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ABSTRACT 
This study examines the relationship between religiosity/spirituality and political orientation in university students 

and transpersonal learning and sustainable behavior; it also investigates how contextual experiences such as service-
learning, sustainability courses, volunteering, organizational membership, and access to nature condition this 
relationship. Data from a cross-sectional online survey (N=534) conducted in Lithuania in November 2025 were used to 
create purpose (items 25–30; α=0.82) and behavior (items 49–61; α=0.91) indices were created; gender and income 
were controlled; z-transformed results were modeled in multiple regressions with HC3 robust errors. Religiosity alone 
did not produce a consistent main effect; however, the religiosity × service-learning interaction increased sustainable 
behavior. Access to nature expanded the pathway to behavior among liberal and conservative students; in contrast, the 
Green-Eco × service-learning and Liberal × volunteering interactions were negative. Non-binary participants reported 
higher purpose and behavior, while the income effect was largely insignificant. Findings suggest that identity effects 
translate into action through context, and that designing reflective service-learning and campus nature access together in 
higher education can strengthen sustainable practices (limitations: unlikely sample, cross-sectional design, multiple 
tests). 
Keywords: Sustainable behavior; transpersonal purpose; spirituality/religiosity; political orientation; access to nature 

1. Introduction 
The university is not merely a station where individuals acquire knowledge and obtain a diploma; it is a 

didactic ecosystem where meaning, identity, and responsibility are constantly renegotiated. In this ecosystem, 
as students seek ways to translate their personal values into a public future, the deepening ecological crisis 
and increasing ideological polarization on a global scale make the question of under what conditions 
education can transform meaning into action even more pressing[1–4]. This study stands precisely at this 
threshold: it aims to examine how the context (sustainability-focused courses, community service learning, 
volunteering, access to the environment) changes the link between identity (religiosity/spirituality, political 
orientation) and purpose and sustainable behavior. 

The translation of values into action often encounters a frequently noted “intention–behavior gap” in the 
literature[5–8]. Ajzen's Theory of Planned Behavior reveals the predictive power of intention, showing that this 
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intention is concretized by norms, perceived control, and situational constraints[5]. Stern's theory of 
environmentally significant behaviors argues that the value–belief–norm system translates into behavior 
when combined with appropriate contextual motivation and opportunity[6]. Cognitive/affective barriers, 
referred to by Gifford as “dragons of inaction,” remind us that good intentions alone are not enough and that 
psychological and environmental mechanisms must be addressed simultaneously[7]. Therefore, the issue is not 
only “what students believe” but also where and how they learn[8]. 

Religiosity/spirituality and political orientation can leave distinct marks on young people's attitudes and 
behaviors toward the environment; however, these marks draw different patterns depending on the historical 
and cultural context[9,10]. On the one hand, it has been argued that some theological interpretations can 
establish a tense relationship with anthropocentric legacies regarding nature[9]; on the other hand, there is 
evidence that religious affiliation can also open the door to environmental responsibility through the motifs 
of neighborliness, service, and preservation[10]. When it comes to political orientation, the dynamics of 
polarization can even divide the processing of information; patterns have been reported where beliefs 
become more polarized as scientific literacy increases[2–4]. Therefore, understanding the effect of identity on 
behavior requires reading it from within the educational context. 

At the forefront of these contexts are service learning/community service applications. This approach, 
which establishes the pedagogical structure of community-based experience through reflection, concretizes 
the bridge between students' subjective world of meaning and the public good[11–13]. Sustainability-themed 
courses, curricular integration, and designs known as “high-impact practices” in higher education can nurture 
not only cognitive gains but also a sense of purpose, belonging, and responsibility[14]. Therefore, it is not 
religiosity and political orientation alone that matter, but the learning experience in which they are embedded. 

Another critical context is access to the natural environment. Human-nature interaction has been shown 
to have multi-layered effects on health, emotion regulation, and cognition[15]. Subjective bonds with nature 
and tendencies such as “connection with nature” are powerful psychological correlates of environmental 
behaviors[16–18]. Not just “attitude,” but the sense of connection and closeness (connectedness/relatedness) 
facilitates pro-environmental actions more easily. The physical layout of campuses, access to city parks, 
green spaces within walking distance, in short, opportunities and opportunity structures, can directly reflect 
students' daily practices[15–18]. 

