about environment (species, habitats, etc.).
But on the other hand majority of farmers declare consciousness of farming methods
influence on environment.

The results show great need of carrying out scientific researches focused on relation
agriculture — environment. This seems to be an important issue in countries that recently
joined the UE (Clarke et al. 1999, Light & Dumbraveanu 1999) but was also investigated and
pointed out in other UE members (Braband et al. 2003, Cobb et al. 1999, Copus & Crabtree
1996, Zalidis et al. 2002). On the other hand a lot should be done in spreading the results of
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such studies to steakholders of various kind (farmers, institutions involved in agriculture,

agricultural advisory, environment protection, agrotourism etc.).
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