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ABSTRACT
In this paper, we explore the perceptions of Iranian undergraduate college students of the
concept of sustainable development (SD). In so doing, we measure students’ attitudes and
knowledge on the various aspects of the SD paradigm. The results indicate that while most
Iranian students surveyed have a positive perception of SD, their attitudes and knowledge about
it is linked to certain demographic characteristics. For example, Iranian female college students
are more knowledgeable about SD than their male Iranian counterparts. Implications of these
findings are further explored. Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd and ERP Environment.

Received 20 December 2011; revised 2 April 2012; accepted 27 August 2012

Keywords: sustainable development; Iran; higher education

Introduction

ACCORDING TO THE BRUNDTLAND REPORT PUBLISHED BY THE WORLD COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

(WCED, 1987, p. 43), also known as ‘OurCommonFuture’, sustainable development (SD, or sustainability) refers
to ‘development that meets the needs of the present [generation] without compromising the ability of future gen-
erations to meet their needs’. More specifically, SD is understood as that which rests within the three interrelated

dimensions of social, environmental and economic progress (Hardi and Zdan, 1997; Barton, 2000; du Plessis, 2000 ).
SD has received more attention in recent years due to the growing evidence that current development strategies

embraced by many nations are not sustainable into the future (Meadows et al., 1992; Earth Charter, 2002). The
United Nations Conference on Environment and Development in 1992 made several recommendations to acceler-
ate the move toward SD. Agenda 21 of the Earth Summit (UNCED, 1992, p. 1) states: ‘education is critical for pro-
moting sustainable development and improving the capacity of the people to address sustainable development
issues.’ Ten years later, at Johannesburg, South Africa, the World Summit on Sustainable Deverlopment (WSSD,
2002, p. 5) proposed ‘adopting a decade of education for sustainable development starting in 2005’.

Among several directives, the WSSD (2002) report urges member nations to redirect some educational outcomes
in order to promote a better understanding of SD. Specifically, it urges nations to provide environmental and devel-
opmental education through formal and non-formal channels to all age groups. The hope is that SD education
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would lead to behavioral changes conducive to its goals. These SD goals, in turn, would be congruent with those
espoused by the United Nations, through the United Nations Global Compact.

To this end, researchers have begun to gauge the level of university students’ knowledge and attitudes about
sustainability. The results of such research have provided important insights into students’ views on the issue of
sustainability and their understanding about this concept. However, most of these studies have limited their
attention to the developed world (Onuki and Mino, 2009; Fernández-Fernández and Bajo-Sanjuán, 2010; Von
Der Heidt and Lamberton, 2011). Nevertheless, we also need to be aware that understanding the effect of education;
and indeed, how the overall perception of how the SD concept is understood in the developing world is paramount.
After all, 85% of the human population lives in developing countries. And as social progress permeates through
these world regions, citizenry from emerging markets perception about sustainability can result in a grimmer or
more hopeful global outlook.

With this in mind, the present paper serves as a first attempt to explore the perception (i.e. attitudes and knowledge)
of Iranian students toward SD concepts and, consequently, the progress that Iran has made in moving toward meeting
the educational needs of sustainability. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First, we present a review of the
extant literature concerning student attitudes and knowledge about SD. In so doing, we also briefly introduce the
Iranian context, specifically as it relates to sustainable development. Next, we present our research methodology,
along with our findings. Lastly, in the discussion/conclusion section, we elaborate on the implications of our research
effort.

Literature

Research on students’ attitudes toward and knowledge of sustainability is scant, but there seems to be consistent
findings in the limited number of studies conducted in recent years (Kagawa, 2007). In particular, the existing re-
search shows that while the vast majority of students show positive attitudes toward sustainability, they lack specific
knowledge about the topic (Carew and Mitchell, 2002; Darnton, 2004; Summers et al., 2004; Azapagic et al., 2005;
Stir, 2006; Kagawa, 2007). Among the most comprehensive studies in this area is the Azapagic et al. (2005) multi-
country investigation of engineering students on attitudes toward sustainability. Their findings showed that all
students surveyed had positive attitudes toward SD and indicated that it is an important concept. Yet, the data also
indicated that the students’ knowledge and understanding of sustainability concepts was not satisfactory and
suggested that much more work was needed in educating engineering students as to the concept of sustainability.
Moreover, Azapagic et al. (2005) found that students were more knowledgeable about the environmental dimension
of sustainability and less so on the social and economic aspects.

