SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL
Uncovering Sustainability Awareness Profiles in Higher Education: A Person-Centered Approach
This supplement reports the instrument-development and measurement evidence in full. The main text summarises these results; the tables below give the detail on which those summaries rest.
Table S1. Complete Wording of the Twenty-Five Items as Administered, with Source
	Item
	Wording as administered
	Source

	A1
	I can explain the relationship between the environmental, economic, and social dimensions of Sustainable Development.
	Researcher-developed on the basis of the general literature

	A2
	I am knowledgeable about the United Nations’ 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
	Adapted from Aleixo et al. (2021)

	A3
	I actively follow news and developments regarding global sustainability issues.
	Adapted from Aleixo et al. (2021)

	A4
	I know how my specific field of study can contribute to sustainability.
	Researcher-developed on the basis of the general literature

	A5
	I believe that my individual actions can significantly contribute to global sustainable development.
	Adapted from Ellen et al. (1991)

	B1
	The course content in my department provides sufficient theoretical knowledge about sustainability.
	Adapted from Aleixo et al. (2021)

	B2
	My instructors encourage us to think critically about environmental and social issues.
	Researcher-developed on the basis of the general literature

	B3
	My education has provided me with practical skills to promote sustainability in my future career.
	Adapted from Aleixo et al. (2021)

	B4
	I am satisfied with the seminars and events my university organizes regarding sustainability.
	Adapted from Aleixo et al. (2021)

	B5
	Sustainability topics are integrated across different courses rather than being isolated in a single subject.
	Adapted from Aleixo et al. (2021)

	C1
	I actively pay attention to reducing my waste and recycling in my daily life.
	Adapted from Gericke et al. (2019)

	C2
	I make a conscious effort to reduce my water and electricity consumption.
	Adapted from Gericke et al. (2019)

	C3
	I try to choose brands with ethical and environmental standards when shopping.
	Adapted from Gericke et al. (2019)

	C4
	I am willing to make changes to my lifestyle (transportation, diet, etc.) to reduce my environmental footprint.
	Adapted from Gericke et al. (2019)

	C5
	I influence people around me (friends/family) to adopt more sustainable habits.
	Researcher-developed on the basis of the general literature

	D1
	I believe my university is a role model for the local community regarding sustainability.
	Researcher-developed on the basis of the general literature

	D2
	The campus infrastructure (lighting, recycling bins, green spaces) reflects sustainability values.
	Researcher-developed on the basis of the general literature

	D3
	My university regularly informs students about its sustainability goals and achievements.
	Adapted from Dagiliūtė et al. (2018)

	D4
	There are sufficient and accessible opportunities on campus to participate in “Green” initiatives.
	Adapted from Aleixo et al. (2021)

	D5
	I feel that the university management prioritizes environmental impacts in its decision-making.
	Adapted from Aleixo et al. (2021)

	E1
	I am deeply concerned about the negative impact of climate change on my future quality of life.
	Adapted from Aleixo et al. (2021)

	E2
	I believe that global social justice and the eradication of poverty are essential for a sustainable world.
	Adapted from Gericke et al. (2019)

	E3
	I feel a moral responsibility to protect the quality of life for future generations.
	Adapted from Gericke et al. (2019)

	E4
	I believe governments should prioritize environmental protection over short-term economic growth.
	Adapted from Aleixo et al. (2021)

	E5
	I view biodiversity loss as a threat as significant as climate change.
	Researcher-developed on the basis of the general literature


Note. Items were presented in the order shown, in five visually separated blocks headed A. Knowledge and Awareness (Personal), B. Educational Experience and Competencies, C. Individual Attitudes and Habits, D. Institutional Perception (Green Campus) and E. Global Concerns and Ethics, each with a five-point agreement scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree). The block headings shown to respondents are the original labels; two were revised after the content validity panel and the revised labels are used throughout the manuscript. Researcher-developed items were written on the basis of the general literature as described in the Method. Adapted items were reworded for a uniform agreement format and for the Turkish higher education context.

