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Sustainable activities in manufacturing enterprises:
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Abstract. Generating profit is one of the primary reasons behind the establishment and functioning of any enterprise that pre-
determines its behavior, inter alia, in the context of sustainability. Manufacturing enterprises are a specific area in terms of sus-
tainability, as they have a great impact on social and environmental indicators. The paper analyses the issues of sustainable
production in the Slovak Republic. The methodological basis of the study is the triple-bottom line concept. The methods used in
the paper are analysis, synthesis and comparison. Within the framework of the research, the author has conducted two surveys in
the form of open-ended questions. The first part is dedicated to consumers’ evaluation of the production activity of manufactur-
ing enterprises. Consumers as stakeholders of an enterprise have a significant influence on its activities due to the fact that they
create market demand. The survey results show that the main methods for stimulating consumers’ sustainable behaviour are
the use of compostable packaging and abandoning chemical sprays. The second part is an overview of barriers and problems at
enterprises that prevent consumers in the Slovak Republic from transitioning to a sustainable lifestyle. Among them are excessive
plastic packaging and high prices for eco-products. The presented activities determine the direction for managers how to lead
enterprises to sustainability in the market. The most significant findings from the surveys point to the excessive and reckless use
of plastic by manufacturing enterprises. Consumers demand that managers make rational decisions about the origin, quantity
and quality of materials used in production, including the long-term consequences and environmental impact of materials.
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INTRODUCTION

Humanity exists in a space where the dimension of hu-
man needs is much greater than the resources to meet
people’s needs. This basic economic paradigm is the driv-
ing force behind progress towards a more efficient use of
factors of production. Awareness of the rapidly dwindling
number of limited resources and environmental pollu-
tion were the initial impulses to begin the formation of
the concept of sustainable development as an important
direction of human activity. In connection with limited
resources, their rational allocation is needed. Most of the
limited resources are processed and subsequently used
in the manufacturing industry. An essential step prior to
assessing the sustainable activities of enterprises is the di-
vision of production activities into two directions, which
need to be distinguished. One is information that reaches
final consumers with the final product, and the other is
information that consumers are unaware of. Based on the
knowledge that consumers have, they create their own
preferences for sustainable products, which put pressure
on the production activities of enterprises in the distribu-
tion, production, and sale of their products. Consumers
are the part of stakeholders [Duriova, Kusnirova, 2020]
that directly affects the production of enterprises. In-

creasing consumer interest in greener products, along
with greener production, is forcing managers to change
inputs and the conservative production process towards
sustainability.

It takes a long time for the entire production process
in enterprises to be reoriented towards sustainable devel-
opment. It is necessary for managers to deal with the ele-
ments of sustainable development, especially because of
consumer preferences, supporting the domestic econo-
my and increasing competitiveness in the market. An en-
terprise that does not apply the elements of sustainable
development will not be able to compete for some time
with enterprises that apply the principles and elements of
sustainable development. It is necessary to perceive sus-
tainable elements in the enterprise as a matter of course,
not as a marketing achievement.

The purpose of this research is to point out inadequate
inputs, activities and outputs resulting from the manufac-
turing enterprises with regard to the concept of sustain-
ability.

The main objective of the research is to analyze the de-
manded sustainable characteristics and consumers’ prod-
uct preferences and to compare them with the biggest



92

YNPABAEHEL, 2021. Tom 12. Ne 1

MapKETVIHFOBbIe cTpaternn n NnPpakTnukn

obstacles created by manufacturing enterprises and pre-
venting consumers from leading a sustainable lifestyle.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Sustainable production is based on several pillars, which
provide an enterprise with frameworks of a sustainable
direction. One of these frameworks is the triple-bottom
line (TBL) model, which states that sustainability must
have an economic, social and environmental aspect
[McWilliams et al.,, 2016] without the possibility of ab-
stracting from any of these aspects [Glavas, Mish, 2015;
Nikolaou, Evangelinos, Allan, 2013]. The TBL model itself
is clear and distinct. However, its use in practice raises
many questions and conflicting views. According to the
academic community, it is necessary to build sustainable
opportunities [Hahn et al., 2018] and implement them in
practice. Among managers, however, building such mod-
els brings difficult conditions in the decision-making pro-
cess. While some studies support TBL models in the enter-
prise, others refute them [Gao, Bansal, 2013; Hahn et al.,
2018]. These authors believe that the TBL model should
be unified and not decompose the forms of sustainability
into three aspects. Chell et al. [2016] and Montiel and Hus-
ted [2009] argue that focusing the enterprise exclusively
on maximizing profits is only possible at the expense of
the environment and society.

