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Yiiksekdgretimde Siirdiiriilebilirlik Ozelliklerinin
Belirlenmesi: iliskisel Bir Analiz

Determining Sustainability Characteristics in Higher Education: A
Relational Analysis
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Ozet: Universitelerin stirdiirtilebilirlik 6zelliklerinin belirlenmesi amaciyla yapilan bu arastirma, nicel arastirma yontemlerinden iliskisel
modele gore tasarlanmistir. Arastirmanin érneklemini Tirkiye'nin Orta Anadolu bolgesinde yer alan bir Universitede gorev yapan ve evren
icerisinden basit tesadifi drnekleme yontemi kullanilarak belirlenen akademik ve idari personeller (370) olusturmaktadir.  Arastirmada
veriler, “Strdiirtilebilir Okul Ozellikleri Olcegi (SOOO)” araclligiyla toplanmistir. Veriler ikili ve coklu karsilastirma teknikleri (bagimsiz
orneklemler t-testi ve tek yonli varyans analizi (ANOVA)) yardimiyla analiz edilmistir. Katilimailarin algiladiklar strdrGlebilir okul dzellikleri
cinsiyet, medeni durum, mesleki kidem, yas, gorev tird ve gorev yapilan birim degiskenlerine gore belirlenerek degiskenler arasi iliskiler
ortaya konulmaya calisiimistir. Universitenin stirdiirtilebilirlik 6zelliklerinin “katiliyorum” diizeyinde nispeten yiiksek bulunmasi arastirmanin
en onemli bulgusu olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Bulgular arastirmanin sinirliliklari baglaminda tartisilarak cesitli onerilerde bulunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimler: Stirdiirilebilirlik, Universite, Stirdiirtilebilir Universite, Yiiksekdgretim
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Abstract: This research, which was conducted to determine the sustainability features of universities, was designed according to the
relational model, one of the quantitative research methods. The sample comprises 370 academic and administrative staff from a university
in Central Anatolia, Turkiye and selected from the universe using the simple random sampling method. Data in the research were collected
through the “Sustainable School Characteristics Scale (SPS)”. Data were analyzed with the help of pairwise and multiple comparison
techniques (independent samples t-test and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)). The sustainable school characteristics perceived by
the participants were determined according to the variables of gender, marital status, professional seniority, age, type of duty and unit of
duty and the relationships between the variables were tried to be revealed. The fact that the sustainability features of the university were
found to be relatively high at the “| agree” level is evaluated as the most important finding of the research. The findings were discussed in
the context of the limitations of the research and various suggestions were made.

Keywords: Sustainability, University, Sustainable University, Higher Education
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1. Introduction associated with the concept of development.

Sustainability is defined in the simplest sense as the abil- Sustainable development is defined as the development

ity of a phenomenon to continue its existence (Bozlagan, . ..
Y p ( 8 that meets the needs of today without compromising

2002). In it t | tainabilit . . .
002). In its most general sense, sustainability can be the ability of future generations to meet their own needs

fi h i f th i- . . .
defined as the measuret.i and. conscious us.e ° t_ € en.v1 (Yeni, 2014). Sustainable development refers to achieving
ronment and resources in which human beings live, with . S .

economic growth that minimizes damage to natural life

minimal damage and in a way that will be usable for fu- . .
8 Y and uses natural resources in a sustainable manner, tak-

ture gejneratlons, and the organlza‘.uon .O_f tbelr lifestyle ing into account environmental limits (Yildirim, 2020).
accordingly (Yildirim, 2020). Sustainability is a concept

that is examined from different perspectives by many Social sustainability is related to improving human

disciplines such as economics, architecture, politics, and health, education and quality of life (Akpolat & Demir-
education. In this context, the concept of sustainability is
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bilek, 2024). With the studies carried out over time, the
cultural diversity dimension of sustainability has also
started to gain importance (Oztiirk, 2017). The only way
for sustainable development to cease being an initiative
and be put into practice is to raise individuals who be-
lieve in the concept of sustainable development and
make it a philosophy of life (Yapici, 2003).