Table S2. Item-Level Descriptive Statistics and Corrected Item-Total Correlations (N = 597)
	Item
	M
	SD
	Skewness
	Kurtosis
	CITC

	A1
	3.95
	1.16
	-1.16
	0.54
	.725

	A2
	3.42
	0.99
	-0.47
	-0.14
	.633

	A3
	3.36
	0.96
	-0.43
	0.10
	.619

	A4
	3.37
	0.97
	-0.42
	-0.11
	.606

	A5
	3.38
	0.93
	-0.47
	0.03
	.593

	B1
	3.90
	1.11
	-1.04
	0.46
	.701

	B2
	3.44
	0.93
	-0.42
	-0.18
	.619

	B3
	3.34
	0.96
	-0.46
	-0.10
	.662

	B4
	3.41
	0.92
	-0.49
	0.05
	.607

	B5
	3.35
	0.97
	-0.40
	-0.07
	.585

	C1
	3.86
	1.19
	-1.06
	0.27
	.725

	C2
	3.39
	0.97
	-0.51
	-0.03
	.626

	C3
	3.39
	0.97
	-0.56
	0.02
	.663

	C4
	3.33
	0.93
	-0.20
	-0.17
	.578

	C5
	3.33
	0.96
	-0.41
	-0.13
	.616

	D1
	3.88
	1.18
	-0.98
	0.14
	.733

	D2
	3.35
	0.96
	-0.50
	-0.10
	.649

	D3
	3.27
	0.97
	-0.42
	-0.16
	.649

	D4
	3.33
	0.98
	-0.36
	-0.14
	.615

	D5
	3.35
	0.94
	-0.38
	-0.04
	.600

	E1
	3.83
	1.25
	-1.01
	0.03
	.731

	E2
	3.27
	1.04
	-0.37
	-0.46
	.649

	E3
	3.33
	0.97
	-0.49
	-0.18
	.655

	E4
	3.25
	1.04
	-0.30
	-0.44
	.647

	E5
	3.28
	1.02
	-0.42
	-0.36
	.643


Note. CITC = corrected item-total correlation computed within the item’s own dimension. No item fell below .30 and no dimension’s alpha increased upon deletion of any item.


Table S3. Standardised ESEM Loadings, Five-Factor Solution With Geomin Rotation (N = 597)
	Item
	F1
	F2
	F3
	F4
	F5

	A1
	.947
	-.093
	-.032
	-.143
	-.023

	A2
	.715
	.021
	.101
	-.001
	.026

	A3
	.704
	.025
	.059
	.002
	.005

	A4
	.686
	.020
	.006
	.003
	.028

	A5
	.644
	-.019
	.038
	.038
	.112

	B1
	-.013
	.883
	-.086
	-.025
	-.058

	B2
	.033
	.754
	-.023
	-.000
	-.057

	B3
	.014
	.737
	.016
	.087
	.023

	B4
	-.021
	.671
	.125
	.004
	.004

	B5
	-.000
	.645
	.119
	.016
	.012

	C1
	-.032
	-.059
	.915
	-.118
	-.026

	C2
	.003
	-.006
	.709
	.011
	.056

	C3
	.002
	-.007
	.754
	.008
	.002

	C4
	.080
	.027
	.665
	-.023
	.020

	C5
	.029
	.075
	.675
	.022
	.000

	D1
	-.101
	-.021
	-.109
	.967
	-.078

	D2
	.005
	.059
	.031
	.740
	-.012

	D3
	-.005
	.083
	-.019
	.723
	.024

	D4
	.063
	.038
	.013
	.679
	.011

	D5
	.030
	.087
	.014
	.649
	.055

	E1
	-.028
	-.028
	-.082
	-.038
	.923

	E2
	-.003
	.063
	-.005
	-.020
	.744

	E3
	.086
	-.017
	-.006
	.019
	.726

	E4
	.044
	.015
	.133
	.011
	.697

	E5
	-.000
	.030
	.056
	.018
	.709


Note. Estimator: Diagonally Weighted Least Squares with robust corrections. Primary loadings appear on the diagonal blocks. The largest secondary loading across all 125 estimates was .143.

