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Abstract: At the dawn of the 21 Century, the world entered an era of radical
transformation, characterized by intertwined trends and crises. The extraordinary speed of
technological development, changing demographic patterns, shifting value and norm
systems, and emerging global challenges are fundamentally reshaping our everyday lives,
our thinking and the logic of social organization. As a result of these processes, not only
are the functioning of the economy and society changing, but crisis events are also having
a much more direct impact on our living conditions. All these trends have irreversible
consequences for the future of individuals, communities and societies, as well as for the
ecological state of our planet [1]. Global trends have a wide-ranging impact on human
life: from technological innovation to the transformation of social relations and
environmental change. The issues of sustainability and environmental awareness have
gained unprecedented momentum, encouraging individuals, businesses and governments to
develop environmentally friendly operating practices and policy measures. It has become
clear that we can only achieve lasting improvement in our living conditions if we address
economic, social and environmental issues simultaneously, as they are closely intertwined.
At the same time, the functioning of the economy places an increasing burden on natural
resources, causing serious damage in the long term. It has become clear that endless
economic growth is incompatible with the Earth's finite resources, which is why
sustainability, conscious consumption and alternative theories of non-growth are playing
an increasingly important role. Economic actors are increasingly expected to make their
operations greener, while governments are using various policy instruments to promote an
environmentally friendly future [2]. However, everyone must recognize that we are equally
responsible for protecting environmental values. We cannot simply highlight the
responsibility of a narrower circle, as we can all do something to protect the environment
in the areas of production, consumption and legal regulation. In the 21" Century, in
addition to the new and modern definition of sustainability, the concept of environmental
responsibility must also be interpreted, and an attempt must be made to examine the extent
to which individual economic actors are responsible for changes in the state of
environmental values. This study explores the relationship between responsibility and the
state of environmental values through a review of the literature and the presentation of
primary research results.
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1 Introduction

The timeliness of the topic is indisputable, as interest in environmental
sustainability and green issues is growing at an unprecedented rate worldwide.
This is clearly illustrated when we search for sustainability using the Google
search engine. In just 0.35 seconds, it returns 650 million results, although this
still lags behind the most searched terms, innovation and management, which
return billions of results in just 0.2 seconds. However, it is a fact that every year
there are more and more hits and more and more material dealing with sustainable
and green issues. Climate change, the depletion of natural resources and mass
environmental damage pose new challenges for the scientific community,
economic decision-makers and society alike. In this context, research that seeks to
explore issues of environmental protection and sustainable development from a
new perspective and with an interdisciplinary approach is becoming increasingly
important. It is not only a question of what sustainability means, but also of who
can be held responsible for the deterioration or damage of environmental values.
The importance of addressing this issue is not purely scientific, as it also carries
real social, economic and moral responsibility. The rise of green issues is closely
linked to changes in consumer habits, the emergence of new regulatory
requirements, and the evolution of social expectations in the corporate and private
spheres. The question of responsibility can be examined not only at the individual
level, but also at the social or economic level. This raises the legitimate question:
who is to blame for environmental damage and to what extent? The answer is
nuanced, but we can basically say that responsibility is often systemic, yet every
individual and community decision contributes to global processes. We cannot say
that individuals or businesses alone are to blame for everything. At the same time,
it is worth examining separately who can be linked to the preservation or
destruction of a sustainable environment at what level. Technological solutions or
regulations are not enough to bring about real change; a shift in mindset is also
necessary at the individual, corporate and decision-making levels. The analysis
can help us understand how sustainability can become part of everyday life, what
obstacles we face during the transition, and who bears the greatest responsibility
for environmental damage.

