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ABSTRACT

Sustainability consciousness has gained importance in higher education as institutions seek to understand how students
translate sustainability knowledge into attitudes and behaviours. University students in sports sciences are expected to
contribute to sustainable development through their future professional and social roles as educators, coaches, managers, and
recreation specialists. Therefore, examining their sustainability consciousness is essential for understanding how sustainability
principles can be strengthened within higher education contexts. This study aimed to examine sustainability consciousness levels
among sports science students and to investigate differences across demographic and socio-economic variables. A quantitative
cross-sectional survey design was employed. The sample consisted of 598 undergraduate students from sports sciences faculties
across eight universities in Turkiye. Data were collected using a Personal Information Form and the Sustainability Consciousness
Questionnaire (SCQ). Statistical analyses included descriptive statistics, independent samples t-tests, and one-way ANOVA.
Sustainability consciousness did not differ significantly by gender, age, or income level. Small but significant differences were
observed by academic department, current residence, and weekly working hours, primarily in knowledge, attitude, and total
sustainability consciousness. Students in the Physical Education and Sports Teaching and Sports Management departments,
dormitory residents, and those working 18 hours or more per week generally reported higher scores. No significant differences were
found in sustainability-related behaviors. Overall, demographic characteristics had only a limited influence on sustainability
consciousness, while the discrepancy between knowledge/attitudes and behaviors suggests an attitude-behavior gap. These findings
underscore the need for sustainability education that translates awareness into sustainable behavior through practical learning
experiences.

Keywords: Sport sciences students, Sustainability consciousness, Sustainable consumption behavior, Sustainable development,
Sports.
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Surdurulebilirlik bilinci, yuksekogretimde 6grencilerin surdirilebilirlik bilgilerini tutum ve davranisa donistiirme sureglerini
anlamada giderek 6nem kazanmaktadir. Spor bilimleri 6grencileri, gelecekteki mesleki ve sosyal rollerinde egitimci, antrenor,
yonetici ve rekreasyon uzmani olarak strdtrlebilir kalkinmaya katki sunmalari beklenen bir gruptur. Bu nedenle, bu 6grencilerin
surdurdlebilirlik bilincinin incelenmesi, yiksekogretimde surdurtlebilirlik ilkelerinin gliglendirilmesi agisindan 6nemlidir. Bu
¢alismanin amaci, spor bilimleri 6grencilerinin stirdtrtlebilirlik bilinci diizeylerini incelemek ve bu dizeylerin demografik ve
sosyo-ekonomik degiskenlere goére farklilagip farklilasmadigini belirlemektir. Arastirmada nicel kesitsel tarama modeli
kullanilmistir. Orneklem, Tiirkiye’de sekiz tniversitenin spor bilimleri fakiiltelerinde 6grenim géren 598 lisans 6grencisinden
olugmaktadir. Veriler Kisisel Bilgi Formu ve Siirdiiriilebilirlik Bilinci Olgegi (SCQ) ile toplanmistir. Verilerin analizinde betimsel
istatistikler, bagimsiz 6rneklem t-testi ve tek yonli ANOVA kullanilmistir. Stirdiirtlebilirlik bilinci cinsiyet, yas ve gelir diizeyine gore
anlamli farkliik gostermemistir. Akademik bolim, mevcut ikamet yeri ve haftalik calisma saatlerine gore ise, agirlikli olarak bilgi,
tutum ve toplam surdirlebilirlik bilinci boyutlarinda kiigtik ancak anlamh farkhiliklar belirlenmistir. Beden Egitimi ve Spor
Ogretmenligi ile Spor Yéneticiligi bélimlerindeki 6grenciler, yurtta kalanlar ve haftada 18 saat veya daha fazla calisanlar genel olarak
daha yuksek puanlar almistir. Stirdtrulebilir davraniglarda ise anlamli bir farklilik bulunmamistir. Genel olarak, demografik 6zelliklerin
strdrulebilirlik bilinci tzerindeki etkisi sinirli kalmis, bilgi ve tutumlardaki farkhliklarin davraniglara tutarl bigimde yansimamasi ise
bir tutum-davranis agigina isaret etmistir. Bu bulgular, strdurtlebilirlik egitiminin yalnizca farkindaligi artirmaya degil, ayni zamanda
uygulamali 6grenme deneyimleri yoluyla strdurilebilir davranislarin gelistirilmesine de odaklanmasi gerektigini gostermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Spor bilimleri 6grencileri, Strdurdlebilirlik bilinci, Stirdirilebilir tiketim davranisi, Strdurdlebilir kalkinma,
Spor.
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Introduction

Global climate crises, biodiversity loss, zoonotic
diseases, and the rapid depletion of natural resources are
among the major challenges affecting humanity today.
These problems increasingly threaten not only
ecosystems but also public health, social welfare, and
economic stability. In this context, sustainable
development has emerged as a multidimensional concept
integrating environmental, social, and economic concerns
(Kaman & Bozkurt, 2025). Sustainability refers to
maintaining the continuity of systems while preserving
their essential structures, whereas sustainable
development emphasizes meeting present needs without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet
theirs (Glindogan & Demir, 2024; Kaya & Ek, 2021).

