



Urban-Rural Disparities in Waste Management Attitudes and Practices Among School Students: A Comparative Analysis

Abstract
Effective waste management is a critical environmental priority in India, yet students' attitudes and practices remain poorly understood, particularly across contrasting urban–rural contexts. This study examines disparities in waste management attitudes and practices among middle-stage school students in Halol taluka, Gujarat. A descriptive research design was employed, and data were collected from 678 students (Grades 6th – 8th) selected through stratified random sampling from urban (n=335) and rural (n=343) schools. A structured questionnaire was used to collect the data from the students. The findings revealed a substantial difference between urban-rural school students in waste management. Urban students displayed more positive attitudes toward waste management (21.53%) compared to rural students (5.89%), while the majority in both groups fell in the neutral category. Practice scores showed even deeper disparities; 70.79% of rural students exhibited poor practices, and none achieved good practice levels. Mean practice scores were consistently higher among urban students across all waste categories. The study concludes that infrastructural access, exposure to environmental programs, interventions, and socio-cultural contexts significantly shape student waste management behaviours. Strengthening environmental education at the middle-school level can bridge the attitude–practice gap and promote long-term sustainable behaviours.
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Introduction
The contemporary world faces numerous environmental challenges that demand urgent attention and collective action from the entire community. Among these challenges, waste management has emerged as one of the most urgent issues, especially in rapidly developing nations like India. The increasing quantity of waste generation and inadequate management systems have created a crisis that threatens both environmental sustainability and public health (Nair, 2023).
India is the world's third-largest producer of waste, following the United States and China (Hoornweg et al., 2013). The country generates approximately 62 million tonnes of solid waste annually from urban areas, equivalent to 160,000 tonnes every day. According to the Madrascourier (2018), the projected growth trajectory of this scenario is particularly alarming; waste production is predicted to increase by 2.7 times by 2030 and seven times by 2050, with peak waste generation estimated to occur a century into the future.
The knowledge possessed by students refers to their understanding of waste management. Attitudes refer to their feelings towards sustainable waste management, as well as preconceived ideas that may lead to it. The practice refers to the way they show the knowledge and attitudes through their actions in implementing sustainable waste management. Scholarly studies on waste management attitudes and practices among youth often draw on the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), which posits that behavioural intentions, influenced by attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control, account for individual actions (Ajzen, 1991; Sulistyawati et al., 2020). TPB to study schoolchildren’s waste management habits in Kolkata, finding that subjective norms and perceived control were powerful predictors of environmentally positive actions. It is supposed to be found that a positive attitude leads to good practices. 
Problem of Statement
Despite several government initiatives, including the Swachh Bharat Mission, Clean India Green India campaigns, and school-level awareness programs, student engagement in sustainable waste management varies across India. According to preliminary findings and current research, there are notable differences between urban and rural students' exposure to waste management systems, infrastructure accessibility, and routine behaviors like disposal, recycling, and segregation. However, rather than focusing on specific waste management practices at the student level, the majority of research conducted in India either focuses on adult populations or general environmental awareness. Policymakers' and educators' capacity to construct context-specific waste management education programs is limited by the absence of empirical data comparing the attitudes and practices of urban and rural school students.
Objectives
1. To assess the attitudes of urban and rural school students toward waste management.
2. To examine the extent of practices adopted by students in urban and rural schools toward waste management.
3. To compare the differences in attitudes and practices between urban and rural students toward waste management.
Methodology
The present study adopted a descriptive research design to examine the urban-rural disparities in waste management attitudes and practices among school students. The study's main aim is to compare the urban and rural schools’ students’ attitudes and practices regarding waste management. A descriptive research design that systematically describes a population, situation, or phenomenon without manipulating any variables. 
The research was conducted across selected urban and rural schools of Gujarat. The study focused on students enrolled in grades 6 through 8, reflecting the middle school segment most likely to possess formative understandings of environmental responsibility, while also being exposed to age-appropriate educational materials regarding sustainability and waste management (Sharma et al., 2021). Data collection spanned five months, from January to May 2025, allowing sufficient time to administer surveys, conduct site visits, and ensure that temporal factors such as school holidays or seasonal variations did not compromise the breadth or consistency of participant responses.
Stratified random sampling was employed to select a total of 678 students, a method carefully chosen for its strengths in enhancing the representativeness of the sample within diverse strata. The sampling frame was initially divided into urban and rural categories, within which schools were then randomly selected to minimise bias. Subsequently, within each school, students from grades 6, 7, and 8 were chosen using further randomisation procedures.
The survey instrument deployed in this study was developed based on previous validated tools for measuring environmental attitudes and practices. A structured questionnaire was used to collect the data from the students. The questionnaire was divided into three sections. Section I consisted demographic profile of the students, which includes age, grade, gender, area, and school name. Section II was an attitude scale, 25 statements were formulated and were asked on a 3-point Likert scale: “Agree, Neutral, and Disagree”, and Section III was developed to assess the practices regarding waste management 5-point scale was used, and ascribed ranged from 5 for best practice to 1 for least. The questionnaire was developed in Hindi and English for the better understanding of students. The questionnaire was validated through a panel of 13 judges, and reliability was calculated in SPSS, and it was 0.78. 
Findings
Section I: Demographic Profile of the Students
Section I consisted demographic profile of the school students; the majority of the students, 68.14% were belonged to the age group of 12-13 years, which shows the critical age of cognitive development. 56.43 %of the students were males, the remaining were females, with approximately equal distribution of grades 6th – 8th. A few more than half from i.e. 50.58 %, from the rural area, the remaining students were from the urban area, as shown in Figure 01.