Table S4. Correlations Among the Five ESEM Factors
	
	F1
	F2
	F3
	F4
	F5

	f1
	1.00
	.114
	.057
	.195
	.204

	f2
	.114
	1.00
	.145
	.136
	.186

	f3
	.057
	.145
	1.00
	.213
	.154

	f4
	.195
	.136
	.213
	1.00
	.208

	f5
	.204
	.186
	.154
	.208
	1.00




Table S5. Reliability and Bifactor Indices

Panel A. Internal consistency by dimension
	Dimension
	Alpha
	Omega

	A
	.834
	.837

	B
	.834
	.836

	C
	.837
	.839

	D
	.842
	.851

	E
	.851
	.860



Panel B. Bifactor indices for the whole scale
	Index
	Value

	omega total
	0.924

	omega hierarchical
	0.504

	omega subscales
	0.420

	ECV
	0.201

	PUC
	0.833



Panel C. Variance decomposition by dimension
	Dimension
	Omega S
	Omega H
	Omega total

	A
	.735
	.136
	.871

	B
	.719
	.147
	.866

	C
	.725
	.142
	.867

	D
	.686
	.194
	.881

	E
	.652
	.232
	.884


Note. Omega S is the proportion of variance attributable to the dimension’s own factor and Omega H the proportion attributable to the general factor. ECV = explained common variance; PUC = proportion of uncontaminated correlations. An ECV of .201 with a PUC of .833 indicates that the multidimensionality is consequential and that a total score is not interpretable.

Table S6. Fit Indices for All Covariance Structures and Profile Solutions (N = 597)
	Covariance structure
	Profiles
	Log-likelihood
	BIC

	EEI
	1
	-3536.3
	7136.6

	EEI
	2
	-3464.2
	7030.6

	EEI
	3
	-3391.1
	6922.9

	EEI
	4
	-3333.4
	6845.8

	EEI
	5
	-3300.0
	6817.3

	EEI
	6
	-3275.8
	6807.2

	VVI
	1
	-3536.3
	7136.6

	VVI
	2
	-3335.0
	6804.1

	VVI
	3
	-3289.2
	6782.9

	VVI
	4
	-3251.5
	6777.9

	VVI
	5
	-3225.0
	6795.2

	VVI
	6
	-3202.3
	6820.1

	EEE
	1
	-3471.9
	7071.6

	EEE
	2
	-3471.9
	7109.9

	EEE
	3
	-3365.2
	6934.9

	EEE
	4
	-3471.9
	7186.6

	EEE
	5
	-3471.9
	7225.0

	EEE
	6
	-3471.9
	7263.4

	VVV
	1
	-3471.9
	7071.6

	VVV
	2
	-3297.9
	6857.9

	VVV
	3
	-3244.8
	6886.0

	VVV
	4
	-3199.4
	6929.3

	VVV
	5
	-3173.6
	7012.0

	VVV
	6
	-3144.7
	7088.4


Note. EEI = equal variances, covariances fixed to zero; VVI = varying variances, covariances fixed to zero; EEE = equal variances and covariances; VVV = varying variances and covariances. Every cell is the best admissible solution from 60 starting values, where admissible requires all variances above .02 and all classes above 5% of the sample; cells in which no admissible solution was found at that number of starts retain the best value located. The lowest BIC across all twenty-four combinations is VVI with four profiles, at 6777.9. Table 3 in the manuscript reports the VVI row from a larger search of 800 starting values per cell.


