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Abstract 

Over time, sustainability and social responsibility have become key concepts at macro-

level, meso-level and micro-level, and in various domains such as business and higher 

education. The paper aims to explain the close relationship between the two concepts in 

higher education, and to identify and analyse the various factors that motivate or impede 

students from becoming involved in social responsibility activities. The information was 

gathered by using a stratified sampling method from the students enrolled at a Romanian 

higher education institution, the Faculty of Business and Administration University of 

Bucharest. Then, the information was processed through the factorial analysis in order to 

identify the underlying unobserved variables and how they relate to students’ decision to 

participate in social responsibility activities. Finally, a logit regression analysis led to the 

main results that show that personal values are the main motivators, whereas structural and 

interpersonal barriers are the main inhibitors. The paper also demonstrates that the social 

responsibility activities contribute to the development of sustainable higher education 

institutions through the active engagement and participation of their students. 
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Introduction 

From the beginning of the 1970s, significant events and actions, carried on at national, 

regional and international levels, have paved the way for the emergence and expansion of 

the concepts of sustainability and sustainable development (SD), both in theory and 

practice. As the world’s oldest global environmental organization, the International Union 

for the Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources (IUCN) was deeply involved in the 

preparations of the United Nations (UN) Conference on the Human Environment, held in 

Stockholm in 1972. It was for the first time in the post-war period when the issue of 

sustainability was discussed at a global level.  

In 1987, the Brundtland Commission defined SD as “development that meets the needs of 

the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” 

(World Commission Environment and Development, 1987, p.43). The number of 

international agreements and conferences on SD grew exponentially in the following 

decades. All of these (e.g., the 2015 UN Summit on SD) constituted major events that put 

accent on the need of a holistic approach of SD that integrates all its dimensions- social, 

economic and environmental- and their interconnections (Toma and Grădinaru, 2018). 

Thus, SD is seen not only as a concept or a policy, but also as a process that tries to mix 

growing environmental concerns with socio-economic problems (Hopwood, Mellor and 

O’Brien, 2005) in order to achieve its long-term goal, sustainability (da Silva Junior et al., 

2019).   

During the time, SD and sustainability have become key themes at macro-level (e.g., 

economy), meso-level (e.g., industry) and micro-level (e.g., organization), and in various 

domains such as business and higher education (HE). Therefore, an appreciable amount of 

research devoted to corporate sustainability and its related concepts (e.g., corporate social 

responsibility, environmental performance) have been published since the 1950s as the 

evolving societal demands have imposed corporations to take into account the issues of 

ethics, social responsibility (SR) and sustainability. As HE institutions (HEIs) have also 

faced the increasing challenge of sustainability, they began to introduce in their curricula 

courses in business ethics and corporate social responsibility during the 1960s and 1970s 

(Sharma and Hart, 2014), and later, courses and programs in SD and sustainability. Thus, 

the education for SD slowly gained acceptance in HE. In time, many HEIs (e.g., 

universities, faculties) have gradually developed into sustainability incubators (Collins and 

Gannon, 2014) and became sustainable HEIs. They eventually served as models of 

sustainability for other organizations by practising sustainability and fully incorporating all 

its dimensions- economic, social and environmental- in their processes and activities 

(Cortese, 2003). A particular emphasis was placed on the environmental dimension of 

sustainability in HE with the launch of the UI Green Metric World University Ranking in 

2010, an initiative of Universitas Indonesia (Marrone et al., 2018). This global ranking of 

universities takes into account several criteria, such as climate change or waste.   

The true goal of HE is to prepare its students and/or graduates for life, work and 

citizenship, to give rise to and form good and engaged citizens (Roosevelt, 2008; Strauss, 

2015). Consequently, it is asserted that education, in general, and HE, in particular, fulfil an 

important social function as they represent “an integral process for the maintenance of a 

sustainable, vital society” (Simmons, 1986, p.132) and play a critical role in creating a “just 

and sustainable future” (Cortese, 2003, p.17). This is why increased attention has been 

shown to the civic engagement and participation of HEIs (Dabija et al., 2017), and 
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especially of their main stakeholder- the students-, as they may and should contribute to a 

more sustainable future of the world (Barth et al., 2016). Moreover, the UN put education, 

as part of social sustainability, at the heart of its 2030 Agenda for SD, an ambitious plan of 

action not only for our planet, but also for people and prosperity (UN, 2015). However, 

most of the studies have focused especially on the environmental dimension of 

sustainability in HE and neglected its social pillar (Wright, 2007; Arroyo, 2015).   