Sustainability is commonly addressed through three
interconnected dimensions: environmental, social, and
economic. The environmental dimension focuses on
ecosystem protection and responsible resource use, the
social dimension emphasizes equality, justice, and social
welfare, and the economic dimension concerns the
balanced and efficient use of resources (Altin & Kirgova,
2024). According to Tiltay et al. (2021), long-term
sustainability depends on maintaining balance among
these dimensions.

Achieving a sustainable future requires more than
access to information; individuals must internalize
sustainability-related knowledge and translate it into
attitudes and behaviors. In this context, sustainability
consciousness refers to awareness of environmental,
social, and economic responsibilities and the ability to
make responsible decisions that support sustainable living
(Mohamed et al., 2024). Sustainability consciousness is
generally examined through three interconnected
dimensions: knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors. While
knowledge reflects understanding of sustainability-
related issues, attitudes indicate support for sustainable
practices, and behaviors represent the practical
implementation of sustainable choices in daily life.
However, individuals may possess sufficient knowledge
yet fail to reflect this awareness in their actions, making it
important to examine these dimensions together.

A prominent theoretical framework for sustainability-
related decision-making is the Knowledge Attitude
Behavior (KAB) model. According to this framework,
sustainability knowledge contributes to the development
of positive attitudes, which in turn facilitate sustainable
behaviors. However, empirical studies consistently
demonstrate that increased knowledge and favorable
attitudes do not always result in corresponding behavioral
changes. This phenomenon, commonly referred to as the
attitude-behavior gap, suggests that individuals may
support sustainability principles at the cognitive and
affective levels while failing to translate them into daily
practice due to contextual, motivational, social, or
structural barriers (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002; Bamberg
& Méoser, 2007). Therefore, examining sustainability
consciousness through its knowledge, attitude, and
behavior dimensions simultaneously provides a more
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comprehensive understanding of sustainable decision-
making processes among university students.

Education plays a key role in developing sustainability
consciousness. UNESCO defines sustainability education
as a process that enables individuals to make decisions
considering ecological integrity, economic welfare, and
social equality for present and future generations (Gulzar
et al, 2023). Educational institutions, therefore,
contribute to the development of sustainable behaviors
by promoting awareness and encouraging responsible
decision-making (Sagib & Zhang, 2020; Saleem et al.,
2023).

Within higher education, universities are important
settings for promoting sustainability consciousness
because they shape students’ values and future
professional practices. In particular, students in sport
science faculties are expected to contribute to
sustainability through their future roles in health
promotion, physical activity, and community well-being.
Issues such as sustainable nutrition, responsible
consumption, and healthy living practices are increasingly
relevant in sport sciences education.

The relevance of sustainability within sports science
has increased considerably in recent years. Sporting
events, training facilities, transportation, equipment
consumption, and waste generation contribute directly to
environmental impacts. At the same time, athletes,
coaches, and physical education teachers are recognized
as influential role models capable of shaping public
attitudes and behaviors toward sustainability.
Consequently, sport sciences students represent an
important target group for sustainability education
because they are likely to influence future generations
through educational, managerial, and community-based
sport settings.

Although research on sustainability consciousness has
increased, most studies focus on general university
populations and often emphasize awareness or attitudes
while paying less attention to behavioral outcomes.
Moreover, limited research has examined sustainability
consciousness among sport sciences students, particularly
in relation to nutrition and consumption habits.This
indicates a clear gap in the literature regarding the
sustainability consciousness of students who will become
future professionals in the field of sport.

Therefore, this study aims to examine sustainability
consciousness among sport sciences students through its
knowledge, attitude, and behavior dimensions and to
investigate differences according to socio-demographic
variables. By focusing specifically on sport sciences
students, the present study helps address the limited
evidence on sustainability consciousness within this
population by providing a comprehensive assessment of
its knowledge, attitude, and behavior dimensions.
Additionally, the study seeks to reveal the potential
attitude behavior gap in sustainability-related practices
among sport sciences students.
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Hypotheses

Based on the theoretical framework of sustainability
consciousness and previous literature indicating that
demographic and socio-economic variables may influence
individuals’ sustainability-related knowledge, attitudes,
and behaviors, the following hypotheses were
formulated:

The study tested whether sustainability consciousness
(knowledge, attitude, behavior, and total score) differs
according to several demographic and socio-economic
variables. Accordingly, H1 proposes differences based on
gender, H2 based on age groups, H3 based on field of
study, H4 based on income level, H5 based on current
residence (dormitory, student house, family home), and
H6 based on weekly working hours, all assuming
statistically significant differences in sustainability
consciousness across these groups.