Table S7. Measurement Invariance Across the Five Grouping Variables
	Grouping
	Step
	χ²
	df
	CFI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	dCFI
	dRMSEA

	Gender
	configural
	849.8
	530
	.962
	.045
	.063
	
	

	
	thresholds
	903.5
	580
	.961
	.043
	.063
	-.001
	-.002

	
	metric
	908.8
	600
	.963
	.042
	.064
	.002
	-.001

	
	scalar
	926.3
	620
	.963
	.041
	.064
	.000
	-.001

	Age group
	configural
	1095.5
	795
	.964
	.044
	.071
	
	

	
	thresholds
	1206.5
	895
	.962
	.042
	.071
	-.002
	-.002

	
	metric
	1246.7
	935
	.962
	.041
	.072
	.000
	-.001

	
	scalar
	1280.9
	975
	.963
	.040
	.072
	.001
	-.001

	Faculty
	configural
	1620.4
	1325
	.963
	.043
	.084
	
	

	
	thresholds
	1814.1
	1525
	.964
	.040
	.084
	.001
	-.003

	
	metric
	1873.5
	1605
	.967
	.038
	.085
	.003
	-.002

	
	scalar
	1943.2
	1685
	.968
	.036
	.085
	.001
	-.002

	Academic year
	configural
	1383.0
	1060
	.953
	.045
	.083
	
	

	
	thresholds
	1465.6
	1135
	.952
	.044
	.083
	-.001
	-.001

	
	metric
	1514.8
	1195
	.953
	.042
	.083
	.001
	-.002

	
	scalar
	1568.8
	1255
	.954
	.041
	.083
	.001
	-.001

	First encounter
	configural
	802.1
	530
	.968
	.042
	.062
	
	

	
	thresholds
	858.7
	580
	.967
	.040
	.062
	-.001
	-.002

	
	metric
	880.2
	600
	.967
	.040
	.062
	.000
	.000

	
	scalar
	897.6
	620
	.967
	.039
	.062
	.000
	-.001


Note. Ordinal WLSMV estimation with the identification approach of Wu and Estabrook (2016). Scaled indices are reported. Invariance was accepted where dCFI was at least -.010 and dRMSEA no more than .015. For academic year the two lowest response categories were merged, because two item-by-group cells contained no observations. For first encounter the four original categories were collapsed into exposure during and after compulsory schooling.

Table S8. Response Pattern by Item Position Within Each Dimension
	Dimension
	M item 1
	M items 2 to 5
	Difference
	% 4 or 5, item 1
	% 4 or 5, items 2 to 5

	A
	3.95
	3.38
	+0.56
	76.4
	48.6

	B
	3.90
	3.38
	+0.52
	72.9
	49.3

	C
	3.86
	3.36
	+0.51
	73.5
	47.7

	D
	3.88
	3.32
	+0.55
	71.0
	46.1

	E
	3.83
	3.28
	+0.55
	71.5
	46.4


Note. The first item presented in each dimension attracted markedly higher endorsement than the remaining four, in all five dimensions. Because item order was fixed and the dimensions were presented as visually separated blocks, construct and presentation format are confounded. Replication with randomised item order is required.



Table S9. Three-Profile Solution and Its Correspondence With the Retained Solution
Panel A. Dimension means for the three-profile solution
	Profile
	Knowledge
	Education
	Practices
	Institution
	Global
	n

	1
	3.51
	3.34
	1.93
	3.33
	3.27
	74

	2
	3.19
	3.25
	3.54
	3.14
	3.03
	305

	3
	3.94
	3.89
	3.91
	3.91
	3.98
	218


Panel B. Cross-tabulation of the four-profile and three-profile solutions
	Four-profile solution
	3-profile 1
	3-profile 2
	3-profile 3

	1. High Comprehensive Awareness
	0
	3
	216

	2. Moderate Awareness
	0
	223
	2

	3. Low Practices and Engagement
	73
	6
	0

	4. Low Personal Knowledge
	1
	73
	0


Note. The three-profile solution reproduces the High Comprehensive Awareness profile (216 of 219 cases in class 3) and the Low Practices and Engagement profile (73 of 79 in class 1), and merges the Moderate Awareness and Low Personal Knowledge profiles into class 2. The merged class averages over a configuration in which personal knowledge sits at the floor of the scale while educational and institutional perceptions sit near the sample mean, which is why the four-profile solution was retained.