However, it is also important to remember that behavior is shaped within a normative context. How 
descriptive and prescriptive norms are presented, how small “nudges” are designed, and how peer patterns 
are made visible influence the prevalence and persistence of environmental actions[19–21]. Meta-analytic 
evidence shows that value orientations and norm sensitivity predict behavior when combined with 
appropriate intervention designs[21,22]. Therefore, the expected relationship between identity (religiosity, 
political orientation) and context (courses, service learning, volunteering, access to nature) is often 
interactive: one either ignites or extinguishes the other. 

In this article, we examine purpose-driven work motivations (e.g., linking the desire to “make a positive 
difference for others” to educational content) and sustainable behaviors among higher education students, 
examining under which educational/environmental conditions they appear stronger (or weaker) in the context 
of religiosity/spirituality and political orientation. Our expectation is that (i) experiential learning elements 
such as service learning and sustainability courses will facilitate the connection of religiosity to 
environmental action; (ii) environmental opportunities, such as access to nature, will mitigate the negative 
effects of political polarization on behavior; (iii) indicators of civic engagement, such as volunteering and 
membership, will translate identity-based motivations into practice[1–4,11–22]. We believe that contextual 
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sensitivity will open the door to intervention proposals that are theoretically original and practically 
applicable. 

2. Literature review 
Environmental action is not merely the result of rational accounting based on accumulated knowledge; it 

is the product of a layered psychosocial structure that is ignited by values, speaks the language of identity, 
and acts upon the opportunities offered by context. This structure is nourished by the individual's 
relationship/connection with nature and the subjective well-being channels derived from it: meta-analytic 
indicators of the link between connection to nature and happiness; compilations and experimental evidence 
on the effects of nature experiences on cognitive function and mental health; and mechanisms such as 
reduced rumination are strong pillars of this line of reasoning [23–25]. 

In the student context, this picture becomes more visible when transferred to the dimensions of identity 
and identity-congruent action. The relationship between pro-environmental self-identity and behavior has 
been defined not only as individual actions but as a structure that produces consistency within a family of 
behaviors; comprehensive models and reviews show that multiple determinants work together [26,27,28]. On the 
other hand, the empirical face of the value-attitude-behavior architecture, general ecological behavior 
measurements and goal-directed conservation behavior analyses, removes the debate about behavior being a 
measurable and comparable structure [29,30]. On this framework, findings on normative influences and the 
intention–action gap provide a theoretical framework for the question, “Why don't we do what we know?” 
[31,32]. 

The political lexicon of this framework highlights the role of worldview and motivational cognition in 
perceptions and preferences regarding the environment. Evidence that opposition to scientific consensus 
stems not only from a lack of knowledge, but sometimes from conspiratorial thinking and ideological 
advocacy; syntheses showing how political conservatism reflects as a motivational cognition pattern in 
environmental attitudes; studies explaining divergence by reading consensus through a cultural cognition 
filter; and assessments examining this picture through a social identity lens provide an important backdrop 
[33,34,40,41]. 

The normative architecture of behavior can be strengthened by small nudges that touch on everyday 
choices and dynamic norm communication. Experimental findings reveal the impact of messages such as 
“more and more people are doing X” and the cost-effective contributions that behavioral science can make to 
policy design in the energy/environment field [35,36]. 

Nature's contributions to attention repair and cognitive renewal are supported by findings on how 
contact with nature works on emotion regulation channels; studies showing that the feeling of awe increases 
pro-social tendencies through small self-complete this line of thought [37–39]. Thus, access to nature and 
relationship with nature are not merely an aesthetic preference; they appear as a mediating ground in the 
construction of an ethical and public climate. 

On the other hand, civic participation (volunteering, donations, etc.) on the axis of public benefit can be 
linked to the same moral flow as environmental action. Comprehensive reviews on philanthropy describe 
channels of regular participation through mechanisms such as value, social capital, and reputation; the 
positive effects of volunteer work on well-being reinforce this line [42,43]. 