Materials and Methods

Research Model

This study was designed using a quantitative research
approach. It employed a cross-sectional survey model to
examine university students’ sustainability consciousness
and its variation across selected demographic and socio-
economic variables. The survey model is widely used in
social sciences to describe existing conditions and to
identify  relationships among variables without
manipulating them (Fraenkel et al., 2012). The dependent
variable of the study is sustainability consciousness,
conceptualized as knowledge, attitude, and behavior,
based on the framework of Michalos et al. (2012).
Sustainability consciousness was measured using the
Sustainability Consciousness Questionnaire (SCQ), which
has been validated across different cultural contexts
(Yuksel & Yildiz, 2019).

The independent variables include gender, age, field of
study, income level, current residence, and weekly
working hours. These variables were selected considering
their potential influence on sustainability-related
awareness and behaviors (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2002;
Wals, 2011).

The study aims to examine whether sustainability
consciousness differs according to these demographic and
socio-economic variables. Accordingly, the research
adopts a relational screening model suitable for
identifying group-based differences and associations
among variables in large samples (Karasar, 2016).

Determination of Sample Size

The sample size of the study was determined using
G*Power 3.1.9.7 software (Faul et al., 2009).

An a priori power analysis was conducted using
G*Power version 3.1.9.7 (Faul et al., 2009). Given that the
study included one-way ANOVA comparisons with up to

five groups, the analysis was based on the most complex
design (F tests: ANOVA: Fixed effects, omnibus, one-way).
Assuming a medium effect size (f = 0.25), a significance level
of a = .05, a statistical power of .95, and five groups, the
minimum required sample size was calculated as 305
participants. Since the present study included 598
participants, the sample size was considered sufficient to
detect medium-sized effects and to ensure adequate
statistical power for the planned analyses. Since multiple
independent t-tests and one-way ANOVAs were
performed, the potential for an increased Type | error rate
was considered. However, each analysis addressed a
distinct research question and different independent
grouping variables (e.g., gender, age, department, income
level, weekly working hours, and place of residence).
Therefore, no familywise error correction was applied, and
statistical significance was evaluated at a = .05 for each
predefined analysis.

Participants

The study sample consisted of 598 university students
enrolled in the departments of sports sciences (Physical
Education and Sports Teaching, Coaching Education, Sports
Management, and Recreation) at eight universities in
Tirkiye. Participants were selected through convenience
sampling, ensuring diversity in educational and socio-
demographic backgrounds.

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

Participants were included in the study if they were
currently enrolled as undergraduate students in a faculty of
sports sciences at one of the participating universities, were
between 18 and 30 years of age, voluntarily agreed to
participate in the study, and completed all items in the data
collection instruments. Participants were excluded if they
provided incomplete or missing responses, submitted
inconsistent or invalid answers (such as marking the same
option for all items), or failed to meet the specified age or
enrollment criteria.

Data Collection Tools

Personal Information Form

A personal information form comprising six variables
was prepared to collect demographic and professional
data from participants. These variables include gender,
age, field of study, income level, current residence, and
weekly work hours.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics: frequency and percentage values

Variable Group N %
Gender Female 262 43.8
Male 336 56.2
18-21 363 60.7
Age (Year) 22-25 143 23.9
26 and above 92 15.4
Physical Education and Sports Teaching 117 19.6
. Coaching Training 172 28.8
e Sy Sports Management 168 28.1
Recreation 141 23.6
0-4999 156 26.1
Income Level 5000-7999 108 18.1
u 8000-10.999 104 17.4
11.000-13.999 92 154
14.000 and over 138 23.1
Current Dormitory 153 25.6
Residence Student Home 213 35.6
Homestay 232 38.8
Weekly Work 1-8 236 39.5
(Hours) 9-17 199 geis
18 and over 163 27.3

Table 1 summarizes the participants’ demographic
characteristics. The sample mainly consisted of male
students aged 18-21, with balanced departmental
representation and varied socio-economic backgrounds.
Most participants reported limited part-time employment
(Table 1).

The Sustainability Consciousness Questionnaire
(scQ)

The Sustainability Consciousness Questionnaire (SCQ)
was originally developed by Michalos et al. (2012) and
subsequently adapted into Turkish by Yiksel and Yildiz
(2019). The questionnaire consists of 50 items, including
statements such as “Reducing water consumption is
necessary for sustainable development,” and is structured
around three subdimensions: Knowledge, Attitude, and
Behavior. The Knowledge subdimension assesses
individuals’ knowledge and awareness of sustainability.
The Attitude subdimension assesses individuals’ attitudes
toward environmental issues and their value orientations
related to sustainability. The Behavior subdimension
assesses participants' self-reported sustainable behaviors
and behavioral tendencies in everyday life. Rather than
measuring objectively observed or actual behavior, this
dimension reflects participants' own reports of the extent
to which they engage in sustainability-related practices.

