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Abstract

Research background: Currently the degradation of the environment which consumers contribute to is 
an important problem. Purchase behavior plays a key role as it is associated with the choice of products 
by consumers who are increasingly taking into account environmentally-friendly criteria. The effective 
implementation of marketing strategies that take into account the principles of sustainable development is 
possible under the condition of changes in the behavior of purchasers. 
Purpose: The purpose of this paper is to analyze the importance of environmentally-friendly attributes for 
product purchasers.
Research methodology: The research was conducted among 650 Polish consumers. An online survey 
method was applied. 
Results: The study confirms that environmentally-friendly attributes do not play a primary role while choosing 
products. Hedonic, health and economic benefits take place before environmental benefits. For women, eco-
friendly attributes were more important when choosing products, while men were more driven by economic 
and functional benefits. Young people are hedonists guided by taste and aesthetics, and they do not pay much 
attention to the environmentally-friendly attributes of products. In turn, older respondents are economical and 
pragmatic buyers for whom energy efficiency and product durability are of particular importance. 
Novelty: The research adds the value as for understanding the phenomenon of the green purchase gap, 
especially in developing countries where positive attitudes towards green products are not translated into 
real purchasing behavior. The research quotes some implication for marketing, especially for marketing 
communication strategies. 
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Introduction

In recent years the view on socio-economic development has changed, with attention 
being drawn to the depletion of natural resources, environmentally damaging production 
technologies and growing consumption. Changes in thinking and actions that have taken 
place also apply to enterprises, including the marketing area whose focus is on the purchaser. 
In addition to quality, price, and commercial criteria (e.g. appearance, packaging), consumers 
pay attention to other attributes of products, such as health and environmental impact or safety. 
In this situation, eco-friendly products are a category of products that are gaining importance 
in the face of environmental degradation and recognition of the concept of sustainable 
development. In spite of the interest in the market, there is an inconsistency between positive 
buyers attitudes and actual behavior. A positive attitude to respect for the environment is not 
covered by real purchasing behavior. Consumers understand the seriousness of environmental 
issues, but their environmental attitudes do not necessarily lead to the choice of a green 
product. The existence of the phenomenon of green purchasing inconsistency is confirmed by 
the numerous studies of many authors (e.g. Follows, Jobber, 2000; Fraj, Martinez, 2006; Gupta, 
Ogden, 2006; Chatzidakis, Hibbert, Smith, 2007; Pickett-Baker, Ozaki, 2008; Carrington, 
Neville, Whitwell, 2010; Bray, Johns, Kilburn, 2011; Witek, 2018). Young, Hwang, McDonald 
and Oates (2010) note that around 30% of consumers are concerned about environmental issues, 
but only 5% translates them into action. In Poland, every third consumer buys organic food, and 
only for 4% of the Poles does it constitute the basis of their diets (TNS, 2012).

1.	 Literature review 

The product is a basic marketing instrument whose the primary goal is to meet customer 
needs. A product can also be defined as a set of tangible attributes and intangible values, including 
packaging, quality, brand and seller services (Fuller, 1999). From the buyer’s point of view, the 
attribute is a carrier of benefits. Kotler (1994) presents the product through the prism of values 
provided by the manufacturer to the buyer and benefits (usability and pleasure). Buyers do not 
purchase product features, but benefits. Therefore, the characteristics of an ecological product 
must be translated into functional, environmental and emotional benefits. The benefits can be 
defined as a combination of attributes of the product purchased in relation to its individual 
usefulness for a given buyer. The attribute of an environmentally-friendly product is defined not 
only by the words “ecological, green”, but “environmentally-safe”, “recyclable”, “biodegradable” 
or “ozone-friendly”, “energy-saving”, “compostable” etc. From the ecological point of view, 
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not only environmental, but also functional attributes are important for buyers. Haws, Winterich 
and Naylor (2014) confirmed the positive correlation between purchases of green products and 
favorable assessments of non-environmental attributes. The quality, taste and health benefits 
of the product were described as important attributes for buyers, who buy environmentally-
friendly products (Cerjak, Mesić, Kopić, Kovačić, Markovina, 2010). Buyers associate the 
attributes of being environmentally-friendly, organic, green with high product quality (Hustvedt, 
Dickson, 2009).