The infrastructure and opportunity dimensions of behavior cannot be overlooked: segmentation studies 
in transportation reveal how the “habit–access–cost” matrix produces different behavioral profiles; global-
scale assessments of the prevalence and depth of sustainability practices in higher education, meanwhile, 
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demonstrate the structural contribution of institutions to this picture. Social psychology's early and 
comprehensive response to the question “how can we help?” also strengthens this bridge [44–46]. 

Finally, the relationship between environmental attitudes and behaviors and moral frameworks 
integrates with the approach of moral judgments and moral foundations regarding climate change: which 
moral intuitions individuals use to interpret environmental issues is decisive in terms of targeting 
communication and intervention designs [47,48]. 

3. Method 
3.1. Design and ethical approval 

This study is a cross-sectional, online survey-based research conducted among higher education 
students in Lithuania (including universities and colleges). The survey was distributed to participants on a 
voluntary basis, with guarantees of confidentiality and anonymity. Ethical approval for the study was 
obtained from the Vilnius Business College Ethics Committee, numbered VVK-09-2025 and dated October 
5, 2025. The informed consent form and eligibility criteria (≥18 years of age, active student status, etc.) were 
presented at the beginning of the survey; participants could not proceed without giving their consent (see 
survey transcript for consent and eligibility blocks). 

3.2. Population, sample, and sample size calculation 
The target population includes all students enrolled in formal higher education in Lithuania (bachelor's, 

master's, and doctoral degrees; including colleges). Data collection was conducted using a convenience 
sampling approach via institutional email lists, course announcements, and student communities; the sample 
is non-probability due to voluntary participation. However, prior to the design, the minimum sample size was 
calculated using the standard proportion formula under the worst-case scenario assumption (p=0.50) with a 
target of 95% confidence and 4.5% sampling error: 

𝑛𝑛0 = 𝑍𝑍2 𝑝𝑝(1−𝑝𝑝)
𝑒𝑒2

= 1.962×0.25
0.0452

≈ 475[49–51]. 

When the target population size is large and stable (𝑁𝑁 ) (in official statistics for Lithuania, the total 
number of higher education students is in the tens of thousands), the finite population correction difference is 
small; for example, under the assumption  

of𝑁𝑁 = 100,000  
𝑛𝑛 = 𝑛𝑛0

1+(𝑛𝑛0−1)/𝑁𝑁
≈ 475

1+474/100,000
≈ 473is obtained [49–53]. 

The actual sample size achieved after data cleaning is N = 534 (a single row template row of non-
qualitative data has been removed). This value is above the minimum range of 473–475 required for the 
targeted 95% confidence level, 4.5% margin of error.  

The margin of error achieved under the same assumptions can be calculated as; 

𝑒𝑒 = 𝑍𝑍�𝑝𝑝(1−𝑝𝑝)
𝑛𝑛

≈ 1.96�0.25
534

≈ 0.042(≈ 4.2%) can be calculated. 

Generalizability caution: Since the sample is non-probability, the margin of error and confidence level 
relate to sampling error; limitations of non-probability sampling, such as selection bias and self-selection, 
should also be considered [53]. 

 



Environment and Social Psychology | doi: 10.59429/esp.v11i1.4359 

5 

3.3. Measurements and variables 
Purpose-driven work motivation (dependent variable 1): The measurement was conducted using items 

25–30 under the heading "Why are you learning?" in the questionnaire (7-point Likert scale: 1=Strongly 
disagree … 7=Strongly agree). These items represent the "transcendent purpose" dimensions that link the 
student's learning to the well-being of others and public benefit (e.g., "I want to make a positive difference 
for others", item 25; "I believe that knowledge should be used for a better world", item 30). The scale score 
was calculated as the average of the items; internal consistency was Cronbach α = 0.82 [54]. 

Sustainable behaviors (dependent variable 2): A daily environmental behavior index was created based 
on items 49–61 in the "Last 3 months" section of the survey (5-point frequency scale: 1=Never ... 5=Always) 
(e.g., "I turned off the lights when leaving rooms," "I avoided single-use products," "I used public 
transportation," "I ate a plant-based diet"). Scoring is based on the average of the items; Cronbach α = 0.91 
[54]. To limit communication errors and measurement leaks in both scales ( ), respondents were required to 
complete at least 50% of the items; otherwise, the index score was left incomplete. 