The SCQ uses a five-point Likert-type scale, with
response options ranging from “1 = Strongly Disagree” to
“5 = Strongly Agree.” The questionnaire does not include
any reverse-coded items. Scoring is based on either the
total score or the mean score derived from participants’
responses. Reliability analysis revealed a Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient of 0.860 for the overall scale (Yiiksel & Yildiz,
2019).
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Table 2. The Sustainability Consciousness Questionnaire
(SCQ) reliability analysis

ltems Cronbach's McDonald's w
o
Knowledge .788 .940
Attitude .822 925
Behavior .841 .969
Sustainable 881 900

Consciousness Total

Table 2 presents the internal consistency coefficients
of the Sustainability Consciousness Questionnaire (SCQ).
The Cronbach's a values ranged from .788 to .881 across
the subscales and the total scale, indicating acceptable to
good internal consistency. McDonald's w coefficients
ranged from .900 to .969, demonstrating excellent
reliability for all dimensions of the instrument. Overall,
these findings suggest that the SCQ provides reliable
measurements of sustainability consciousness among the
participants in the present study.

Analysis of Data

The study's data were analyzed using IBM SPSS
Statistics 26.0. Prior to the main analyses, data were
screened for missing values, outliers, and violations of
normality assumptions. The distribution's normality was
evaluated using both the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and
skewness-kurtosis coefficients. Skewness and kurtosis
values within £1.5 were considered indicative of a normal
distribution (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). The results
demonstrated that all variables met the normality
assumption; therefore, parametric statistical techniques
were employed.

The normality results of the scores obtained in this
study are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3. Skewness and Kurtosis Test significance level results of the participants' scale score

Scale Sub-Dimension Skewness Kurtosis
Knowledge -773 .884
Sustainable Attitude -.673 .800
Consciousness Behavior -.014 851
Sustainable Consciousness Total -.589 1.174

Table 3 presents the skewness and kurtosis values
used to evaluate the normality of the distributions for the
scale and its sub-dimensions. All values fell within the
acceptable range of 1.5, indicating that the assumption
of normality was met. The Sustainable Consciousness
scale and its sub-dimensions exhibited slight negative
skewness, suggesting a tendency toward higher scores;
however, all distributions were close to normal.

Accordingly, parametric analyses were deemed
appropriate. Descriptive statistics (mean, standard
deviation, minimum, and maximum) were calculated to

summarize the data. Group differences between two
categories were examined using independent-samples t-
tests, while one-way ANOVA was employed for
comparisons involving more than two groups. When
ANOVA results were significant, Tukey post hoc tests were
conducted to identify specific group differences. The level
of statistical significance was set at p < .05 (Field, 2018).

Result

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics results of the participants' scale scores

Scale Sub-Dimension N Min. Max. M SD
Knowledge 598 19.00 95.00 71.84 16.23
Sustainable Attitude 598 14.00 70.00 52.48 11.84
Consciousness Behavior 598 17.00 85.00 58.71 13.08
S“Sta'”ab'engl‘sc'O”S“ess 598 50.00 250.00  183.03 37.33

Table 4 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the
scale and its sub-dimensions. Overall, the mean scores
indicate that participants demonstrated relatively high

All sub-dimensions showed broad score ranges with
moderate standard deviations, reflecting sufficient
variability within the sample. The total scale mean further

levels of sustainable consciousness. suggests a generally high level of sustainable
consciousness among participants.
Table 5. Comparison of data obtained from scales according to the gender variable
Scale Sub-Dimension Gender N MSD t p
Female 262 71.07+17.77 -1.025 306
Knowledge Male 336 72.44+14.92
Female 262 51.69+13.12 1.437 151
Attitude ' '
Male 336 53.10+10.71
Female 262 58.08+£14.28 1.047 205
Behavior ' ’
Male 336 59.21+12.06
. . Female 262 180.84+41.63
Sustainable Consciousness Total Male 336 184 74433 55 -1.269 .205

Table 5 shows no statistically significant gender
differences in Knowledge, Attitude, Behavior, or total
Sustainability Consciousness scores (p>.05).

Although male participants reported slightly higher
mean scores, these differences were not statistically
significant (Table 5).

Table 6. Comparison of data obtained from scales based on the age variable

Scale Sub-Dimension Age N MxSD F p
18-21 363 71.87+£15.95
Knowledge 22-25 143 70.13+18.18 1.924 147
26 and above 92 74.38+£13.76
18-21 363 52.39+£11.99
Attitude 22-25 143 51.331£12.04 2.229 .109
26 and above 92 54.64+10.72
18-21 363 58.19+13.21
Behavior 22-25 143 58.85+12.83 1.200 .302
26 and above 92 60.54+12.92
Sustainable Consciousness i Ex) 1025 e
Total 22-25 143 180.31+38.79 1.838 .160
26 and above 92 189.57+34.09
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Table 6 shows the comparison of Sustainable
Consciousness scores across age groups. One-way ANOVA
results revealed no statistically significant differences
among age groups for Knowledge (F = 1.924, p = .147),
Attitude (F = 2.229, p = .109), Behavior (F = 1.200, p =
.302),

and total scores (F = 1.838, p = .160). Although
participants aged 26 years and above tended to have
slightly higher mean scores, these differences did not
reach statistical significance.