Among the social, economic and environmental pil-
lars of sustainable development, paradoxes often arise
between theoretical and practical perspectives. Accord-
ing to some authors, moving towards sustainability in
one area has the opposite effect in another area [Gray,
2010]. Under certain conditions, this significant problem
can be eliminated by focusing on specific sustainability
pillars. According to the author, concentrating on sustain-
ability does not necessarily mean achieving a stable ratio
between all dimensions. The aim is to find a solution for
all areas simultaneously through an integrated approach.

If an enterprise were to focus on maintaining the qual-
ity of the environment and society, it would reduce its
profits and benefits for the economy. Hahn et al. [2018],
on the other hand, suggest that the enterprise’s manag-
ers focus on all the pillars of TBL at the same time. This
mutual synergy is based on an approach stating that the
economy cannot exist without society and the environ-
ment, which predisposes to consider all three aspects of
TBL simultaneously [Walker, Yu, Zhang, 2020]. The enter-
prise’s orientation towards the environment and society
also has side benefits for the enterprise, e.g. building the
enterprise’s reputation and strengthening long-term rela-
tionships [Deng, Kang, Low, 2013]. Walker, Yu and Zhang
[2020] found that focusing on a certain aspect (e.g. social
one) does not mean the need to reduce the orientation in
favour of other aspects (e.g. economic and environmen-
tal). An important factor for the enterprise is the connec-
tion of all three dimensions of TBL into business activities.
It is essential that managers focus on the sustainable ele-

ments that are characteristic of a given type of business
activity. Every enterprise requires different measures and
elements in its sustainable area. Therefore, it is necessary
to consider the scope and nature of individual elements
of sustainable development. For example, the framework
of objectives in the form of AGENDA 2030 offers enter-
prises the opportunity to focus on meeting those objec-
tives that are typical of their activities and can influence
them. It should be noted that the objectives of AGENDA
2030 are set from a global perspective and each enter-
prise must specify and narrow the individual objectives
for the needs of the microelement.

The behaviour and decision-making of managers
depend mainly on the financial ability of the enterprise.
Hahn et al. [2018] point to the “paradox theory’, where
enterprises abstract from the environmental and social
impacts of the enterprise. This situation is particularly
characteristic of the period of crisis, when they are not al-
lowed to focus on the environment and society, especially
for financial reasons. So far, no research has been done on
this “theory of paradox”.

The second framework for promoting sustainabil-
ity contains the UN programs, which include established
goals for solving global economic, social, and environ-
mental problems. A proactive approach by governmental
and non-governmental organizations, educational insti-
tutions, stakeholders and the like is essential to achieve
the goals of the UN programs. Enterprises, as the central
actors of the most extensive environmental problems,
serve as a specific component in this case. It is enterprises
that represent the potential through which sustainable
development can be achieved [Mombeuil, 2020].

Sustainable Development. Integration groups and
international organizations that put elements of sustain-
able development into practice are aware of the need to
move to a sustainable way of managing all activities in
manufacture. The reason is the need to protect the en-
vironment, which is overburdened by human activity. In
1972, efforts to combat environmental pollution were of-
ficially launched at the Stockholm Conference. Eight years
later, the World Conservation Strategy (WCS) was devel-
oped. This strategy refers to “development that is consid-
ered sustainable’, in particular in terms of improving peo-
ple’s lives and protecting natural resources. In this context,
it is essential to maintain “the management of human use
of the biosphere so that it is able to provide its potential
for the satisfaction of the next generation”'. In 1983, the
UN Commission established the World Commission on
Environment and Development (WCED), which in the
Brundtland Report (“Our Common Future”) characterized
the term “sustainable development’, which thus gained
widespread acceptance.

