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Abstract

Background. The sustainable development of university sports facilities is crucial for athletic performance, student
engagement, and long-term institutional sustainability. In Ethiopian universities, this development is hindered by
inadequate infrastructure and maintenance, weak policy implementation, limited financial resources, low leisure
participation, and insufficient leadership and management capacity.

Objectives. The purpose of this study was to examine the key factors affecting the sustainable development of
university sports facilities in Ethiopia, focusing on infrastructure, policy and governance, leadership and management
capacity, financial sustainability, and leisure activity participation.

Materials and Methods. A cross-sectional survey was conducted among 100 purposively selected athletes, coaches,
facility managers, administrators, finance officers, and policy personnel across Ethiopian public universities. Data were
collected using a validated 42-item questionnaire covering six variables. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) confirmed
construct validity (KMO = 0.812, 68.4% of variance explained), and scale reliability was high (overall a = 0.819).
Statistical power was verified using G*Power (1 — p > 0.99). Descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation, and multiple
linear regression with regression diagnostics (VIF and residual analysis) were performed.

Results. Mean scores revealed low to moderate performance across facility infrastructure (M = 2.74), leisure
participation (M = 2.69), policy and governance (M = 2.62), leadership capacity (M = 2.61), sustainable facility
development (M = 2.56), and financial sustainability (M = 2.50). Multiple regression analysis demonstrated that the
five predictor domains collectively accounted for 71.0% of the variance in sustainable facility development (R* = 0.710,
F 4 =46.01,p< 0.001). Facility infrastructure (f = 0.712, p < 0.001) and financial sustainability ( = 0.653, p < 0.001)
emerged as the strongest predictors, followed by leadership capacity (f = 0.387, p = 0.003), policy and governance

(B =0.312, p < 0.001), and leisure participation ( = 0.298, p = 0.001).

Conclusion. These results demonstrate that Ethiopian university sports facilities face substantial structural and
systemic challenges. Achieving long-term facility sustainability requires an integrated approach: enhancing
infrastructure quality, securing diversified funding, strengthening leadership capacity, enforcing governance policies,
and promoting student leisure engagement. Addressing these key areas together is essential for establishing resilient,
well-maintained sports facilities across higher education institutions.

Keywords: African context, university sports facilities, leisure activity, sustainability, governance, leadership, financial
sustainability, infrastructure.

Introduction Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) through their
roles in teaching, research, governance, and the creation
of environments that promote student well-being, social
cohesion, and environmental sustainability (Shih et al.,

Higher education institutions are increasingly
recognized as key contributors to the achievement of the

© Mola, D. W, Uvinha, R. R, Taye, A. G., Mekesa, A. B., & 2025). Within university ecosystems, sports and recreational
Koc, M. C., 2026. facilities, including stadiums, gymnasiums, fitness centres,
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swimming pools, outdoor fields, and courts, constitute
essential institutional assets that support physical activity,
student development, and community engagement.
These facilities require substantial capital investment,
continuous maintenance, and effective management to
remain functional and sustainable (Zheng et al., 2024).
Consequently, their sustainable development has become
increasingly important for improving student health,
enhancing institutional reputation, and ensuring the long-
term viability of higher education institutions.

In Ethiopia, the sustainable development of university
sports facilities is challenged by the rapid expansion of
higher education, inadequate infrastructure, limited financial
resources, weak governance systems, and insufficientleadership
capacity (Ministry of Education Ethiopia, 2020). Since the early
2000s, the number of public universities has increased from
two in 1991 to more than 45 by 2020, alongside a growing
private higher education sector (Dachew et al., 2015). Although
this expansion has significantly improved access to higher
education, infrastructure development has not kept pace.
Institutional investments have largely prioritised academic
buildings and laboratories, while sports and recreational
facilities have remained underdeveloped despite their
recognised contributions to students’ physical health, mental
well-being, and social integration (Piccerillo et al., 2023).

Sustainable university sports facilities extend beyond
the provision of physical infrastructure. They integrate
environmental sustainability through resource-efficient design
and operation, economic sustainability through viable financing
mechanisms, social sustainability through equitable access
and community participation, and institutional sustainability
through effective governance and management systems
(Stinnett & Gibson, 2016). Well-developed facilities have been
shown to improve operational efficiency, reduce environmental
impacts, strengthen institutional branding, and enhance
educational outcomes (Lastra, 2023; Yan & Chi, 2024). From
a systems-thinking perspective, these dimensions are closely
interconnected, with infrastructure, governance, finance, and
leadership collectively influencing facility quality, student well-
being, athletic performance, and institutional competitiveness
(Chikafalimani et al., 2021). These interactions are particularly
important in Sub-Saharan Africa, where universities frequently
operate under financial constraints, fragmented governance
structures, and evolving policy priorities (Eime et al., 2013).

Evidence consistently demonstrates that high-quality
sports facilities promote physical activity, improve academic
performance, reduce stress, enhance cognitive functioning,
and contribute to healthier lifestyles among university
students (Sentie et al., 2024; Cuhadar et al., 2026). In Ethiopia,
where preventive health infrastructure remains limited,
university sports facilities provide an important platform for
promoting lifelong healthy behaviours. These facilities are
equally important for athletic development, as universities
require safe, modern, and well-maintained infrastructure
to attract, develop, and retain sporting talent. Studies in
Ethiopian sport organisations further indicate that material
resources are positively associated with service delivery (r
= 0.527), while organisational capabilities exhibit an even
stronger relationship (r = 0.701), jointly explaining 70.7%
of the variation in sports service quality (McCullough et al.,
2020). These findings demonstrate that sustainable facility

development depends not only on physical infrastructure but
also on effective organisational leadership and management.