Table 7. Comparison of data obtained from scales according to the department of study variable

Scale Sub- 2
et Department N MxzSD F p Tukey n
P ponts Teachingt 117 742941350
Knowledge Coaching Training2 172 68.19+18.34 ST (205° ézg 0
Sports Management3 168 73.03+16.44
Recreation4 141 72.84+14.67
Phé;'gf‘t'sETde“aCCa;i'ﬁg i‘”d 117 53.23+9.75
Attitude Coaching Training2 172 50.15:14.16 SHlE (02" 2 AU
Sports Management3 168 53.61+11.31
Recreation4 141 53.36+10.59
Physical Educat!on and 117 60.57+11.81
Sports Teaching 1 1570 196
Behavior Coaching Training2 172 57.49+14.84 ’ ’ - -
Sports Management3 168 58.06+£12.72
Recreation4 141 59.43+12.09
Physical Education and
Sustainable Sports Teaching 1 117 188.09+31.35 s
Consciousness Coaching Training2 172 175.83+43.96 3.230 .022* .016
Total Sports Management3 168 184.70+£35.68
Recreation4 141 185.63+£33.95
*p<0.05

Table 7 presents the comparison of sustainability
consciousness scores according to department of study.
Significant differences were found in the Knowledge (F =
4.347, p =.005, n? =.021), Attitude (F=3.194, p =.023, n?
=.016), and Total Sustainability Consciousness (F = 3.230,
p =.022, n? =.016) scores, with small effect sizes. Tukey
post hoc analyses indicated that students in the Physical
Education and Sports Teaching and Sports Management

departments scored significantly higher than those in
Coaching Training on the Knowledge dimension, students

in Sports Management scored higher than those in
Coaching Training on the Attitude dimension, and
students in Physical Education and Sports Teaching scored
higher than those in Coaching Training on the total
sustainability consciousness score. No significant
departmental difference was observed for the Behavior
dimension (F=1.570, p =.196)

Table 8. Comparison of data obtained from scales based on income level variable

Income

Scale Sub-Dimension Levels N MzSD F p
0-4999 156 731921522
5000-7999 108 69.01216.48
M 8000-10.999 104 71.68216.74 818 514
11.000-13.999 92 72.96218.15
L0 Eli 138 71.20£15.43
over
0-4999 156 53.06:11.83
5000-7999 108 51.39212.52
Atitude 8000-10.999 104 52.50211.93 420 794
11.000-13.999 92 52.74+12.85
LU0 e 138 52.27+10.56
over
0-4999 156 58.14214.23
5000-7999 108 58.64213.53
Sehavior 8000-10.999 104 59.51212.94 199 939
11.000-13.999 92 59.1212.90
LU0 Ene 138 58.54+11.66
over
0-4999 156 184.60237.67
5000-7999 108 179.04239.64
Sustainable 8000-10.999 104 183.69238.05 10 -
Consciousness Total 11.000-13.999 92 184.82+39.88 ’ ’
LA 2 138 182.00432.85
over
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Table 8. There are no statistically significant
differences in Knowledge, Attitude, Behavior, or total
Sustainability Consciousness scores across income levels
(p>.05). These findings suggest that income level was not
associated with sustainability consciousness among
participants (Table 8).

Table 9. Comparison of data obtained from scales based on the location variable

Scale Sub- . 2
e Current Residence N M+SD F p Tukey n
Knowledge Dormitory* 153 74.06+14.08 4.417 012+
Student Home? 213 69.30£17.69 ’ ’ 1>2 .015
Homestay 2 232 72.71%£15.92
Attitude Dormitory?* 153 53.53+10.37
Student Home? 213 51.08:13.49 2412 AL : -
Homestay 3 232 53.08+11.03
Behavior Dormitory?* 153 60.67+12.28
Student Home? 213 58.33x14.27 2432 089 : .
Homestay 3 232 57.76+12.35
Sustainable Dormitory?* 153 188.26+33.45
Consciousness Student Home? 213 178.71+41.92 2.972 .049* 1>2 .010
Total Homestay 3 232  183.55+34.87
*p<0.05

Table 9 presents the comparison of sustainability
consciousness scores according to current residence.
Significant differences were found for Knowledge (F =
4.417, p = .012, n? = .015) and Total Sustainability
Consciousness (F = 2.972, p = .049, n? = .010), both with
small effect sizes.

Tukey post hoc analysis showed that students living in
dormitories scored significantly higher than those living in
student homes on both the Knowledge dimension and the
total sustainability consciousness score. No significant
differences were observed for the Attitude (F = 2.412, p =
.091) or Behavior (F = 2.432, p =.089) dimensions.