Figure 1: Percentage distribution of the demographic profile of students


Section II: Attitude Scale 
The attitude scale was developed to assess students' attitudes regarding waste management. A total of 25 questions were asked on a 3-point Likert scale.
Attitudes Toward Waste Management
Figure 2 illustrates clear urban–rural differences in waste management attitudes. Both groups recognised the seriousness of food waste, although rural students showed slightly higher agreement. However, several misconceptions persisted. Urban students were more aware of proper disposal norms; 66.96% of urban students agreed that waste should not be thrown openly, whereas only 49.85% of rural students showed a positive response. Attitudes toward segregation also diverged, with nearly half of urban students rejecting single-bin disposal, while rural students showed more acceptance, reflecting a weaker segregation culture.
Sustainable attitudes, such as recycling and reuse, were more common in urban schools (52.80% and 46.31% agreement) than rural schools (28.32% and 33.33%). Misconceptions about plastic use and water-related behaviours were widespread in both groups, including the belief that rainwater conservation is unnecessary and that leftover bottled water cannot be reused for plants. Composting was viewed positively by both urban and rural students, yet many perceived it as complicated, indicating limited practical exposure.
Overall Attitude Level 
Table 1 presents the overall distribution of attitude levels across urban and rural areas. The majority of students in both settings exhibited neutral attitudes toward waste management: 77.87% of urban and 93.51% of rural students. Positive attitudes were expressed by 21.53% of urban students compared to only 5.89% of rural students. Negative attitudes were minimal in both groups (0.58%).
	Table 1: Extent of Attitude by Geographic Location

	Extent of Attitudes
	Range of Score
	Urban (n=335)
	Rural
(n = 343)

	
	
	f
	%
	f
	%

	Positive
	59-75
	73
	21.53
	20
	05.89

	Neutral
	42-58
	264
	77.87
	317
	93.51

	Negative
	25-41
	02
	0.58
	02
	0.58






































Figure 2: Percentage Distribution of the extent of Attitudes regarding waste management among students

Section III: Practice Scale
The practice scale was developed, and four types of waste (Plastic, Paper, Food, and Cloth/Textile) were assessed on a 5-point scale to examine students' practices towards waste management.
Plastic Waste Management:
	Table 2: Percentage distribution of practices of Plastic Waste