A review of the literature indicates a different range of understanding of an ecological 
product. Pabian (2011) indicates that a sustainable product is designed to meet the needs of the 
buyer, and at the same time throughout its entire life cycle contribute to the achievement 
of ecological and social goals set by a producer or a seller. Belz and Peattie (2009) point out 
that the benefits that the product will provide to the buyer and the environment should be taken 
into account at the design stage of eco-products. An ecological product is seen as a product that 
does not pollute our planet or impoverish natural resources and can be recycled (Mostafa, 2007). 
It was noted that green products were usually durable, non-toxic, made from recycled materials 
or minimally packaged (Ottman, 1998). They generate a less environmental load and provide 
a higher level of protection compared to conventional products (Dangelico, Pontrandolfo, 2010). 
Peattie (1995) drew attention not only to the ecological, but also to the social context. A product 
can be called green, when its environmental and social performance in production, consumption 
and utilization significantly improves compared to the previous state and is better compared to 
conventional or competitive product offers (Peattie, 1995). Haws, Winterich and Naylor (2014) 
define the environmentally-friendly product as a product with at least one positive ecological 
attribute (the ecological attribute reflects the environmental impact of the product), which 
may be positive (i.e. the product has no or low environmental impact, then it is considered 
environmentally-friendly) or negative (i.e. the product harms the environment). 

The purpose of the paper is to analyze the importance of environmentally-friendly 
attributes for product purchasers.

More and more consumers believe that enterprises should have high ethical standards and 
offer risk-free and safe products (Manget, Roche, Munnich, 2009). Most consumers perceive 
purchases of environmentally-friendly products as ethical and in line with values (Witek, 2015). 
A consumer survey in the European Union shows that 54% of consumers buy environmentally-
friendly products occasionally and 26% buy them regularly (Eurobarometer, 2013). Consumers 
buy environmentally-friendly products, because they consider them safer and healthier than 
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conventional ones. (Ahmad, 2010). Consumers buy green products, because of their health 
(Chen, 2009). Based on these findings, hypothesis 1 was adopted.

H1: 	Purchasers perceive positively environmentally-friendly products and associate them 
with health and environmental protection.

The attributes of green products are rated higher than price (Rahman, 2019). Manget, 
Roche and Münnich (2009) showed that buyers highly valued the characteristics of green 
products, such as taste and freshness, as well as safety and energy cost savings. Some studies 
show that consumers judge whether or not products are environmentally-friendly based on the 
quality, price and function of products. These arguments became the basis for the formulation 
of hypothesis 2.

H2: 	The environmentally-friendly attributes of the product are treated as primary by 
purchasers.

Many studies show that socio-demographic factors influence green purchase behavior. 
Women are more likely than men to recycle and save energy (Davidson, Freudenburg, 1996). 
They are more concerned with safety and health, while men understand the environment as 
a resource for consumption (Olli, Grendstad, Wollebaek, 2001). These attitudes of women 
translate into stronger intentions to purchase environmentally-friendly products (Urena, 
Bernabeu, Olmeda, 2008). In line with these findings, hypothesis 3 was adopted.

H3: 	Ecological attributes were more important for women than for men.
Some studies indicate that the social group most sensitive to environmental issues has 

a lower age than other groups (D’Souza, Taghian, Lamb, Pretiatko, 2007). The pro-ecological 
behaviors of young Polish consumers are at a low level, although their attitude towards 
ecological values is positive (Escher, Petrykowska, 2015). A young consumer, despite being 
critical of the world around them and a positive attitude to environmental protection, is guided 
by hedonism, seeking entertainment, pleasure and joy, which is confirmed by the research by 
Adamczyk (2014). These studies allowed creating hypothesis 4.

H4: 	Hedonic benefits during purchase are important for young people. The level of pro-
ecological behavior increased with age (Gordon-Wilson, Modi, 2015). Some of the attributes 
of organic food were assessed differently by young and older consumers (Grzybowska-
Brzezińska, 2012). Zalega (2016) shows that elderly people perceive durable goods through the 
prism of their quality, price, brand and utility values. This leads to hypothesis 5.