The sustainability perspective of societies depends on
the existence of individuals who adopt and support this
idea with their preferences and practices. Education has
been given an important role in achieving the sustain-
able development goal, and providing individuals with
knowledge, skills, attitudes and values on sustainabil-
ity has become one of the main purposes of education
(Leicht et al., 2018). Integrating the philosophy of sus-
tainable development into educational institution prog-
rams can help cultivate a shared consciousness among
children and young people, enabling them to collectively
address concerns about humanity’s common future and
actively engage in developing and implementing soluti-
ons (Madsen & Borch, 2023; Yapici, 2003).

Addressing education as one of the fundamental policy
issues for sustainable life and development has various
reflections on all stakeholders and dimensions related to
education, from determining the educational objectives
at all levels to developing programs, selecting educational
approaches and evaluating education; from the education
of teachers and teacher candidates to the development of
the qualifications and competencies of teacher educators
and administrators and the problems addressed by edu-
cational researchers (Rieckmann, 2018).

The leadership role of education, especially higher ed-
ucation, in creating sustainable development has been
widely accepted (Ramisio et al., 2019). Vare and Scott
(2007) suggest that education should be given a lead in
order to achieve sustainable development. McKeown
(2002) considers education as the key to ensuring sus-
tainability. Therefore, in order to achieve sustainable de-
velopment goals, education should be addressed with a
holistic approach that includes economic, social and en-
vironmental dimensions. In this context, the study con-
ducted by Akpolat and Demirbilek (2024) suggests that
the sustainability features of schools should be deter-
mined by their stakeholders’ perception. In this context,
de Miranda Azeiteiro and Davim (2019) suggest that
higher education institutions should ensure their own
sustainability. Sustainability in higher education can be
expressed as the preparation and implementation of ed-
ucation-training and research activities required to pro-
vide the necessary knowledge, skills, perspectives and
values to the whole society with the mission of creating

@ Universite Arastirmalari Dergisi / Journal of University Research 2025; 8(2)

a sustainable future (Bozoglu & Cigerim, 2022; Mifsud
& Vella, 2022). Sustainable university: It can be defined
as a higher education institution that works to minimize
the negative environmental, social and economic im-
pacts of its activities and leads society in a sustainable
way of life (Ag1 Giinerhan & Giinerhan, 2016; Filho et
al., 2023; Velazquez et al., 2006).

In order for higher education institutions to become
sustainable universities, a sustainable university model
is suggested (Alshuwaikhat & Abubakar, 2008; Filho &
Brandli, 2022; Velazquez et al., 2006). This model con-
sists of five stages. The first stage of the model is creating
a sustainability vision by considering each university’s
own dynamics, while the second stage includes a mis-
sion statement that tries to reveal where it is at and with
whom and how it will reach the point determined in its
vision. The third stage is the establishment of a sustain-
ability office where all sustainability work will be carried
out, the fourth stage is the establishment of a committee
consisting of experts on the subject, and the fifth stage
is the establishment of a strategy consisting of teaching,
research, social access and collaborations, and sustain-
ability on campus.

There are very few studies on sustainability in higher
education (Bozoglu & Cigerim, 2022; Menon & Suresh,
2022; Sterling & Scott, 2022). The widespread use of sus-
tainability reports by universities will increase the inter-
est of other private and public institutions in sustainabili-
ty reporting (Giingor Tang et al., 2022). In this sense, this
research will contribute to filling this gap in the literature
and will serve as a guide for decision makers.

11. Purpose of Research

The main purpose of this research is to determine the
sustainable characteristics of universities. In order to
achieve this aim, the following questions were answered.

1. What is the level of sustainability features of the se-
lected university?

2. Do the sustainability features of the university differ
according to the participants’ gender, marital status,
professional seniority, age, type of duty and unit of duty?

2. Method

2.1. Research Model

This research, which was conducted to determine the
sustainable features of universities, was designed in ac-
cordance with the relational model, one of the quantita-
tive research methods.

https://doi.org/10.32329/uad. 1680020
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2.2. Population of the Study

The universe of the study consists of academic and ad-
ministrative staff working at Yozgat Bozok University.
A total of 2186 personnel work at the university, which
constitutes the universe of the study. The academic
and administrative staff (370) determined by using the
simple random sampling method from the universe of
the study constitute the sample of the study. The study
sample consists of 370 academic and administrative
staff members, who were selected from the study popu-
lation using a simple random sampling method. Person-
nel who are not foreign nationals, who participated in
the study voluntarily, and who do not have any psycho-
logical disorders were included in the study. Descriptive
statistics regarding the participants are presented in
PTable 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics on participants