Similar results were reported by Kagawa (2007) in his study of university students at the University of Plymouth
in the United Kingdom. He found that students’ attitudes and understanding of sustainability was unidimensional
and centered on environmental issues. Moreover, the students in general reported positive ‘pro-sustainability’
attitudes and showed a willingness to change personal behaviors (e.g. recycling, purchasing habits,) to promote
sustainability. Stir’s (2006, p. 830) research with Australian students illustrated that the students’ understanding
of social and economic aspects of sustainability was ‘quite superficial’.

In short, the findings of this limited research suggest that while many university students think sustainability is
‘a good thing’, it seems they are not sufficiently familiar with the concept and its dimensions. Such related and
deeper-meaning topics as the triple bottom line (Elkington, 1998) and stakeholder influences (Freeman, 1984) are even
more distant concepts. In addition, as Kagawa (2007) and Summers et al. (2004) have reported, most respondents
associate SD solely with environmental issues and to a much lesser extent with its economic and social dimensions.

The paucity of research in this area is much more pronounced in developing countries. A notable exception is the
Azapagic et al. (2005) study including students from Brazil and Vietnam. But the sample consisted of only engineer-
ing students and the analysis was based on aggregate data of all participating students from different countries.
Hence, no explicit country effect was reported on the attitudes and understandings of students. Because SD is a
global issue, to obtain world-wide traction and to bring positive results, the world’s population requires a better
understanding and appreciation of the SD concept and its dimensions.
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In this regard, we undertook this research project in Iran, an understudied developing country in a key area of the
world, to better understand how the future (next) generation of decision-makers in that important region of the
world perceives the concept of sustainability. Thus, our study contributes to the extant literature by: (1) shedding
light on the importance of sustainability for future generations of decision-makers; (2) recognizing the impact of
sustainable development education on people’s attitudes and knowledge toward this concept; and (3) highlighting
the role of various demographic characteristics (i.e. gender, income) on attitudes towards and knowledge of
sustainability, all within the national context of Iran.

Iranian SD context

In order to develop policies and coordinate development strategies consistent with Rio’s Earth Summit declarations,
the Iranian government, as a signatory to the declarations, established the National Committee for Sustainable
Development (NCSD) in 1992. The Committee’s objectives, among others, included the development of a unified
framework to meet the requirements of Article 21 of the Summit. Among this article’s directives was the emphasis
placed on the role of education in promoting the understanding and the capacity to work toward sustainable
development goals (Maknoon, 2006).

These directives, undertaken by the Iranian Department of the Environment, are indeed encouraging given the
various economic (Bahaee and Pisani, 2009), social, and environmental challenges that the country is facing. The
government has completed two national initiatives – the National Plan for the Protection of the Environment and
the National Strategy for Sustainable Development –with concomitant plans for promoting these initiatives through pub-
lic awareness campaigns and public education. For a detailed discussion of these plans and challenges (which are beyond
the scope of this paper), readers can refer to the Human Development Report (2009); Iran Pollution Report (2004), and
Ghazinoory (2005). It is also important to note that the Iranian government exerts substantial control over the economy
both directly and through semi-private entities such as foundations (known locally as bonyads), mutual funds, pension
funds, and companies linked to military organizations. While the estimates vary as to exactly how much of the economy
is under state control, Naghshineh-Pour (2008) affirms it has a dominant influence on the Iranian economy.