Table S10. Enumeration With Dimension Scores Computed Without the First Item of Each Dimension
	Profiles
	BIC
	Entropy
	Smallest class

	1
	6860.5
	-
	100.0%

	2
	6485.3
	.791
	30.7%

	3
	6487.3
	.632
	21.9%

	4
	6499.0
	.569
	18.3%

	5
	6533.7
	.652
	5.5%


Note. Each dimension score is the mean of items 2 to 5 only. Estimated under the same multi-start procedure as the main analysis. The BIC minimum moves to two profiles, and entropy for the four-profile solution falls from .791 to .569. Agreement between the forced four-profile solution and the retained solution, under optimal one-to-one assignment, is 61.0%.



Table S11. Rationale for Retaining the Three Items Falling Below the Content Validity Criterion
	Item
	Panel objection
	Basis for retention
	Decision

	A2
	A specific rather than structural indicator of knowledge; few undergraduates know the seventeen Goals
	Awareness of the Goals is the standard operationalisation of sustainability literacy; an item most respondents score low on discriminates at the lower end
	Retained

	A5
	Measures perceived personal efficacy rather than knowledge; the intensifier makes endorsement difficult
	Efficacy belief is a constituent of self-perceived action competence (Olsson et al., 2020) and conditions the path from knowledge to behaviour (Ovais, 2023)
	Retained; label widened

	C5
	Measures interpersonal advocacy rather than personal habit
	Social environmentalism, peer interaction and influence, is one of four empirically distinct domains of pro-environmental behaviour (Larson et al., 2015)
	Retained; label widened


Note. All twenty-five items were retained. In each case the objection concerned the breadth of the dimension label rather than the placement of the item. Two labels were widened accordingly: Personal Knowledge and Awareness became Personal Knowledge and Efficacy, and Individual Attitudes and Habits became Individual Practices and Engagement.



Table S12. Sensitivity Analysis Removing the Three Flagged Items (N = 597)
Panel A. Measurement model
	
	25 items
	22 items

	Factors indicated by parallel analysis
	5
	5

	Largest secondary loading
	.143
	.126

	KMO
	.846
	.824

	Alpha, Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	.834
	.771 (3 items)

	Alpha, Individual Practices and Engagement
	.837
	.810 (4 items)

	Alpha, other three dimensions
	.834 to .851
	unchanged


Panel B. Enumeration on the 22-item scores
	Profiles
	BIC
	Entropy
	Smallest class

	1
	7292.4
	-
	100.0%

	2
	6983.7
	.719
	36.7%

	3
	6964.8
	.618
	25.5%

	4
	6969.2
	.671
	8.5%

	5
	6987.2
	.776
	9.0%


Note. The BIC minimum moves from four profiles to three. Forcing four profiles gives agreement of 77.4% with the retained solution under optimal one-to-one assignment and entropy of .671. The Low Practices and Engagement profile survives with its deficit intact; the Low Personal Knowledge profile does not, its defining dimension rising from 1.97 to 2.89 once two of its five items are removed. The three items were retained in the reported analyses; this table documents what their removal would imply.

Table S13. Content Validity Panel: Complete Item Ratings (6 experts)
	Item
	E1
	E2
	E3
	E4
	E5
	E6
	I-CVI
	κ*
	Clarity I-CVI

	A1
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	A2
	3
	4
	2
	2
	3
	4
	0.67
	0.56
	0.83

	A3
	3
	2
	3
	3
	3
	4
	0.83
	0.82
	1.00

	A4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	A5
	4
	2
	4
	2
	3
	4
	0.67
	0.56
	1.00

	B1
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	B2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	B3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	B4
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	B5
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	C1
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	C2
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	C3
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	0.83

	C4
	3
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	0.83

	C5
	2
	2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	0.67
	0.56
	0.83

	D1
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	D2
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	0.67

	D3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	D4
	3
	4
	2
	4
	4
	4
	0.83
	0.82
	1.00

	D5
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	E1
	4
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	E2
	2
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	0.83
	0.82
	0.83