In the literature, it is necessary to distinguish two
concepts — sustainability and sustainable development.

T UN Environmental Programme (UNEP). (1980).



In a broader sense, sustainability is the state that human-
ity is striving to achieve. On the other hand, sustainable
development represents all the activities, direction and
process by which humanity seeks to move closer to sus-
tainability. Several authors address this concept and their
clarification [Buhr, Reiter, 2006; Livesey, Kearins, 2002;
Milne, Kearins, Walton, 2006]. This issue raises many ques-
tions and uncertainties.

The official wording of the definition of sustainable
development from the UN point of view is as follows: “de-
velopment that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs."

One of the major groupings dealing with sustainable
development is the European Union. It has shown in-
creased initiative in addressing sustainability issues, since
the Council of Europe Summit in Cardiff in 1998.The Euro-
pean Union’s strategy, in terms of production enterprises
and their activities, focuses in particular on waste manage-
ment, waste recycling and reuse?. An important means of
correcting the activities of all entities is mentioned the
AGENDA 2030 program, which forms a framework of 17
main goals taking into account the current problems of
the world in the context of sustainability. These objec-
tives are broken down into 169 sub-objectives, which
aim to guide the political, structural, economic and social
transformation of the individual countries of the world in
response to the threats facing humanity in the long term.

The AGENDA 2030 program follows on from the Agen-
da 21 program because not all goals in Agenda 21 were
successfully met. The AGENDA 2030 program contains
a comprehensive set of individual goals and objectives,
which complement the Agenda 21 program and need
to be achieved by 2030. Almost all countries in the world
are involved in meeting the AGENDA 2030 goals. This pro-
gram includes economic, environmental, social, institu-
tional goals, as well as those for peace in the world.

Despite current advances in certain areas, humanity is
still substantially unsustainable [Fischer et al., 2007]. This
situation is alarming and requires increasing the impact
of global efforts towards sustainability [Dorninger et al.,
2020]. It is important to divide the issue of sustainability
and sustainable behavior of individuals, society and en-
terprises into individual areas and to try to solve partial
problems. In terms of research and our previous knowl-
edge, a sufficient range of research has not been carried
out, which would focus on the issue in a systemic way.
The economic, environmental and social consequences
of individual human activities are not clearly defined.

The topic of solving sustainability and sustainable
development is still quite relevant, but the way of under-
standing this issue is not yet sufficiently elaborated. In-
dividuals, as well as society and enterprises, do not have

' World Commission on Environment and Development
(WCED) (1987).
2 European Council (1997).
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well-defined frameworks and measurable indicators that
are relevant to their activities and that they can record
continuously. This paper examines the synergies between
consumer demand and the output of manufacturing en-
terprises.

Sustainable Business. Sustainable entrepreneurship
[Dean, McMullen, 2007] is characterized as “the process of
discovering, evaluating, and exploiting economic oppor-
tunities that exist in the event of market failure or reduce
sustainability and are relevant to the environment.” Shep-
herd and Patzelt [2011] define sustainable entrepreneur-
ship as “an activity that focuses on nature conservation,
supports life and the local community, seeks opportuni-
ties for the future implementation of processes, products
and services, while generating economic and non-eco-
nomic benefits for the economy, society and individuals.”

Sustainable entrepreneurship is also linked to several
concepts and standards that are an essential part of sus-
tainability. One of these concepts is Corporate social re-
sponsibility.

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is defined as the
concept by which enterprises integrate environmental
and social interests into their activities and interactions
with stakeholders. The goal is to achieve long-term sus-
tainable development and growth [Prieto-Carron et al.,
2006]. Stakeholders represent employees, sharehold-
ers, customers, suppliers, the community, and business
management. In the literature, we encounter different
views on the interaction between the enterprise and
its priorities with stakeholders [Freeman, 2010]. The
concept of CSR is considered an important direction for
the development of enterprise activities in the field of
low-emission production and efficient use of available
resources [Aluchna, 2018]. The adoption and integra-
tion of CSR into the enterprise is a long-term process
that significantly affects the enterprise’s strategy. The
enterprise must, therefore, predict the potential conse-
quences of its activities in the long run. CSR generally
changes the roles, reporting and scope of evaluations
[Idemudia, 2011]. From an economic perspective, it sig-
nificantly changes the understanding and redistribution
of profits, taking into account social and environmental
aspects [Dahlsrud, 2008]. The inclusion of corporate so-
cial responsibility in the enterprise requires a thorough
overhaul of the way of doing business. In other words,
the undertaking should recognize and understand the
importance of environmental and social aspects in its
existence [Hardjono, 2001].