Category Sub Category Frequency (n) Percentage (%)
Woman 148 40
Your gender
Male 222 60
Married 270 73
Marital status
Single 100 27
0-5 Years 76 20.5
6-10 Years 56 15.1
Professional 11-15 Years 96 159
Seniority 16-20 Years 58 15.7
21-25 Years 42 114
26 and Above 42 114
20-30 Years Old 48 3.2
31-35Years Old 56 15.1
36-40 Years Old 90 24.3
Age
41-45 Years Old 64 173
46-50 Years Old 72 19.5
51 and over 40 10.8
Academic Staff 276 4.6
Task Type ini i
Y Administrative 94 254
Staff
Academic Unit 332 89.7
Unit Served i ;
Admlms_trat\ve 38 103
Unit
Total 370 100

When P>Table 1 is examined, 60% (n=222) of the partic-
ipants are male and 40% (n=148) are female. The rate
of those whose marital status is married is 73% (n=270).
When evaluated in terms of professional seniority, it is
seen that the rate of participants between 0-5 years is
high (20.5%). In terms of age variable, it is seen that
the rate of participants between 36-40 years is 24.3%
(n=90), 74.6% (n=276) of the participants are academic
staff and 89.7% (n=332) work in academic units.

https://doi.org/10.32329/uad.1680020
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2.3. Data Collection Tools

Sustainable School Characteristics Scale (SPS)” devel-
oped by Akpolat and Demirbilek (2024), for which the
necessary permissions were received, was used as the
data collection tool. The scale consists of 32 items in 5
dimensions. The dimensions of the scale are “cultural

” @ T

heritage (8 items)”, “environment (8 items)”, “inclusive-
ness (7 items)”, “efficiency (5 items)” and “architecture
and design (4 items)”. Values related to the reliability of

the scale are presented in P-Table 2.

Table 2. Reliability coefficients for the sub-dimensions and the entire
scale

Cronbach’s alpha

Sub-dimensions McDonald’s (w)
coefficient (oc)

Cultural Heritage 0.91 0.88
Environment 0.90 0.90
Inclusiveness 091 091
Productivity 0.85 0.88
Architecture and design 0.82 0.83

General 0.95 0.95

As presented in P>Table 2, the internal consistency coef-
ficients of the subscales of the scale and the overall scale
show high reliability. Specifically, Cronbach’s alpha (oc)
and McDonald’s omega (o) values are as follows: cul-
ture and heritage (c=0.91; ® = 0.88), environment (oc =
0.90; w = 0.90), inclusiveness (c= 0.91; w = 0.91), effi-
ciency (oc= 0.85; w = 0.88), and architecture and design
(oc = 0.82; w = 0.83). The total scale yielded « = 0.95
and o = 0.95. These results indicate that the scale and
its subscales exhibited strong internal consistency. The
scale used a five-point Likert-type format ranging from
“Strongly Disagree (1)” to “Strongly Agree (5)”, where
higher scores reflect higher levels of agreement.

2.4. Data Collection and Analysis

Data were collected between 01.02.2025 and 01.03.2025
via “Google Form”. Necessary permissions were ob-
tained for the implementation of data collection tools. A
personal information form developed by the researchers
was added to the data collection tool. Within the scope
of the research, 1640 of the 2186 personnel constituting
the study universe were reached via e-mail, Whatsapp
application and interview, and feedback was obtained
from 370 personnel.

The collected data were analyzed using the SPSS pack-
age program. The data were analyzed using pairwise
and multiple comparison techniques. Before the analy-
sis, the distribution properties of the data sets were tried
to be determined. It was investigated whether the data
showed normal distribution according to the variables

Universite Arastirmalari Dergisi / Journal of University Research 2025; 8(2) @
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to be compared. In order to determine the distribution
properties of the data set, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test
results and the Skewness and Kurtois values were ex-
amined, and it was seen that the data showed normal
distribution. Because according to Tabachnick and Fi-
dell (2020), the Skewness and Kurtois values being be-
tween +1.5 and -1.5 and the arithmetic mean, mode and
median values being close to each other indicate that the
data has a normal distribution. Since the distribution of
the data showed normal distribution according to our
dependent and independent variables, it was decided to
use parametric tests during the data analysis phase.