H5: 	Energy efficiency and durability are important for older buyers.
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2.	 Research methods

The research was conducted on a nationwide sample of consumers. An online survey 
method was used. The quantitative survey was carried out from December 6, 2018 to January 6, 
2019. Out of 826 questionnaires, 650 correctly completed questionnaires were accepted for 
analysis, which also met the assumptions of sample selection. The targeted selection method 
was used. The province of residence, age of the respondents and gender were the controlled 
variables. The sample structure corresponded to the population structure by the province 
of residence and was calculated on the basis of data from the Central Statistical Office. 
The distribution of the sample in terms of age was very similar to the structure of the nationwide 
population that has access to the Internet. With regard to the gender it was assumed that 70% 
will be women and 30% men. Women are more often responsible for household purchases 
(Zasuwa, 2017). The survey covered consumers over 18 years of age interested in buying green 
products. The structure of the sample is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. Sample of research

Demographics Percent (N: 650)

Gender Female: 70, Male: 30

Age 18–24: 13, 25–35: 30, 36–45: 28, 46–55: 17, 55 and more: 12

Financial situation Very good: 15, Good: 49, Average: 35, Bad: 2

Education Higher:61, Secondary: 31, Vocational and less: 8

Place of living Village: 31; Town to 40,000: 19; Town from 40,000. to 100,000:13; City from 100,000 
to 500,000; City above 500,000 inhabitants: 25

Source: own elaboration. 

When assessing the attributes of individual product categories, consumers ranked the 
features from the most important (1) to the least important (7), hence the lower the average 
ratings, the more important the feature played. The following product categories were assessed: 
food; household home chemistry; cosmetics; clothes and footwear; household appliances, 
electronics and computers.

3.	 Analysis and results 

Understanding the concept of an environmentally-friendly product is different among 
consumers. The buyers surveyed most often connected the term with the product’s properties, 
i.e. the lack of pesticides, preservatives, heavy metals, etc. (74%) and with the production 
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of natural ingredients (72%). To a lesser extent, the term was associated with recycling and 
biodegradation (30%), followed by the terms: a product that protects our health, a high-quality 
product and a high-price product. Only 3% paid attention to economy and durability (Figure 1). 
This feature was particularly noticed by respondents over 55 years of age.

 
Figure 1. Perception of environmentally-friendly product
Source: own elaboration.

 
Figure 2. Perception of an environmentally-friendly product
Source: 	own elaboration.
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The biggest guarantee that the products are green is information on ingredients and symbols 
(53%), signs and certificates that it is such a product (44%). A large group (26%) pointed to the 
prefixes -eco, -bio etc. in the name of the product and information on the packaging about 
attestations and certificates (Figure 2).

An green product is seen as a product that protects the environment and health, and 
shopping for eco-products gives you a greater sense of security. Purchasers are convinced 
that they are buying higher quality products. The eco-friendly attributes of the product are not 
particularly valued by the surveyed consumers. The attributes were ordered by respondents 
according to their significance when purchasing various products (Table 2). The ecological 
production method when choosing food was relatively rarely indicated. Only 8.3% indicated 
it in the first place, 5.9% in the second and 7.5% in the third. In turn, when buying so-called 
household chemicals respondents pointed to the elimination of freons, halons, chemical 
compounds, heavy metals (16.2% indicated it as the most important factor), but already such 
features as biodegradability and a limited amount of enzymes, phosphates and bleach are less 
appreciated by the respondents. These attributes in the first place were indicated by 6.5% and 
7.2% respectively. In the case of cosmetics, consumers pointed to the attribute “not tested 
on animals”. For 14.5% of buyers, this was the most important factor when choosing these 
products, but the elimination of freons and halons was less frequently indicated (5.4%). Clothes 
made from natural raw materials were particularly valued, while the possibility of recycling or 
biodegradability and their production from recyclable materials played a smaller role. On the 
other hand, with regard to durable products, such as home electronics, household appliances, 
computers, energy efficiency is important for buyers. Durability was less important, and 
recycling was the least important.

Table 2. Frequency of choosing features first when purchasing products

Products category In the first place

1 2

Food

1. taste – 33.2% 
2. no preservatives, artificial additives and no GMO – 18.2%
3. safety for health – 17.2%
4. price – 9.7%
5. ecological production method – 8.3%
6. without pesticides – 6.9%
7. low degree of processing – 6.5%
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1 2

Household chemicals

1. price – 31%
2. safety in use – 17.2% 
3. elimination of freons and halons and heavy metals– 16.2%
4. efficiency – 13.2%
5. brand – 8.8%
6. limited amount of enzymes, phosphates, bleaches – 7.2%
7. biodegradability – 6.5%

Cosmetics

1. composition – 25.5%
2. health impact – 22.9%
3. price – 8.9%
4. not tested on animals – 14.5%
5. brand – 9.2% 
6. elimination of freons and halons – 5.4%
7. efficiency – 3.5%

Clothes and footwear

1. comfort – 25.4%
2. aesthetics or fashion – 20.8%
3. made from natural raw materials, e.g. cotton, silk – 20.8%
4. price – 20.2%
5. recyclable or biodegradable – 7.4%
6. place of production – 3.4%
7. made form recyclable materials – 2.2%

Household appliances  
and electronics, computers

1. energy saving – 34.2%
2. price vs. quality– 21.9%
3. product functions – 12.9%
4. durability– 11.5%
5. safety – 11.4% 
6. aesthetics, appearance – 6.3%
7. recyclable– 1.9%

Source: own elaboration.