	E3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00

	E4
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	0.83

	E5
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1.00
	1.00
	1.00


Note. Columns E1 to E6 give each expert’s relevance rating on the four-point scale (1 = not relevant, 2 = somewhat relevant, 3 = quite relevant, 4 = highly relevant). I-CVI is the proportion of experts rating the item 3 or 4; with six raters the retention criterion is .83. κ* is the modified kappa, computed as (I-CVI − Pc)/(1 − Pc) with Pc the binomial probability of the observed agreement under chance rating. Clarity I-CVI is the corresponding proportion for the clarity scale. S-CVI/Ave was .94 for relevance and .95 for clarity; S-CVI/UA was .76, with universal agreement on 19 of 25 items. Items A2, A5 and C5 fell below the relevance criterion and item D2 below the clarity criterion. The panel comprised three specialists in curriculum and instruction, one in educational sciences and two in English language education, and was convened after the survey had been administered.

Table S14. Classification Error Matrix and BCH Weights
	Modally assigned
	P1
	P2
	P3
	P4
	w1
	w2
	w3
	w4

	1. High Comprehensive Awareness
	0.870
	0.128
	0.001
	0.001
	1.163
	-0.169
	0.003
	0.004

	2. Moderate Awareness
	0.068
	0.885
	0.022
	0.025
	-0.089
	1.148
	-0.027
	-0.032

	3. Low Practices and Engagement
	0.012
	0.075
	0.899
	0.014
	-0.008
	-0.093
	1.115
	-0.014

	4. Low Personal Knowledge
	0.013
	0.065
	0.028
	0.894
	-0.010
	-0.079
	-0.033
	1.122


Note. Columns P1 to P4 give the average posterior probability of each latent class for cases modally assigned to the profile named in the first column; rows sum to 1.000. The diagonal entries, .870, .885, .899 and .894, are the average posterior probabilities reported in the Findings. Columns w1 to w4 give the corresponding row of the inverse of that matrix, which supplies the weight with which each case contributes to each class. Negative weights are expected and are what removes the attenuation produced by modal assignment. No weighted cell count in any of the five cross-tabulations was negative.

Table S15. Internal Consistency Under Every Single-Item Removal Set
	Dimension
	Set
	k
	Alpha
	Change

	Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	all five
	5
	0.834
	

	Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	item 1 removed
	4
	0.774
	-0.060

	Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	item 2 removed
	4
	0.801
	-0.033

	Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	item 3 removed
	4
	0.805
	-0.029

	Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	item 4 removed
	4
	0.808
	-0.026

	Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	item 5 removed
	4
	0.812
	-0.022