Identity variables (independent): 

 Religiosity/spirituality: Measured with a single item ("How religious/spiritual do you consider 
yourself?") (0=Not at all … 6=Extremely); converted to a standard score (z) in the analyses. 

 Political orientation: Collected as a single choice from the categories Liberal, Conservative, 
Nationalist, Green-Eco-Focused, Socialist, Social Democrat, None (only one code appears in the 
data export); dummy variables were generated in the analysis with "None" as the reference. 

Contextual exposures (moderator candidates): 

1. Number of sustainability-related courses (0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5+), 

2. Service learning/community service course (Yes/No), 

3. Environmental/social organization membership (Yes/No), 

4. Volunteer hours in the last 12 months (approximate quantification using category midpoints), 

5. Access to natural environment (1=Very difficult … 5=Very easy). 

Controls: Gender (Female reference; Male, non-binary/third gender, I prefer not to answer options) and 
monthly income (interval midpoint or reported value). All continuous/semi-continuous variables were 
converted to standard scores prior to analysis. 

Source and content validation of instruments: All items originate from the questionnaire developed by 
the research team; item content, page and item numbers can be seen in detail in the attached questionnaire 
transcript (see items 25–30 and items 49–61). 

3.4. Application and data processing 
The survey was published in November 2025 using the Qualtrics platform; IP logging and progress 

timelines were monitored throughout the data collection process to minimize the risk of multiple 
participation. Attention control items (e.g., items labelled "This is a control item, please select ...") were 
reported but not included in the indexing as they did not form a separate scale. During data cleaning, 
template rows and obvious missing/empty records were removed; outliers were checked in the context of the 
variable. In cases of missing data, listwise deletion was applied in the relevant variable set for each model; 
the risk of possible common method bias (measurement from a single source, in the same time frame) was 
attempted to be limited by content and presentation separations in the measurement and flow design [55,56]. 
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3.5. Analysis strategy 
Analyses were performed using the R/Python statistical ecosystem; all outcome variables were modelled 

as standard scores (z). 

• Basic models: 

o Goal (z) ~ Religiosity (z) + Political orientation dummy variables + Gender dummy 
variables + Income (z) 

o Sustainable behavior (z) ~ Religiosity (z) + Political orientation dummies + Gender 
dummies + Income (z) 

• Interaction (moderator) models: The main effects of contextual exposures (5 items) were added to 
the above equations; additionally, the interaction terms Religiosity × Exposure and Political 
orientation × Exposure were included (e.g., Religiosity × Service-learning; Liberal × Access to 
nature). 

All linear models were estimated with HC3 heteroscedasticity-robust standard errors, aiming to 
maintain consistent coefficient confidence intervals under outlier and varying variance conditions [57]. 
Centering/standardization principles were observed in interpreting interactions; simple slopes and 
conditional effects were solved according to the Aiken–West approach [58,59]. Internal consistency reliabilities 
were reported using Cronbach α; all tests were two-tailed and evaluated at α=0.05 [54]. 

Given that the analytical strategy involved testing multiple interaction terms across related models, the 
possibility of inflated Type I error cannot be fully excluded. Accordingly, p-values, particularly for 
interaction effects, were interpreted cautiously. Substantive interpretation was guided primarily by the 
magnitude and direction of standardized coefficients, robustness across model specifications, and 
consistency with theoretical expectations rather than by statistical significance alone. This approach aligns 
with contemporary recommendations emphasizing effect sizes and theoretical coherence over dichotomous 
significance testing. 

4. Findings 
4.1 .Hypotheses and research questions 
H1a. Religiosity/spirituality is positively related to purpose-driven work motivation. 

H1b. Religiosity/spirituality is positively related to sustainable behavior. 

H1c. The relationship between religiosity/spirituality and sustainable behavior is stronger among students in 
service learning (interaction). 

H2. Political orientation is significantly related to purpose and sustainable behavior (reference: "None"). 