In the study, the sustainable school characteristics per-
ceived by the participants were determined according
to the variables of gender, marital status, professional
seniority, age, type of duty and the unit they work in,
and the relationships between the variables were tried
to be revealed. The averages of the variables of gender,
marital status, professional seniority, age, type of duty
and the unit they work in were determined. In testing
the differences between means, the independent sam-
ples t-test for paired groups in parametric distributions
and the One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) test
was used to compare multiple groups. When the differ-
ence was found to be significant as a result of the anal-
ysis, post hoc tests were performed to determine which
group or groups the difference originated from and
“Tukey Test” was performed in groups where varianc-
es were homogeneous and “Games -Howell Test” was
performed in groups where variances were not homo-
geneous. The value of p<. 05 was accepted for the sig-
nificance level of statistical tests. While interpreting
the arithmetic means related to the levels of perceived
sustainable school characteristics in our research, 1.00-
1.79 was evaluated as “I completely disagree”, 1.80-2.49
as “I disagree”, 2.50-3.19 as “I am undecided”, 3.20-3.99
as “I agree” and 4.00-5.00 was evaluated as “I complete-
ly agree”.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was applied to test
the validity and reliability of the scale used in the study.

Table 3. Sustainability levels of the university

From the model values obtained within the scope of
CFA, x 2 / sd = 1.90 was found and the model was found
to be statistically significant. This ratio is accepted as be-
ing between 1 and 3 (Kline, 2023). The fit indices for the
model CFI (.92), IFI (.92), TLI (.91), RMR (.035) and
RMSEA (.059) are within acceptable fit ranges (Tabach-
nick & Fidel, 2020). Therefore, the scale used in this
study is seen to be valid and reliable.

3. Findings
Information about the analyses conducted for the

sub-objectives of the research was given and the analysis
results were presented in the tables.

3.1. Findings Regarding the University’s
Sustainability Levels According
to Participants’ Perceptions

In order to determine the sustainability levels of the uni-
versity according to the perceptions of the participants,
the arithmetic mean, standard deviation, highest and
lowest values of the scores obtained from the “SPS” ap-
plied to the participants were calculated and the results
are presented in P-Table 3.

When P-Table 3 is examined, the sustainability features
of the university were found to be relatively high at the
“I agree” level in all dimensions according to the per-
ceptions of the participants. When evaluated in terms
of averages, it is seen that the highest average is in the
dimensions of efficiency (%=3.85) and inclusiveness
(x=3.70), while the lowest average is in the dimensions
of architecture and design (¥=3.22) and cultural heritage
(x=3.24). The relatively low perception in architectural
design may be attributed to compared to the other di-
mensions can be attributed to the different design of the
buildings on the university campus where the research
was conducted. The low level in the cultural heritage di-
mension can be explained by the fact that the university
is among the new generation universities.

Dimensions n Lowest Score
CCultural Hertage s 175
Environment 370 1.00
Inclusiveness 370 1.00
Productivity 370 1.00
Architecture and design 370 1.00
General 370 1.23

Highest Score X ss Level
R VYR s lagree |

5.00 3.39 80 lagree

5.00 3.70 4 | agree

5.00 3.85 73 lagree

5.00 322 91 | agree

4.85 348 59 lagree
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3.2. Findings Regarding Differences

Findings Regarding the Gender Variable

In the study, an independent samples t-test was applied
to determine whether there is a significant difference in
terms of gender regarding sustainable university char-
acteristics. The analysis results are presented inTable 4.

Looking at P>Table 4, there was no statistically signifi-
cant difference between the perceptions of female and
male participants in the dimensions of “cultural heri-

tage’,
“architecture and design” regarding sustainability (p>

” o«

inclusiveness”,

environment”, “ efficiency” and
.05). Although the average scores of female participants
were higher than male participants in the dimensions
of cultural heritage and inclusiveness, and the average
scores of male participants were higher than female
participants in the dimension of environment, these dif-
ferences were not statistically significant. Similarly, the
general sustainability perception scores did not differ
between female and male participants (t =.098, p =.92).

Findings Regarding Marital Status Variable

In the study, an independent samples t-test was applied
to examine whether the participants’ perceptions of sus-
tainable university features differed according to their
marital status. The analysis results are presented in
»Table 5.