	Educational Experience
	all five
	5
	0.834
	

	Educational Experience
	item 1 removed
	4
	0.781
	-0.053

	Educational Experience
	item 2 removed
	4
	0.804
	-0.029

	Educational Experience
	item 3 removed
	4
	0.792
	-0.041

	Educational Experience
	item 4 removed
	4
	0.808
	-0.026

	Educational Experience
	item 5 removed
	4
	0.813
	-0.020

	Individual Practices and Engagement
	all five
	5
	0.837
	

	Individual Practices and Engagement
	item 1 removed
	4
	0.780
	-0.057

	Individual Practices and Engagement
	item 2 removed
	4
	0.808
	-0.029

	Individual Practices and Engagement
	item 3 removed
	4
	0.798
	-0.039

	Individual Practices and Engagement
	item 4 removed
	4
	0.820
	-0.017

	Individual Practices and Engagement
	item 5 removed
	4
	0.810
	-0.027

	Institutional Perception
	all five
	5
	0.842
	

	Institutional Perception
	item 1 removed
	4
	0.786
	-0.056

	Institutional Perception
	item 2 removed
	4
	0.810
	-0.032

	Institutional Perception
	item 3 removed
	4
	0.810
	-0.033

	Institutional Perception
	item 4 removed
	4
	0.819
	-0.023

	Institutional Perception
	item 5 removed
	4
	0.822
	-0.020

	Global Concerns and Ethics
	all five
	5
	0.851
	

	Global Concerns and Ethics
	item 1 removed
	4
	0.803
	-0.048

	Global Concerns and Ethics
	item 2 removed
	4
	0.824
	-0.027

	Global Concerns and Ethics
	item 3 removed
	4
	0.823
	-0.028

	Global Concerns and Ethics
	item 4 removed
	4
	0.824
	-0.027

	Global Concerns and Ethics
	item 5 removed
	4
	0.825
	-0.026


Note. Coefficient alpha for each dimension with all five items and with each item removed in turn. Removing the first item gives a mean alpha of .785 across the five dimensions (range .774 to .803); removing the second, third, fourth or fifth gives means of .809, .806, .816 and .816 respectively, and .812 averaged over all four. The first item is the most costly single removal in every dimension, but the additional cost relative to the average alternative removal is .027. Reduced reliability is therefore a real but modest component of the item-position sensitivity reported in the Findings, and it does not by itself account for the change in the profile solution.



Table S16. Twenty-Five Analyses of Variance: Dimension Scores by Demographic Variable (N = 597)
	Dimension
	Variable
	F
	df
	p
	η²
	90% CI for η²
	Levene p
	A-G p

	Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	Gender
	0.38
	1, 595
	0.539
	0.0006
	[0.0000, 0.0083]
	0.202
	0.553

	Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	Age group
	0.55
	2, 594
	0.580
	0.0018
	[0.0000, 0.0091]
	0.349
	0.565

	Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	Faculty
	0.78
	4, 592
	0.539
	0.0052
	[0.0000, 0.0121]
	0.198
	0.564

	Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	Academic year
	2.99
	3, 593
	0.030
	0.0149
	[0.0007, 0.0310]
	0.116
	0.026

	Personal Knowledge and Efficacy
	First encounter
	1.04
	3, 593
	0.375
	0.0052
	[0.0000, 0.0145]
	0.423
	0.320

	Educational Experience
	Gender
	1.12
	1, 595
	0.291
	0.0019
	[0.0000, 0.0121]
	0.865
	0.301

	Educational Experience
	Age group
	0.34
	2, 594
	0.711
	0.0011
	[0.0000, 0.0069]
	0.171
	0.703

	Educational Experience
	Faculty
	0.49
	4, 592
	0.746
	0.0033
	[0.0000, 0.0075]
	0.054
	0.723

	Educational Experience
	Academic year
	2.04
	3, 593
	0.106
	0.0102
	[0.0000, 0.0236]
	0.914
	0.094

	Educational Experience
	First encounter
	0.11
	3, 593
	0.955
	0.0005
	[0.0000, 0.0000]
	0.760
	0.957

	Individual Practices and Engagement
	Gender
	0.01
	1, 595
	0.916
	0.0000
	[0.0000, 0.0017]
	0.447
	0.914

	Individual Practices and Engagement
	Age group
	1.20
	2, 594
	0.301
	0.0040
	[0.0000, 0.0144]
	0.399
	0.332

	Individual Practices and Engagement
	Faculty
	0.62
	4, 592
	0.645
	0.0042
	[0.0000, 0.0098]
	0.726
	0.665

	Individual Practices and Engagement
	Academic year
	0.91
	3, 593
	0.437
	0.0046
	[0.0000, 0.0131]
	0.744
	0.437

	Individual Practices and Engagement
	First encounter
	0.43
	3, 593
	0.732
	0.0022
	[0.0000, 0.0072]
	0.421
	0.738

	Institutional Perception
	Gender
	0.07
	1, 595
	0.795
	0.0001
	[0.0000, 0.0048]
	0.428
	0.790

	Institutional Perception
	Age group
	2.60
	2, 594
	0.075
	0.0087
	[0.0000, 0.0231]
	0.044
	0.095

	Institutional Perception
	Faculty
	0.56
	4, 592
	0.693
	0.0038
	[0.0000, 0.0087]
	0.481
	0.651

	Institutional Perception
	Academic year
	1.71
	3, 593
	0.164
	0.0086
	[0.0000, 0.0207]
	0.562
	0.171