An essential part of the inclusion of CSR in the enter-
prise is its origin in the enterprise’s strategy. Enterprises
are recommended to focus on meeting the AGENDA
2030 objectives after the inclusion of CSR in the enter-
prise strategy, which will increase the environmental, so-
cial and economic performance of the entire enterprise
[Aluchna, 2018], including better orientation in a dynamic
market.
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Social and environmental responsibility to stakehold-
ers of the enterprises has become more and more a key
business principle [Tokarcikova et al., 2014]. Their com-
mitment to TBL factors is integrated in their strategies and
ingrained in various managerial decisions.

Both the government and society are constantly under
pressure to switch to sustainable production. Significant
momentum is coming from consumers, who are moving
from a conservative consumer lifestyle, to a sustainable
one on their own initiative.

Consumers in certain countries are increasingly leaning
towards different philosophies that help them lead sus-
tainable lives (e.g. zero waste philosophy, eco-friendly, etc.).

Consumers have a significant influence on business
based on their shopping behaviour. They are a compo-
nent that is often forgotten in sustainability research. Eve-
ry person in the world, among other things, is a consumer
and their behavior significantly, albeit indirectly, affects
the degree of environmental damage.

Enterprises respond to shopping behaviour and pro-
duce products that are of interest to the market. This fact
needs to be accepted in further research, and certain ef-
forts should be made to change consumer preferences
as a matter of priority, because they are the article that
affects the entire production. This cycle has a prominent
place, especially in matters of sustainability. If consumers
demand sustainable products, businesses will respond to
this stimulus by producing the products they want. En-
terprises, on the other hand, should produce sustainable
products from sustainable materials and in a sustainable
way on their own initiative. Despite the efforts of enter-
prises to switch to a sustainable way of production, the
reality is completely different. Enterprises are failing to
sufficiently balance the needs of current and future gen-
erations.

For this reason, several studies have been carried out
on sustainable production and its impact on business, en-
vironment and society (Table 1).

Table 1 - Main research findings on sustainable development
at enterprises

Tabnuya 1 — OcHoBHbie pe3yibmamsl UCCIe008aHUl
ycmodiuuso20 pasgumus Ha npeonpuaMmuAx

Authors Main knowledge
Weisheng Deng, Sustainable products significantly shape the
Lipan Feng, social and environmental image of the enter-
Xiukun Zhao, prise, which increases the competitiveness of

Yaqi Lou (2020)

Moritz Petersen,
Sebastian Brockhaus
(2017)

Thomas J. Dean,
Jeffery S. McMullen
(2007)

the enterprise

The use of sustainable materials has a gener-
ally positive effect, but the nature of the prod
ucts produced must be considered

Sustainable business has a significant impact
on improving the quality of the environment

The connection of theoretical recommendations and
developed frameworks with practical application in en-

terprises contains many failures. Managers are unable to
accept and implement elements of sustainable develop-
ment for several reasons. The first reason is that, to our
knowledge, there are no frameworks of indicators ap-
plicable to the specific needs of managers - for different
industries, different locations, different size of the enter-
prise, etc. For an enterprise to be able to report sustaina-
ble activities, it should have transparent and useable indi-
cators and determinants. For all these required indicators
and determinants, it is necessary to develop a proposal
for implementation, acceptance and compliance control.
It is essential to put in place a framework of sustainability
indicators that are measurable and that management will
be able to record them continuously.