2 Literature Review

The issue of liability for environmental damage and environmental responsibility
requires a multidisciplinary approach, as the problem encompasses legal, social,
psychological and economic dimensions [3-5]. Epochal changes and global trends
have made it necessary to rethink responsibility, as the scale of human activity is
now greater than ever before, and therefore exploring the causes of environmental
damage and the nature of responsibility is essential to achieving a more
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sustainable future [4]. Human activities have a significant direct and indirect
impact on natural systems, which is reflected in the decline of biodiversity, the
deterioration of soil and water quality, and climate change [6]. The main causes of
damage include the collective consumption habits and economic structures of
human societies, as well as the decisions of large corporations and states [7] [8].
The causes are very complex, as the damage is caused not only by direct activities
(such as pollution and deforestation) but also by indirect mechanisms, such as
flawed legal regulations and economic incentives [9]. At the same time, it is naive
to believe that we cannot do anything individually. It is difficult to determine
individual and collective responsibility more strictly because individual decisions
are influenced by a number of distortions and psychological factors [10]. There is
a so-called compensatory environmental belief, according to which people tend to
think that if we do something positive for the environment, it can offset the
negative environmental impact of another behavior [5]. Environmental damage
occurs because the sum of humanity's individual and collective behaviors directly
or indirectly destabilizes the biosphere [11] [12]. The issue of responsibility is a
prominent focus of sustainability research. Industrial production and corporate
economic practices are largely to blame for environmental degradation, while
other perspectives emphasize the responsibility of individuals' consumer choices
[13-15]. The role of the state is also central, as it can significantly influence the
behavior of both companies and consumers through regulatory and incentive
systems [16]. Research in recent years has increasingly adopted an
interdisciplinary approach, recognizing that environmental responsibility is a
multidimensional issue that can be interpreted at both the systemic and individual
levels. Social solidarity, ethical responsibility and consideration of the public
interest have emerged as new elements of the sustainability discourse in recent
years. Real change requires structural transformations in economic governance,
social norms and values [17]. Increased environmental awareness at the individual
level is not enough on its own if it is not accompanied by measures at the
corporate and governmental levels, but community pressure and consumer
preferences can be a significant motivating force [18] [19]. It is clear from the
above that sustainability is a complex, multidimensional phenomenon that poses
economic, social, environmental and moral challenges [20] [21]. A sustainable
future can only be achieved through an integrated, systematic approach in which
individuals, companies and the state share responsibility. None of these can be
considered less responsible or exempt from protecting environmental values [22]
[23]. What is more, in addition to corporate social responsibility (CSR), it may
also be important to introduce environmental responsibility, treating it separately
from CSR aspects and incorporating it into our daily routines [24] [25].
Environmental responsibility means that individuals, companies and organizations
take conscious, proactive and active steps to protect the environment and operate
sustainably, going beyond the minimum requirements set out in legislation [26-
28]. This includes the rational use of natural resources, the prevention or reduction
of environmental impact, the introduction of sustainable material and energy use,
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and the application of environmentally friendly technologies [29]. It can also be
interpreted as meaning that the actors in the economy and society are pulling in
the same direction and essentially formulating a vision for the future that is clear
and understandable to everyone and also promotes the preservation of our
environmental values [30]. It is not just about avoiding direct pollution, but also
about prevention, legal compliance and a system of long-term social responsibility
[31]. According to the polluter pays principle, those who cause pollution or
damage the environment are primarily responsible for and bear the costs of
environmental damage, while environmental protection practices require
responsible, environmentally friendly behavior on the part of individuals,
communities, companies and states [32-34]. The attitudes of different generations
towards environmental protection show significant differences based on the results
of numerous studies [35-37]. Generation Z has a strong commitment to
sustainability, and Generation Y is also open to sustainability, but in contrast,
Generations X and BB are less willing to bear additional costs for the sake of
environmental protection [38], although they are increasingly supportive of such
efforts [39]. Some studies suggest that Generation Z has stronger sustainability
attitudes [40], while others suggest that Generation Y or older generations are
more committed to protecting the environment in certain cases [41].

3 Material and Methods

The primary research underlying this study was based on online data collection
conducted in Hungary in 2025. The aim of the study was to explore how society
perceives the environmental impact of different economic and social sectors.
During the data collection, we processed the responses of a total of 6574 people,
which provided a sufficient sample size for statistical analysis and generalisation
of the results. Although the sample is not representative, it reflects the
characteristics of the population and provides a starting point for further research.
Sampling was done using the snowball method, which is an effective tool for
measuring hard-to-reach or heterogeneous populations. The essence of the method
is that the initial respondents recruit new participants into the research through
their own networks, so the sample expands exponentially step by step.
The questionnaire was completed on a voluntary and anonymous basis, and we
fully complied with ethical standards and the relevant provisions of the GDPR
during the research. Respondents were informed in advance about the purpose and
method of data processing and the confidential treatment of data, thus ensuring the
transparency and legality of the research. The items in the questionnaire were
rated on a Likert scale from 1 to 4, with higher values indicating greater
environmental responsibility. The data was processed using the SPSS 26.0
software package, and several statistical methods were used in the evaluation to
assess the reliability and internal consistency of the responses and to identify
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differences between groups. First, we calculated basic statistical indicators such as
the mean and standard deviation, which gave us an idea of the extent to which
respondents considered each sector and actor to be environmentally harmful, and
how uniform or varied their assessments were. Analysis of variance (ANOVA)
allowed us to examine whether there were significant differences between the
assessments of different sectors or actors. We supplemented the ANOVA results
with multiple comparison procedures, which helped us identify exactly which
groups showed statistically significant differences. To examine the internal
consistency of the questionnaire, we calculated inter-item correlations and
Cronbach's alpha values. Inter-item correlations show the degree to which
individual items are consistent with each other, while Cronbach's alpha measures
the reliability of the scale. According to accepted professional practice, a
Cronbach's alpha value above 0.7 indicates adequate internal consistency.
The combined use of these methods made it possible for the research to be not
only descriptive, but also to reveal deeper connections between social perceptions
and the assessment of environmental responsibility. The composition of the
sample is shown in Table 1.