The Mann-Whitney test showed that some attributes are assessed differently by women 
and men, as shown in Table 3. When buying food, women attributed greater importance to the 
attributes: “no preservatives, artificial additives and no GMOs” and “low processing.” In turn, 
when buying so-called household chemicals they drew attention to the “elimination of freons 
and halons as well as chemicals and heavy metals”, “a limited amount of enzymes, phosphates, 
bleach”, while men to “efficiency”. When buying cosmetics, women pointed to the information: 
“composition”, “not tested on animals”, “elimination of freons and halons”, and men paid more 
attention to “price”, “brand” and “performance”. On the other hand, when buying clothes, the 
information “made from natural resources” was more important for women, and “convenience 
in use” for men. For durable products, “durability” is more important for men than for women.
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Table 3. Mann-Whitney U test results –  
gender and average scores of individual attributes of the product

Attributes Female Male p-value

Food – no preservatives, artificial additives and no GMO 3.01 3.53 0.000358***

Food – low degree of processing 4.56 4.93 0.026999*
Household chemicals – elimination of freons and halo- 
chemical compounds and heavy metals 3.74 4.10 0.031859*

Household chemicals – efficiency 3.68 3.34 0.009982**

Household chemicals – limited amount of enzymes, phosphates, bleach 4.23 4.65 0.005837**

Cosmetics – price 4.21 3.61 0.001051**

Cosmetics – brand 5.01 4.64 0.030474*

Cosmetics – composition 2.98 3.40 0.007015**

Cosmetics – not tested on animals 3.90 4.44 0.001290**

Cosmetics – efficiency 4.40 3.99 0.001141**

Cosmetics – elimination of freons and halons 4.68 5.07 0.038536*

Clothes and shoes – price 3.64 3.27 0.047050*

Clothes and shoes – comfort 2.89 2.50 0.005268**

Clothes and shoes – made from natural raw materials, e.g. cotton, silk 3.05 3.68 0.000014***

Household appliances and electronics, computers – durability 3.54 3.22 0.010355***

* p < 0.05 – there is a statistically significant relationship, ** p <0.01 – there is a highly statistically significant 
relationship, *** p <0.001 – that is very much highly statistically significant relationship.

Source: own elaboration.

Age turned out to be a factor differentiating the assessment of some attributes (Table 4). 
The youngest respondents paid the most attention to the taste of food, and the least the 
oldest. However, the opposite was true for the green production method. The older the 
surveyed, the more ecological production method was appreciated. People aged 18–24 mostly 
paid attention to the price when buying food, household chemicals and cosmetics, but when 
buying household chemicals safety and performance were also important to them. In turn, 
the elimination of freons, halons, heavy metals etc. as well as biodegradability, recycling and 
energy efficiency were not important for them. When buying clothes, respondents paid attention 
to aesthetics. The older the respondents, the less the aesthetics played a role, and the greater the 
energy efficiency and durability of durable products. In turn, the lack of pesticides, preservatives, 
artificial additives, etc. in food was most noticed by respondents aged 36–45, but when buying 
household chemicals safety for health was not very important for them.
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Table 4. Results of the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test –  
age and average scores of individual statements

Attributes
Age

p-value
18–24 25–35 36–45 46–55 more than 

55
Food – taste 2.32 3.43 3.24 3.44 3.60 0.0003***

Food – ecological production method 5.28 5.08 4.83 4.47 4.45 0.0080**

Food – price 3.69 4.23 4.63 4.79 4.45 0.0022**

Food – without pesticides 4.61 4.07 3.84 3.91 4.10 0.0166*
Food – no preservatives, artificial additives  
and no GMO 3.81 3.20 2.89 3.06 3.18 0.0043**

Household chemicals – safety 3.28 3.52 4.00 3.48 3.35 0.0127*

Household chemicals – price 2.71 3.36 3.58 3.56 3.65 0.0274*
Household chemicals – elimination of freons  
and halons and heavy metals 4.61 3.71 3.65 3.94 3.69 0.0021**