The findings show that there are significant differenc-
es between married and single participants in some di-
mensions. In the inclusiveness dimension, married indi-
viduals (¥=3.78) were found to have significantly higher
scores than single individuals (x=3.49) (t=2.957, p <.05).
Similarly, in the efficiency (t = 2.116, p <.05) and archi-
tecture and design (t = 2.364, p <.05) dimensions, the
sustainability perceptions of married participants were
found to be statistically significantly higher than single
participants. In terms of general sustainability scores,
married individuals (x=3.53) had a significantly higher
perception than single individuals (x=3.34) (t = 2.704,
p <.05). On the other hand, the differences obtained in
the cultural heritage and environment dimensions were

These results reveal that the perceptions of the individ- not found to be statistically significant (p>.05). These re-

uals participating in the study regarding sustainable  sylts show that married individuals generally evaluate
university practices were homogeneously distributed sustainability practices more positively, and this may be

according to gender.

Table 4. Results of t-test analysis of sustainability characteristics of universities according to gender variable

| Dimensions =~ Category ) O X e, F o L 58 e P ) L
Cultural Heritage Wﬁzea” gg Sg 9.057 1.870 45 06
Environment Wﬁ;:n gi ;31411 .336 -1.437 75 .15
Inclusiveness Wﬁ;‘s” ;gg gg? 982 1.118 70 26
Productivity Wﬁ;j” ;‘g g:gg 7.876 -012 64 99
Architecture and Design Wﬁgg” ;gi ;;g 3978 -303 86 75
General Wﬁ;‘s” ;g i:ig 1252 098 55 92

p <.05

Table 5. Results of t-test analysis of sustainability characteristics of universities according to marital status variable

| Dimensions Category .. O K e, F o L S8 oo P ) L
Cultural Heritage '\g?r:gfed %8 2;8 1.101 809 50 42
Environment MS?r:gIeed %8 gg? 2.507 1.766 a7 .08
Inclusiveness '\gfr:gfed %8 iﬁzg 12.400 2.957 66 00 03
Productivity Msfr:gleed %8 232 421 2116 71 03 01
Architecture and Design Msfr:gfed %8 g:éi 2.350 2.364 89 02 01
General M;:g'lef %8 géi 1.037 2.704 56 00 02

p <.05
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related to their life experiences, levels of responsibility,
or institutional commitment.

Findings Regarding the Professional Seniority Variable
In the study, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
applied to determine whether the participants’ percep-
tions of sustainable university features differ significant-
ly according to their professional seniority. The analysis
results are presented in P>Table 6.

According to the findings, it is seen that some dimensions
differed significantly depending on the participants’ se-
niority. Especially in the inclusiveness dimension, a sta-
tistically significant difference was found between profes-
sional seniority and perception level (F = 3.044; p <.05).
According to the post-hoc comparisons, this difference
was found to be significant between individuals with 16-
20 years of seniority and individuals with 26 years of se-
niority and above. Similarly, a significant difference was
found between professional seniority groups in the archi-
tecture and design dimension (F = 2.858; p <.05), and this

difference was determined to be between individuals in
the 11-15 years of seniority group and individuals with
26 years of seniority and above. A significant difference
was also found between professional seniority groups in
terms of general sustainability perception (F = 2.275; p
<.05), and this difference was observed to occur especial-
ly between individuals with 16-20 years of seniority and
individuals with 26 years of seniority and above. There
was no statistically significant difference in terms of pro-
fessional seniority in terms of other dimensions, namely
cultural heritage, environment and productivity (p>.05).
These findings show that the perceptions of individuals
who have been working for many years regarding sus-
tainable university practices are more positive in some
dimensions and indicate an increasing awareness with
experience.

Findings Regarding Variable Age

In the study, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
was conducted to determine whether the participants’
perceptions of sustainable university features differed

Table 6. Sustainability characteristics of universities according to professional seniority variable, Anova test analysis results

