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life, while minimizing the use of natural resources, 
toxic materials and emissions of waste and pollutants 
over the life cycle, so as not to jeopardize the needs of 
future generations” (UNEP 2010). The World Summit 
on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg in 2002 
placed the concept of “sustainable consumption” 
firmly on the policy map and “changing consumption 
and production patterns” had been identified as one of 
three overarching objectives for sustainable 
development (UN 2002). The United Nations 
Conference on Sustainable Development “Rio+20” in 
2012 approved a common report “The Future We 
Want” and the 10-year framework of programmes 
(10YFP) on sustainable consumption and production 
patterns were adopted (UN 2012).  

Hence, the consumption impact on the 
environment depends on the intensity of consumption 
and consumer behaviour and factors behind. As an 
alternative to reduce the impact on the environment 
could be environmental friendly goods and services 
consumption. In any context, there are alternative 
discourses that surround alternative forms of green 
(sustainable) buying, which might pertain to a range 
of activities, from purchasing fairly traded goods to 
buying organic good. In some cases, these behaviours 
appear to be in conflict; e.g. buying local good to 
support local producers (Gilg, Barr et al. 2005). 
Despite that, recently growing environmental 
awareness induces changing consumers’ behaviour. 
Such behaviour changes have fostered many 
companies to offer the environmentally friendly 
products that do less damage on the environment 
(Lynikaitė, Liesionis 2010). Consumers’ attentiveness 
to the environmental problems has led for 
environmentally friendly products purchase and 
consumption (Mazar, Zhong 2010). However, 
depending on product attributes and various factors, 
willingness to pay and consume such goods and 
services can vary.  

Different external and internal factors result in 
consumption of goods and services (Stankevičienė 
2005; Štreimikienė et al. 2011). The external factors 
could be illustrated as culture, society class, impact 

on the group and family and the internal (or personal) 
factors could be classified as motivation, perception, 
knowledge, attitudes, personality, lifestyle and other 

determinants. As indicated by Sian et al. (2010) 
culture, acting consumers’ lifestyle and values, has a 
significant impact on consumption. Usually, the 
cross-cultural society evaluates individual goods and 
services differently. Society class is also considered 
one of the factors as it often defines the status of 
individuals’ material condition in society. Research 
shows that consumers who feel greater material 
deprivation were not ready to choose environment 
friendly goods and services (Leonavičius 2002). 
Family is another most influential factor to choose 
environmentally friendly products as studies show 
(Skulskis, Girgždienė 2009; Hjelmar 2011). Personal 
factors also play a crucial role. As indicated by Niaura 
(2013), stronger environment friendly attitudes are 
more often reflected in behavioural intentions. 

There are also context and demographical 
factors influencing both consumption intention and 
behaviour (Zhu et al. 2013). Hence, price, income, 
age, gender, occupation and other socio-economic 
factors also determine consumption. Results of the 
works of Brécard et al. (2009) and Brouhle and 
Khanna (2012), Gan, et al. (2008) show that 
education, gender and age play a significant role in 
the respondents’ decision to choose eco-friendly 
products. Kriwy and Mecking (2012) have indicated 
that German consumers with higher education are 
more often likely to be green consumers. Lockie et al. 
(2004) found gender as a strongly affecting factor for 
organic food consumption. Srinivisan and Blomquist 
(2009) estimated that probability of purchasing eco-
labelled paper towels decreases with the age. Hence, 
the indicated and other studies by Rutkovienė and 
Garliauskienė (2007), Park and Ha (2012) reveal that 
the factors like attitude, social and personal norms, 
income, family, principles, education, gender etc 
could be important in promoting environmental 
friendly goods and services in general. Nevertheless, 
clear distinction within the factor groups is rather 
difficult, as these factors interact and influence 
directly or indirectly green consumption (Zhu et al. 
2013). 

Recent Eurobarometer (2013) study shows that 
in Lithuania knowledge of environment friendly 
products has significantly increased, however, still 32 
% of the citizens of Lithuania know little about 
environmental impacts of the products they buy and 
use, 6 % know nothing. Only 28 % buy eco-labelled 
products and price is a dominating factor when 
making purchasing decision. 