Household chemicals – biodegradability 5.00 4.93 4.30 4.28 4.66 0.0010**

Household chemicals – efficiency 3.00 3.45 3.83 3.84 3.57 0.0024**

Cosmetics – price 3.61 3.98 4.42 3.87 3.91 0.0367*

Cosmetics – not tested on animals 4.36 4.17 3.65 4.20 4.21 0.0207*
Cosmetics – elimination of freons and halons and 
heavy metals 5.39 4.89 4.43 4.76 4.79 0.0166*

Clothes and shoes – recyclable or biodegradable 5.47 4.89 4.69 4.81 4.71 0.0138*

Clothes and shoes – aesthetics or fashion 2.93 3.30 3.42 3.61 3.68 0.0288*

Clothes and shoes – made form recyclable materials 3.35 2.91 2.64 2.50 2.69 0.0099**
Household appliances and electronics, computers – 
energy saving 4.28 4.28 3.91 3.91 3.65 0.0350*

Household appliances and electronics, computers – 
safety in use 3.21 3.28 3.70 3.52 3.44 0.0341*

Household appliances and electronics, computers 
– durability 2.75 3.06 3.40 3.31 4.00 0.0007***

Source: own elaboration.

The material situation also influenced the assessment of various attributes of products 
(Table 5). The better the material situation, the smaller the price. The elimination of freons 
and halons in cosmetics turned out to be more important for people who have a good financial 
situation. The worse the material situation, the more important the price-quality ratio was. Among 
the inhabitants of small towns, the attribute “made of recyclable materials” and “durability” 
played an important role (Table 6). In turn, the inhabitants of large cities appreciated the poor 
degree of food processing and clothing aesthetics.



Green Marketing: The Environmentally-Friendly Attributes of Products... 461

Table 5. Results of the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test –  
material situation and average grades individual attributes

Attributes Bad Average Good Very good p-value

Food – price 2.91 4.22 4.38 5.02 0.0010**

Household chemicals – price 2.09 3.19 3.37 4.17 0.0003***

Cosmetics – price 2.55 3.78 4.07 4.65 0.0070**
Cosmetics – elimination of freons and halons 
and heavy metals 6.18 4.74 4.88 4.48 0.0234*

Household appliances and electronics, 
computers– price 2.36 3.37 3.51 4.06 0.0076**

Household appliances and electronics, 
computers – price vs. quality 2.18 3.12 3.27 3.71 0.0205*

Source: own elaboration.

Table 6. Results of the Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA test –  
place of residence and average scores of individual statements

Attributes Village T1 T2 T3 T4 p-value

Food – low degree of processing 4.82 4.46 5.12 4.84 4.34 0.0312*

Clothes and shoes – made form recyclable materials 5.47 5.12 4.92 5.55 5.60 0.0070**

Clothes and shoes – aesthetics or fashion 3.56 3.48 3.60 3.08 3.11 0.0482*
Household appliances and electronics, computers 
– durability 3.59 3.17 3.78 3.43 3.32 0.0352*

Source: own elaboration.

Research shows that environment-friendly attributes do not play a primary role, when 
choosing products. Hedonic, health and economic benefits take first place before environmental 
benefits. For women, pro-ecological attributes were more important when choosing products, 
while men were more driven by economic and functional benefits. Young people are hedonists 
guided by taste and aesthetics, not paying much attention to the ecological attributes 
of products. In turn, older respondents are economical and pragmatic buyers, for whom energy 
efficiency and product durability are of particular importance.

4.	 Discussion and conclusion

Biel and Dahlstrand (2005) suggest that the barrier to the introduction of ecological 
marketing is the relatively large cognitive effort of buyers required to translate the values 
associated with sustainable development into the purchase of ecological products. The Harvard 
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Business Review Poland study (2017) shows, that the concept of a circular economy is little 
known. As many as 71% of respondents did not know this concept or never met it. Of those 29% 
of respondents who heard about this, most people (57%) associate the circular economy with the 
possibility of reducing waste, and only 28% with eco-designing products. These premises point 
to the important role of the product as a marketing tool and a new look at the organic product in 
relation to buyers, whose main goal is to inform about the product’s features, attract attention 
and encourage purchase. Hence, two product approaches should be distinguished: commercial 
and technical, which are complementary but completely different approaches. Technical terms 
used to determine the nature of an organic product are not known to buyers, which increases the 
distance between the organic product and the customer. These difficulties are further compounded 
because the ecological product is a dynamic category with a high level of complexity.