This research is based on the hypothesis that SR contributes to the development of a 

sustainable HEI. In light of the above discussion, the paper strives to attain the following 

aims:   

 To define the concepts of sustainability, sustainable HEI and SR, and to explain the 

relationship between sustainability and SR in HE. 

 To analyse the students’ motivation to engage in SR activities in the case of a 

Romanian HEI. 

In this respect, the information obtained through various research methods (e.g., survey) 

was gathered, processed and analysed.  

The paper is structured as follows. The literature review is presented in the first section of 

the paper. The second section deals with the research methodology. The results of the 

research are then analysed and discussed in the third section. Paper ends with conclusions. 

 

1. Literature review 

In this section, it is accurate to be displayed the theoretical foundation that explains the 

main concepts of the research and their connection. There is a vast body of literature in the 

areas of environmental economics, management, business and HE, which defines 

sustainability, sustainable HEI and SR, and stresses their importance.  

Sustainability is „about building a society in which a proper balance is created between 

economic, social and ecological aims” (Székely and Knirsch, 2005, p.628) and 

encompasses “not only aspects such as philanthropy and pollution, but a broad range of 

social, environmental, and governance performance metrics” (Peloza et al., 1976, p.76). 

Specifically, sustainability requires “the simultaneous reconciliation of three imperatives: 

the ecological imperative…, the economic imperative…, the social imperative” (Robinson, 

2004, p.381), and, in business, involves “the simultaneous management of three 

dimensions: profit (economic), people (social), and planet (environmental)” (Montiel and 

Delgado-Ceballos, 2014, p.113). In sum, the following three dimensions of sustainability 

were identified (Wanamaker, 2018): 

 Environmental sustainability: resource management, habitat restoration & preservation. 

 Economic sustainability: smart growth, long range planning, cost savings, research and 

development spending, cost of living. 

 Social sustainability: quality of life, education, community development, equal 

opportunity, law & ethics.  

Recent researches have shown that sustainability in HE has been increasingly 

linked with corporate sustainability due to the multiplication of the interactions among 

society, businesses and academia (Vargas, Mac-Lean and Huge, 2019). Thus, the 

conceptualization of sustainability in HE has followed the same pattern: from an 
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environmental perspective (Wright, 2010) to a holistic approach (Su and Chang, 2010) that 

embodies environmental, social and economic dimensions (Wright, 2007). Agostino and 

Dal Molin (2016) differentiated two main themes debated in the literature: 

 the sustainability conceptualization (the “what”), that emphasizes the existence of a 

loose concept, which refers either to environmental issues or to a broader perspective;  

 the sustainability implementation (the “how”), that includes all the needed actions in 

order to translate sustainability conceptualization into practice, moving from environmental 

actions (e.g., specific management practices for diminishing environmental impacts) to 

comprehensive actions (e.g., introduction of courses related to sustainability, SR activities 

with external stakeholders). 

Both themes are heterogeneous due to the existence of various approaches in the world. 

Consequently, the definition of a sustainable HEI refers to “environmental, economic and 

social concerns that universities should have on their activities, and the obligation of 

“leading by example” (Amaral, Martins and Gouveia, p.157). According to Velazquez et al. 

(2006, p.812), a sustainable university is “a higher educational institution, as a whole or as 

a part, that addresses, involves and promotes, on a regional or a global level, the 

minimization of negative environmental, economic, societal, and health effects generated in 

the use of their resources in order to fulfil its functions of teaching, research, outreach and 

partnership, and stewardship in ways to help society make the transition to sustainable life-

styles”.  