	                           Categorise of Plastic Waste

	

Practices
	Snacks and candy wrappers
	Stationery Items
	Plastic Bottles and Containers
	Bottle caps and small plastics

	
	U
	R
	U
	R
	U
	R
	U
	R

	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Throw it on the floor
	0.00
	1.45
	0.89
	0.00
	1.49
	0.29
	1.49
	2.04

	Throw it in the dustbin
	76.12
	93.58
	75.82
	95.04
	76.71
	93.87
	74.33
	92.12

	Throw it in the dry dustbin
	14.93
	2.33
	11.04
	2.33
	11.34
	3.20
	11.64
	3.79

	Sell it for recycling
	2.69
	0.00
	3.88
	0.00
	3.58
	0.00
	5.97
	0.87

	Reuse to make creative items
	7.46
	2.62
	9.25
	2.62
	6.86
	2.62
	6.57

	1.16


Across all categories of plastic waste, shown in Table 2, rural students predominantly disposed plastic waste in the general dustbins, while urban students showed greater diversity in handling methods. For snack wrappers, 76.12% of urban students used general dustbins, 14.93% used dry waste bins, 7.46% reused items creatively, and 2.69% sold materials for recycling. In contrast, 93.58% of rural students disposed of wrappers in general dustbins, with minimal engagement in segregation (2.33%), recycling (0%), or creative reuse (2.62%).

	Table 3:  Percentage distribution of practices of Paper Waste

	                                                          Categorise of Paper Waste

	Practices
	Notebooks
	Old books
	Papers
	Artworks

	
	U
	R
	U
	R
	U
	R
	U
	R

	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Burn
	1.19
	00
	2.69
	1.17
	4.48
	1.17
	2.69
	1.46

	Throw it on the floor
	00
	00
	00
	00
	0.60
	00
	0.30
	00

	Throw it in the dustbin
	47.16
	49.85
	41.49
	51.60
	42.69
	54.23
	45.37
	51.60

	Throw it in the dry dustbin
	22.69
	43.73
	29.85
	37.32
	22.09
	40.82
	28.96
	40.23

	Sell it
	5.37
	1.17
	6.87
	1.75
	10.75
	2.62
	8.66
	5.25

	Reuse to make creative items
	24.78
	4.08
	20.30

	6.99
	20.60

	0.00

	15.22
	0.29



Paper Waste Management:

Paper waste practices revealed the highest engagement with sustainable practices. For notebooks, 24.78% of urban students reused materials for creative purposes compared to only 4.08% of rural students. Selling paper waste for recycling was practised by 10.75% of urban students but only 2.62% of rural students across different paper types. Notably, burning paper waste, an environmentally harmful practice, was reported by 4.48% of urban students and 1.46% of rural students for artworks, as shown in Table 3.
Food Waste Management:
Table 4 shows a food waste disposal patterns differed substantially. For leftover lunch food, 51.02% of rural students fed it to animals compared to 22.09% of urban students, reflecting greater affection for livestock in rural settings. Composting was practised by 11.04% of urban students, but was nearly absent in rural areas. Urban students showed greater diversity in food waste handling, including donating excess food 11.94%, using wet dustbins 24.48%, and saving leftovers 9.85%.
	Table 4:  Percentage distribution of practices of Food waste

	                                               Categorise of Food Waste

	

Practices
	Leftover food from lunch
	Snacks
	Fruits and vegetable peels

	
	U
	R
	U
	R
	U
	R

	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Throw it on the ground
	1.19
	00
	5.37
	0.00
	1.19
	0.00