Table 10. Comparison of data obtained from scales based on weekly working hours

Scale Sub-

Dimension Weekly Work N M+SD F p Tukey n
Knowledge 1-82 236 68.94+17.85
9-17° 199 72081676 505 004 a<b L
18 and over® 163 74.12+13.96
Attitude 1-82 236 50.79+13.62
9-175 199 52811164 %6 036" . 011
18 and over® 163 53.68£10.13
Behavior 1-82 236 57.96+14.24
9-17° 109 58.15¢1295 192 e - -
18 and over® 163 59.73%12.10
Sustainable 1-82 236 177.69142.26
Consciousness 9-17° 199 183.04+£37.00 3.788 .023* a<b .013
Total 18 and over® 163  187.53+32.34
*p<0.05

Table 10 presents the comparison of sustainability
consciousness scores according to weekly working hours.
Significant differences were found for Knowledge (F =
5.605, p =.004, n? =.018), Attitude (F = 3.336, p =.036, n?
=.011), and Total Sustainability Consciousness (F = 3.788,
p =.023, n% =.013), all with small effect sizes. Tukey post

Discussion

This study examined sustainability consciousness
among sport sciences students across the dimensions of
knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors, and analyzed
differences by demographic variables. Specifically, the
effects of gender, age, academic department, income

hoc analysis indicated that students working 18 hours or
more per week scored significantly higher than those
working 1-8 hours per week on the Knowledge, Attitude,
and Total Sustainability Consciousness scores. No
significant difference was found for the Behavior
dimension (F=1.192, p =.304).

level, weekly working hours, and place of residence were
investigated.

Sustainability consciousness among sport sciences
students across the dimensions of knowledge, attitudes,
and behaviors, and evaluated whether these dimensions
differed according to several demographic characteristics.
Overall, the findings suggest that sustainability
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consciousness is relatively stable across most
demographic variables, while academic department,
current residence, and weekly working hours were
associated with small but statistically significant
differences in selected dimensions.

No significant gender differences were found in
sustainability knowledge, attitudes, behaviors, or total
sustainability consciousness. This finding suggests that
sustainability consciousness develops in a similar manner
among female and male sport sciences students. A
possible explanation is that students experience
comparable educational environments and are exposed
to similar sustainability-related content throughout their
university education. Although previous studies have
frequently reported higher sustainability consciousness
among women, with female students demonstrating
greater sustainability awareness and behaviors (Olsson &
Gerick, 2017; Setiawan et al.,, 2023), the absence of
gender differences in the present study may indicate that
sustainability is increasingly perceived as a shared social
responsibility rather than a gender-specific issue within
the university context.

Similarly, no significant differences were observed
across age groups in any dimension of sustainability
consciousness. Although students aged 26 years and older
obtained slightly higher mean scores, these differences
were not statistically significant. This finding suggests that
sustainability consciousness remains relatively consistent
across age groups within the sport sciences student
population and that age alone is unlikely to be a
determining factor in the development of sustainability-
related knowledge, attitudes, or behaviors.

Academic department emerged as one of the variables
associated with sustainability consciousness. Students
enrolled in the Physical Education and Sports Teaching
and Sports Management departments reported higher
sustainability knowledge, attitudes, and overall
sustainability consciousness than students in the Coaching
Training  department, whereas no  significant
departmental differences were observed in the behavioral
dimension. One possible explanation is that the curricula
of Physical Education and Sports Teaching and Sports
Management may provide greater exposure to concepts
such as environmental responsibility, sustainable
development, educational practices, and social
responsibility, whereas Coaching Training programs tend
to focus more heavily on technical and performance-
oriented competencies. These differences in educational
experiences may therefore contribute to variation in
sustainability consciousness across departments.

Nevertheless, the observed effect sizes were small
(Knowledge: n? = .021; Attitude: n? = .016; Total
sustainability consciousness: n? = .016), indicating that
academic department explained only approximately

1.6%—-2.1% of the variance in sustainability consciousness.
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According to Cohen's (1988) guidelines, these represent
small effects, suggesting that although departmental
differences are statistically detectable, their practical
importance is limited. It is therefore likely that other
factors, including personal values, previous
environmental education, institutional sustainability
initiatives, extracurricular experiences, and individual
motivation, contribute more substantially to the
development of sustainability consciousness.
Furthermore, the absence of significant differences in
sustainable behaviors indicates that differences in
knowledge and attitudes across departments are not
necessarily reflected in everyday behavioral practices,
supporting the well-established attitude—behavior gap
reported in sustainability research.