On its turn, the SR of organizations indicates the way they contribute to the well-being of 

the society and/or community within they operate and expresses the responsibility for the 

impacts of their activities on society and the environment (ISO, 2010). SR is taken to mean 

“a balanced approach for organizations to address economic, social and environmental 

issues in a way that aims to benefit people, communities and society” (IISD, 2004, pp.1-2), 

being essential for their long-term prosperity (Dinu, 2011). SR is essential for achieving SD 

in environment and the whole society (Ismail, 2019), and includes various actions and 

practices, such as the increase of social and environmental awareness through volunteering 

and investments in local communities.    

The above considerations show that there is a close relationship between sustainability and 

SR in HE. First, both concepts are related to SD. Second, both concentrate on the same 

dimensions, namely environmental, economic and social. Third, both concepts are 

associated with “transparency, reputation, consensus and effective monitoring of results, 

ensuring continuous quality improvements in the university’s core business” (Salvioni, 

Franzoni and Cassano, 2017, p.2). Fourth, SR activities contribute to developing 

sustainable HEIs as they involve the active engagement and participation of several 

stakeholders (e.g., students, professors) motivated by various elements such as moral 

obligations to society and/or community, corporate citizenship and ethical behaviour 

(Toma, 2008).   

 

2. Research methodology 

In the first phase, the authors searched for information through a desk research. Numerous 

secondary data were gathered from electronic databases and libraries. The main sources 

were journals, books and reports of international organizations. In the second phase, an 
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overall profile of the student body enrolled at the Faculty of Administration and Business, 

University of Bucharest, was constructed. Three reasons explain why this faculty was 

selected:  

 the faculty introduced several courses related to sustainability in its curricula (e.g., 

Policies for a Sustainable Economy, Business Ethics, Ethics and SR, Volunteering);  

 the students and professors have carried out more than 90 SR activities within the 

students’ circle “Business, Ethics and SR” since its founding in 2010; 

 the students have been actively involved in numerous environmental activities within 

the TeamWork Association since its appearance in 2000.   

The total population under study counted 1582 students from the undergraduate programs. 

Because the number of students varies significantly across the different specializations and 

years of study, a stratified sampling method was used. A representative sample of 25% of 

the students from each year of study and specialization was selected, for a rough total of 

395.5 respondents, which was rounded up to 400. Overall it was an adequate and 

proportional representation of all the student body. Students were then chosen randomly 

and they were handed out questionnaires. The questionnaire was based on the model 

proposed by Gage and Thapa (2011) which has been also used by other authors in order to 

measure engagement (Whitley and Yoder, 2015; Jardim and da Silva, 2018; Sloane and 

Probstl-Haider, 2019). It was adapted by the authors to fit the profile of the Romanian 

students, with changes such as removing questions regarding home country or ethnicity, or 

including questions about the university. The survey took place between the 20th of January 

and the 10th of February 2019 at the faculty. A number of 407 responses was obtained, out 

of which 10 were discarded, for being incomplete, which resulted in a final sample of 397. 

Regarding the composition of the sample, the respondents were 67% female and 33% male, 

an expected result as 70% of the student body enrolled at the faculty is female. 

Furthermore, 61.21% of the students were not employed, 18.64% are employed full-time 

and the rest part-time. 33.75% of them have participated in various SR activities in the past 

12 months and 56% of them took part in such activities in high-school. This shows that 

there already was a propensity towards becoming involved in SR activities. Of those who 

were involved in SR activities, they worked with a median number of two organisations 

and an averaged 13.57 hours per week. However, the data was highly skewed with a 

median of 8 which shows that most of them put in fewer hours than that. Finally, a sense of 

community seemed to be important to most respondents as 30.48% identify high-school 

professors as the reason for getting involved and most took part in humanitarian (31.23%), 

educational (29.47%), environmental (21.16%), cultural (14.36%) or recreational activities 

and contributed time (54.41%) labour (25.44%) or money (22.17%).   