Table 1
Composition of the sample
Frequency | Percent (%)
Generation BB (1940 - 1964) 328 4.989
Generation X (1965-1979) 1408 21.418
Generation Y (1980-1994) 1281 19.486
Generation Z (1995-2007) 333 50.700
Generation Alpha (2008—) 224 3.407

Source: own research, 2025, N = 6574

4 Results and Discussion

Based on the data provided, respondents rated the environmental impact of
various economic sectors on a four-point scale, with 4 representing the highest
environmental impact for a given sector. During the analysis, we ranked the
sectors based on their average values and determined which ones could be
considered the most harmful and the least harmful. Industry clearly took first place
with a value of 3.171. The energy sector received the second highest average
value (2.993). The reasoning behind this opinion is that the energy industry,
especially sectors based on fossil fuels, contributes significantly to air pollution,
carbon dioxide emissions and climate change. Energy production and
consumption directly affect the quality of air, water and soil, as well as the health
of ecosystems. Further down the list are the transport and logistics sector (2.913)
and mining (2.892). These also have a significant environmental impact: the
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transport sector through transport emissions, and mining through the depletion of
natural resources and landscape destruction. At the bottom of the ranking is
education (2.203), which appears to be the least environmentally damaging sector.
This is understandable, as the operation of educational institutions has relatively
little direct environmental impact and often plays a key role in teaching
sustainability. The health sector (2.368) and information technology and
telecommunications (2.493) received similarly low scores. Although they can be
energy-intensive, they do not cause direct environmental damage in the same way
as industrial or agricultural activities (Table 2).

Table 2
Assessment of the environmental impact of the sectors examined

Short designation | Average St.dev
Industry IND 3.171 1.115
Mining MIN 2.892 1.088
Energy sector EN 2.993 1.088
Agriculture AG 2.561 1.069
Commercial sector COM 2.737 1.093
Transport and logistics sector TL 2.913 1.097
Service sector SERV 2.525 1.076
Public administration PUB 2.553 1.145
Health sector HE 2.368 1.088
IT and telecommunications IT 2.493 1.083
Education EDU 2.203 1.125
Government and economic policy GOV 2.728 1.181
Tourism and hospitality sector TH 2.725 1.110

Source: own research, 2025, N = 6574

Cronbach's Alpha measures the internal reliability, i.e. how consistently a set of
questions or a scale treats the same concept. The value can range from 0 to 1, with
a higher value indicating greater reliability. A value of 0.901 indicates excellent
reliability, showing that respondents consistently assessed the environmental
impact of the sectors. This also means that the scale and questions used worked
well and the results are statistically reliable.

We also examined the values of the inter-item correlation matrix based on the
above value. The matrix shows the relationships between the individual sectors in
terms of how similarly respondents assessed their environmental impact.
The correlation values range from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating a stronger
positive relationship, i.e. similar assessments of the two sectors. We found a
strong relationship (above 0.6) in only one case. The correlation between the
energy sector and industry is 0.603, which is a relatively strong relationship. This
suggests that respondents rated the environmental impacts of the industrial and
energy sectors similarly, probably because they are often intertwined, for example
through the energy requirements of industrial production. A similarly strong
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correlation can be observed between mining and industry (0.559) and between
energy and mining (0.549). This is also logical, as mining forms the basis of
industrial production and energy supply, so their environmental impacts may also
be related. The strength of the relationship between mining and the energy sector
(0.549) is also noteworthy, as it is the third highest value. The table shows that the
assessment of the environmental impact of each sector is largely interrelated, but
this relationship is considered moderate rather than strong (Table 3).