	Throw it in the dustbin
	50.15
	44.02
	43.28
	59.48
	45.37
	61.22

	Throw it in the wet dustbin
	2.39
	00
	2.69
	0.00
	24.48
	0.00

	Save leftovers for later
	2.69
	00
	9.85
	3.50
	0.00
	0.00

	Feed for animals
	22.09
	51.02
	20.30
	32.94
	22.39
	37.02

	Donate excess food
	11.94
	4.08
	11.04
	2.33
	0.00
	0.00

	Make compost
	11.04
	00
	8.66
	0.58
	7.76
	0.58












Cloth/Textile Waste Management:
Textile waste was predominantly placed in dry waste bins by both groups. However, urban students demonstrated significantly higher rates of donation to charity 19.10% as compared to 7.87% and reuse/repurposing. Selling textile waste for recycling or second-hand use was minimal in both groups but slightly higher among urban students as shown in Table 05.

	Table 5:  Percentage distribution of practices of Cloth/Textile Waste

	                                               Categorisation of Cloth/Textile Waste

	

Practices
	Old uniform
	Waste clothes
	Handkerchief, socks, and others

	
	U
	R
	U
	R
	U
	R

	
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Throw it in the dustbin
	5.97
	0.00
	5.07
	00
	5.07
	00

	Throw it in the dry waste bin
	69.85
	90.67
	66.57
	93.29
	60.90
	92.99

	Sell it for recycling or second-hand
	6.27
	0.29
	6.57
	0.29
	8.96
	0.00

	Donate it to charity
	11.34
	7.87
	15.82
	5.25
	19.10
	5.54

	Reuse or repurpose it
	8.66
	0.00
	7.16
	0.00
	7.16
	0.29



Practices by Waste Category
Table 6 presents the mean scores for waste management practices across four waste categories. Urban students consistently demonstrated superior practices across all waste types. Paper waste management showed the highest mean scores (urban: 2.93; rural: 2.53), followed by food waste (urban: 2.83; rural: 2.59), cloth/textile waste (urban: 2.53; rural: 2.12), and plastic waste (urban: 2.43; rural: 2.10). The overall practice scores were 2.68 for urban and 2.33 for rural students.
	Table 6: Mean Practice Scores by Waste Types

	Sr. No.
	Types of Waste
	Urban
	Rural

	1-
	Paper Waste
	2.93
	2.53

	2-
	Food Waste
	2.83
	2.59

	3-
	Plastic Waste
	2.43
	2.10

	4-
	Cloth/textile Waste
	2.53
	2.12

	
	2.68
	2.33








Overall Practice Levels 
Table 7 presents the distribution of waste management practice levels across urban and rural students. The data reveal stark disparities: only 6.19% of urban students demonstrated good practices, while no rural students achieved this level. The majority of rural students (70.79%) exhibited poor practices compared to 40.41% of urban students. Moderate practices were observed in 53.39% of urban students but only 29.20% of rural students.

	Table 7: Extent of Practices by Geographic Location

	Extent of Practices
	Range of Score
	Urban (n=335)
	Rural
(n=343)

	
	