In the third phase, a factorial analysis was computed in order to identify the various 

motivators and barriers. The newly constructed scales were then used in a series of binary 

logit models to show to what degree they influence students’ decision to participate in SR 

activities.  

 

3. Results and discussion 

The study was meant to show why students might become involved in SR activities 

(motivation) or why they might not (barriers). The questionnaire included scales for values 

(0.90), self-protection (0.90), social (0.90), career (0.90), and personal enhancement (0.92) 
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as motivators for participating in SR activities. It also included structural (0.83), 

interpersonal (0.87) and intrapersonal (0.90) barriers as reasons for not participating. A 

series of questions concerning the university, its values (0.93) and opportunities (0.89) were 

added by the authors. Cronbach’s Alpha, as a measure of internal validity, was computed 

and the values are available in the parentheses. They are all greater than 0.7 which shows 

they are valid measurements. Each participant was asked to answer, on a scale of 1 to 7, a 

series of question. 

Two more scales were constructed in order to measure whether the university can somehow 

influence the desire for someone to become involved in SR activities. Of the two scales 

(table no. 1), one measures the way in which the university values were perceived and a 

second one to measures whether they considered that they received enough opportunities 

from the university.  

Table no. 1: Factor loadings for university activities 

 
University values 

and principles 

University 

opportunities 

Integrity 0.813  

Efficient communication 0.895  

Integration and willingness to adapt 0.869  

Stimulating personal initiatives 0.823  

Sustainability 0.828  

Team-spirit 0.809  

Students are given the opportunity to take part in SR activities  0.731 

The institution encourages SR activities.  0.798 

The institution offers various facilities to students who take 

part in SR activities, regardless of the organiser 
 0.878 

The institution rewards SR activities, regardless of organiser  0.839 

Source: Authors’ own contribution 

A factorial analysis was then used in order to see the loadings of the various questions on 

each one of the scales as proposed by Gage and Thapa (2011). The analysis was conducted 

in R version 3.4.3. (table no. 2). The questions can be found on the first column, the factors 

on the first row on the loadings in the table. The scores were then extracted with using the 

maximum likelihood method.  

Table no. 2: Factor loadings for motivation 

 Values 
Self-

protection 
Social Career 

Personal 

enh. 

I feel it is important to help others 0.584     

I am genuinely concerned about the 

particular group I am serving 
0.511     

I am concerned with those less 

fortunate than myself 
0.520     

SR activities allow me to gain a new 

perspective on things 
0.727     

I can do something for a cause that is 

important to me 
0.687     

I feel compassion toward people in 

need 
0.647     

I can explore my own strengths 0.622     
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 Values 
Self-

protection 
Social Career 

Personal 

enh. 

I can learn how to deal with a variety 

of people 
0.768     

I can learn more about the cause for 

which I am working 
0.817     

SR activities lets me learn things 

through direct, hands-on experience 
0.839     

Participating in SR activities is a way 

for me to help the natural environment 
0.753     

Participating in SR activities is a good 

escape from my own troubles 
 0.801    

Participating in SR activities helps me 

to work through my own personal 

problems 

 0.764    

By participating in SR activities, I feel 

less lonely 
 0.780    

Participating in SR activities makes me 

feel needed 
 0.693    

No matter how bad I’ve been feeling, 

participating in SR activities helps me 

to forget about it 

 0.819    

Participating in SR work relieves me of 

some of the guilt over being more 

fortunate than others 

 0.750    

People I’m close to want me to 

participate in SR activities 
  0.757   

Others with whom I am close place a 

high value on community service 
  0.828   

My friends participate in SR activities   0.768   

Participating in SR activities is an 

important activity to the people I know 

best 

  0.881   

People I know share an interest in 

community service 
  0.870   

I feel like taking part in SR activities is 

a religious duty 
  0.589   

Participating in SR activities can help 

me get a foot in the door at a place 

where I would like to work 

   0.845  

I can make new contacts that might 

help my business or career 
   0.863  

SR experiences will look good on my 

resume 
   0.738  

SR allows me to explore different 

career options 
   0.818  

Participating in SR activities will help 

me to succeed in my chosen profession 
   0.774  

Participating in SR activities is a way 

to make new friends 
   0.626  

Participating in SR activities makes me 

feel important 
    0.799 
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 Values 
Self-

protection 
Social Career 

Personal 

enh. 