Table 3
Correlation between the assessment of the environmental impact of the sectors examined (inter-item
correlations)
s| &l z| el 3| 2|5 8| e|ls| 8|3z
S| S| N S| S| Y| gl R R YRS~
IND | 1.000

MIN | 0.559 | 1.000

EN |0.603 | 0.549 | 1.000

AG |0.359|0.465 | 0.429 | 1.000

COM |0.449 | 0.451 | 0.463 | 0.455 | 1.000

7L | 0.530 | 0.488 | 0.520 | 0.421 | 0.531 | 1.000

SERV | 0.351 1 0.399 | 0.406 | 0.398 | 0.512 | 0.483 | 1.000

PUB |0.310]0.356 | 0.366 | 0.369 | 0.443 | 0.395 | 0.497 | 1.000

HE |0.2630.324 [ 0.308 | 0.397 [ 0.443 | 0.353 [ 0.474 | 0.473 | 1.000

IT 10.294|0.349 | 0.371 | 0.358 | 0.432 | 0.393 | 0.483 | 0.429 | 0.531 | 1.000

EDU |0.126 | 0.238 | 0.221 | 0.362 | 0.336 | 0.251 | 0.407 | 0.439 | 0.486 | 0.454 | 1.000

GOV |0.390 | 0.404 | 0.421 | 0.372 | 0.428 | 0.414 | 0.422 | 0.528 | 0.395 | 0.402 | 0.411 | 1.000

TH |0.435|0.421 | 0.404 | 0.373 | 0.475 | 0.443 | 0.439 | 0.402 | 0.400 | 0.409 | 0.360 | 0.455 | 1.000

Source: own research, 2025, N = 6574

Next, we used variance analysis to examine the effect of generational affiliation
on the impact of individual actors. First, we analyze the average values measuring
the impact of individual actors.

The Baby Boomer generation considers industry (2.954), the energy sector (2.857)
and mining (2.841) to be the most environmentally damaging. These sectors
traditionally have a high environmental impact: industry and mining can cause
significant air, water and soil pollution, while the energy sector contributes to
climate change through its carbon dioxide emissions. Members of Generation BB
have been observing the effects of these sectors for a long time, so they are also
aware of the harmful consequences based on their own experience. Education
(2.171), IT and telecommunications (2.265) and healthcare (2.293) are considered
to be the least harmful to the environment. These sectors have less direct
environmental impact and tend to provide human services. Generation X gave the
highest scores to industry (3.406), the energy sector (3.214) and the transport and
logistics sector (3.110). This generation is already actively involved in economic
life and is well aware of the environmental impact of industrial production and
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logistics. The transport sector may have come to the fore particularly because of
emissions from transport. Education (2.239), healthcare (2.456) and public
administration (2.601) are considered the least environmentally damaging, as is
the case with the previous generation. Generation Y also considers industry
(3.176), the energy sector (3.039) and the transport sector (2.961) to be the most
environmentally damaging. This generation is already highly environmentally
conscious and sensitive to climate change issues. Industry and the energy sector
continue to be viewed negatively, while transport has come into focus with the
growth of global mobility and e-commerce. They agree with previous generations
that these are the least environmentally damaging sectors. Generation Z considers
industry (3.137), the energy sector (2.937) and the transport sector (2.860) to be
the most environmentally damaging. This generation has grown up in a digital
environment and is highly sensitive to sustainability. Industry and energy continue
to be viewed negatively, while transport is becoming problematic due to global
travel and consumption. They consider the same sectors to be the least
environmentally damaging as their predecessors. According to the Alpha
generation's assessment, industry (2.478), the energy sector (2.375) and the
transport sector (2.313) are the most environmentally damaging, although the
average values are well below the previous values. Although the values are lower
than those of older generations, the order is similar. This suggests that
environmental awareness develops at a young age but is not yet fully developed.
Public administration (2.143), healthcare (2.174) and the service sector (2.214) are
considered the least environmentally damaging. Education is not among the
sectors considered least harmful, which may indicate that the Alpha generation
does not yet perceive its long-term positive effects.

The significance values (Sig.) in the ANOVA table show whether the generational
affiliation of the respondents has a statistically significant influence on the
assessment of the environmental impact of each sector (Table 4). The threshold
value used was 0.05 in this case as well. Based on the table, significant differences
can be observed in several sectors, with one exception, namely education, i.e. with
the exception of this sector, we can see an effect everywhere in relation to the
assessment of the role. Based on all this, it can be stated that generational
affiliation has a significant impact on the assessment of the role of the sectors.