	f
	%
	f
	%

	Good
	68-90
	21
	06.19
	00
	00

	Neutral
	43-67
	181
	53.39
	99
	29.20

	Bad
	18-42
	137
	40.41
	240
	70.79







Discussions
Attitudes regarding Waste Management
However, the Attitude scores reveal a more nuanced pattern than the knowledge scores. Urban students demonstrate more positive attitudes towards waste management, 21.53 %, and rural students, 5.89 %. The majority of the students in both areas exhibit neutral attitudes towards waste management, 77.87 % urban vs. 93.51 % rural. These findings contrast with studies by Kumar et al. (2019), who found that 65 % of the young adults exhibited positive attitudes towards the environment, and Liu et. al (2024) showed that 55.65% university students showed moderate attitudes, suggesting that waste management attitudes may be challenging to cultivate compared to general environmental attitudes. 
The predominantly negative attitudes observed in urban and rural contexts indicate that knowledge alone is insufficient for cultivating positive waste management attitudes. These patterns support the theoretical framework proposed by numerous psychologists, according to social learning theory, given by Bandura (1977), social norms, personal experiences, and perceived behaviour influence Attitudes and actions. The more pronounced negative attitudes in rural areas may reflect limited exposure to practical experiences and waste management programs. 
Practices regarding Waste Management
The Practices scores reveal that the majority, 70.79 %, of the urban students and 40.41 %, exhibited poor waste management practices. Followed by 6.19 % of urban students demonstrate good practices compared to zero rural students. Ikhuoso (2018) revealed that due to a lack of knowledge and awareness, students showed poor behaviour for waste disposal methods by burning it. Similarly, Paghasian (2017) found that the students' awareness of solid waste management did not influence their practices in terms of disposal. A study by Ahmad et al. (2015) and Fenitra et al. (2025) showed a weak correlation between knowledge and practices. Ali et al. (2022) found that only 46% of students actively engage in sustainable waste management despite a high level of knowledge.
Urban-Rural Disparities
Significant differences in attitudes and practices between urban and rural areas are indicators of complex structural and cultural differences. The higher participation of urban students in recycling (52.80% vs. 28.32% viewing recycling as essential) and waste segregation (49.56% disagreeing with single-bin collection vs. 46.61% of rural students agree) is probably due to different exposure to waste management infrastructure and public awareness campaigns, peer groups, knowledge and exposure.