Participating in SR activities increases 

my self-esteem 
    0.965 

Participating in SR activities makes me 

feel better about myself 
    0.913 

Source: Authors’ own contribution 

In order to measure the constraints which might influence the decision making process of 

the individual on whether they should take part in SR types of activities, a similar analysis 

was conducted (table no. 3), the scores are extracted using a maximum likelihood.   

 

Table no. 3: Factor loadings for constraints 
 Structural Interpersonal Intrapersonal 

I have no time to take part in SR activities 0.734   

I have too many other commitments 0.829   

I have a limited budget 0.694   

I am unaware of opportunities to participate in SR 

activities 
0.688   

I do not have transportation to SR activity sites 0.581   

My friends do not participate in SR activities  0.635  

I do not know anyone that participates in SR 

activities 
 0.774  

I have no one to work with in SR activities  0.862  

No one has asked me to participate in SR activities  0.818  

My family does not take part in SR activities  0.685  

I have an injury, handicap, or ill health   0.771 

I do not have the necessary skills   0.851 

I do not feel safe at SR activity sites   0.864 

I think it will negatively affect my grades   0.846 

I do not have enough energy to take part in SR 

activities 
  0.704 

Source: Authors’ own contribution 

The next step, after finding the values for the various scales, was to see how they correlated 

with each other and if there were any links of interest which should be analysed in greater 

depth (table no. 4).  

Table no. 4: Correlation matrix 

 
Structural 

barriers 

Interpersonal 

barriers 

Intrapersonal 

barriers 

University 

values 

University 

opportunities 

Values -0.016 -0.107 -0.140 0.345 0.290 

Self-protection 0.176 0.098 0.189 0.367 0.372 

Social 0.301 0.203 0.378 0.383 0.394 

Career 0.170 0.067 0.138 0.405 0.424 

Enhancement 0.236 0.174 0.253 0.348 0.311 

Source: Authors’ own contribution 

The results are somewhat surprising, but they might account for the large number of people 

who do not take part in SR activities. It is interesting to note that the results for social and 

enhancement are correlated with the various barriers. This information, taken together with 
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the rest of the analysis going forward, is interesting as it might account for those people 

who might have a social or personal enhancement motivation to participate yet they might 

be discouraged by the way in which they perceive barriers.  

It is interesting to note that the factors measuring the activity of the university are highly 

correlated with all the motivators. This result would seem to show that the students might 

try to emulate the values demonstrated by the university where they are enrolled. In a 

similar fashion for the scale measuring opportunities, they are highly correlated with 

motivators, pointing towards a similar conclusion.  

Next, the authors tested if there are significant differences in the motivation or the manner 

in which they perceive the barriers they might encounter between those who did partake in 

SR activities and those who did not. The data is split between those that have done this in 

the last year or during high-school. A t test was conducted, with the null hypothesis being 

that the mean scores are equal between those who did and did take part in SR activities. 

(table no. 5) contains the p-values for the null hypothesis for each one of these differences. 

Table no. 5: Differences in scores for participants in SR activities 
 Last 12 months (p-value) High-school (p-value) 

Values 6.327x10-5 0.002 

Self-protection 0.041 0.713 

Social 0.257 0.665 

Career 0.037 0.683 

Enhancement 0.273 0.273 

Structural barriers 1.699x10-5 8.25x10-6 

Interpersonal barriers 1.927x10-7 5.74x10-5 

Intrapersonal barriers 0.002 0.013 

Source: Authors’ own contribution 

The results of the test for the last 12 months show that there are significant differences 

between the ones who did and did not take part in SR activities in terms of the scales for 

values, self-protection and career. Furthermore, all the barriers were identified to be 

significant, with the values being smaller for those who did take part in SR activities than 

those who did not, which would mean that they had fewer barriers or were less influenced 

by them in their decision making process.  