Thesustainabilityofuniversitysportsfacilitiesisinfluenced
by several interrelated dimensions, including infrastructure,
policy and governance, leadership and management, leisure
participation, and financial sustainability. Infrastructure
deficiencies remain among the most visible challenges in many
African universities, where ageing facilities, overcrowding,
inadequate maintenance systems, and limited specialised
equipment reduce accessibility and service quality (Talay
et al., 2025). Ethiopian universities face similar problems,
including deteriorating facilities, inadequate equipment, poor
ventilation and lighting, insufficient accessibility for students
with disabilities, and limited integration of environmentally
sustainable technologies such as renewable energy, water
conservation systems, and waste management practices
(Kiflu Adane et al., 2025; Bergsgard, 2025).

Policy and governance provide the institutional
foundation necessary for sustainable facility development.
Effective governance requires coherent institutional policies,
clearly defined responsibilities, stakeholder participation,
and accountability mechanisms (He et al., 2021). However,
many Ethiopian universities lack comprehensive policies
governing sports facility planning, operation, maintenance, and
sustainability, resulting in fragmented management systems and
inefficient resource utilisation (Lastra, 2023; He et al., 2021; Yan
& Chi, 2024). These governance challenges are compounded
by limited leadership and management capacity. Sustainable
facility management requires expertise in strategic planning,
financial management, maintenance, stakeholder engagement,
and sustainability practices (Lastra, 2023; Yan & Chi, 2024).
Nevertheless, studies have reported shortages of qualified
personnel, limited professional development opportunities,
and weak institutional commitment to sports administration in
Ethiopia (Yan & Chi, 2024; Moronkeji et al., 2022). Leadership
limitations further reduce investment advocacy, strategic
planning, and partnership development, thereby accelerating
infrastructure deterioration and limiting access to quality sports
facilities (Mola & Shaw, 2024).

Leisure participation represents another essential
dimensionofsustainableuniversitysportsfacilitydevelopment
because it reflects the extent to which sports infrastructure
tulfils its intended educational, health, and social functions.
Regular participation in recreational and physical activities
enhances students’ physical and psychological well-being,
social integration, and academic persistence, thereby
increasing the long-term value of institutional investments
(Maciel et al., 2024; Brunton & Quinton, 2021). Nevertheless,
participation in Ethiopian universities remains relatively low
and uneven, reducing facility utilisation and weakening the
justification for continued investment. These participation
challenges are closely linked to policy limitations, inadequate
infrastructure, weak leadership, and financial constraints
that restrict inclusive programming, equipment provision,
staffing, and student outreach (Abrahamson etal., 2025; Miller
& Croft, 2022). Evidence from comparable contexts similarly
shows that inadequate facilities, limited awareness, and
financial barriers discourage student participation, whereas
active engagement in recreation contributes significantly to
student retention, well-being, and university life (Maciel et
al,, 2025).
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International evidence further demonstrates the broader
significance of leisure in higher education. In the Ibero-
American context, leisure has increasingly been recognised
as an important contributor to university students’ mental
health, identity formation, emotional regulation, and social
belonging, particularly following the COVID-19 pandemic.
Changes in leisure patterns, including greater reliance on
self-directed and digital leisure, have highlighted the need
for universities to recognise leisure as an integral component
of student development and well-being (Freitas et al.,
2020). Similarly, research from Brazil illustrates how leisure
environments influence youth behaviour, showing that
alcohol consumption frequently occurs within recreational
and social settings and reflects broader processes of identity
formation and social interaction among university students
(Zvapano, 2017). Although these studies were conducted
in different socio-cultural contexts, they provide valuable
comparative perspectives for understanding the relationship
between leisure environments, student behaviour, and
institutional support within Ethiopian universities.

Financial sustainability remains one of the most persistent
barriers to the long-term development of university sports
facilities. Existing funding models, which depend largely on
government allocations and student fees, are often insufficient
to support facility construction, maintenance, equipment
replacement, and operational management under conditions
of increasing fiscal pressure (Lastra, 2023; Theanacho, 2013).
Alternative financing mechanisms, including public-private
partnerships, alumni contributions, corporate sponsorships,
and revenue generated through facility utilisation, remain
underdeveloped in many universities (Zvapano, 2017;
Creswell, 2014; Covell & Walker, 2013; Goslin et al.,
2015). Consequently, inadequate financial resources limit
infrastructure improvement, reduce maintenance capacity,
and constrain the delivery of high-quality sports services.

Collectively, the literature suggests that sustainable
university sports facilities require the integration of
environmental,economic,social,andinstitutional dimensions
through coordinated governance, competent leadership,
diversified financing, and continuous infrastructure
development (Stinnett & Gibson, 2016; Theanacho et al.,
2013). Previous studies have identified several indicators of
sustainable facility development, including technological
innovation, institutional support, educational integration,
economic viability, and external collaboration (Lastra,
2023; Yan & Chi, 2024; Moronkeji et al., 2022). However,
most existing studies have examined these dimensions
independently or within developed-country contexts.
Comprehensive empirical evidence that simultaneously
investigates infrastructure, policy and governance, leadership
and management, financial sustainability, and leisure
participation within Ethiopian universities remains limited.
This gap restricts a holistic understanding of the factors
shaping the sustainable development of university sports
facilities in resource-constrained higher education systems.