Income level was not associated with sustainability
consciousness in any of the sub-dimensions or the total
score. Although minor differences in mean scores were
observed, these variations were not statistically
meaningful, and the corresponding effect sizes were
small, indicating that income explained only a negligible
proportion of the variance. While previous studies have
suggested that individuals with higher socioeconomic
status often demonstrate greater sustainability
awareness (Awan et al., 2013), the lack of significant
differences in the present study may be related to the
relatively homogeneous socioeconomic characteristics of
the sample. These findings imply that, within the
university setting, shared educational experiences may
play a more influential role than socioeconomic
background in shaping sustainability consciousness.

Current place of residence was associated with
sustainability knowledge and overall sustainability
consciousness, with students living in dormitories
reporting higher scores than those living in shared student
homes. Dormitory environments may provide greater
opportunities for exposure to institutional sustainability
initiatives, common environmental practices, and
awareness campaigns, all of which may contribute to
increased sustainability knowledge. This interpretation is
consistent with Petersen et al. (2007), who suggested that
collective living environments can encourage more
sustainable resource use through shared feedback
mechanisms and social influence.

However, these differences should be interpreted
cautiously because the observed effect sizes were small
(Knowledge: n? = .015; Total sustainability consciousness:
n? =.010), indicating that current residence accounted for
only about 1.0%-1.5% of the variance in sustainability
consciousness. Moreover, no significant differences were
found in the attitude or behavior dimensions, suggesting
that residential context appears to influence students'
sustainability knowledge more than their underlying
attitudes or everyday sustainable practices.



Birol et al. / Sivas Cumhuriyet University Journal of Sport Sciences, 7(2): 131-141, 2026

Weekly working hours also showed significant
associations with sustainability consciousness. Students
working 18 hours or more per week demonstrated higher
sustainability = knowledge, attitudes, and overall
sustainability consciousness than those working only 1-8
hours per week. Greater participation in working life may
expose students to a wider range of social, organizational,
and environmental experiences, thereby increasing their
awareness of sustainability-related issues. Although
Ndssén and Larsson (2015) argued that reduced working
hours may contribute to lower environmental impacts by
promoting less carbon-intensive lifestyles, the present
findings suggest that, among university students, greater
engagement with the workplace may also enhance
sustainability awareness through increased real-world
experiences and social interaction.

Despite these statistically significant differences, the
effect sizes remained small (Knowledge: n? = .018;
Attitude: n? = .011; Total sustainability consciousness: n?
= .013), indicating that weekly working hours explained
only approximately 1.1%—1.8% of the variance. Therefore,
working hours appear to have only a modest practical
influence on sustainability consciousness. Furthermore,
no significant differences were observed in the behavioral
dimension, suggesting that greater sustainability
knowledge and more positive attitudes among students
working longer hours do not necessarily translate into
more sustainable daily behaviors.

One of the most important findings of the present
study is the consistent discrepancy between
sustainability-related knowledge and attitudes and the
behavioral dimension of sustainability consciousness.
Across several demographic variables, statistically
significant differences were observed primarily in
knowledge and attitudes, whereas sustainable behaviors
remained largely unchanged. Although participants
generally demonstrated relatively high levels of
sustainability knowledge and positive attitudes, these
strengths were not fully reflected in their self-reported
sustainable behaviors. This finding supports the widely
documented attitude—behavior gap in sustainability
research. However, this interpretation should be
considered in light of the fact that behavioral outcomes
were assessed through self-reported tendencies rather
than objectively observed behaviors.

Within the context of sport sciences, this discrepancy
may also reflect characteristics of sport-related education
and culture. Although students may acquire sustainability
knowledge through formal coursework, opportunities to
translate this knowledge into everyday sport-related
practices may remain limited. For example, training
routines, sporting events, and facility use often prioritize
performance, convenience, and resource availability over
environmental considerations. In addition, sport
participation may involve consumption patterns such as
frequent purchases of sports equipment, apparel, bottled
beverages, and travel for competitions, all of which may

conflict with sustainable behavioral intentions. These
contextual characteristics may reduce students' ability to
consistently align their behaviors with their sustainability
attitudes despite possessing adequate knowledge and
positive perceptions.

The findings therefore suggest that increasing
sustainability knowledge alone may not be sufficient to
promote behavioral change. Accordingly, sustainability
education in sport sciences may benefit from
incorporating more practice-oriented experiences, such
as sustainable sport event management, environmentally
responsible facility operations, equipment reuse
initiatives, and experiential learning activities that enable
students to apply sustainability principles within authentic
sport settings. Such approaches may help narrow the gap
between sustainability attitudes and actual behaviors.
Educational programs should complement knowledge-
based instruction with practical learning opportunities,
institutional support, and behavior-oriented interventions
that facilitate the translation of sustainability awareness
into everyday practice.

Conclusion

This study examined sustainability consciousness
among sport sciences students in terms of knowledge,
attitudes, and behaviors and investigated whether these
dimensions differed according to selected demographic
variables. The findings indicate that sustainability
consciousness was generally similar across gender, age,
and income groups, whereas academic department,
current residence, and weekly working hours were
associated with statistically significant but practically
small differences in knowledge, attitudes, and overall
sustainability consciousness.