In contrast to a free market economy, where influential stakeholder groups sway firm decision toward sustainable
development initiatives (Mitchell et al., 1997; Henriques and Sadorsky, 1999; Fernández-Gago and Nieto-Antolín,
2004; Pérez-Batres et al., 2010,, 2011), in state-controlled economies such as Iran, the government is the major
player in moving the society toward such goals. State-controlled economies, despite their highly concentrated eco-
nomic and political power, still need to chart some path toward sustainability which may be influenced by tomor-
row’s national leaders (a policy that Iran has signed on to through global accords). The chosen path may have
important national and international repercussions for the future. With this in mind, in this exploratory research
and given the importance of all society’s awareness and understanding of SD, and consistent with the existing re-
search in the field, we focus our examination on the opinions of Iranian college students toward sustainability.

Methodology

Sample and Survey Instrument

Based on the review of the limited existing research in this area, we developed a survey instrument to measure
Iranian college students’ knowledge of and attitude toward SD. To this end, we followed the logic set forth by
Azapagic et al. (2005). Our survey instrument grouped questions into two sections – section one covered standard
demographic data and section two focused on student attitudes and knowledge of SD concepts. The original
English-language version of the instrument was translated into the Persian (Farsi) language by two Iranian
expatriates independently (as suggested by Brislin, 1980). These translations then were integrated by the authors,
fluent in both Farsi and English. Back translation revealed minor discrepancies which were addressed. Minor
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changes were made after a small pilot test of the survey for the final Persian version. The questionnaires were
administered to 429 students, from various disciplines, who participated voluntarily during the 2008 academic year
at a major public University in Iran.

The sample was nearly evenly divided as to gender (51.5% female) and most respondents were nearing
completion of their university studies. A majority of respondents were mono-lingual Persian speakers with some
exposure to English and were nearly evenly divided among majors in business, engineering, humanities, and
medicine. Lastly, about one in four respondents had had some environmental education in high school (Tables 1
and 1b show demographic means and the corresponding correlation tables for student knowledge and attitudes
toward the concept of SD).

Survey Instrument Factor Analysis

In validating our exploratory survey about student perceptions on SD, we factor analyzed two distinct areas –

students’ knowledge of SD and students’ attitudes toward SD. The 34 SD knowledge items were divided into
four factors: (1) Environmental Non-Technical (e.g. acid rain); (2) Social Fairness (e.g. gender equity, fair trade);
(3) Environmental Technical (e.g. ECO labeling, fuel cells); and (4) Public Welfare (e.g. HIV/aids, poverty).
While each extracted factor possessed an Eigenvalue larger than one, we also used the Scree test of Eigenvalues
plotted against factors to determine the adequate number of factors (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001). Table 2
shows the component matrix for SD knowledge.

Table 3 reports the results of the factor analysis for SD attitudes. Thirteen declarative statements concerning
sustainable development yielded four extracted factors: (5) Importance of SD; (6) Global Environmental Crisis; (7)
Business Development; and (8) Changing Behavior for the Environment. Factor 5 presents respondents’ personal
opinion about how Iranian students view SD and how they believe other members of society perceive this concept.
Factor 6, which is reverse scored, exhibits a clear interpretation that the Earth’s resources are limited and in
jeopardy of not sustaining future generations. Factor 7 links business activity to economic development and Factor
8 relates to the need to change society’s behavior to improve sustainable development outcomes. Here too, the
factors are listed in order of variance explained (25%, 43%, 52% and 61%). Each extracted factor possessed an
Eigenvalue larger than one. Also, the Scree test of Eigenvalues plotted against factors confirmed the need for four
factors. Table 3 and shows the component matrix for SD attitudes.

Dependent Variables

SD Knowledge
Following the results from our factor analysis run (Table 2), we included each one of the four factors as dependent
variables (the preceding paragraph, and Table 2, label the four factors and explain the concepts that integrate each
one of them). Also, because Factors 1–4 integrate specific groups of questions, we needed to aggregate the question
value for each one of them (i.e. dependent variables). Next, to make these results comparable, we rescaled the value
of the answers. Descriptive statistics for each of the four dependent variables (i.e. Factors 1–4) are reported in the
correlation matrix, shown in Table 1.