Dimensions Category n

0-5 Years 76

6-10 Years 56

. 11-15 Years 96

Cultural Heritage 1620 Years 58
21-25 Years 42

26 and Above 42

0-5Years 76

6-10 Years 56

Environment 11-15 Years %
16-20 Years 58

21-25Years 42

26 and Above 42

0-5 Years 76

6-10 Years 56

Inclusiveness LES (I %
16-20 Years 58

21-25 Years 42

26 and Above 42

0-5Years 76

6-10 Years 56

- 11-15Years 96
Productivity 16-20 Years sg
21-25Years 42

26 and Above 42

0-5 Years 76

6-10 Years 56

' : 11-15 Years 96
Architecture and design 16-20 Years 5g
21-25Years 42

26 and Above 42

0-5Years 76

6-10 Years 56

General 11-15Years 96

16-20 Years 58

21-25Years 42

26 and Above 42

X ss F p n? Difference

322 06

3.42 06

3.20 05

317 05 2.110 .06 - -
3.17 07

3.28 06

3.36 10

3.33 13

3.38 08

334 10 999 41 - -
3.33 10

3.64 06

3.70 88

3.88 75

3.59 69

350 84 3.044 .01 .04 4-6
3.75 36

3.95 56

3.72 10

3.88 10

3.84 06

375 09 2.005 .07 - -
3.90 08

4.13 09

3.36 10

3.37 15

3.03 08

304 1 2.858 .01 .04 3-6
3.17 11

351 12

347 08

3.58 08

3.41 05

336 08 2.275 .04 .03 4-6
3.46 06

3.70 06

P<.05

@ Universite Arastirmalari Dergisi / Journal of University Research 2025; 8(2)
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according to the age variable. The analysis results are
presented in P-Table 7.

According to the analysis results, a statistically signifi-
cant difference was found between the age groups only
in the “architecture and design” dimension (F=2.298; p
<.05). As a result of the multiple comparisons, it is seen
that this difference was between the participants in the
41-45 age group and those in the 36-40 age group (p
<.05) and again between the participants in the 46-50
age group and those in the 36-40 age group (p <.05). No
significant difference was found between the age groups
in terms of the other dimensions of cultural heritage (p =
.09), environment (p = .61), inclusiveness (p = .69), effi-
ciency (p =.20) and general sustainability perception (p =
.48). These findings show that the perceptions of the par-
ticipants on sustainability are largely similar according
to age; however, there are perception differences between
certain age groups in the architecture and design dimen-
sion. These findings show that awareness of the physi-
cal environment may be more pronounced in certain age

groups. This finding may be attributed to cognitive and
social development processes that occur with age, as after
a certain age, individuals are generally more exposed to
educational content and social discourses covering envi-
ronmental issues, which may increase their awareness.

Findings Regarding the Task Type Variable
In the study, an independent samples t-test was applied
to determine whether the participants’ perceptions of
sustainable university features differed according to
their job type (academic or administrative staff). The
analysis results are presented in P>Table 8.

According to the findings, no statistically significant
difference was found in all dimensions according to the
task type variable (p> .05). Although the most striking
difference was observed in the environment (t =-1.817;
p =.07) and efficiency (t = -1.751; p = .08) dimensions,
these differences remained below the significance limit.
These findings reveal that the perceptions of academic
and administrative staff regarding sustainability issues

Table 7. The ANOVA test analysis on sustainability characteristics of universities according to age variable

Dimensions Category

20-30 Years Old
31-35 Years Old
36-40 Years Old
41-45 Years Old
46-50 Years Old
51 and Over

20-30 Years Old
31-35 Years Old
36-40 Years Old
41-45 Years Old
46-50 Years Old
51 and Over

20-30 Years Old
31-35 Years Old
36-40 Years Old
41-45 Years Old
46-50 Years Old
51 and Over

20-30 Years Old
31-35Years Old
36-40 Years Old

ld

ld

Cultural Heritage

Environment

Inclusiveness

Productivity 41-45 Years O

46-50 Years O
51 and Over

20-30 Years Old
31-35 Years Old
36-40 Years Old
41-45 Years Old
46-50 Years Old
51 and Over

20-30 Years Old
31-35 Years Old
36-40 Years Old
41-45 Years Old
46-50 Years Old
51 and Over

Architecture and design

General

X ss F p n? Difference

331 .08

3.32 .07

3.23 .06

310 04 1.870 .09 - -
3.30 .05

3.15 .06

3.47 .14

3.40 .10

3.30 .09

329 10 713 .61 - -
3.47 .06

3.46 .10

3.67 .14

3.79 .09

3.66 .08

361 07 .602 .69 - -
3.78 .05

3.71 12

3.75 13

4.02 .09

3.81 .08

37 08 1.465 20 - -
3.88 .06

3.96 .10

331 .16

3.25 .10

3.39 .10 4-3
301 08 2.298 .04 .03 53
3.02 .10

3.37 14

3.50 11

3.55 .06

3.48 .07

334 06 900 48 - -
3.49 .04

3.53 .09

P<.05
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are largely similar. In university environments where
sustainability practices are widespread at the institu-
tional level, the fact that the staff have similar values re-
gardless of the task type indicates that a common insti-
tutional culture has been formed. However, considering
that the perceptions of administrative staff are relative-
ly higher in the environment and efficiency dimensions,
the effect of task-based experience differences in these
areas can be investigated in more depth.