In high-school the emphasis seems to be less on the self-protection or career aspects, which 

would indicate that, as they age, they would immerse themselves more in such SR activities 

later on in order to improve their own wellbeing or to better prepare for their future career. 

The main motivation, in high-school, seems to be drawn from the values they exhibit. In 

this case all the barriers are significant, with the scores being lower for those who did 

participate in SR activities which would lead to a similar conclusion, either they had fewer 

barriers or they were less important to them.  

This initial analysis took into consideration each variable on its own and showed values, 

self-protection and career as well as all the barriers to be significant. A better view can be 

obtained by constructing a binary logit model using participation in SR activities as a 

dependent variable (0 – No, 1 – Yes) and the scales for values, self-protection, social 

career, enhancement, structural barriers, interpersonal barriers, intrapersonal barriers as 

independent variables. The control variables taken into consideration are gender, year of 

study, size of town or city of origin and employment status.  
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From the results, we can see there is a significant overlap and the independent variables are 

highly collinear. Due to this issue, the authors excluded university values and opportunities 

from the model at first because the high overlap between them and the rest of the scales and 

are studied separately. Even so, some of the variables continued to be correlated. In order to 

obtain the best model, the Akaike information criterion was used in order to eliminate 

statistically insignificant variables. Table no. 6 contains only the significant variables.  

Table no. 6: Binary logit regression for motivation and demotivation factors 
 Dependent variable: Involvement in SR activities 

 Last 12 months (1) High-school (2) 

 Coefficient 

value 

Standard 

error 

Coefficient 

value 

Standard 

error 

Values 0.299** (0.145) 0.398*** (0.117) 

Social 0.313** (0.140) 
 

 

Structural barriers -0.438*** (0.152) -0.532*** (0.124) 

Interpersonal barriers -0.410*** (0.151) 
 

 

Specialization: Business Administration (in 

Romanian) 
0.385 (0.298) 0.390 (0.268) 

Specialization: Marketing 0.158 (0.342) 0.678** (0.305) 

Specialization: Business Administration (in 

English) 
1.586*** (0.455) 1.390*** (0.487) 

Specialization: Cybernetics 0.192 (0.534) 0.865* (0.503) 

Year of Study: 2 -0.553** (0.280) 
 

 

Year of Study: 3 -1.004*** (0.310) 
 

 

Constant -0.653** (0.260) -0.063 (0.190) 

Observations 396 388 

Log Likelihood -216.899 -242.896 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 455.799 499.792 

Note: *p**p***p<0,01 

It can be seen from model (1) that personal values are significant and can have an effect on 

the individual by leading to an increase in the odds of someone participating in SR 

activities. The social environment has a significant impact during time at the university, but 

not during high-school when other factors are more important. On the other hand, structural 

and interpersonal barriers have a significant and negative impact as well. Therefore, they 

decrease the odds that someone might be interested in taking part in these types of 

activities. Similar results can be found in model (2) which refers to participation in SR 

activities during high-school. It is interesting to note that students in higher years of study 

are less interested in these types of activities. 

These results are significant as they show that improving involvement in SR activities can 

be approached in two ways. First would be to foster values relating to SR in the individual 

which can increase their level of interest, this can be done either through various courses or 

students’ activities, as shown by other studies (Ahmad, 2012; Waas et al., 2012). The 

second would be the removal of barriers that they might encounter in the process because 

this would contribute to the sustainable development of the university (Menegat and 

Sarmento, 2018; Filho et al., 2019).   

The analysis is completed with a second binary logit analysis, this time only taking into 

consideration the institutional scales. The same control variables were accounted for and 
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the Akaike information criterion was again used to select the significant variables. Only the 

significant variables are presented in table no. 7. 