SD Attitudes
Following the results from our factor analysis run (Table 3), we included each one of these three factors, Factors 5–8,
as dependent variables (the survey instrument factor analysis subsection, and Table 3, labels the four factors and
explains the concepts that integrate each one of them). Furthermore, because Factors 5–8 integrate specific
questions, we needed to aggregate the question value for each one of the factors (i.e. dependent variables). Next,
to make these results comparable, we rescaled the value of the answers. Descriptive statistics for each of the four
dependent variables (i.e. Factors 5–8) are reported in the correlation matrix, shown on Table 1b.

Explanatory Variables
• Gender. Dichotomous variable where Male = 1.
• Area of Academic Study. Where the following numbers indicate a particular area: 1 =Agriculture; 2 = Business;
3 =Medicine; 4 = English; 5 = IT; 6 = Literature (liberal arts).
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• Years of University Studies. This variable ranges 1–6.
• Foreign Language ability. Ranges from 1-3: where 1 means very well, 2 means not so well and 3 means barely / not
at all.

• Monthly Household Income. Ranges from 1-4: where 1 = less than $400; 2 = $400-$800; 3 = $801 - $1,600; and
4 =more than $1,600.

• Environmental Education in High School. Dichotomous variable where 1 = yes.

Statistical Analysis
Within the social sciences, there are instances in which we encounter dependent variables that are dichotomous
rather than continuous (e.g. whether students know about SD; whether students have a positive/negative attitude
toward SD). Under this condition, the OLS regression cannot appropriately calculate the relationships due to
heteroskedasticity and normality problems (Long, 1997). Thus, to properly calculate a dichotomous dependent
variable, researchers should use logistic regression models (Davis et al., 2007).

However, the use of logistic regressions is not limited to binary dependent variables but can be extended to
ordinal dependent variables. An ordinal variable is one that is categorical and hierarchically ordered. For instance,
‘not heard’, ‘heard’, ‘have some knowledge’, and ‘know a lot’ can be the answers to a question about student
knowledge on Fair Trade. Thus, for when the dependent variable is not continuous but hierarchically ordered, the
use of ordinal logistic regression is recommended (Long, 1997). To this end, Pérez-Batres et al. (2011) recently used
an ordered logistic methodology to test the relationship between a dependent variable with three categories (i.e. firm
not registered with a given SD initiative, firm with 1 registration, and firm with 2 registrations) and a set of
explanatory variables. In short, we believe these explanations justify our selecting the ordered logistic regression.

Results

SD Knowledge

To determine the level of SD knowledge of Iranian undergraduate students, we used a survey instrument consisting
of 51 questions. Table 2, the factor analysis table, shows the individual questions and their loading factors. As
described in the Methods section, the following aim was to test the relationship of each one of the factors (or depen-
dent variables) with the set of demographic characteristics (exploratory variables) encompassed by: gender, area of
academic study, years of university study, foreign language ability, household income, and environmental education
in high school (Table 4).

For Factor 1, the dependent variable about SD-popular environmental knowledge, the gender variable is highly
statistically significant and negatively related to men (p>0.01). That is, women self-identify to be much more
knowledgeable than men. For Factor 2 (Social Fairness), women also appear to be much more knowledgeable than
men as the gender variable is statistically significant and negatively related to men (p> .05). Also, high school
education is statistically significant and positively related to knowledge about social fairness issues (p>0.01). For
Factor 3, Technical Environmental Knowledge, only the high school education variable was highly statistically
significant and positively related to technical knowledge about the environment (p>0.001). And for Factor 4, Public
Welfare, women also self-identify to be much more knowledgeable than men about public welfare issues
(p>0.001). And high school education on SD was marginally statistically significant and positively related to self-
identify knowledge about public welfare issues (p>0.08). Taken in their entirety, these results suggest that women
are more knowledgeable than men about the SD concept. Also, high school environmental education and years of
university studies had a positive effect on SD knowledge.