Young and educated people are usually seen as 
most active and environmentally aware (Tan, Lau 
2009, Brécard et al. 2009, Kriwi and Mecking 2012). 
On the other hand, Brazienė and Butkevičienė (2009) 
in their study have found out that consumer culture is 
rather strong within students’ population in Lithuania. 
59.7 % of the respondents in their leisure time would 
choose visiting shopping malls. Consequently, the 
aim of our research is to clarify the willingness to buy 
and use environment friendly goods and services 
within the communities of some Lithuanian 
universities and to determine main factors influencing 
the purchasing decision. 

The paper is structured as follows. First, we 
present perceptions and willingness to pay for 
environment friendly products. Then preferences in 
origin and quality and particular products are 
discussed. The next section presents main factors 
determining the willingness to choose eco-products. 
Finally, results are discussed and conclusions are 
drawn. 

 
 

2. Methods 
 
As already indicated, young and educated people 

are more active and environmentally aware. In 
addition, young people and people with higher 
education are usually more susceptible to innovations 
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and they are more interested in the environment and, 
correspondingly, they are those shaping the 
consumption in the future (Vermeir, Verbeke 2008). 
Thus, it is important to evaluate their intention to 
choose and willingness to pay more for environment 
friendly products (goods and services), as well as to 
define main factors for more sustainable consumption. 
In this paper environment friendly (eco-) products 
denote both goods and services. Most of the other 
studies concentrate on particular goods, but in our 
research we have included several types of goods 
ranging from food to clothes and some services. 
Though different factors may influence the choice and 
purchase of different goods and services, generalized 
results would be of interest for consumption policy 
and decision making. 

The survey of students and employees of some 
universities in Lithuania was carried out in 2011-2012 
(December – February). The questionnaire was 
constructed by the authors and was based on 28 
closed and dichotomous types of questions. Having a 
small-scale survey, the method of stochastic quota 
sampling was chosen for the survey (Kardelis, 
Sapagovas 1998). Respondents filled out 
questionnaires online. Depending on the availability, 
the link to the survey was distributed via the 
universities’ intranet, public forums and social 
networks of universities in Lithuania. There was a 
total of 396 respondents. The respondents’ profile is 
presented in Table 1. In total, 79.8 % of respondents 
were students, females were dominating. 

 
 

Table 1. Profile of the respondents  
 

Socio-economic 

characteristics 

Frequency % Socio-economic 

characteristics 

Frequency % 

Gender   Accommodation   
Female 315 79.5 Dormitory 49 12.4 
Male 81 20.5 Apartment 252 63.6 
Age   Private house 92 23.2 
18-25 332 83.8 Other 3 0.8 
26-33 41 10.4 Income   
34-41 10 2.5 Up to 500 101 25.5 
42 and above 13 3.3 501-1000 173 43.7 
Education   1001-1500 83 21 
Basic/ Secondary 167 42.2 1500 or more 39 9.8 
Vocational/College 10 2.5  

Social status 

  

Higher 219 55.3 

Residence   
City 336 84.8 Wealthy 32 8.1 
Town 35 8.8 Average living 263 66.4 
Township 10 2.5 Needy 101 25.5 
Village 15 3.8 Study/work place   
Children under six   VMU 253 63.9 
Yes 26 6.6 Other 143 36.1 
No 370 93.4    

 
Statistical analysis was based on descriptive 

statistics, binomial test and regression analysis. 
Binary probit regression was used to evaluate the 
factors, which influenced the respondents’ decision. 
Regression was considered statistically significant at 
the maximum likelihood chi-square p-value less than 
0.05. To see whether a certain group of products or 
services were chosen more often than the other, 
binomial test was applied, assuming that all groups of 
products and services had the same probability to be 
chosen (50 %). Then choosing within different 
product attribute groups, respondents were provided 
with product or service characteristics like the origin 
(Lithuanian, imported), production type 
(conventional, ecological) and price (in some cases). 
We have chosen these attributes as we consider them 
most influential. For example, Govindasamy and 
Puduri (2010) state that respondents are willing to buy 
locally grown produce and results of Gan et al. (2008) 
show that more than 74% of the respondents purchase 
green (environment friendly) products, however, price 

is a dominant factor then purchasing (Eurobarometer 
2013). 