H2a. The effect of political orientation interacts with access to nature (especially for Liberals and 
Conservatives). 

H2b. The effect of political orientation interacts with sustainability courses and service learning. 

H3. Sustainability experiences (number of courses, service learning, membership, volunteering, access to 
nature) are positively related to purpose and behavior in the main effect. 

H4a. Male students have lower purpose scores (compared to female reference). 

H4b. Non-binary/third gender students have higher purpose and behavior scores. 
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H4c. Income is positively related to purpose and behavior. 

Note: In all linear models, outcome variables are reported as standard scores (z), coefficients are 
reported with HC3 heteroscedasticity-robust standard errors; p-values are provided without multiple testing 
correction. Therefore, caution is required, especially in the interpretation of interaction terms [60–62]. 

4.2. Descriptive statistics and reliability of measurements 
Sample (N=534): Gender ,  Male 60.9% (n=325), Female 36.3% (n=194), Non-binary 1.3% (n=7), No 

response 1.5% (n=8). Political orientation ,  None 23.8% (n=127), Liberal 19.7% (n=105), Nationalist 13.1% 
(n=70), Socialist 12.4% (n=66), Conservative 12.2% (n=65), Green-Eco 9.9% (n=53), Social Democrat 9.0% 
(n=48). Those receiving service-learning %51.3 (n=274); those with environmental/social organization 
membership %46.1 (n=246). 

Reliability: Purpose (items 25–30) α=0.82; Sustainable behavior (items 49–61) α=0.91. 

Tables 1 and 2 summarize the composition of the sample and the reliability of the scales. 
Table 1. Basic characteristics of the sample (N=534) 

Variable Category n % 

Gender Male 325 60.9 

 Female 194 36.3 

 Non-binary/Third 7 1.3 

 No response 8 1.5 

Political orientation None (ref.) 127 23.8 

 Liberal 105 19.7 

 Conservative 65 12.2 

 Nationalist 70 13.1 

 Green-Eco 53 9.9 

 Socialist 66 12.4 

 Social Democrat 48 9.0 

Experience Service-learning (Yes) 274 51.3 

 Organization membership (Yes) 246 46.1 
 

Table 2. Scale reliability and item counts 

Scale Item range n-item Cronbach's α 

Purpose (25–30) 1–7 6 0.82 

Sustainable behavior (49–61) 1–5 13 0.91 

4.3. Basic (main effect) models 
Purpose (R²=0.060): Religiosity/spirituality is not significant (β=−0.053; p=0.248) → H1a not 

supported. Being male has a negative and significant effect (β=−0.198; p=0.033) → H4a supported. Non-
binary students reported higher purpose (β=+1.173; p<0.001) → H4b supported. Income is insignificant 
(β=+0.021; p=0.667) → H4c not supported. In political orientation, only the Nationalist category is 
associated with higher purpose compared to "None" (β=+0.368; p=0.018) → Partial support for H2 (purpose). 

Sustainable behavior (R²=0.099): Religiosity/spirituality is not significant (β=+0.065; p=0.141) → H1b 
not supported. Non-binary students reported higher behavior (β=+0.766; p=0.045) → H4b supported; Being 
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male has no effect (β=−0.009; p=0.917). Income is insignificant (β=−0.009; p=0.830) → H4c not supported. 
In political orientation, Liberal (β=−0.748; p<10⁻⁷), Green-Eco (β=−0.809; p<10⁻⁶), Conservative (β=−0.505; 
p<0.001), and Nationalist (β=−0.320; p=0.025) categories are associated with lower behavior compared to 
"None" → H2 (behavior) is supported (omnibus difference). 

Table 3. Basic models (standardized coefficients, HC3 s.h.) 