METHODOLOGY
Survey (A) of expected sustainable behavior by enterpris-
es from a consumer perspective

The very concepts of sustainability and sustainable de-
velopment are difficult to explain and understand. Every-
one imagines something different under these terms, so
it is necessary to grasp the main most numerous features
in their perception. Therefore, we consider it necessary to
define the concept of sustainable development and to
understand this concept from the consumer’s standpoint.
Ordinary consumers are increasingly aware of the need
for more rational and environmentally friendly shopping
behavior. When making a purchase decision, it is crucial
to take into account sustainable principles of enterprises,
specifically in all phases of its activities.

In order to understand the general perception of sus-
tainable development in society, we conducted a survey
(A), divided into two parts. In the first part of the survey
(A), 189 respondents expressed their views on how enter-
prises can use their production to help consumers behave
more sustainably. The survey (A) focused on consumer
group mainly due to the high degree of influencing the
market situation - creating demand.

Based on the statements of the respondents, after a
thorough analysis, a list of the most frequent statements
was compiled, which provided the basis for the second
part of the survey. In the second part, 202 Slovaks ex-
pressed themselves by choosing a statement (possibility
to choose more options) from the list, with which they
most identify.

Survey (B) of obstacles in the implementation of a sus-
tainable lifestyle in the Slovak Republic according to the
opinions of Slovak consumers

The survey (B) was divided into two parts, similarly to
the survey (A). The first part of the survey took the form of
an open-ended question about obstacles and problems
preventing consumers from living a “sustainable” way of
life. Exactly 287 Slovak consumers participated in the sur-
vey. A list was created from the most frequent statements
of consumers, which formed the basis for the second part
of the survey (B).



In the second part of the survey (B), 308 consumers
commented on the most common obstacles that pre-
vented them from living in a sustainable way of life. Re-
spondents chose one of the mentioned 8 categories indi-
cated in the first part of the survey (B).

RESULTS

At the first stage of the survey (A), respondents were
asked the open question: “How can businesses use their
production to help consumers behave more sustainably?”.
The results of the survey are given in Table 2.

Table 2 - Distribution of the respondents’ answers to the question
“How can businesses use their production to help consumers behave
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the category with which they most identified. Slovakian
consumers’ opinions on sustainable business activities
are shown in Figure 1.

In the survey (B), respondents were asked an open-
ended question: “What barriers and problems at enter-
prises are preventing consumers from living a “sustain-
able” way of life?”. The following list was compiled from
the most frequent answers (Table 3).

Table 3 - Distribution of the respondents’ answers to the question
“What barriers and problems at enterprises are preventing consumers
from living a “sustainable” way of life?”

Tabnuya 3 - PacnpedenieHue omeemos pecnoHOeHMos Ha 80NPOC
«Kakue npobniembl U CJIOXHOCMU HA NPeONPUAMUSX He N0380JIAoMm

more sustainably?” nompebumenam cobodame NPUHYUNGI ycmoUYug8o20 pasgumus?»
Tabnuua 2 - PacnpedeneHue omeemos pecnoH0eHmMos Number
Ha sonpoc «Kak npu nomMmowu cobcmeeHH020 npou3soocmaa Answers of consumers GRS Percentage
npednpuamusa mo2ym cmumynuposams nompebumeneli - -
; Too many plastic containers that may not
€061100amb NPUHYUNLI ycmMoUYUB8020 pazgumus?» 88 27,59
be necessary for some products
ANSWers of Consumers Number Percentage High prices of “ECO” products 66 20,69
of votes - . -
High prices in non-packaging stores 62 19,44
Manufacture of clothing from natural — —
materials 25 41 Low determination and willingness 4 1317
- of people to change their lifestyle ’
Recyclable materials 50 8,22 . -
Products designed for long-term use 18 2,96 High prices for products frqm local 17 533
suppliers compared to foreign ones
Resources from local suppliers 40 6,58 - -
- - Lack of non-packaging stores and their 16 502
Food without chemicals 56 9,21 unavailability ’
Compostablle packaging 3 15,30 Problems with disposal of old items
Fewer plastic products 80 13,16 (recycling, content of toxic substances, 15 4,70
Ensuring take-back 41 6,74 products after expiration, etc.)
Fruits and vegetables without chemical 90 14,80 Purchase.of unnecessary p.roducts due 13 408
sprays to low price (sales, promotions, etc.)
An.imal products from free range 72 11,84 Total 319 100
animals
Public relations in the internal . .
and external area 43 7,07 dBased ?nhthe list frcl)gm‘TabLe‘ i, we cor(;\plled theds;ec—
Total 608 100 ond part of the survey (B), in which respondents voted for