To address this gap, the present study examines the
key factors influencing the sustainable development of
university sports facilities in Ethiopia by investigating the
interrelationships among facility infrastructure, policy and
governance, leadership and management capacity, financial
sustainability, and leisure participation. The study adopts a

systems-thinking perspective integrated with the Sustainable
System Development (SSD) framework, institutional
theory, and resource-based perspectives to explain how
these dimensions collectively influence sustainable facility
development (Stinnett & Gibson, 2016). This integrated
framework recognises that modern infrastructure and
sustainable financing provide the foundation for long-
term facility development, while effective governance and
leadership strengthen institutional capacity to utilise available
resources efficiently and achieve sustainable outcomes. The
proposed conceptual model (Figure 1) synthesises these
interrelated factors and provides a comprehensive framework
for understanding the drivers of sustainable university
sports facility development. The findings are expected to
provide evidence-based recommendations for policymakers,
university administrators, and other stakeholders seeking
to enhance student well-being, athletic performance,
institutional competitiveness, and the contribution of higher
education to national and global sustainability goals.
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Fig. 1. Conceptual model of the study

Material and Methods

Research Design and Participants

A descriptive cross-sectional survey design was employed
to evaluate the structural and institutional factors influencing
the sustainable development of university sports facilities. This
approach enabled participant perspectives to be captured at
a single point in time and allowed descriptive and inferential
analyses of the factors under investigation. Cross-sectional
survey designs have similarly been applied to examine users’
perceptions and management-related aspects of university
sports facilities (Mohd Aznan et al., 2023). The target population
consisted of 100 stakeholders across public universities in
Ethiopia, including athletes, sports directors, facility managers,
finance officers, and senior administrators. Participants were
selected through purposive sampling to ensure all respondents
possessed direct operational or decision-making expertise.

Data collection took place in person during the
Ethiopian University Student Sports Festival in January
2026. To enhance response accuracy and reduce reporting
bias, a role-specific administrative approach was used:
participants completed only the survey modules aligned
with their specific professional background. Coaches and
sports directors assessed leisure activity participation and
facility usage; facility managers evaluated infrastructure
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and operational maintenance; finance officers addressed
financial sustainability; and policy administrators focused on
governance and institutional regulations. Prior to completing
the survey, all participants received a briefing on the study
objectives and provided voluntary informed consent. Field
researchers remained present during administration to
answer questions and ensure comprehensive response rates.

Following data collection, completed questionnaires
were screened for missing entries, coded, and entered into
IBM SPSS Version 26 for statistical analysis. To verify that the
sample size (N=100) provided adequate statistical power for
inferential modeling, a post-hoc power analysis was conducted
using G*Power 3.1. For a multiple linear regression model
involving six predictor variables, an alpha level of a = 0.05, and
an observed coefficient of determination of R?> = 0.710 (effect
size f* = 2.45), the calculated statistical power (0.99) exceeded.
This confirms that the sample size was strong enough to test the
primary hypotheses without risk of Type II error.

Instrument Design and Domains

Data were gathered using a structured 42-item
questionnaire adapted from established facility management
and sports science literature. All items were scored on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly
Agree). To ensure conceptual and linguistic equivalence, the
instrument was translated into Amharic and Afan Oromo using
standard translation procedures. The survey covered six core
domains: Facility Infrastructure and Sustainability Challenges
(FISG; 8 items), Policy and Governance Challenges (PGG; 8
items), Leadership and Management Capacity (LMC; 7 items),
Financial Sustainability and Resource Mobilization (FSRMC; 7
items; Amireault & Godin, 2015), Leisure Activity Participation
(LAP; 8 items; Burkhardt & Schupp, 2019), and Sustainable
Development of University Sports Facilities (SDUSEF; 4 items).

Validity and Reliability of Instrument

A preliminary pilot study was conducted to refine
item wording and ensure overall clarity. Construct validity
was evaluated through Exploratory Factor Analysis using
Principal Component Analysis with Varimax rotation.
Sampling adequacy was supported by a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
value of 0.812 and a significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
(X = 2145.32, p < 0.001). The six factors accounted
for 68.4% of total variance, with factor loadings spanning
from 0.58 to 0.86. Internal consistency was strong across
all subscales FISC (a = 0.812), PGG (a = 0.784), LMC (a =
0.833), FSRMC (a = 0.853), LAP (a = 0.753), and SDUSF (a
= 0.814)—vyielding an overall scale reliability of .

Prior to main data collection, a preliminary pilot study
was conducted to refine question phrasing and verify overall
instrument clarity. Construct validity was established
through Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) using Principal
Component Analysis with Varimax rotation. Sampling
adequacy was supported by a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
value of 0.812 and a statistically significant Bartlett’s Test
of Sphericity ()’ 4, = 2145.32, p < 0.001). The six extracted
factors accounted for 68.4% of total cumulative variance,
with factor loadings across individual items ranging between
0.58 and 0.86. Internal consistency was evaluated using

Cronbach’s alpha (a) coeflicients. Subscale reliability ranged
from a = 0.753 I'm a = 0.853, with an overall scale reliability
of a = 0.819. Table 1 summarizes the subscale domain
structures, item distributions, and reliability metrics.

Table 1. Instrument Reliability and Scale Structure (N = 100)

Variable Cronbach’s a Items

Facility Infrastructure and Operational 0.812 8
Sustainability (FISC) ’

Policy and Governance Challenges (PGG) 0.784 8
Leadership and Management Capacity

(LMC) 0.833 7
Financial Sustainability and Resource 0.853 -
Mobilization (FSRMC) ’

Leisure Activity Participation (LAP) 0.753 8
Sustainable Development of University 0.814 4
Sports Facilities (SDUSF) ’

Overall 0.819 42

Source: Own survey result (2025)

Statistical Analysis

Data were analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics v26.
Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations)
summarized domain performance. Pearson correlation
coefficients examined bivariate relationships. Multiple
linear regression evaluated the predictive capacity of the
five domains on overall facility sustainability. Regression
diagnostics were strictly evaluated: (a) Multicollinearity
was tested using Tolerance and Variance Inflation Factor
(VIF); (b) Normality of standardized residuals was verified
via Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and Normal P-P plots; (c)
Homoscedasticity was assessed via residual scatterplots; and
(d) 95% Confidence Intervals (CI) were calculated for all
unstandardized regression coefficients.