SD Attitude

To determine the attitudes of Iranian students, we followed the same format used for the SD-knowledge analysis.
For Factor 5, the dependent variable about the value of SD to the individuals themselves and the larger society,
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we find the number of years of university education statistically significant and positively related to SD-value
(p>0.03). About Factor 6, Global Environmental Crisis, we find that years of university education have a positive
relationship to student perception of a global environmental crisis (p>0.01). And women are more likely than
men to think that there is an environmental crisis; the results though are only marginally statistically significant
(p>0.10). Also, those who received some environmental education in high school believe there is a contemporary
environmental crisis more so than those high school students who were not exposed to any environmental
education (p> .002). For Factor 7, an increase in the number of years of university studies was positively related
to the perception that business development brings material prosperity (p> .06). For the final factor, Factor 8,
the number of years of university education was positively related to the student perception as to the need for
attitudinal changes toward SD (reverse scored, p> .07).

In summary, more years of college impacts attitudes in a positive fashion concerning the value of SD, the feeling
of environmental crisis is at hand, the possibility that SD and business development are not mutually exclusive, and
that higher education may help create a belief that there is a national need for attitudinal change toward SD.
Women have a more heightened sense of environmental crisis. Also, those who studied the environment in high
school believe that an environmental crisis is at hand.

Discussion and Conclusion

The purpose of this research was to investigate the attitudes and knowledge of Iranian students toward the
multi-faceted SD concept. About SD knowledge, our results show that gender (Iranian women), SD education
in high school, and university experience (years of study) were variables with a positively relationship to the
concept of SD. Specifically about undergraduate Iranian women, our analysis revealed that they are more
knowledgeable than Iranian men about non-technical environmental issues, social fairness, and the public
welfare dimensions (factors) of the SD concept; yet, there is no difference between Iranian men and women
about the technical environmental factor. Perhaps, the greater awareness and knowledge on the part of Iranian
female university students reflects the increasing participation rates of women in higher education. Because
admission to universities in Iran is limited and very competitive, the higher rate of female admissions may
indicate a broader educational skill set, hence, female student awareness and knowledge of emerging global
issues such as sustainability. Additionally, traditional female roles, such as caring and raising children, may also
better relate to the survey questions concerning gender equity, child mortality, and maternal health. Quite
possibly, this level of awareness and knowledge may be an issue of self-interest because sustainable development
may improve the condition and position of Iranian women in Iranian society.

Our research also showed that respondents with SD education in high school and more university experience
were more knowledgeable about some aspects of sustainability concepts than their peers with no SD high school
education and less university experience, respectively. Indeed, these results underscore the important role of
education both formative (i.e. high school) and career focused (i.e. university) in enhancing the understanding of
the emerging generation and future leaders toward sustainable development in Iran. This important finding, noting
the contribution of the link between education, environmental study, and SD knowledge and attitudes, may
significantly matter. It could be that through the educational enterprise SD becomes a more salient national issue
in Iran.

Worth noting is the fact that our results show only students’ opinion. They do not reflect respondents’ behaviors.
Because students indicated a positive attitude toward SD and were knowledgeable about some SD concepts does not
mean their behavior is consistent with SD goals. Future research should investigate the degree to which
respondents’ expressed attitudes and understanding about SD is consistent with their actions.

This research has made several contributions to the subject of sustainable development. First, the results show
that sustainable development has a global appeal and viewed very positively not only in industrialized and developed
economies (Kagawa, 2007), but also in developing nations. This positive attitude toward SD, while not sufficient, it
is a necessary pre-condition to create behavioral change toward creating a world-wide sustainable society. Indeed, for
a broader understanding of attitudes toward sustainability, more research is needed in other developing economies.
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Second, perhaps the most significant contribution of this research is the findings related to the effects of various
demographic variables such as gender and education on respondents’ attitudes and understanding of sustainability.
Specifically, the fact that SD education showed a significant positive impact on respondents’ attitudes and
knowledge of sustainable development validates and reaffirms the important role of education in promoting
sustainability as declared in the Agenda 21 of the Earth Summit (UNCED, 1992).