Findings Regarding the Unit Variable

In the study, an independent samples t-test was applied
to examine whether the participants’ perceptions of
sustainable university features differed according to the
unit they worked in (academic unit or administrative
unit). The analysis results are presented in P>Table 9.

According to the analysis results, statistically significant
differences were found in the dimensions of cultural
heritage (t = 2.109; p = .03), environment (t = -2.356; p
=.02) and efficiency (t = -2.836; p < .01) according to
the unit of duty. It is seen that the participants working
in academic units have higher sustainability perceptions
in the cultural heritage dimension, and the participants
working in administrative units have higher sustain-
ability perceptions in the environment and efficiency

dimensions. On the other hand, no significant differenc-
es were found in the dimensions of inclusiveness (p =
.35), architecture and design (p = .30) and general sus-
tainability (p = .18). These findings show that academic
and administrative unit employees may have different
perceptions in some sustainability areas. The fact that
administrative unit employees have higher perceptions,
especially in the areas of environment and efficiency,
may be related to the active role of these personnel in
direct implementation and process management. On
the other hand, the fact that academic units have higher
perceptions in cultural heritage may be related to the
roles these units undertake in the transfer and protec-
tion of cultural values.

4. Conclusion, Discussion and
Recommendations

In this study, the perceptions of academic and administra-
tive staff regarding the sustainability features of universi-
ties were examined in the context of various demograph-
ic variables. According to the findings, it is seen that the
perceptions of the participants regarding the sustainable
university were generally at the “I agree” level and rela-

Table 8. Results of t-test analysis of sustainability characteristics of universities according to task type variable

Dimensions

Category

Cultural Heritage Acgqemig i 216
Administrative Staff 94

Environment Acf’aQemic_ Staff 216
Administrative Staff 94

Inclusiveness Acgdemig taff A3
Administrative Staff 94

Productivity Acgdemi; Staff 216
Administrative Staff 94

: : Academic Staff 276
AT GBI Administrative Staff 94
General Acf‘aqemicl Staff 276
Administrative Staff 94

X F t ss p n?
;;g 179 424 gg 67 :
i:gg 3303 1817 ?i 07 -
;g 264 514 :;é 60 -
igé 3067 -L751 :;é 08 .
gi 006 076 gi 93 .
ig 481 694 2? 48 :

P<.05

Table 9. Results of t-test analysis of sustainability characteristics of universities according to the unit of duty variable

Dimensions Category n
. Academic Unit 332

il R Administrative Unit 38
Environment Academic Unit 332
Administrative Unit 38
Inclusiveness Academic Unit 332
Administrative Unit 38
. Academic Unit 332
Productivity Administrative Unit 38
) ) Academic Unit 332
AETTEEGHLIRE ZME sz Administrative Unit 38
General Academic Unit 332
Administrative Unit 38

X F t ss p n?
gé? 149 2.109 Z(lJ 03 01
ig? 4.020 -2.356 g% 02 01
gg? 1.665 -1.110 ;8 35 -
i?é .086 -2.836 ;i .00 .02
g;g 3.894 -1.039 ZS .30 -
o 1185 | 1332 e 8-

p <.05
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tively high. While no significant difference was found in
the sustainability dimensions according to the variables
of gender and type of duty, significant differences were
found in some dimensions in the variables of marital
status, professional seniority, age and the unit in which
they work. It was observed that married individuals had
higher perceptions in the dimensions of inclusiveness, ef-
ficiency and architecture-design; participants with more
professional seniority expressed higher opinions in areas
such as inclusiveness and architecture-design. In addi-
tion, participants working in administrative units made
more positive evaluations in the dimensions of environ-
ment and efficiency than academic unit employees. These
results show that the perception of sustainability differs
according to individual and institutional variables.