It's interesting to note that some attitude has advantages in rural areas. For example, giving food waste to animals (51.02% vs. 22.09% urban) is an environmentally sound activity made possible by livestock access and rural living conditions. This implies that rather than transferring urban models uniformly to rural settings, successful waste management initiatives must be context-specific.
There are contradicting variations in the creative reuse practices: rural students were substantially less likely to reuse paper waste (4.08-6.99% vs. 15.22-24.78% urban), but they were slightly more engaged with decorative waste items (46.90% vs. 38.35% urban). This could be a reflection of various value viewpoints: while urban students engage in more varied sustainable activities like creative reuse and recycling, rural students can see waste management through an economic lens (animal feeding).
Limitations and Future Research
There are a number of limitations to this study that point to areas for further investigation. Although factual and outcome-based results were obtained through the use of a descriptive study approach, changes over time were not recorded. To delve deeper into trends and linkages, future research could use longitudinal or cross-sectional research approaches. Even though the 3-point Likert scale was used for attitude scale was simple for students to understand, it might not have been sensitive enough to detect minute variations in attitude. In the future, researchers might think about employing continuous or more detailed scales to improve accuracy.
Furthermore, subjective standards, perceived behavioural control, and other mediating variables recommended by behavioural theories were not included in this study. These factors may contribute to the explanation of why there is frequently a discrepancy between students' attitudes and practices.
CONCLUSION
This comparative study shows that student attitudes and practices toward waste management differ significantly between urban and rural areas. Urban students showed significantly greater positive attitudes (21.53% vs. 5.89%) and better practices (6.19% good practices vs. 0% rural), even though views were moderate in both environments. While bad practices among 40.41% of urban and 70.79% of rural students indicate an urgent need for comprehensive waste management education along with infrastructure development, the substantial neutral attitude group (77.87% urban, 93.51% rural) represents an opportunity for intervention programs.
The findings emphasise that enabling structures, social norms, and perceived behavioural control play crucial mediating roles in practice change; knowledge and attitudes alone are insufficient. Effective interventions must be context-specific, taking advantage of urban students' increased exposure to waste management systems while addressing infrastructural shortages in rural areas. Schools could nurture the next generation of environmentally conscious citizens who are motivated and capable of using sustainable waste management techniques by bridging the attitude-practice gap through focused, theory-informed interventions.
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Urban Agree %	Food waste is a significant problem that requires immediate attention.	Reduction of food waste is not possible.	Waste material is not harmful to human health.	Waste material can be reused.	Garbage should not be thrown in the open.	There is no need to save rainwater, as drinking water is abundant on Earth.	All garbage should be collected in one bin only.	It is good to spend your time making decorative items from solid waste.	Recycling is essential for a sustainable future.	There is no harm in using single-use plastic.	Solid waste management is a responsibility that everyone should share.	There is no harm in burning garbage.	Labels on the dustbin should be carefully read before throwing the garbage.	Waste should be separated according to its characteristics.	Composting is better than reducing food waste.	Composting is a complicated process.	The remaining water from the bottles cannot be poured into the plants.	Waste cannot be hazardous to human health.	Improper waste management cannot cause diseases.	It is easy to make decorative items from plastic waste.	Waste management is a highly complex task.	Schools should organise cleaning programs.	I am willing to participate in a campaign to increase knowledge about solid waste management.	Waste has a positive impact on the environment.	Old furniture should be thrown in the dustbin.	70.209999999999994	41.59	30.97	46.31	66.959999999999994	30.09	30.09	38.35	52.8	36.869999999999997	56.64	31.56	69.319999999999993	61.95	50.74	45.72	33.630000000000003	35.69	29.5	59.59	42.77	71.09	60.77	38.049999999999997	31.56	Urban Neutral %	Food waste is a significant problem that requires immediate attention.	Reduction of food waste is not possible.	Waste material is not harmful to human health.	Waste material can be reused.	Garbage should not be thrown in the open.	There is no need to save rainwater, as drinking water is abundant on Earth.	All garbage should be collected in one bin only.	It is good to spend your time making decorative items from solid waste.	Recycling is essential for a sustainable future.	There is no harm in using single-use plastic.	Solid waste management is a responsibility that everyone should share.	There is no harm in burning garbage.	Labels on the dustbin should be carefully read before throwing the garbage.	Waste should be separated according to its characteristics.	Composting is better than reducing food waste.	Composting is a complicated process.	The remaining water from the bottles cannot be poured into the plants.	Waste cannot be hazardous to human health.	Improper waste management cannot cause diseases.	It is easy to make decorative items from plastic waste.	Waste management is a highly complex task.	Schools should organise cleaning programs.	I am willing to participate in a campaign to increase knowledge about solid waste management.	Waste has a positive impact on the environment.	Old furniture should be thrown in the dustbin.	