Predictor Predictor β p 

Purpose (z) Religiosity (z) −0.053 0.248 

 Male −0.198 0.033 

 Non-binary +1.173 <0.001 

 Income (z) +0.021 0.667 

 Liberal −0.047 0.672 

 Conservative +0.266 0.109 

 Nationalist +0.368 0.018 

 Green-Eco +0.024 0.888 

 Socialist +0.214 0.169 

 Social Democrat +0.052 0.743 

 R² 0.060  

Behavior (z) Religiosity (z) +0.065 0.141 

 Male −0.009 0.917 

 Non-binary +0.766 0.045 

 Income (z) −0.009 0.830 

 Liberal −0.748 <10⁻⁷ 

 Conservative −0.505 0.001 

 Nationalist −0.320 0.025 

 Green-Eco −0.809 <10⁻⁶ 

 Socialist −0.216 0.139 

 Social Democrat −0.166 0.272 

 R² 0.099  

4.4. Interaction (moderator) models 
Interaction models provided a noticeable increase in explained variance compared to basic models, with 

R²=0.190 for purpose and R²=0.285 for behavior. 

Religiosity × Service learning (H1c): A positive interaction was found in sustainable behavior 
(β=+0.238; p=0.042). Religiosity is associated with higher behavior among students who participated in 
service learning → H1c was supported. 

Political orientation × Access to nature (H2a): 

 Liberal × Access to nature is positive (β=+0.422; p=0.004),  as access becomes easier, behavior 
increases among liberal students. 

 Conservative × Access to nature is positive (β=+0.475; p=0.009),  similarly, behavior increases 
among Conservative students. → H2a is supported (ideological distance softens with access). 
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Political orientation × Experiences (H2b): 

 Green-Eco × Service learning negative (β=−0.887; p=0.011),  in this group, those who received 
service learning reported lower behavior (possible ceiling effect/internal saturation). 

 Liberal × Volunteer hours negative (β=−0.386; p=0.043) ,  caution in interpretation (small sample 
size, multiple testing). 

 Socialist × Number of sustainability courses is positively associated with purpose (β=+0.396; 
p=0.015) ,  Purpose strengthens as the number of courses increases among Socialist students. → 
H2b is partially supported. 

Main effects of experiences (H3): Main effects in interactive models were largely insignificant; this 
indicates the catalytic (modifying) role of experiences → H3 not supported (in main effect), but experiences 
confirmed to function as moderators. 

Gender and income (H4): The non-binary effect remained positive in purpose (β=+1.120; p=0.010) and 
behavior (β=+0.729; p=0.040) → H4b was supported. The negative effect of male on intention persisted as 
in the basic model (significance was also maintained in the interactive model). The income effect is again 
insignificant → H4c not supported. 

Table 4. Selected coefficients from interactive models (standard β, HC3 s.h.) 

Predictor Term β p 

Behavior (z) Religiosity × Service-learning +0.238 0.042 

 Liberal × Access to nature +0.422 0.004 

 Conservative × Access to nature +0.475 0.009 

 Green-Eco × Service-learning −0.887 0.011 

 Liberal × Volunteer hours −0.386 0.043 

 Liberal (main effect) −0.715 0.002 

 Non-binary (main effect) +0.729 0.040 

Purpose (z) Number of socialist × sustainability courses +0.396 0.015 

 Liberal × Access to nature +0.332 0.030 

 Non-binary (primary effect) +1.120 0.010 

 Socialist (primary effect) +0.558 0.044 

 R² (Objective) 0.190  

 R² (Behavior) 0.285  

4.5. Brief interpretation of results 
The findings show that identity and contextual grammar work together: Service learning makes the 

bridge between religiosity and behavior visible; access to nature strengthens practice by smoothing 
ideological differences. Sustainability lessons and civic engagement indicators are not always prominent in 
the main effect; however, when presented to the right student in the right context, they have an amplifying 
effect. Gender differences, particularly non-binary students consistently reporting higher goals and behaviors, 
suggest that socio-psychological sensitivities can be transformative resources in education. 

Statistical note: P-values have not been adjusted in this family of models, which includes numerous 
interaction tests; effect sizes and confidence intervals should be given greater weight in the interpretation [60–62]. 
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5. Discussion 
The main picture of this study is clear: religiosity/spirituality and political identity do not always 

translate into purpose and behavior on their own; these identities find their voice when confronted with 
experiences such as service-learning and concrete opportunities such as access to nature. Findings show that 
the interaction between religiosity × service-learning creates a positive conditional effect on sustainable 
behavior, while access to nature broadens the path to behavior in both liberal and conservative students. This 
pattern is consistent with the argument that self-determination and meaning-focused learning approaches 
require experiential loops for values to translate into action: When students are invited to rediscover their 
own purposes (benefiting others, creating public good) in the learning context, the spark from identity can 
translate into practice [63,64]. The pedagogical counterpart of this transformation is particularly evident in 
instructional designs structured around the emphasis on “utility” and “self-transcendent purpose” [65,66]. 