Table no. 7: Binary logit regression for institutional scales 

 Dependent variable: Involvement in SR 

activities in the last 12 months 

  Coefficient value Standard error 

University values 0.245* 0.132 

University opportunities -0.231* 0.133 

Specialization: Business Administration  

(in Romanian) 

0.465* 0.281 

Specialization: Marketing -0.026 0.324 

Specialization: Business Administration  

(in English) 

1.599*** 0.439 

Specialization: Cybernetics 0.006 0.501 

Year of Study: 2 -0.598** 0.266 

Year of Study: 3 -1.139*** 0.298 

Constant -0.494** 0.245 

Observations 396  

Log Likelihood -233.770  

Akaike Inf. Crit. 485.539  

Note: *p**p***p<0,01 

We can notice that all the variables in this model are significant. However, the results are 

somewhat surprising with regard to the opportunities because they would seem to have a 

negative impact, which would mean that increasing the number of opportunities to 

participate in SR activities would lead to lower odds for students to actually take part in 

them. The only possible explanation might be that they are not interested in the 

opportunities they receive and are less interested in volunteer activities. With regard to the 

university values exhibited, the result is as expected, should the institution exhibit the 

values promised and promote SR activities, it can lead to an increase in the odds for 

students to volunteer for them, which validates previous results (Sousa et al., 2020). For 

this reason, the university should always improve and diversify its offer of SR activities and 

encourage student participation (Al-Khoury et al., 2015).  

 

Conclusions 

This paper contributes to the enrichment of the literature related to sustainability in HE. 

From a theoretical point of view, it provides some clarifications regarding the concepts of 

sustainability and SR. Moreover, the paper explains the relationship between the two 

concepts in HE, emphasizing that both are concentrating on the same dimensions 

(economic, social, and environmental). It also shows that the SR activities lead to the 

development of sustainable HEIs through the active engagement and participation of their 

stakeholders (e.g., students, professors).  

From a practical point of view, sustainability and SR are intertwined and should be a 

priority for any HEI. The integration of sustainability in the activities, processes and 

strategies of HEIs cannot ignore its social dimension. This paper aims to highlight the most 

important motivational factors that can cause students to participate in SR activities. The 
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factorial analysis of the gathered data identified five factors that contribute to engaging in 

SR activities: values, self-protection, social, career, and personal enhancement, and three 

types of barriers: structural, interpersonal and intrapersonal. In turn, the binary logit model 

demonstrated that personal values and social environment are the main motivators of 

students and these should be at the centre of any institutional strategy that wants to increase 

the participation rate in RS activities. This result is further supported by the second model 

that showed that institutional values also have a positive impact and can lead to higher 

participation rates, and the development of a sustainable HEI. Moreover, the structural and 

interpersonal barriers represent the main impediments and should be eliminated if an 

improvement of the results is desired. Therefore, the decision makers from HEIs together 

with the most important stakeholders, especially students and professors, could analyse the 

outcomes of this study and remove some of the barriers that may prevent universities from 

developing in a sustainable manner. The co-interest of other stakeholders can be a difficult 

task at the institutional level, and the way in which it is accomplished may be different, 

depending on the objectives of the HEIs, and may be the subject of future researches. 

An unexpected result is the negative relationship between the opportunities provided by the 

HEIs and the students' willingness to take part in SR activities. One possible explanation is 

the mismatch between the opportunities offered and the desires of students. However, the 

dilemma remains and may constitute a future research direction. It is also surprising that the 

year of study has a negative impact on the likelihood of getting involved in a SR activity, 

and free time does not seem to be a limiting factor because the employee status is not 

statistically relevant. Thus, a future research could determine the reason why the degree of 

involvement of the students from higher years of study decreases. 

A limitation of the research is given by the way in which all types of SR activities are taken 

together. Some SR activities may be more attractive to a particular student profile or may 

present more significant barriers than others. The current study does not address this topic 

and it is a possible direction for future research. A second limitation of the study is the size 

and structure of the sample. It is representative at the faculty level, but it is difficult to 

generalize these results to other faculties in Romania or abroad. A larger and more 

representative sample should be taken into account in the future. A third limitation is given 

by the reduced ability to propose solutions. The study identified several important factors 

and barriers, but these are not determined precisely enough in order to allow the 

formulation of practical solutions. 
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