16.809999999999999	23.89	30.38	22.12	16.52	28.32	20.350000000000001	21.24	22.42	26.84	21.53	15.93	13.57	23.3	23.3	21.24	24.48	22.71	25.37	23.3	42.18	16.52	20.059999999999999	30.68	24.19	Urban Disagree %	Food waste is a significant problem that requires immediate attention.	Reduction of food waste is not possible.	Waste material is not harmful to human health.	Waste material can be reused.	Garbage should not be thrown in the open.	There is no need to save rainwater, as drinking water is abundant on Earth.	All garbage should be collected in one bin only.	It is good to spend your time making decorative items from solid waste.	Recycling is essential for a sustainable future.	There is no harm in using single-use plastic.	Solid waste management is a responsibility that everyone should share.	There is no harm in burning garbage.	Labels on the dustbin should be carefully read before throwing the garbage.	Waste should be separated according to its characteristics.	Composting is better than reducing food waste.	Composting is a complicated process.	The remaining water from the bottles cannot be poured into the plants.	Waste cannot be hazardous to human health.	Improper waste management cannot cause diseases.	It is easy to make decorative items from plastic waste.	Waste management is a highly complex task.	Schools should organise cleaning programs.	I am willing to participate in a campaign to increase knowledge about solid waste management.	Waste has a positive impact on the environment.	Old furniture should be thrown in the dustbin.	12.98	35.1	38.64	31.56	16.52	41.59	49.56	40.409999999999997	24.78	36.28	21.83	51.62	17.11	17.7	25.96	33.04	41.89	41.59	45.09	17.11	15.04	12.39	19.170000000000002	25.37	44.25	Rural Agree %	Food waste is a significant problem that requires immediate attention.	Reduction of food waste is not possible.	Waste material is not harmful to human health.	Waste material can be reused.	Garbage should not be thrown in the open.	There is no need to save rainwater, as drinking water is abundant on Earth.	All garbage should be collected in one bin only.	It is good to spend your time making decorative items from solid waste.	Recycling is essential for a sustainable future.	There is no harm in using single-use plastic.	Solid waste management is a responsibility that everyone should share.	There is no harm in burning garbage.	Labels on the dustbin should be carefully read before throwing the garbage.	Waste should be separated according to its characteristics.	Composting is better than reducing food waste.	Composting is a complicated process.	The remaining water from the bottles cannot be poured into the plants.	Waste cannot be hazardous to human health.	Improper waste management cannot cause diseases.	It is easy to make decorative items from plastic waste.	Waste management is a highly complex task.	Schools should organise cleaning programs.	I am willing to participate in a campaign to increase knowledge about solid waste management.	Waste has a positive impact on the environment.	Old furniture should be thrown in the dustbin.	78.760000000000005	27.73	41	33.33	49.85	40.71	46.61	46.9	28.32	35.1	53.39	50.74	50.74	67.55	56.93	42.77	38.35	33.33	34.51	56.34	30.97	81.12	61.36	51.42	29.5	Rural Neutral %	Food waste is a significant problem that requires immediate attention.	Reduction of food waste is not possible.	Waste material is not harmful to human health.	Waste material can be reused.	Garbage should not be thrown in the open.	There is no need to save rainwater, as drinking water is abundant on Earth.	All garbage should be collected in one bin only.	It is good to spend your time making decorative items from solid waste.	Recycling is essential for a sustainable future.	There is no harm in using single-use plastic.	Solid waste management is a responsibility that everyone should share.	There is no harm in burning garbage.	Labels on the dustbin should be carefully read before throwing the garbage.	Waste should be separated according to its characteristics.	Composting is better than reducing food waste.	Composting is a complicated process.	The remaining water from the bottles cannot be poured into the plants.	Waste cannot be hazardous to human health.	Improper waste management cannot cause diseases.	It is easy to make decorative items from plastic waste.	Waste management is a highly complex task.	Schools should organise cleaning programs.	I am willing to participate in a campaign to increase knowledge about solid waste management.	Waste has a positive impact on the environment.	Old furniture should be thrown in the dustbin.	10.32	36.28	21.24	27.73	23.6	29.5	19.47	32.15	37.46	45.13	28.91	21.83	21.83	19.47	25.66	40.119999999999997	28.02	30.38	27.14	17.989999999999998	43.07	9.44	16.809999999999999	25.96	46.02	Rural Disagree %	Food waste is a significant problem that requires immediate attention.	Reduction of food waste is not possible.	Waste material is not harmful to human health.	Waste material can be reused.	Garbage should not be thrown in the open.	There is no need to save rainwater, as drinking water is abundant on Earth.	All garbage should be collected in one bin only.	It is good to spend your time making decorative items from solid waste.	Recycling is essential for a sustainable future.	There is no harm in using single-use plastic.	Solid waste management is a responsibility that everyone should share.	There is no harm in burning garbage.	Labels on the dustbin should be carefully read before throwing the garbage.	Waste should be separated according to its characteristics.	Composting is better than reducing food waste.	Composting is a complicated process.	The remaining water from the bottles cannot be poured into the plants.	Waste cannot be hazardous to human health.	Improper waste management cannot cause diseases.	It is easy to make decorative items from plastic waste.	Waste management is a highly complex task.	Schools should organise cleaning programs.	I am willing to participate in a campaign to increase knowledge about solid waste management.	Waste has a positive impact on the environment.	Old furniture should be thrown in the dustbin.	10.91	35.99	37.76	38.94	26.55	29.79	33.92	20.94	34.22	19.760000000000002	17.7	27.43	27.43	12.98	17.399999999999999	17.11	33.630000000000003	36.28	38.64	25.67	25.96	9.44	21.83	28.02	24.48	