Price was indicated for Lithuanian eco-product, 
Lithuanian conventional product, imported eco and 
conventional products based on market prices within 
the research period. Though eco-products not 
necessarily should be more expensive, price of eco-
products was higher than that of conventional ones 
despite the origin of the product. Price difference 
varied from 20% to approximately 3 times. Certain 
products were chosen depending on their availability 
on the market, especially regarding their origin. As 
supply of environment friendly services is rather 
limited in Lithuania, prices were set more on the 
hypothetical basis. 

Regression analysis included the factors whose 
importance for their personal consumption was 
evaluated by the respondents (friends, family, 

colleagues, personal attitude, social status, 

inhabitation, advertisement, lifestyle, religion, 

traditions) and socio economic factors (age, 
occupation, and gender, and income, children under 
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six, membership in some organization and some 
other). More or less, these factors cover external 
factors, internal (personal) factors, context and 
demographical variables consumption factors 
(Stankevičienė 2005, Tanner, Kast 2008, Zhu et al. 
2013). 

Most of the factors are determined in conformity 
with subjective consumers’ evaluation, as they were 
asked whether one or other factors influence their 
purchase. This approach and the fact the majority of 
respondents were women; limit to some extent the 
results of the research. Nevertheless, this research 
provides some insights about possible important 
factors for the choice of a specific group of 
consumers. 
 
 
3. Results  
 
3.1. Perception about environmentally friendly goods 

and services and willingness to pay 

 
Before analysing consumers’ willingness to pay 

premium price for environment friendly goods and 
services, it is necessary to ascertain whether 
consumers know environment friendly products as 
such. The results of the research show that the 
majority of respondents (82.3%) are aware of 
environment friendly goods and services.  

89.9% of respondents have attributed 
environmental issues to the eco-products (Table 2).  

 
Table 2. The respondents’ opinion on the attributes of 

environment friendly products (goods and 

services) 
 

Attribute Frequency % 

Safe for environment 356 89.9 
Not harmful for health 277 69.9 
Made only in Lithuania 13 3.3 
Has eco-certification 214 54 
Other 15 3.8 

 
The less part of respondents (69.9%) think that 

these products should be safe for health. 54% of 

respondents think that these goods and services 
should be identified with eco-certification. The least 
part of respondents think that goods and services that 
are made in Lithuania are environment friendly ones. 
This reveals that the majority of respondents attribute 
environmental and health issues to the ecological 
products, but relatively fewer respondents identify the 
main attribute of the ecological product, namely, a 
certified eco-label. 

The majority of respondents (83.6%) buy 
environment friendly goods and services only 
sometimes or seldom. 11.6% of respondents buy these 
products always or often. Only a small percentage of 
respondents (4.8%) do not buy such goods and 
services at all. 

Results of the study show that the majority of 
respondents are willing to pay higher price for 
environmentally friendly goods and services: 37.6% 
of the interviewed respondents are willing to pay 5-
10% higher premium price. 30.8% of respondents are 
willing to pay up to 5% premium price. And only 
2.5% of respondents are willing to pay higher than 
21% premium price (Table 3).  

 
Table 3. Willingness to pay (WTP) premium price for 

environment friendly goods and services 
 

WTP Frequency % 

0% 31 7.8 
Up to 5% 122 30.8 
5-10% 149 37.6 
11-15% 56 14.1 
16-20% 28 7.1 
>21% 10 2.5 

 
3.2. Consumers’ preferences over a certain product 

attribute 

 
Results of the analysis which product from the 

group (conventional Lithuanian, ecological 
Lithuanian, ecological imported and conventional 
imported) would be chosen by respondents are 
presented in Figure 1.  

 

Fig. 1.  Choice of goods depending on the origin and quality 
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94% of respondents were willing to choose 
locally made Lithuanian food (p < 0.001). The 
majority of respondents (72%) are willing to choose 
the Lithuanian organic food. There is no statistically 
significant difference between chosen Lithuanian 
hygiene products and imported hygiene products (p = 
0.291). However, bigger part of respondents (72.5%) 
is willing to choose ecological hygiene products. 
Then, analysing the influence of the origin of 
household chemicals and clothes, Lithuanian origin 
was not given the preference. 60.1% of respondents 
are willing to choose imported household chemistry 
(p < 0.001) and 70.5% of respondents are willing to 
choose imported clothes (p < 0.001). If in the case of 
household chemicals eco-friendly products were 
given the preference, in the case of clothes 
conventional clothes rather than eco clothes were 
preferred more often.  