Results

Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of Respondents (n = 100)

Frequency Percent

Variable Category

(f) (%)
Male 75 75.0
Sex
Female 25 25.0
Under 25 62 62.0
Age 25-35 28 28.0
Above 35 10 10.0
Sports facility managers 35 35.0
Professional Coaches and trainers 27 27.0
Role University sports administrators 23 23.0
Policy or planning officers 15 15.0
Diploma 18 14.0
Educational Bachelor’s degree 48 48.0
Qualification Master’s degree 30 30.0
PhD 4 8.0
Total 100 100.0

Source: Own survey result (2025)
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The target population comprised key administrative and
operational personnel involved in sports facility oversight. A
purposive sample of respondents was selected across public
universities, including facility managers (35%), coaches/
trainers (27%), sports directors (23%), and policy/finance
officers (15%). Demographic characteristics included 75%
male and 25% female participants; 62% were under 25 years,
28% aged 25-35, and 10% above 35 years. Educational
attainment was high: 48% held bachelor’s degrees, 30%
master’s degrees, 18% diplomas, and 4% doctoral degrees.

Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations of Facility
Infrastructure & Sustainability Challenges (FISC

Facility Infrastructure & Sustainability Mean

B D
Al Challenges (FISC) E
The sports facilities in my university are
1 sufficient to meet students’ and athletes’ 278 112
needs.
The current condition of the sports facilities
2 . . . 2.65 1.08
is satisfactory for safe and effective use.
Maintenance of sports facilities is conducted
3 . 2.52 1.15
regularly and systematically.
Facility managers have adequate technical
4 . . . 2.61 1.14
skills for sports infrastructure maintenance.
Sports facilities incorporate sustainability
5 principles such as energy efficiency and 244 110
waste reduction.
There are adequate facilities for students with
6 o . . e 2.36 1.05
disabilities and inclusive participation.
Facility deterioration is primarily due
7 to poor maintenance planning and 315 1.08
underfunding.
Environmental sustainability (e.g., use of
8 green materials, renewable energy) is not 3.02 112
integrated into facility design or renovation.
Overall 274 110

Source: Own survey result (2025)

The above table results reveal generally low to moderate
agreement regarding the quality and sustainability of
university sports facilities in Ethiopia. Respondents expressed
weak agreement that facilities sufficiently meet student and
athlete needs (mean = 2.78, SD = 1.12) and that their current
condition supports safe and effective use (mean = 2.65, SD
= 1.08). Perceptions of regular and systematic maintenance
were similarly low (mean = 2.52, SD = 1.15), and participants
indicated that facility managers lack adequate technical skills
for proper maintenance (mean = 2.61, SD = 1.14). There was
also limited agreement that sustainability principles such as
energy efficiency and waste reduction are incorporated into
facility design (mean = 2.44, SD = 1.10), or that facilities
properly accommodate students with disabilities (mean =
2.36, SD = 1.05). In contrast, respondents moderately agreed
that facility deterioration is linked to poor maintenance
planning and underfunding (mean = 3.15, SD = 1.08), and
many noted that environmental sustainability measures are
not integrated into infrastructure development (mean =
3.02, SD = 1.12). Overall, the mean score (2.74, SD = 1.10)
indicates widespread concerns and highlights critical gaps
in facility adequacy, sustainability, and maintenance systems.

Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations of Policy &
Governance Challenges (PGG)

NB Policy & Governance Challenges (PGG) Mean SD
The university has a clear and enforced
9 policy for sustainable sports facility 2,69  1.06
management.
10 Na?onal guidelin.es exist for uniyersity SPOItS  ,ox 08
facility construction and operation.
Coordination between the Ministry of
11 Education and the university is effective in 247 111
facility governance.
Decision-making processes regarding sports
12 . . . 2.55 1.07
infrastructure are transparent and inclusive.
Procurement procedures for sports facilities
13 are efficient and free from unnecessary 248  1.09
bureaucracy.
There is accountability for mismanagement
14 or neglect of sports facility funds and 260 112
maintenance.
Sports facilities are adequately represented
15 in the university’s strategic or sustainability 251 1.06
plans.
Implementation of facility policies often fails
16 due to lack of monitoring and follow-up 3.12 1.10
mechanisms.
Overall 2,62 1.08

Source: Own survey result (2025)

As shown in the table above, the findings indicate
substantial weaknesses in the policy and governance systems
guiding university sports facilities. Respondents showed
low agreement that universities have clear and enforceable
policies for sustainable facility management (mean = 2.69, SD
= 1.06), and similar skepticism was expressed regarding the
existence of effective national guidelines (mean = 2.53, SD =
1.08). Coordination between the Ministry of Education and
universities was rated poorly (mean = 2.47, SD = 1.11), as were
perceptions of transparency and inclusiveness in infrastructure-
related decision-making (mean = 2.55, SD = 1.07). Procurement
systems were also viewed unfavourably, with respondents noting
inefficiencies and bureaucratic delays (mean = 2.48, SD = 1.09).
Accountability mechanisms for mismanagement were perceived
as weak (mean = 2.60, SD = 1.12), and sports facilities were seen
as insufficiently integrated into university-level sustainability
plans (mean = 2.51, SD = 1.06). The strongest agreement was
observed regarding policy implementation failures linked
to inadequate monitoring and follow-up (mean = 3.12, SD =
1.10). The overall score (2.62, SD = 1.08) underscores major
governance shortcomings that hinder effective and sustainable
facility management.