Finally, this study was conducted in Iran, a hostile environment to conduct social science research as evidenced
by the recent government restrictions on the field (Karimi, 2010). Given this context, and the already sparse research
activities from this region, the value and the contributions of our research become even more evident.

References

Azapagic A, Perdan S, Shallcross D. 2005. How much do engineering students know about sustainable development? The findings of an
international survey and possible implications for the engineering curriculum. European Journal of Engineering Education 30(1): 1–19.

Bahaee M, Pisani M. 2009. Are Iranian consumers poised to ‘buy American’ in a hostile global environment? Business Horizons 52: 223–232.
Barton H. 2000. Conflicting perceptions of neighborhood. In Sustainable Communities, Earthscan: London, UK.
Brislin RW. 1980. Translation and content analysis of oral and written materials. In Handbook of Cross Cultural Psychology, Triandis HC, Lambert

WW(eds). Allyn & Bacon: Boston, MA; 398–444.
Carew A, Mitchell C. 2002. Characterizing undergraduate engineering students’ understanding of sustainability. European Journal of Engineering

Education 27(4): 349–361.
Darnton A. 2004. The impact of sustainable development on public behavior: report 1 of desk research commissioned by COI on behalf of DEFRA.

http://collection.europarchive.org/tna/20080530153425/http:/www.sustainable-development.gov.uk/publications/pdf/desk-research1.pdf
[5 December 2009].

Davis JL, Payne GT, McMahan GC. 2007. A few bad apples? Scandalous behavior of mutual fund managers. Journal of Business Ethics 76: 319–334.
Earth Charter. 2002. Earth Charter International Secretariat: Biannual Report. http://www.earthcharterinaction.org/invent/images/uploads/

Biannual%20Report%202003-2004.pdf [5 December 2009].
Elkington J. 1998. Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of the 21st Century, New Society Publishers: Gabriola Island, Canada.
Fernández-Fernández J, Bajo-Sanjuán A. 2010. The presence of business ethics and CSR in higher education curricula for executives: the case of

Spain. Journal of Business Ethics Education 7: 25–38.
Fernández-Gago R, Nieto-Antolín M. 2004. Stakeholder salience in corporate environmental strategy. Corporate Governance 4(3): 65–76.
Freeman RE. 1984. Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach, Pitman: Boston, MA.
Ghazinoory S. 2005. Cleaner production in Iran: necessities and priorities. Journal of Cleaner Production 13: 755–762.
Hardi P, Zdan T. 1997. Assessing Sustainable Development, International Institute for Sustainable Development: Winnipeg, Canada.
Henriques I, Sadorsky P. 1999. The relationship between environmental commitment and managerial perceptions of stakeholder importance.

Academy of Management Journal 42(1): 87–99.
Human Development Report. 2009. United Nations Development Program: Human Development Report. hdr.undp.org/en/reports/global/

hdr2009/papers/HDRP_2009_53.pdf [6 July 2010].
Iran Pollution Report. 2004. U.S. Department of Energy: Country analysis brief. http://www.iranwatch.org/government/US/DOE/us-doe-

irancountrybrief-0804.pdf [10 January 2010].
Kagawa F. 2007. Dissonance in students’ perceptions of sustainable development and sustainability: implications for curriculum change. Inter-

national Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education 8(3): 317–338.
Karimi N. 2010. Iran restricts social sciences seen as ‘Western’. Sun, 24. http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20101024/ap_on_re_mi_ea/

ml_iran_university_restrictions [12 December 2011].
Long S. 1997. Regression Models for Categorical and Limited Dependent Variables, Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA.
Maknoon R. 2006. Cheshm andaze tousea melli va rahbordhaye kalane tousea payedar, [Future national development and strategies for sustainable

development]. Amir kabir Engineering University: Tehran, Iran.
Meadows H, Meadows L, Randers J. 1992. Beyond the Limits: Confronting Global Collapse, Envisioning a Sustainable Future, Chelsea Green: Post