Environmental motives compete with stronger needs and desires. The motives for buying 
green products are concentrated in the area of environmental protection and health. In all countries 
where buyer surveys were conducted, they declare similar purchase motives. Among them is the 
health theme first, followed by concern for the state of the environment. Not all the hypotheses 
were confirmed. The research results show how purchases of ecological products are strongly 
dependent on factors related to care for one’s own health (e.g. Chryssohoidis, Krystallis, 2005). 
Most studies indicate the importance of health motivation, although the study of Tsarenko, 
Ferraro, Sands and McLeod (2013) indicate altruistic motives as the main motivating factors 
for buying eco-products. In the light of previous research on eco-food, it is perceived as food 
characterized primarily by healthy values, which is associated with the indicated motives for its 
purchase. Gutkowska and Ozimek (2005) claim that as much as 95.7% of respondents indicated 
a health motive, and only in fourth place concern for the state of the environment. Bryła (2016) 
emphasizes not only health aspects, but also the ecological nature of the product, food safety 
considerations, excellent taste and quality. Sojkin & Witczak (2009) show that, in addition to 
caring for health, the diet used is the primary reason for purchasing it. Jarczok-Guzy (2018) 
indicates the health and production method (no preservatives). Purchasing environmentally 
products is associated not only with safety, but also generativeness, i.e. caring for other people, 
apart from yourself and your family.

Consumers will buy an ecological product, when the original needs for the product’s 
functional features, e.g. performance, quality, convenience and availability, are met. For there 
to be a strong link between attitudes and real behavior toward eco-friendly products, there must 
be other factors, such as direct product experience, knowledge of the benefits of purchasing 
eco-products, and trust that must be built by providing clear, complete and reliable information. 
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The product’s environmental attributes are harder to evaluate by the buyer compared to other 
easily observable product features.

Buyers are often not convinced that the production method was in fact compatible with 
the principles of respect for the environment. The “ecological” attribute is strongly associated 
with the “healthy” and “safe” attribute. Functional and durable product properties combined 
with high product quality have a positive impact on the purchasing behavior of ecological 
products. On the other hand, the weaknesses of the eco-product, e.g. worse taste, lower efficiency 
can cause a conflict between the individual needs of buyers and a sense of responsibility for the 
environment, which can further increase the inconsistency between the attitude and the intention 
to buy and the behavior of purchasers. Information asymmetries are also an important factor 
hindering the purchase of ecological products. The buyer will be more willing to pay more for 
a product based on its ecological attribute, if some value added to the product is offered, e.g. 
better taste, safety or financial benefits (e.g. lower gas bills).

The choice of an ecological production method is associated with the process of creating 
a new product, which requires the use of other marketing strategies. One of the directions 
of marketing activities aiming at changing the attitudes of buyers towards ecological products is 
the strategy of increasing the buyer’s conviction that the eco-brand has important features. Actions 
are also required to communicate the attributes of eco-products.

Green marketing is considered to be one of the main aspects of modern 
businesses. It is a strategic marketing approach in which companies pay attention to their 
activities for the environment. It is seen as a holistic strategic management practice that meets 
the needs of consumers and does not have the negative impact on human well-being or other 
elements of the environment. An environmentally friendly product is increasingly associated 
with human well-being, which is also an element of the environment, hence the development 
of sustainable marketing. Martin and Schouten (2012) point out that it is a process of creating, 
communicating and delivering value to consumers in a way that protects and strengthens the 
natural environment and human capital. This new look at how to create value, deliver them and 
communicate to clients and society, the principles of cooperation with suppliers and recipients, 
the implementation of various marketing functions, as well as the analysis and minimization 
of the adverse impact of these activities on the socio-ecological environment is a good 
introduction to combining sustainable concepts development and marketing, and to change the 
often negative perception of marketing. 

Purchasers will increasingly expect ecological products from producers and at the same 
time products that do not cause social problems. The condition is changes in the awareness and 



Lucyna Witek﻿﻿﻿464

attitudes of not only customers but producers and distributors as well as changes in the approach 
to strategic management (Rudawska, 2013). An interesting research for the future could be to 
examine the impact of social and ethical attributes on purchasing decisions and comparisons with 
eco-friendly attributes. The results obtained in this paper are based on consumer declarations, 
which may distort the real situation.
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