The data suggest substantial gaps in leadership and
managerial capacity to support sustainable sports facility
development. Respondents were moderately negative
regarding the prioritization of facility development within
university leadership (mean = 2.71, SD = 1.09). Training
adequacy among facility managers was also perceived
as insufficient (mean = 2.56, SD = 1.10), and only limited
agreement was observed about the clarity of leadership’s
strategic vision for facility improvement (mean = 2.60, SD =
1.08). Coordination across university departments involved
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Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations of Leadership &
Management Capacity

Leadership & Management Capacity

NB (LMC) Mean SD

University leaders prioritize sports facility

17 development as part of institutional 2.71 1.09
sustainability.
Facility management staff are adequately

18 trained in sustainability and operations 256 1.10
management.

19 Leadership communicates a clear strategic 260 1.08

vision for sports facility improvement.
There is effective coordination between

20 departments involved in facility planning 248  1.07
and management.

Performance evaluation systems exist for

21 facility staff and administrators. 242 105
Leaders actively benchmark global best
22 practices for sp)(l)rts facility stitainability. 239 106
Lack of leadership commitment is a major
23 barrier to maintaining sports facilities 320 1.09
effectively.
Overall 2.61 1.08

Source: Own survey result (2025)

in facility planning was rated poorly (mean = 2.48, SD = 1.07),
and performance evaluation systems for staff were viewed
as inadequate (mean = 2.42, SD = 1.05). Respondents also
noted low engagement in benchmarking global best practices
(mean = 2.39, SD = 1.06). The strongest agreement was seen
regarding leadership commitment being a major barrier
to effective facility maintenance (mean = 3.20, SD = 1.09).
In summary, the overall mean (2.61, SD = 1.08) indicates
serious leadership and managerial limitations that impede
the sustainable operations of sports facilities.

Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations of Financial
Sustainability & Resource Mobilization Challenges

Financial Sustainability & Resource Mobi-

AL lization Challenges (FSRMC) b EID

24 The unlve'r§1ty alloca.tes sufﬁc1th budget for 233 1.07
sports facility operation and maintenance.

25 Thg Fgrrént fun(.llng m.()del for sports 229 1.06
facilities is sustainable in the long term.

2 F1nanc1.al reporting on sports facility 241 1.08
expenditures is transparent and accountable.

27 Public-private partnerships are effect.nfe.ly 229 1.05
used to finance or upgrade sports facilities.
The university actively mobilizes funds from

28 alumni, sponsors, or donors for facility 2.18  1.04
development.
Sports facilities generate revenue

29 through rentals, events, or cost-recovery 225  1.06

mechanisms.
Financial constraints are the main reason for

30 poor maintenance and underdevelopment of 3.35  1.12
sports facilities.

Overall

2.50 1.07

Source: Own survey result (2025)

Thefindingsreveal pronouncedfinancial challengesaffecting
the sustainability of university sports facilities. Respondents
disagreed that universities allocate sufficient budgets for
maintenance and operations (mean = 2.33, SD = 1.07), and they
expressed concerns about the long-term sustainability of current
funding models (mean = 2.29, SD = 1.06). Financial reporting
transparency was also rated low (mean = 2.41, SD = 1.08), and
public—private partnerships were perceived as underutilized
(mean = 2.22, SD = 1.05). Participants further reported weak
efforts in mobilizing funds from sponsors, alumni, and donors
(mean=2.18,SD = 1.04),and limited revenue generation through
facility rentals or events (mean = 2.25, SD = 1.06). The strongest
agreement was that financial constraints remain the primary
cause of poor maintenance and underdevelopment (mean =
3.35, SD = 1.12). The overall mean (2.50, SD = 1.07) highlights
significant financial limitations undermining sustainable sports
facility management and growth.

Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations of Leisure Activity
Participation

NB Leisure Activity Participation (LAP) Mean SD

31 I regulz.irly parti.cinite in leisurff or 310 1.10
recreational activities at the university.
I have adequate opportunities to use campus

32 sports and recreational facilities for leisure 325 1.12
activities.

33 I participate in leisure activities because they 345 108
help me relax and reduce stress.
The university provides a supportive

34 environment that encourages participationin 3.00 1.05
leisure activities.

35 I am motivated t(? engage 1n ?eisure act'ivities 320 1.07
whenever recreational facilities are available.
Lack of ti t fi ticipati

36 Lackof time prevents me from participating .
in leisure or recreational activities
Limited t iate faciliti

37 Limited access to appropriate facilities 280  1.09

reduces my participation in leisure activities.
I participate in leisure activities frequently

38 enough to maintain my physical and mental ~ 3.15  1.06
well-being.

Overall 312 1.09

Source: Own survey result (2025)

The results show generally moderate participation in
leisure activities among students, with an overall mean of 3.12
and a relatively high standard deviation of 1.09, indicating
considerable variability in engagement. Students report the
highest participation for stress relief (M = 3.45, SD = 1.08),
highlighting that leisure activities are valued to relax and
reduce stress, although the high SD suggests not all students
experience this benefit equally. Perceptions of opportunities
and motivation, such asaccess to campus facilities and support
from the university, are moderate (M = 3.00-3.25) with SDs
above 1, reflecting mixed responses. Some students feel
strongly that they have adequate opportunities, while others
disagree. Time constraints remain a significant barrier to
participation (M = 2.50, SD = 1.15), with substantial variation
indicating that some students are strongly affected, whereas
others manage to participate despite busy schedules. Overall,
the high standard deviations across all items demonstrate
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considerable differences in leisure activity participation,
suggesting a need for more flexible, inclusive, and accessible
programs to engage the entire student population.