The research findings reveal that a general level of
awareness has been formed in the sustainability dimen-
sions of universities and that this awareness may vary
according to certain socio-demographic factors. The ab-
sence of significant differences according to gender and
type of duty suggests that sustainability principles are
adopted with an inclusive approach throughout the in-
stitution. On the other hand, the significance in variables
indicating the duration of the individual’s commitment
to the institution, such as marital status and seniority,
shows that the concept of sustainability is closely relat-
ed to an awareness and sense of belonging that devel-
ops over time. In particular, the fact that administrative
personnel have higher perceptions of environmental
and structural sustainability issues can be associated
with the direct participation of these personnel in the
implementation processes. This situation indicates that
sustainability studies are carried out effectively not only
at the strategic but also at the operational level. The
findings are consistent with the studies conducted on
the concept of sustainable university in the literature
and support the multidimensional structure of this field
(Lozano et al., 2015; Filho et al., 2019). The prominence
of age, seniority and unit differences, especially in more
abstract dimensions such as architecture-design and
cultural heritage, suggests that the way these concepts
are perceived is shaped by individual experiences.

Education should not only provide economic develop-
ment but also environmental and social sustainabil-
ity (UNESCO, 2017). Educational institutions are of
critical importance in terms of ensuring sustainability.
When the studies of universities on sustainability are
evaluated, it is seen that they generally focus on envi-
ronmental education (Berberoglu & Tosunoglu, 1995;
Ozsoy et al., 2011; Ozdemir, 2007; Sengiil, 2001; Teksoz
etal., 2010). As local reflections of the sustainable devel-
opment-oriented education approach, the master’s and

https://doi.org/10.32329/uad.1680020

doctorate programs offered by the Department of Social
Environmental Sciences established within the Ankara
University Institute of Social Sciences and the master’s
program offered by the Department of Environmental
Education established within the Dokuz Eyliil Univer-
sity Institute of Educational Sciences (Oztiirk, 2017) at
the higher education level. The fact that the sustainabil-
ity features of the university were relatively high in the
environmental dimension in this study can be evaluated
within this scope.

The research conducted by Giovanelli et al. (2021)
shows that there is a positive relationship between the
sustainability activities of universities and universi-
ty performance. The study conducted by Bulut (2021)
found that the university has a vision aimed at environ-
mental and cultural sustainability, and that training is
provided on the development of social responsibility
and ethical, financial and environmental sustainability
at the university. The study conducted by Amaral et al.
(2020) suggests that utilizing strategic programs and
actions related to sustainability will help optimize in-
vestments and increase the impact of progress towards
a sustainable university campus. The study conducted
by Yiiksel (2020) states that there are very few courses
related to sustainability in the curricula of universities
and that the number of courses should be increased.
The study conducted by Godemann et al. (2014) found
that universities are sensitive institutions that make sig-
nificant contributions to sustainable development. The
study conducted by Disterheft et al. (2013) concluded
that universities make significant efforts to disseminate
sustainability and implement concrete practices in sus-
tainable development. However, it has been determined
that although universities have made progress in sus-
tainability, there is no holistic application. Dagiliuté et
al., (2018) show that campus sustainability and environ-
mental information significantly affect students’ partici-
pation in sustainability.

The fact that this research aimed to determine the per-
ceptions of personnel working at a university located
in the Central Anatolian region of Turkey is among the
limitations of the research. Another limitation of this
research is that it was conducted using a quantitative
research method. Considering these limitations, the fol-
lowing suggestions can be made. Targeted sustainability
trainings should be organized for different personnel
profiles, and all dimensions such as environment, cul-
tural heritage, inclusiveness and efficiency should be ad-
dressed in a balanced manner in these trainings. Men-
torship systems that can benefit from the experiences
of senior personnel in particular should be established,
and the active participation of young employees in sus-
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tainability practices should be encouraged. The contri-
bution of administrative personnel to environmental
and structural processes should be taken into account,
and examples of good practice should be shared and
disseminated in administrative units. Cultural value-fo-
cused awareness activities and visual communication
tools should be used on university campuses to increase
awareness of dimensions such as cultural heritage and
architecture-design. It is recommended that future stud-
ies be supported by qualitative research methods. Thus,
the reasons underlying sustainability perceptions can be
understood more deeply. In addition, studies examining
students’ perceptions and attitudes towards sustainabil-
ity will also contribute to the evaluation of institutional
sustainability policies with a holistic perspective.
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