Within given conventional and environment 
friendly services, beauty (57.8%) and transport 
services (59.8%) were dominant ones. Environment 
friendly services of premises cleaning and 
reconstruction and construction were given less 
preference. Some respondents stated they would 
choose no environment friendly services, some of 
them did not know that such services existed. 

As very often it is declared that eco-products are 
expensive and not affordable, to analyse whether price 
has an influence on the preference of eco-products 
and services, we add prices to certain products. 
Results reveal that within food products Lithuanian 

eco-labelled yoghurt (57.3%), Lithuanian 
conventional milk (61.1%) were given the preference, 
and with a chocolate choice conventional both 
Lithuanian (49%) and imported (36.9%) dominated 
(Table 4).  

Within non-food products, one could notice the 
tendency to choose and pay more for environment 
friendly goods in the case of hair shampoo, face 
cream, but not for tricot, dishwasher or window 
cleaner. Nevertheless, in the latter case Lithuanian 
products were given priority.  

Respondents’ choices also indicated that price 
was not a limiting factor for consumption and people 
did not always tend to buy only the cheapest products. 
For example, imported yoghurt and milk both eco-
labelled and conventional were cheaper than 
Lithuanian ones, but not given the preference. Eco-
labelled hair shampoo was more expensive than 
conventional one, but was given the priority. These 
two examples indicate willingness to pay for eco-
labelled products, but not in the case of chocolate, 
tricot, window cleaner and dishwasher. The latter 
might be influenced by the price (which was twice 
and more higher for eco-product than a conventional 
one) as well as be affected by other product attributes 
and factors like e.g. health related perceptions.  

Though prices for environment friendly services 
were also higher than conventional ones, respondents 
tend to choose the first ones. However, only in the 
case of building and renovation services significant 
differences were estimated (p < 0.05).

 
Table 4.  Choice within product attributes 
 

Product 

Lithuanian 

conventional 

(priced) 

Imported 

conventional 

(priced) 

Lithuanian eco-

labelled (priced) 

Imported eco-

labelled 

(priced) 

Binomial test 

Yogurt 18.9% 4.5% 57.3% 19.2% <0.001* 

Milk 61.1% 8.3% 17.2% 13.4% <0.001 

Chocolate 49.0% 36.9% 11.1% 3.0% <0.001 

Tricot 28.5% 37.9% 13.4% 20.2% <0.001 

Hair shampoo 9.6% 17.7% 43.7% 29.0% <0.001 

Soap 27.0% 23.2% 37.4% 12.4% 0.960 
Face cream 11.4% 12.9% 43.9% 31.8% <0.001 

Window cleaner 37.9% 26.8% 26.3% 9.1% <0.001 

Dish washer 28.0% 26.0% 28.5% 17.4% 0.119 
Services Eco-friendly (priced) Conventional (priced)  

Reconstruction and 
construction 

55.8% 44.2% 0.024 

Premise cleaning 52.8% 47.2% 0.291 
Beauty services 51.5% 48.5% 0.580 
*bold values p<0.05 
 
3.3. Factors determining the purchasing and 

willingness to pay for environment friendly 

goods and services 

 
Consumption is influenced by the factors, which 

are directly or indirectly related with consumers’ 
decision to choose one or any other product. As to the 
influence of the price, origin and quality factors, we 
have studied which other factors do influence 
consumers to choose goods and services (Table 5). 
73.7% of respondents answered that their personal 

attitude is the most important in the choice of 
products. Lifestyle (40.2%) and family (24%) were 
factors, which also have had the most significant 
influence on the choice of products. Friends, 
colleagues, residence, advertisement, traditions and 
religion do the least influence on the respondents, as 
they claim. This indicates that the internal (individual) 
factors (personal attitude, lifestyle) influence 
consumers to choose certain products more than the 
external and context ones.  
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Table 5. Factors which influence respondents’ decision to choose products 
 

Factors  Not important Relatively important Important 

Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % 

Friends 228 57.6 152 38.4 16 4 
Family 118 29.8 183 46.2 95 24 
Colleagues 288 72.7 99 25 9 2.3 
Personal attitude 25 6.3 79 19.9 292 73.7 
Social status 220 55.5 121 30.6 55 13.9 
Residence 244 61.6 119 30.1 33 8.3 
Advertisement 269 68 115 29 12 3 
Lifestyle 63 15.9 174 43.9 159 40.2 
Religion 364 91.9 22 5.6 10 2.5 
Traditions  285 71.9 93 23.5 18 4.5 

 
To reveal that factors behind the price, origin 

and environment friendliness do have influence on the 
decisions to pay more and to buy environmental 
friendly goods or services, we have applied binary 
probit regression. Analysis has shown that the 

respondents’ decision to buy environment friendly 
goods and services depends on knowledge, position in 
society according to the available income, education 
and friends (Table 6).  