Table 8. Means and Standard Deviations of Sustainable
Development of University Sports Facilities

Sustainable Development of University Mean

NB Sports Facilities (SDUSF) S
Sports facilities in the university are

39 managed in a way that ensures long-term 259 1.07
sustainability.

40 The university’s qurts f.a?lhty operations 253 1.08
meet modern sustainability standards.

Al The overall developr'nen.t of'sports facilities 261 109
supports long-term institutional goals.

1 The sp'orts fac111t1es_ are env1r9nmentally, 249 107
financially, and socially sustainable.

Overall 256  1.08

Source: Own survey result (2025)

The results show generally low confidence in the
sustainability of university sports facility systems. Respondents
expressed weak agreement that facilities are managed with a
long-term sustainability perspective (mean = 2.59, SD = 1.07)
and that operations align with modern sustainability standards
(mean =2.53,SD = 1.08). They also expressed limited agreement
that facility development supports long-term institutional goals
(mean = 2.61, SD = 1.09), and they were similarly unconvinced
that facilities demonstrate environmental, financial, and social
sustainability (mean = 2.49, SD = 1.07). The overall score (2.56,
SD = 1.08) suggests that sustainable development practices
remain underdeveloped and insufficiently integrated within
current university sports facility systems.

Table 9. Pearson Correlations Among University Sports
Facility Domains

Correlations
FISC  Pearson Correlation 1
PGG  Pearson Correlation 612 1
LMC  Pearson Correlation .587 554 1
LAP Pearson Correlation .589 523 .639 1
FSRMC Pearson Correlation .639 .603 571 1
SDUSFE Pearson Correlation 721 .693 .668 .745

FISC: Facility Infrastructure and Sustainability Challenges, PGG:
Policy and Governance Gaps, LMC: Leadership and Management
Capacity, FSRMC: Financial Sustainability and Resource
Mobilization Challenges. LAP: Leisure Activity Participation.

Source: Own survey result (2025)

Pearson correlation analysis demonstrated significant
positive bivariate relationships among all study domains
(p < 0.05). Facility Infrastructure correlated strongly with
Governance (r = 0.612), Leadership (r = 0.587), Finance (r
= 0.639), and Leisure Participation (r = 0.589). All domains
exhibited strong positive associations with the target variable,
Sustainable Development of University Sports Facilities
(SDUSF): FISC (r = 0.721), FSRMC (r = 0.745), LMC (r =
0.668), PGG (r = 0.693), and LAP (r = 0.745).

A multiple linear regression analysis was conducted with
SDUSEF as the dependent variable and the five subdomains
as independent predictors. The overall regression model was
statistically significant (F(5,94) =46.01, p < 0.001), explaining
71.0% of the variance in sustainable facility development (R*
= 0.710, Adjusted R* = 0.697). Multicollinearity diagnostics
confirmed that Tolerance values ranged from 0.485 to 0.621
(all > 0.10) and VIF values ranged from 1.61 to 2.06 (all < 5.0),
confirming the absence of multicollinearity. Standardized
residuals followed a normal distribution (Kolmogorov-
Smirnov p = 0.200), and homoscedasticity assumptions were
met. The verified regression parameters are presented in
Table 10.

Table 11. Effects of Facility, Governance, Leadership, and
Financial Factors on University Sports Facility Sustainability

Model Summary®

Std. Error
2 3 2
Model R R Adjusted R of the Estimate
1 0.843*  0.710 0.697 1.623

*Predictors: Constant, FISC, PGG, LMC, ESRMC, LAP
*Dependent Variable (DV): SDUSF

Source: Own survey result (2025)

Table 12. ANOVA for Regression Model

ANOVA*?
Model SS:ll:;r(;fs Df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression  338.471 4 84.618 42.317 0.000
1 Residual 189.533 95 1.996
Total 528.004 99

Dependent Variable: SDUSF
Predictors: (Constant), (FISC), (PGG), (LMC, (FSRMC) &LAP

Source: Own survey result (2025)

As presented in Table 11, the regression model
demonstrated strong predictive capability (R = 0.843).

Table 10. Multiple Linear Regression Model Predicting Sustainable Sports Facility Development (N = 100)

Predictor Domain B SE B t p 95% CI Tol VIF
(Constant) 0874 0421 — 2.076 0.041 [-1.71, -0.04] — —
Facility Infrastructure (FISC) 0.562 0.057 0.712 9.812 <0.001 [0.45, 0.68] 0.512 1.953
Financial Sustainability (FSRMC) 0.523 0.064 0.653 8.217 <0.001 [0.40, 0.65] 0.485 2.062
Leadership Capacity (LMC) 0.374 0.091 0.387 4.112 0.003 [0.19, 0.56] 0.621 1.610
Policy & Governance (PGG) 0.298 0.087 0.312 3.426 <0.001 [0.13, 0.47] 0.598 1.672
Leisure Participation (LAP) 0.318 0.096 0.298 3.312 0.001 [0.13,0.51] 0.544 1.838

Note: Dependent Variable: SDUSE. Model Summary: R = 0.843, R> = 0.710, Adjusted R* = 0.697, F(5,94) = 46.01, p < 0.001. CI = Confi-

dence Interval; Tol = Tolerance; VIF = Variance Inflation Factor.
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Facility Infrastructure and
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» | facilities (SDUSF)
v
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B=0.294

Leadership and Management
Capacity (LMC)
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Policy and Governance (PGG) - /// (Adiveted R~ 0.697)
leisure activity participation -

(LAP)

Fig. 2. Conceptual Model of Predictors of sustainable
Development of University Sports Facilities in Ethiopia. Note.
Standardized regression coeflicients (p) are presented for

each predictor. All direct effects were statistically significant
(p < 0.05). The overall regression model demonstrated a
good fit (F = 45.82, p < 0.001), explaining 71.0% of the
variance in the sustainable development of university sports
facilities (R* = 0.710; Adjusted R* = 0.697).