The fact that religiosity alone does not produce meaningful outcomes in terms of purpose and behavior 
suggests that religiosity is a context-sensitive resource rather than a fixed impulse. The literature contains 
findings that religiosity produces measurable outcomes when linked to social action through pro-social 
motives such as service, preservation, and neighborliness; however, the conditions for this are woven 
through experience: service learning, reflective tasks, and community-based projects are known tools for this 
weaving [11,13,67]. Our finding, religiosity → increased behavior in service-learning settings, points precisely 
to this mechanism: the link that translates meaning into action is often experiential. 

Findings on political orientation present a two-layered picture. In basic models, the fact that some 
political identities (liberal, conservative, green-eco, nationalist) report lower sustainable behavior relative to 
the “none” reference suggests a tense relationship between identity and environmental frameworks, and 
sometimes dynamics of solution aversion [68,69]. Identities monitor the path to knowledge, sometimes acting 
as a gateway; however, when affordance structures such as access to nature come into play, the extremes can 
converge. Indeed, the positive interactions of liberal × access and conservative × access in our findings can 
be explained by nature's regulatory power as a “common ground”: proximity and tangibility (parks within 
walking distance, campus green infrastructure) weaken ideological preconceptions; increase the sense of 
connection; thereby transforming the perceived cost and normative weight of behavior [70,71]. This aligns with 
environmental psychology's themes of connectedness to nature and awe/reverence: Nature softens the rigid 
boundaries of the self, strengthening pro-social orientation and the sense of common good [17,38]. 

The negative trajectory of the Green-Eco × service-learning interaction, while seemingly paradoxical at 
first glance, can be understood through interpretations in the literature such as the ceiling effect, moral 
licensing, and frame mismatch. For students who already have a high environmental identity, a formal 
service-learning experience may have increased the sense of “duty” while decreasing self-determination; or 
the content of the service may not have been fully aligned with existing values [63,72]. In this case, the quality 
of the reflection component, the joint construction of common goals, and the autonomy-appropriate design of 
tasks become decisive [64,65]. The negative trend in liberal × volunteering may similarly depend on the quality 
of the infrastructure and content, as well as the alignment of the activity type with our visible behavior 
definitions (49–61); it is appropriate to interpret these findings, obtained within statistically multiple 
interaction tests, with caution (see discussions on power and multiple comparisons) [60–62]. 

Gender differences, particularly the systematically higher scores of non-binary participants on purpose 
and behavior, suggest that identity, when combined with vulnerability and empathic sensitivity, may 
strengthen pro-social orientation. This finding points to the “minority vantage” as a potentially rich source 
for everyday ethical intuition and public value creation; however, caution is warranted in generalizing due to 
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subgroup size and contextual differences. The insignificance of the income effect implies that behavior is 
shaped to a large extent by enabling structures (access, political/cultural frameworks) and identity-congruent 
experiences, and that mere abundance of resources is not the sole determinant [71]. 

Theoretically, this picture is consistent with the predictions of the identity-based motivation approach: 
People are more likely to choose behaviors that fit their identity when the context calls for that identity; 
when learning and space call for it, intention finds action [73]. Therefore, three propositions emerge for policy 
and practice in higher education: (i) Blend service-learning and sustainability content with reflection and 
autonomy support; (ii) Increase access to nature on campus and in the surrounding area, walkability, micro-
green spaces, proximity to public transportation; (iii) Develop frameworks compatible with different political 
identities (e.g., grounding narratives of common good, patriotism, justice, and thrift in points of convergence 
rather than conflict) [68,69]. When combined with the dynamic nature of norms (making others' practices 
visible), such frameworks are known to produce lasting behavioral change through small nudges [35]. 