Based on the data from Table 2, we compiled the sec-
ond part of the survey (A), in which respondents voted for

Public relations in internal and external area
Free - range animal products

Fruits and vegetables without chemical spraying
Ensuring take-back

Fewer plastic products

Compostable packaging

Foods without chemicals

Resources from local suppliers

Products intended for long-term use

Recyclable materials

Manufacture of wearing apparel from natural materials

o

10

the category with which they most identified. Problems
of implementing a sustainable way of life according to
consumers in Slovakia are graphically shown in Figure 2.

20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Fig. 1. Distribution of the respondents’ opinions on the most efficient sustainable enterprises activities, number of answers
Puc. 1. PacnpedeneHue mHeHuli nompe6umeneli o Haubosee 3¢hpekmueHbix 8uOax desmesnibHOCMuU npednpuamudi
8 pamKax KoHyenyuu ycmoliyugo2o paseumus, Ko/1u4ecmeo omeemos
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Too many plastic containers that may not be necessary for some products

High prices of “ECO" products

High prices in non-packaging stores

Low determination and willingness of people to change their lifestyle

High prices for products from local suppliers compared to foreign ones

Lack of non-packaging stores and their unavailability

Problems with disposal of old items
(recycling, content of toxic substances, products after expiration, etc.)

Purchase of unnecessary products due to low price (sales, promotions, etc.)

0 20 40 60 80 100

Fig. 2. Problems of implementing a sustainable way of life faced by consumers, number of answers
Puc. 2. OcHogHble npenamcmeaus npu 8HedpeHUU nompebumenamMU NPUHYUNOE yCMOLiYUB8020 pa3sumus, KoaUu4ecmso omeemos

The surveys showed the most frequent reasons be-
hind the insufficient ability to introduce the concept
of sustainable development into everyday life. The re-
sults show the view of people who are aware of the
seriousness of the issue of sticking to sustainable de-
velopment principles on a daily basis and encounter
shortcomings that need to be overcome. According to
respondents, the excessive amount of plastic packag-
ing and high prices for eco-products are the biggest
problems.

If we evaluate the respondents’ answers based on
the TBL model, consumers in their expected preferences
focused mainly on the environmental area (Fig. 3). Cus-
tomers perceive the scope of the consumer society and
try to eliminate the impact on the environment.

Environmental

100,00
80,00
60,00 —— Requirements
40,00 Causes
20,00 “
0,00
Social Economic

Fig. 3. Synergy of consumer requirements and problems
in the application of a sustainable lifestyle, %

Puc. 3. Cunepaus nompebumensckux mpe6osaHuti
u mpyoHocmeli nepexo0d K 06pasy Xu3sHu, HANPA8IeHHOMY
Ha peanusauuto yeseli ycmoliuugozo paseumus

In terms of barriers that prevent consumers from living
a sustainable lifestyle, we see above all an economic rea-
son. Compared to the available variants and substitutes,
it is clear that “less organic” products are much cheaper
than“organic” products. This is the primary reason behind
Slovak consumers’ shopping behaviour.

DISCUSSION
The surveys show, in particular, how consumers under-
stand and perceive sustainability.

Both surveys were not primarily focused on manufac-
turing enterprises and implementation of sustainable ele-
ments into their production. These surveys offered each
respondent an understanding of the concept of sustain-
able lifestyle or sustainable development subjectively.

The results reveals problems and obstacles related to
every aspect of the TBL model. Defining precise difficul-
ties in individual aspects is challenging, mainly due to the
diversity of views on the issue. AlImost every problem is in
some way caused by economic factors (e.g. finance), so-
cial factors (e.g. lifestyle), but also environmental factors
(e.g. recycling, production, packaging).