 
 

Table 6. Factors for buying environmentally friendly goods and services (regression results) 
 

Factors 
Statistics* 

Wald Chi-Square B p 
(Intercept) 2.459 -0.349 0.117 
Social status 11.282 0.597 0.004 

Friends 5.948 0.442 0.015 

Family 0.176 -0.078 0.675 
Children under six 0.061 -0.078 0.805 
Membership 0.105 0.068 0.745 
Collaborators/colleagues 0.059 -0.046 0.808 
Knowledge 15.453 0.735 < 0.001 

Education 6.832 0.376 0.033 

Income 2.667 -0.515 0.263 
Age 0.270 -0.184 0.966 
Gender 0.116 -0.063 0.733 
Accommodation 0.437 -0.129 0.509 
Personal attitude 0.257 0.165 0.612 
Residence 0.886 0.213 0.829 
Advertisement 1.062 -0.153 0.303 
Study/work place 0.830 0.141 0.362 
Tradition 0.992 0.172 0.319 
Religion 0.325 -0.170 0.569 

         * LR = 54.257, p < 0.05.  
 

As can be seen from the results, respondents’ 
knowledge of environmentally friendly goods and 
services has been mostly influencing the willingness 
to choose such products (B = 0.735, p < 0.05). 
Respondents, who have known about environment 
friendly products, are willing to choose and pay 
premium price more often than the unaware ones. 
Respondents who attribute themselves to wealthy or 
middle class, are also more likely to choose and pay 
for environmentally friendly products than those who 
attribute themselves to the needy group of society (B 
= 0.597, p < 0.05).  

The factors of education (B = 0.376, p < 0.05) 
and friends (B = 0.442, p < 0.05) also have a 
significant influence on the willingness to choose 
environmentally friendly products (goods and 
services). Academically educated respondents are 
more willing to choose environment friendly 
products. The respondents, to whom the opinion of 

their friends is important in the choice of products, are 
willing to buy environmentally friendly products 
more than those whom the opinion of their friends is 
not so important. 
 
 
4. Discussion and conclusions 
 

Research results reveal rather positive trends in 
purchasing environmental goods and services in some 
cases and correspond to those in some other studies of 
consumer preferences. Our study has shown a 
relatively high awareness of young consumers about 
environment friendly products (goods and services). 
The majority of respondents in our study consider 
environment friendly products first to be safe for the 
environment and health. Ureña et al. (2008) presented 
some similar results in the Spanish case. The analysis 
of Stašys and Tarasevičius (2010) has shown that 
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ecological products (especially organic food) are 
perceived by consumers as healthy, safe, local and 
with certificate. In our case only 54% of respondents 
indicated eco-products as eco-labelled ones, hence, 
the information provision and awareness rising still 
remain one of the tools for promotion of environment 
friendly products. 

In general, respondents are willing to buy 
environmentally friendly products and are willing to 
pay premium price for environment friendly products. 
We have found that more than 91% of respondents are 
willing to pay premium price for environment friendly 
products. Bigger part of respondents (37.6%) would 
like to pay between 5-10% of premium price. Usually, 
quality and origin plays an important role in the 
choice of the food products. We have found that the 
majority of respondents (94%) are willing to choose 
Lithuanian food and 72% - Lithuanian organic food. 
However, when discussing other groups of products, 
neither local nor eco-products were given preferences, 
and only in the case of hygiene products, eco-products 
were dominating in our case. We assume this 
difference within choices could be explained by rather 
significant direct allocation of health issues to the 
food and the food quality. 