Based on the multiple comparison table related to ANOVA, it can be analyzed by
sector whether the opinions of different generations (BB, X, Y, Z, Alpha) differ
significantly from each other or not. In the case of industry as an actor, we see that
all generational comparisons (BB, X, Y, Z, Alpha) show a value of 0.05. This
means that each generation assesses the environmental impact of industry
significantly differently. It is likely that older generations are less sensitive to this,
while the younger ones ( ) are more critical. In the case of mining, we do not see
this picture, so it can be said that the assessment of mining is strongly generation-
dependent, which can be explained by increasing environmental awareness.
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Table 4
The effect of respondents' generational affiliation on their assessment of the environmental impact of
the sectors examined (variance analysis, One-Way ANOVA)

Mean | Std.dev. F Sig
Industry BB gen. 2.954 1.330 42.253 0.000
X gen. 3.406 0.990
Y gen. 3.176 1.107
Z gen. 3.137 1.101
Alpha gen. 2.478 1.336
Total 3.171 1.115
Mining BB gen. 2.841 1.275 38.071 0.000
X gen. 3.094 1.058
Y gen. 2.952 1.058
Z gen. 2.833 1.052
Alpha gen. | 2.219 1.289
Total 2.892 1.088
Energy sector BB gen. 2.857 1.227 37.580 0.000
X gen. 3.214 1.011
Y gen. 3.039 1.068
Z gen. 2.937 1.068
Alpha gen. | 2.375 1.357
Total 2.993 1.088
Agriculture BB gen. 2.591 1.188 11.623 0.000
X gen. 2.693 1.043
Y gen. 2.556 1.058
Z gen. 2.525 1.049
Alpha gen. 2.237 1.268
Total 2.561 1.069
Commercial sector BB gen. 2.457 1.238 25.771 0.000
X gen. 2.885 1.048
Y gen. 2.814 1.072
Z gen. 2.706 1.074
Alpha gen. 2.246 1.298
Total 2.737 1.093
Transport and  logistics | BB gen. 2.829 1.235 31.721 0.000
sector X gen. 3.110 1.043
Y gen. 2.961 1.068
Z gen. 2.860 1.080
Alpha gen. | 2.313 1.316
Total 2913 1.097
Service sector BB gen. 2.390 1.171 8.309 0.000
X gen. 2.602 1,004
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Y gen. 2.564 1.071
Z gen. 2.512 1.078
Alpha gen. 2.214 1.277
Total 2.525 1.076
State administration and | BB gen. 2.338 1.289 11.337 0.000
public administration X gen. 2.601 1.124
Y gen. 2.547 1.132
Z gen. 2.583 1.127
Alpha gen. 2.143 1.270
Total 2.553 1.145
Healthcare sector BB gen. 2.293 1.157 5.798 0.000
X gen. 2.456 1.040
Y gen. 2411 1.081
Z gen. 2.334 1.088
Alpha gen. | 2.174 1.257
Total 2.368 1.088
IT and telecommunications | BB gen. 2.265 1.186 7.599 0.000
X gen. 2.577 1.032
Y gen. 2.503 1.068
Z gen. 2.488 1.086
Alpha gen. | 2.299 1.200
Total 2.493 1.083
Education BB gen. 2.171 1.235 0.592 0.669
X gen. 2.239 1.129
Y gen. 2.208 1.114
Z gen. 2.188 1.104
Alpha gen. 2.214 1.301
Total 2.203 1.125
Government and economic | BB gen. 2.643 1.294 19.588 0.000
policy X gen. 2908| 1.175
Y gen. 2.793 1.149
Z gen. 2.664 1.162
Alpha gen. 2.299 1.314
Total 2.728 1.181
Tourism and  hospitality | BB gen. 2.494 1.219 16.023 0.000
sector X gen. 2.823 1.055
Y gen. 2.740 1.103
Z gen. 2.731 1.099
Alpha gen. 2.268 1.329
Total 2.725 1.110

Source: own research, 2025, N = 6574
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Different age groups have very different views on the environmental impact of the
energy industry, especially with regard to fossil fuels, and this marked difference
in opinion is most noticeable among the Alpha generation, as is the case with
agriculture. The environmental impact of the trade and service sectors is also
viewed differently by the Alpha generation, perhaps due to their criticism of
consumer habits. The difference in opinion among Alphas is also noteworthy in
other sectors, which is not as evident among other generations (Table 5).