Given the strategic definition of the survey concerning
exclusively the Slovak market, but especially the diversity
of individual consumers' lifestyles, gender, age and a rele-
vant social group, this survey should be seen mainly as an
impetus for manufacturing enterprises trying to produce
sustainable products in a sustainable way.

This research broadly draws attention to consumers
as an essential part of the market. Several research works
on sustainability, sustainable production and the sustain-
able style of people are abstracted from the influence of
consumers. It is therefore essential not only to take into
account the views and preferences of consumers on sus-
tainability and a sustainable lifestyle, but in particular to
raise awareness of the needs of sustainable direction and
the sustainable lifestyle of every person on the planet. It
is necessary to solve problems from elementary particles.

In our further research, we would like to narrow the
sample of consumers in the questionnaire. We plan to
focus on consumers who are already university stu-
dents, since they are more interested in sustainability
goals, e.g. expects meaningful work and self-fulfilment
[Kucharcikova et al., 2019], demanding equal technical,
business and societal skills [Chodasova et al., 2015; Tokar-
cikova et al., 2014, 2020]. The results also indicate that
new educational methods, internationalization of higher



education [Stanciu et al.,, 2018] and investments in hu-
man resources management [Hitka, Kozubikovd, Potkany,
2018; Kucharcikova, Miciak, Hitka, 2018; Lorincova et al.,
2018] not only stimulate consumers’ sensitivity to sustain-
able issues, but also encourage employers, managers and
employees to make decisions on sustainability at an en-
terprise and act accordingly.

Another area of future research may be individual
groups of population divided according to such criteria as
age, gender, place of residence, employment or national-
ity. Each of these aspects has a significant impact on con-
sumer preferences, and it is important to identify which
areas modify consumer preferences and to what extent.
This is particularly important for further research needs
and the design of sustainable consumer frameworks that
affect the behavior of manufacturing enterprises.

CONCLUSION

The increasingly discussed topic of sustainability and
sustainable development is no longer the subject of
transnational organizations and the scientific commu-
nity. In addition, these concepts and knowledge about
them are being transformed into the lives of ordinary
people. The need to respect the environment, quality
of life, safety and other issues in the world affect al-
most every individual. For this reason, it is necessary
for every person or another entity to protect the envi-
ronment and ensure quality and dignified conditions
for the life of entire society.

Within the framework of protection and quality of
the environment, international organizations, integra-
tion groups as well as individual states focus on sus-
tainable development, especially at enterprises. This
is caused by the manufacturing activities, which are
the most harmful to the environment and associated
with threats to human (animal) health and biodiversity.
The way of production, raw materials and their origin,
packaging components and the like are increasingly
influencing consumers’ purchase decisions.

It is evident from the surveys that consumers ex-
pect production enterprises to reduce the amount of
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plastic used. Consumers also prefer shopping in non-
packaging stores, where they face several problems:
the distance and the low number of unpackaged
shops, as well as high prices for unpackaged products.
High prices for “greener” options, their unavailability
and excessive use of plastics are obstacles that prevent
consumers from living a sustainable lifestyle.

Sustainability often does not mean organizing en-
terprises’activities in a sustainable way, but only a form
of marketing. For this reason, consumers buy sustaina-
ble and organic products, in fact not as sustainable and
organic as they seem at first glance. Therefore, prices
for this product alternative are often steep. In this re-
gard, we observe a significant potential in the analysis
of products of manufacturing enterprises, which are
presented as “greener” or “sustainable” alternatives to
conventional products.

It is important for managers and other specialists
competent in the field of production to realize that be-
ing sustainable in the market does not mean to declare
sustainability, but actually implement it. It is essential
to incorporate as many sustainability elements into
the production process as possible. The crucial part
of this process is to secure local inputs, ensure a more
energy efficient production process with the least pol-
luting impact on the environment, guarantee the re-
covery and processing of products as well as packages
and try to be part of the circular economy.