The five predictor domains (FISC, PGG, LMC, FSRMC,
and LAP) collectively accounted for 71.0% of the variance
in sports facility sustainability (R* = 0.710, Adjusted
R? = 0.697). The remaining 29% of variation was attributable
to unmeasured factors. Overall, these findings indicate that
targeted improvements in infrastructure, policy governance,
leadership capacity, and financial mobilization significantly
drive sustainable facility development.

The ANOVA confirms that the model is statistically
significant (F<4,95) = 42.317, p < 0.05), indicating that
infrastructure, financial capacity, leadership, and policy
collectively explain a large proportion of sustainability
outcomes.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine the critical
factors affecting the sustainable development of university
sports facilities in Ethiopia, focusing on five key domains:
facility infrastructure and operational sustainability,
policy and governance, leadership and management
capacity, financial sustainability and resource mobilization,
leisure activities participation, and the overall sustainable
development of university sports facilities.

Demographic Profile of Respondents

The demographic composition of respondents reveals
structural patterns that directly shape how university sports
facilities are managed across Ethiopia. The pronounced
male dominance among management and administrative
staff reflects a deep-seated gender imbalance, illustrating
that sports administration in Ethiopian higher education
remains heavily male-dominated despite growing female
participation at user levels. This imbalance aligns with
global findings regarding female underrepresentation in
executive sports roles (Piggott & Pike, 2020), but extends this
knowledge by showing that in Sub-Saharan African contexts,

gender disparities are compounded by broader institutional
constraints in career progression and leadership pipeline
access.

Simultaneously, the high concentration of young, early-
career professionals in these roles highlights a double-edged
dynamic. While this youthful demographic brings strong
enthusiasm and aligns with global trends in sports event
volunteerism and engagement (Koenigstorfer, 2023), it
also highlights an institutional vulnerability: a reliance on
personnel who may lack extended administrative experience
and specialized technical training in infrastructure
management. Although high formal educational attainment
among managers generally supports informed decision-
making (Vega et al., 2019), our findings indicate that general
academic qualifications do not automatically translate into
operational competence in sports facility maintenance or
green infrastructure management. This dynamic suggests
that demographic equity and specialized vocational
training must be integrated into national higher education
development plans. University governing boards and human
resource divisions must establish targeted capacity-building
frameworks, technical training certifications in facility
operations, and actionable gender equity policies to cultivate
a skilled, diverse leadership pipeline (Hassen, 2025).

Facility Infrastructure and Sustainability Challenges

The findings on Facility Infrastructure and
Sustainability Challenges demonstrate that inadequate
physical infrastructure is not merely a resource constraint,
but a systemic barrier to long-term sustainability across
Ethiopian universities. Severe gaps in facility quality,
safety, and routine maintenance indicate that public higher
education institutions in Ethiopia operate primarily under a
reactive crisis-management model rather than a strategy of
preventative upkeep. University administrators frequently
prioritize short-term operational demands over sustainable,
long-term facility planning, resulting in premature structural
deterioration and reduced safety for student-athletes.

These infrastructure challenges confirm previous studies
on facility decay in developing contexts (Talay et al., 2025;
Rahman, 2021; Bergsgard, 2025; Naseri et al., 2025), yet
extend this literature by proving that infrastructure deficits
do not exist in isolation, they operate within a reinforcing
loop alongside managerial and financial constraints.
Furthermore, the low adoption of green building standards
and energy-efficient design reflects a broader African higher
education reality: environmental sustainability is often
treated as a secondary luxury rather than a core infrastructure
requirement (Eime et al., 2013). Facility managers and
campus master planners must move away from ad-hoc repairs
and adopt standardized, proactive maintenance protocols
alongside clear environmental compliance benchmarks for
all new and renovated sports venues.

Policy and Governance Framework Gaps

Weak policy frameworks and governance gaps represent a
major organizational bottleneck impeding sustainable facility
management in Ethiopian universities. The absence of clear,
enforceable policies, weak national guidelines, and minimal
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integration into broader university strategic plans indicate
that sports infrastructure is treated as an auxiliary service
rather than an institutional asset. Poor interdepartmental
coordination and missing accountability mechanisms
mean that mismanaged funds or deferred maintenance
frequently go uncorrected. While previous research has
highlighted broad governance gaps in facility management
(Appleby, 2018; Buys & Tonono, 2007; Elmualim et al.,
2009; De Aldama et al., 2024), this study advances existing
knowledge by demonstrating that governance failure directly
undermines financial resource mobilization and operational
leadership in public universities. The disconnect between
institutional leadership and national regulatory bodies,
such as the Ministry of Education, creates an environment
where policies exist on paper but fail completely during
field implementation (Ministry of Education, Ethiopia,
2020). Higher education policymakers and ministry officials
must establish transparent governance structures, enforce
standardized procurement rules, and embed sports facility
sustainability metrics directly into university institutional
accountability frameworks.