	Institutional Perception
	First encounter
	0.47
	3, 593
	0.700
	0.0024
	[0.0000, 0.0079]
	0.025
	0.668

	Global Concerns and Ethics
	Gender
	0.90
	1, 595
	0.344
	0.0015
	[0.0000, 0.0111]
	0.249
	0.328

	Global Concerns and Ethics
	Age group
	0.05
	2, 594
	0.950
	0.0002
	[0.0000, 0.0000]
	0.575
	0.951

	Global Concerns and Ethics
	Faculty
	0.92
	4, 592
	0.451
	0.0062
	[0.0000, 0.0140]
	0.277
	0.408

	Global Concerns and Ethics
	Academic year
	0.80
	3, 593
	0.496
	0.0040
	[0.0000, 0.0119]
	0.270
	0.483

	Global Concerns and Ethics
	First encounter
	0.70
	3, 593
	0.550
	0.0035
	[0.0000, 0.0108]
	0.606
	0.543


Note. One-way analyses of variance of each dimension score on each grouping variable. Levene p is the test based on medians; A-G p is the Alexander-Govern test, which does not assume equal variances and is reported for every comparison because Levene’s test was significant for two of the twenty-five. Confidence intervals for eta squared were obtained by inverting the noncentral F distribution. One comparison of the twenty-five reached the conventional threshold, Personal Knowledge and Efficacy by academic year, and it is not corrected for multiple testing. The largest upper confidence bound across all comparisons is .031, corresponding to f = .18, so effects of medium size (f = .25, η² = .0588) are excluded throughout. Group sizes, means and standard deviations for every comparison are given in the accompanying data file.









Table S17. Cross-Tabulations of Profile Membership by Demographic Variable (N = 597)
Panel. Gender
	Profile
	Female
	Male
	Total

	1. High Comprehensive Awareness
	69
	150
	219

	2. Moderate Awareness
	65
	160
	225

	3. Low Practices and Engagement
	21
	58
	79

	4. Low Personal Knowledge
	28
	46
	74

	Total
	183
	414
	597


Panel. Age group
	Profile
	17-19
	20-22
	23-26
	Total

	1. High Comprehensive Awareness
	63
	77
	79
	219

	2. Moderate Awareness
	54
	81
	90
	225

	3. Low Practices and Engagement
	30
	24
	25
	79

	4. Low Personal Knowledge
	27
	18
	29
	74

	Total
	174
	200
	223
	597


Panel. Faculty
	Profile
	Education and Fine Arts
	Engineering and Technology
	Health Sciences
	Natural and Env. Sciences
	Social Sciences
	Total

	1. High Comprehensive Awareness
	41
	43
	33
	48
	54
	219

	2. Moderate Awareness
	45
	44
	43
	41
	52
	225

	3. Low Practices and Engagement
	20
	15
	15
	15
	14
	79

	4. Low Personal Knowledge
	11
	10
	18
	21
	14
	74

	Total
	117
	112
	109
	125
	134
	597


Panel. Academic year
	Profile
	1st year
	2nd year
	3rd year
	4th year and above
	Total

	1. High Comprehensive Awareness
	71
	53
	41
	54
	219

	2. Moderate Awareness
	70
	58
	48
	49
	225

	3. Low Practices and Engagement
	26
	17
	19
	17
	79

	4. Low Personal Knowledge
	28
	27
	10
	9
	74

	Total
	195
	155
	118
	129
	597


Panel. First encounter
	Profile
	High school
	Informal sources
	Primary or middle school
	University
	Total

	1. High Comprehensive Awareness
	61
	28
	72
	58
	219

	2. Moderate Awareness
	63
	32
	75
	55
	225

	3. Low Practices and Engagement
	23
	7
	23
	26
	79

	4. Low Personal Knowledge
	20
	11
	27
	16
	74

	Total
	167
	78
	197
	155
	597


Note. Counts under modal class assignment. All four categories of first encounter and all four of academic year are retained here, whereas the measurement invariance tests for those two variables used the collapsed versions described in the Method. Faculty labels are abbreviated; the full wording as administered is given in Table S1.
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