Table 5
Correlation between the opinions of each generation on the environmental impact of the sectors

examined (multiple comparison)

Gen BB Gen X | Gen Y | Gen Z
X gen. 0.000
Y gen. 0.010 0.000
Industry Z gen. 0.034 0.000
Alpha gen. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
X gen. 0.001
.. Y gen. 0.006
Mining Z gen. 0.000 | 0.007
Alpha gen. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
X gen. 0.000
Energy sector Y gen. 0.049 0.000
Z gen. 0.000 0.031
Alpha gen. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
X gen.
Agriculture Y gen. LA
Z gen. 0.000
Alpha gen. 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.001
X gen. 0.000
. Y gen. 0.000
Commercial sector 177 o 0.001 0.000 | 0.020
Alpha gen. 0.000 0.000 0.000
X gen. 0.000
Transport and|Y gen. 0.004
logistics sector Z gen. 0.000 0.040
Alpha gen. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
X gen. 0.012
Service sector Y gen.
Z gen.
Alpha gen. 0.000 0.000 0.001
State X gen. 0.002
administration and|Y gen. 0.026
\public Z gen. 0.002
administration Alpha gen. 0.000 0.000 0.000
Healthcare sector X gen.
Y gen.
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Z gen. 0.004
Alpha gen. 0.003 0.022
X gen. 0.000
IT and|Y gen. 0.004
telecommunications|Z gen. 0.003
Alpha gen. 0.003
X gen.

Y gen.

Z gen.

Alpha gen.
X gen 0.002
Government  and|Y gen.
economic policy  |Z gen. 0.000 0.007
Alpha gen. 0.007 0.000 0.000 0.000
X gen 0.000
Tourism and|Y gen. 0.003
hospitality sector |7 gen. 0.002

Alpha gen. 0.000 0.000 0.000
Source: own research, 2025, N = 6574

Education

Conclusions

Our rapidly changing world and economic growth have had many positive effects
on human life. The improvement in quality of life and well-being, the
modernization of certain sectors, and the positive effects of digitalization can be
felt in all sectors of the economy. However, alongside these positive effects, there
is also a visible negative side: we have destroyed our environment to an
unprecedented extent and exploited the Earth's energy resources and treasures, and
the natural consequences of this can no longer be denied. The destruction and
erosion of the environment is happening before our very eyes, with some
industries contributing more than others. The data obtained from this research
clearly reflect society's perception of the environmental impact of different
sectors. As part of our research expansion, we also intend to examine the
household sector. This sector was deliberately omitted from the present study, as
we wanted to focus on productive industries. Our findings are consistent with
those reported in the literature review regarding the environmental awareness of
different generations. Respondents clearly consider industrial and energy-
intensive sectors to be the most harmful, while education and service sectors are
less burdensome on the environment in their opinion. It is also clear that
generational affiliation plays a significant role in how people assess the
environmental impact of different economic sectors. This information may be
important for targeted environmental communication and education, as different
messages may be effective for different age groups. The perceptions of each
generation regarding environmental damage clearly reflect the impact of social,
economic and technological changes on their values. The table shows that all
generations consider industry to be the most environmentally damaging, which is
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not surprising, as this sector is traditionally associated with high emissions, raw
material consumption and pollution. In addition to industry, the energy and
transport-logistics sectors also receive consistently high ratings, especially from
Generations X, Y and Z, who are already actively experiencing the effects of
climate change and are more sensitive to sustainability issues. In contrast, the
education, healthcare, IT and telecommunications, and public administration
sectors are consistently ranked among the least environmentally damaging areas.
Education stands out in particular, as it does not involve significant physical
production and contributes to raising environmental awareness. IT also received a
low rating, especially from younger generations, who see digital technologies as a
solution rather than a problem. The generations' views on environmental damage
accurately reflect the experiences, information background and values of each age
group. This research and its findings help us understand which age groups need
more intensive environmental education and where we can build on existing
knowledge. Based on the assessment of the sectors, it is possible to identify areas
where social pressure is greater, so that companies and decision-makers can
prioritize the green transition. The research helps us to formulate generation-
specific messages. For younger generations, information transfer via digital
channels may be useful for shaping attitudes, while for older generations, more
traditional forms of may be more effective. The positive assessment of the
education sector provides an opportunity to strengthen environmental awareness,
especially among younger generations.
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