When the price was added to the origin and 
quality of the product and certain products were 
analysed, eco-labelled food products not always were 
given the preference. In general, respondents were 
willing to pay for green products and services; 
however, this feature was case sensitive. When the 
price difference was twice or more higher, the price 
and locality were dominating attributes of the product. 
On the other hand, choice of particular products has 
revealed that instead of declared 5 – 10% of 
willingness to pay, respondents are ready to pay 20 - 
40% more for some eco-products. Though the price is 
rather often mentioned as a very important factor in 
consumption (Brécard et al. 2009), the price of green 
products is not the main factor in consumer’s choice 
(Tanner and Kast 2003, Lin, Huang 2012), as the 
consumption is determined by various other 
consumption values. 

As reviewed in the introduction, the factors like 
age, family, income and other socio-economic 
variables exert a relatively considerable influence on 
the choice of environment friendly products. Our 
research corresponds with some of the results, 
indicating a positive influence of knowledge, 
education as well as the status and friends on 
purchasing eco-products. Respondents who have 
knowledge of environment friendly goods and 
services are willing to choose these products more 
than those who do not know about them. Also, 
respondents with higher education and from wealthier 
layers of society are more willing to purchase 
environment friendly goods and services. The 
respondents, who appreciate their friends’ opinion in 
the choice of purchases, are willing to buy eco-
products more often than those to whom the opinion 
of their friends is not so important. However, the age 
is not a significant factor due to a rather uniform 
sample regarding the age in our case. Also the family 

is not important as most of the students, as we 
assume, are single and live separately from their 
parents, or possibly do not recognize, or are not 
willing to recognize the influence of the family. The 
studies of Ureña et al. (2008) and Lockie et al (2004) 
show that women and men differ in consumption and 
willingness to pay for organic food, in our case the 
gender is an irrelevant factor for choosing 
environment friendly goods and services. In our case, 
rather a big share of the women in the survey could 
influence this.  

As the analysis of factors is mostly based on 
socio-economic variables and consumers’ personal 
perceptions on determinants for purchasing 
environment friendly good and services, deeper 
analysis of the actual  influence of internal and 
external factors would be beneficial. Also, an attitude 
- action gap should be addressed, as despite expressed 
knowledge, most of the respondents only sometimes 
or seldom reflect this knowledge in their environment 
friendly behaviour (Kollmuss, Agyeman 2002). 
Nevertheless, some insights for the supply and 
consumption policy could be gained from this study, 
especially regarding the origin and environmental 
attributes of the products.  

Results also indicate the need for a further 
improvement in the education of young consumers 
and academic community in general about the impact 
of goods and services on the environment. This means 
that so far the efforts to increase environmental 
consciousness are inadequate and the environment 
and sustainability related courses should be included 
in the study programmes, or at least some topics 
should be covered in particular courses at university 
level for students in all study programmes. Though 
this study focuses only on purchasing behaviour, 
results could be generally beneficial for the shaping 
and innovating inner environmental and sustainability 
policies and actions in  universities. 
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(gauta 2013 m. liepos mėn., priimta spaudai 2013 m. rugsėjo mėn.) 

 
Vartojimas turi neigiamą poveikį aplinkai, todėl keisti vartojimo įpročius ir mažinti apkrovą 

aplinkai yra vienas iš pagrindinių darniojo vartojimo tikslų. Svarbu skatinti ekologiškų, vietinių 
produktų rinką. Straipsnyje analizuojamas akademinės bendruomenės pasiryžimas mokėti už 
produktus ir produktų pasirinkimas atsižvelgiant į jų kainą, kokybę (ekologiškumą) ir kilmę. 
Apklausos rezultatai parodė, kad dauguma respondentų yra pasiryžę rinktis ekologiškus produktus, 
tačiau kaina tam tikrais atvejais yra lemiantis veiksnys. 

Renkantis konkrečius produktus, pirmenybė dažniausiai teikiama ekologiškiems ir (arba) 
vietiniams produktams. Nepaisant to, tyrimas rodo, kad dar reikia gerinti ir plėsti akademinės 
bendruomenės švietimą apie produktų ir paslaugų poveikį aplinkai. Persvarsčius ir papildžius 
studijų programas, vidinę aukštojo mokslo institucijų aplinkosaugos ir(arba) darniojo vystymosi 
politiką bei veiklas, būtų galima ženkliai prisidėti prie darniojo vartojimo tikslų įgyvendinimo. 

 