Mills, VT.
Mitchell RK, Agle BR, Wood DJ. 1997. Toward a theory of stakeholder identification and salience: defining the principle of who and what really

counts. Academy of Management Review 22(4): 853–886.
Naghshineh-Pour A. 2008. A review and analysis of Iran’s current economic staus. Payvand Iran News. http://www.payvand.com/news/08/oct/

1285.html [12 September 2010].
Onuki M, Mino T. 2009. Sustainability education and a new master’s degree, the master of sustainability science: the graduate program in

sustainability science (GPSS) at the University of Tokyo. Sustainability Science 4(1): 55–59.
Pérez-Batres LA, Miller VV, Pisani MJ. 2010. CSR, sustainability and the meaning of global reporting for Latin American corporations. Journal of

Business Ethics 91: 193–209.
Pérez-Batres LA, Miller VV, Pisani MJ. 2011. Institutionalizing sustainability: an empirical study of corporate registration and commitment to the

United Nations Global Compact guidelines. Journal of Cleaner Production 19(8): 843–851.

186 M. Bahaee et al.

Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd and ERP Environment Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Mgmt. 21, 175–187 (2014)
DOI: 10.1002/csr

http://collection.europarchive.org/tna/20080530153425/http:/www.sustainable-development.gov.uk/publications/pdf/desk-research1.pdf
http://www.johannesburgsummit.org/html/documents/summit
http://www.johannesburgsummit.org/html/documents/summit
http://www.iranwatch.org/government/US/DOE/us-doe-irancountrybrief-0804.pdf
http://www.iranwatch.org/government/US/DOE/us-doe-irancountrybrief-0804.pdf
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20101024/ap_on_re_mi_ea/ml_iran_university_restrictions
http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20101024/ap_on_re_mi_ea/ml_iran_university_restrictions
http://www.payvand.com/news/08/oct/1285.html
http://www.payvand.com/news/08/oct/1285.html


du Plessis C. 2000. Cities and sustainability: sustaining our cultural heritage. In Conference Proceedings, Brandon P, Lombardi P, Perera S. (eds).
The Millennium Conference: Kandalama, Sri Lanka.

Stir J. 2006. Restructuring teacher education for sustainability: student involvement through a strength model. Journal of Cleaner Production 14:
830–836.

Summers M, Corney G, Ghilds A. 2004. Student teachers’ conceptions of sustainable development: the starting-points of geographers and
scientists. Educational Research 46(2): 163–182.

Tabachnick B, Fidell L. 2001. Using Multivariate Statistics, 4th ed. Allen & Bacon: Boston, MA.
UNCED, 1992. Agenda 21, United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, UN General Assembly, New York. http://www.un.

org/esa/dsd/resources/res_docukeyconf_eartsumm.shtml [5 December 2009].
Von Der Heidt T, Lamberton G. 2011. Sustainability in the undergraduate and postgraduate business curricula of a regional university: a critical

perspective. Journal of Management & Organization 17(5): 670–690.
WCED, 1987. World Commission on Environment and Development: Our Common Future, Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK.
WSSD, 2002. Key outcomes of the summit. World Summit on Sustainable Development. http://www.johannesburgsummit.org/html/

documents/summit [7 July 2009].

187(Perceptions of ) Sustainable Development in Iran

Copyright © 2012 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd and ERP Environment Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Mgmt. 21, 175–187 (2014)
DOI: 10.1002/csr

http://www.un.org/esa/dsd/resources/res_docukeyconf_eartsumm.shtml
http://www.un.org/esa/dsd/resources/res_docukeyconf_eartsumm.shtml
http://www.johannesburgsummit.org/html/documents/summit
http://www.johannesburgsummit.org/html/documents/summit