All these activities and processes can only be car-
ried out if they are part of predetermined goals. The
SMART rule [Cormier, Elliott, 2017] states that goals
should be measurable, which is a major problem for
managers when achieving sustainable direction of
the enterprise. To the best of our knowledge, a system
capable of recording the degree of sustainable devel-
opment at enterprises, relevant to various sectors, has
not yet been set up. This gap requires the creation of a
system for managers, which would contain indicators
of sustainable development directly applicable to an
enterprise.m
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AesaTeJTbHOCTh NPOMBINUIEHHBIX IpeAIPUITHI
B paMKaX KOHIENIIIUYA YCTOMYUBOI'0 pa3BUTHUA:
O>KHJJaHUA [I0TpeouTeen

M. AiHocosa’

! MunuHcknin ynusepcurer, r. Xunvra, Cnosaukas Pecry6ivka

AHHoTauuA. leHepupoBaHue NPUbHLINM — OfjHA U3 OCHOBHbBIX NMPUYMH CO3aHNA N GYHKLMOHMPOBaHMA No6Oro npeanpuaTus,
onpefenAwlLan ero nosefeHNne, B TOM YMCIe B KOHTEKCTe peanusauuu uenein yctonumsoro passutua (YP). C Toukn 3peHus
KoHuenuuu YP Havnbonee BblpaxkeHHOW cnelnduUKon 06nafaloT NPOMbILLNEHHbIE NPEANPUATIA, MOCKONbKY OHU OKasbiBaloT
CylLeCTBEHHOe BO3JeCTBIE Ha OKpY»KaloLyto cpeay 1 coumym. CTaTbA NOCBALLEHa aHanu3y BOMPOCOB YCTOWYMBOrO pa3BuUTUA
B CnoBaukoi Pecnybnmke. MeTtogonornyecko OCHOBOIN MCCNe[0BaHMA NOCNYXUNa KOHLENLUMA yyeTa Tpex acrneKkToB yCTon-
UMBOro PasBUTUA. Vcnonb3oBaHbl METOfbI aHaNM3a, CUHTe3a 1 CpaBHeHUA. B pamkax nccnejoBaHma NpPoBeAeHo ABa onpoca ¢
NpYMeHeHneM BOMPOCOB OTKPLITOro TvMa. B nepBoi YacTu cTaTbk € NO3numMy noTpebutenein aHanm3npyTca NPon3BOACTBEH-
Hble acneKTbl AeATENbHOCTU NMPOMBbILLNEHHbIX NPeAnpUATHIA. MoTpebuTteny paccMaTpMBaloTCA Kak KtoueBol GakTop co3faHusa
PbIHOYHOIO CNPOCa, a CNeAoBaTeNbHO, U BIUAHUA Ha NPOM3BOACTBO. YCTaHOBNEHO, YTO MMaBHLIMU METOAAMU CTUMYIMPOBAHNA
VX NOBeJieHUA, HanpaBeHHOro Ha peanu3auuio Lieneil yCTONYMBOro Pa3BuTHA, ABNAIOTCA UCMONb30BaHKe NpeanpuATuAMM 61o-
pa3sfiaraeMoro naacTvika 1 0Tkas OT XMMUYecKnx yaobpeHwii. Bo BTopoii yacTu npeactasneH 0630p npobnem 1 cnoxHocTeld, npe-
NATCTBYIOLYMX BHEAPEHWIO NOTPeOUTENAMU NPUHLIMMOB YP. OCHOBHbIE M3 HIX — N30bITOYHOCTb NNACTVKOBOI YNaKoBKM 1 BbiCOKas
CTOMMOCTb OpraHn4eckux npopayktos. CAaenaH BbiBog 0 6€30TBETCTBEHHOM OTHOLIEHWW MPOMBILLIEHHbIX KOMMaHUIA K Ype3mep-
HOMY MpUMeHeHNIo NnacTuka. MeHegkepbl, O MHeHMI0 NoTpebyTenen, AOMKHbI MPUHUMaTL Gonlee paLoHabHble pelueHus
OTHOCWTENbHO MPOUCXOXKAEHUA, KaueCTBa U KOIMYECTBa NCMOMb3yeMblX B MPOU3BOACTBE MaTePManos C YUYETOM JONTOCPOYHbIX
NOCNeACTBIA N BAMAHUA Ha OKPYXaloLLylo cpepy.
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