A key finding of the study is that significant differences
were observed primarily in the knowledge and attitude
dimensions, while sustainability-related behaviors
remained largely unchanged across demographic groups.
This suggests that although sport sciences students
possess relatively high levels of sustainability awareness,
this awareness does not consistently translate into
sustainable everyday practices. In the context of sport
sciences, this attitude-behavior gap may reflect the
influence of sport-related consumption patterns,
performance-oriented priorities, and limited
opportunities to translate sustainability knowledge into
practical experiences within educational settings. These
findings suggest that awareness alone is insufficient to
promote sustainable behaviors unless it is reinforced
through experiential learning and institutional support.
Accordingly, strengthening sustainability education
should involve not only increasing knowledge and
awareness but also creating learning environments and
practical experiences that encourage behavioral change.

Overall, the findings contribute to the limited literature on
sustainability consciousness among sport sciences
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students and highlight the importance of integrating
sustainability more systematically into sport sciences
curricula. In particular, embedding sustainability into
practical sport courses, campus sport activities, and
environmentally responsible sport management practices
may help reduce the gap between what students know
and value and how they behave in everyday life. Future
research should employ longitudinal and mixed-method
designs, include students from different educational and
cultural contexts, and explore additional psychological,
educational, and institutional factors that may facilitate
the translation of sustainability knowledge and attitudes
into sustainable behaviors.

Limitations

The primary limitation of this study is that the sample
consisted solely of students enrolled in a faculty of sports
sciences. This restricts the generalizability of the findings
to broader socio-cultural groups across Turkiye.

Data were collected wusing a sustainability
consciousness scale. As the study relied on self-report
measures, participants may have responded to items on
sustainability consciousness in ways that did not fully
reflect their self-reported sustainable behavior or beliefs.
In particular, responses influenced by social desirability
may have led to discrepancies between participants’ true
perceptions and their reported responses.

Within the personal information form, demographic
variables such as gender, age, department of study,
income level, current residence, and weekly working
hours were examined. However, other potentially
influential factors, such as educational background prior
to university, licensed athlete status, and type of living
environment (metropolitan, urban, or rural), were not
included in the analysis. These variables may also play a

Recommendations

Future studies should expand sustainability
consciousness research through qualitative or mixed-
methods approaches to understand better the
motivations underlying sustainable behaviors and should
include participants from diverse academic disciplines,
age groups, and socio-economic backgrounds to improve
generalizability.  Longitudinal  studies are also
recommended to examine whether sustainability
consciousness results in lasting behavioral change over
time. From a practical perspective, sustainability-focused
campaigns in professional sports clubs, with athletes as
role models, may increase public awareness and
encourage sustainability-conscious behaviors.
Universities may further support sustainable practices by
organizing seminars and workshops, integrating
sustainability into daily campus operations (e.g., waste
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significant role in shaping sustainability consciousness and
should be considered in future research.

The cross-sectional design of the study, with data
collected at a single point in time, limits the ability to
examine how sustainability consciousness evolves over
the long term. This design also restricts the assessment of
the lasting effects of academic discipline and demographic
characteristics on sustainability consciousness.

An additional limitation is that the study did not examine
psychological variables that may influence sustainability

consciousness, such as environmental concern,
sustainability  self-efficacy, personal norms, or
environmental identity. These factors have been

identified as important predictors of sustainable behavior
and may help explain why knowledge and attitudes do not
always translate into action. Future research should
incorporate such psychological constructs into more
comprehensive explanatory models

Furthermore, the behavioral dimension of the SCQ is
based on participants' self-reported sustainable behaviors
rather than objectively verified behaviors. Therefore, the
observed attitude-behavior gap should be interpreted as
reflecting differences between knowledge and attitudes
and participants' reported behavioral tendencies, rather
than actual behavioral performance.

A limitation of this study is that the distribution of
participants across the eight participating universities was
not reported. To preserve institutional anonymity and
comply with the ethical commitments made during data
collection, university-specific information was
intentionally withheld. Although this limits the reporting
of sample characteristics, it ensured the confidentiality of
the participating institutions.

separation and energy-saving initiatives), and promoting
environmentally responsible practices such as reducing
single-use plastics during sports events. In terms of
educational policy, incorporating sustainability-related
content into university curricula and implementing
campus-based sustainability projects may help bridge the
gap between knowledge and behavior. At the same time,
motivational strategies such as certificates or rewards
may strengthen long-term engagement with sustainable
practices.

Future studies should move beyond descriptive
comparisons and examine the causal mechanisms
underlying sustainability consciousness among sport
sciences students. Structural equation modeling and serial
mediation models may be particularly useful for
investigating how sustainability knowledge influences
attitudes and behaviors through psychological factors
such as environmental awareness, personal norms,
sustainability self-efficacy, and social responsibility.
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