In terms of limitations and future research, non-probability sampling and cross-sectional design 
constrain claims of causation; the risk of false positives must be carefully managed in a model family with 
multiple interaction tests [60–62]. Nevertheless, the magnitude of ΔR² and the theoretical fit of the pattern 
strongly support the need to consider identity and context together. In subsequent studies, it would be 
appropriate to test causal mechanisms through (i) longitudinal and quasi-experimental designs; (ii) 
interventions that diversify the content and reflective quality of service learning; and (iii) campus-city 
solutions that increase access to nature at the architectural/planning level. In short, when the bridge between 
identity and practice is established through educational design and spatial affordances, the student's “I” opens 
up to “we”; learning produces not only ‘success’ but also “benefit.” 

6. Conclusion 
This study shows that the relationship between students' values (religiosity/spirituality, political 

orientation) and purpose-driven learning and sustainable behavior is shaped by experiential and spatial 
contexts rather than identity alone. The findings indicate that (i) the religiosity × service-learning interaction 
increases sustainable behavior; (ii) the access to nature × political orientation (Liberal, Conservative) 
interactions show a positive trend in behavior; (iii) the Socialist × number of sustainability courses 
interaction strengthens the sense of purpose; (iv) the Green-Eco × service-learning interaction can be 
negative; (v) non-binary/third gender students scored high on both purpose and behavior, and (vi) male 
students scored lower on purpose. The income variable, however, did not produce a consistent main effect in 
this framework. This pattern supports the identity × context thesis: opportunities such as service learning, 
sustainability courses, volunteering/membership, and especially access to nature act as catalysts that 
transform the spark from identity into practice, rather than directly “changing” identity. 

The theoretical contribution of these findings is that they add an experiential/affordance dimension to 
the value–belief–norm line, illustrating how meaning is translated into action in the higher education context 
through conditional effects. The practical meaning is that it provides a guide for designs centered on the 
question “to whom, which experience?”: (1) The service-learning component, with its reflection and 
autonomy supports, opens the path to behavior, particularly along the piety/spirituality axis; (2) Increasing 
access to nature at the campus and city scale can soften ideological distances at the behavioral level; (3) 
Inputs such as the number of sustainability courses and civic engagement can have meaningful enhancing 
effects on purpose and practices when identity matching is appropriate. Thus, the horizon of learning is 
redrawn not only as success but also as benefit generation. 
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6.1. Limitations and future research 
Since the design is cross-sectional and the sample is non-probability, claims of causality should be 

interpreted cautiously; the risk of false positives should be considered in the model family containing 
multiple interaction terms, and the findings should be confirmed with pre-registered multiple samples and 
longitudinal/quasi-experimental designs. The coding of policy orientation as a single choice in data export 
(despite the multiple-choice instruction in the application) may result in measurement limitations; behavioral 
measurements are self-reported and should be supported by objective indicators (energy/waste/transportation 
data; digital ecology metrics). To capture differences in content and quality, the variables of task design, 
depth of reflection, and community partnership should be disaggregated in service-learning applications. By 
modelling the spatial (proximity, duration, accessibility) and subjective (connection with nature) dimensions 
of access to nature together, ideological mediation mechanisms can be causally tested. 

6.2. Application and policy recommendations 
1. Curriculum design: Blending sustainability courses with service learning and community-based 

projects; systematizing reflection sessions; embedding the principles of autonomy and co-creation 
into assignments. 

2. Spatial planning: Campus micro-green spaces, walking and cycling connections; access to parks 
and forests integrated with the city; nature-based learning applications. 

3. Framing and communication: Compatible story frames for different political identities (common 
good, patriotism, justice, thrift); making peer practices visible with dynamic norm messages. 

4. Measurement and evaluation: Periodic monitoring of goal and behavior indicators; objective data 
integration; pre-registered evaluation protocols. 

5. Equality and inclusivity: Adapted initiatives for gender diversity and identity differences; removal 
of participation barriers for non-binary and underrepresented groups. 

 

If behavior is a language spoken by identities, then context is the grammar of that language. Service 
learning and access to nature are two key elements of this grammar within the sentence; when placed 
correctly, the student's “I” opens up to “we”, learning becomes not just accumulation but benefit generation. 
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