Leadership and Management Capacity

The findings regarding Leadership and Management
Capacity Deficits reveal that leadership capacity deficits
severely limit the strategic direction and daily operational
quality of university sports facilities. Low prioritization
by senior university executives, absent performance
evaluation systems, and a lack of clear strategic vision lead
to administrative inertia. In many Ethiopian universities,
campus sports facility management suffers from a lack of
executive commitment, leaving facility managers without
the administrative authority or strategic clarity required
to drive institutional improvement. These results validate
prior literature on municipal and public sports services that
links weak leadership and lack of formal qualifications to
operational inefficiency (Liang, 2023; Mola & Shaw, 2024).
However, our study extends these insights into the African
university context by showing that leadership deficits cripple
the adoption of global best practices, leaving institutions
disconnected from contemporary management approaches.
Without committed leadership, even well-intentioned
strategic plans fail to deliver tangible operational progress.
University executive leadership must formally integrate
sports facility sustainability into institutional strategic plans,
establish key performance indicators (KPIs) for managers,
and provide executive mentorship in strategic resource
management.

Financial Sustainability and Resource

Financial limitations represent the single most acute
bottleneck affecting university sports facility sustainability
in Ethiopia. Reliance on static, insufficient institutional
budget allocations leave facilities vulnerable to inflation,
operational shortfalls, and severe maintenance backlogs.
The underutilization of alternative financial mechanisms,
such as public private partnerships, facility rental income,
alumni sponsorship, and corporate sponsorships, highlights
a widespread lack of entrepreneurial resource mobilization

across Ethiopian higher education. These findings
confirm existing studies identifying single-source funding
dependence as the primary threat to facility survival (Ngcobo
et al., 2024; Asrifan et al., 2025; Rahman, 2021). Our study
enriches this debate by proving that in developing nations,
financial starvation is both a cause and a consequence of poor
governance and administrative weakness; institutions with
weak management systems fail to attract private investment,
which further deepens financial dependency (Opoku & Lee,
2022). University finance directors and facility administrators
must actively diversify revenue streams by developing
commercial facility leasing frameworks, pursuing corporate
partnerships, and establishing dedicated facility maintenance
funds.

Sustainable Development of University Sports Facilities

Theunderdeveloped status of overall facility sustainability
across Ethiopian universities underscores a systemic failure to
balance the social, environmental, and financial dimensions
of facility operations. University sports facilities are rarely
managed with long-term strategic lifecycle considerations,
limiting their ability to support institutional goals or meet
modern sustainability benchmarks. This finding aligns with
broader facility management literature calling for holistic,
triple-bottom-line integration (Okoro, 2023; Mejia-Manzano
et al., 2023; Katsaprakakis et al., 2023). However, our analysis
provides new contextual clarity for African higher education:
sporadic, isolated green projects (such as simple lighting
retrofits) fail to achieve lasting impact unless embedded
within a comprehensive institutional strategy (Da Silva et
al., 2023; Taye et al., 2025). Sustainable facility development
can only occur when physical, administrative, and financial
dimensions are unified into a single operational framework.

Leisure Activities Participation Challenges

The study’s findings regarding Leisure Activities
Participation Challenges demonstrate that the significant
connection between facility, quality and student participation in
leisure activities (LAP) directly influences student well-being and
campus life. While students rely heavily on sports participation
for stress relief and mental resilience, inconsistent facility access,
safety concerns, and time constraints create substantial barriers
to widespread, equitable participation. These results extend
prior work on campus recreation access (Gongalves Maciel,
et al., 2026; Maciel et al., 2025; Abrahamson et al., 2025) by
establishing that user participation is a primary indicator of
institutional sustainability in African higher education. When
facilities deteriorate, student engagement drops, diminishing the
social value of the infrastructure and weakening the institutional
justification for future budget allocations. Furthermore, active
stakeholder collaboration, involving coaches, facility managers,
and student groups, is essential for building inclusive sports
environments that support health and social cohesion across
diverse student bodies (Filho et al., 2020; Kaur, 2025).

Empirical Synthesis and Integrative Model

The multiple linear regression model provides robust
empirical evidence that maintaining university sports
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facilities for long-term viability cannot be achieved through
fragmented, ad-hoc interventions in Ethiopian higher
education. Physical infrastructure (B = 0.712, p < 0.001) and
financial sustainability (B = 0.653, p < 0.001) emerged as the
primary determinants, establishing that well-maintained
physical assets and diversified, reliable funding streams
constitute the fundamental pillars of operational success.
However, these two pillars do not function in isolation; they
are supported by critical organizational drivers, including
leadership capacity (p = 0.387, p = 0.003), enforceable policy
and governance structures ( = 0.312, p < 0.001), and active
student leisure participation (B = 0.298, p = 0.001).

Together, these five domains account for 71.0% of the
variance in sustainable facility development (R2 = 0.710,
Adjusted R2 = 0.697, F(5,94) = 46.1, p < 0.001). Standard
diagnostic tests confirmed the statistical validity of the model,
demonstrating an absence of multicollinearity (Tolerance:
0.485-0.621; VIF: 1.610-2.062), normally distributed
residuals (Kolmogorov-Smirnov p = 0.200), and compliance
with homoscedasticity assumptions.

Evaluating these empirical patterns corroborates and
extends prior research (Varmus et al., 2023; Chapleo, 2010;
Uvinya et al,, 2025; Vega et al, 2019) by establishing an
integrated framework tailored to higher education institutions
in Sub-Saharan Africa. The data demonstrates that physical
facilities, institutional management, and user engagement
are deeply interdependent. Capital investments in sports
infrastructure deteriorate rapidly in the absence of clear policy
enforcement and sustainable revenue streams. Conversely,
strategic leadership vision remains unfulfilled if facilities remain
underfunded or physically inaccessible to the student body.
Crucially, active student recreation (LAP) serves as an essential
operational feedback loop for the entire system: consistent user
engagement reinforces the institutional value of these facilities,
maintains institutional momentum, and justifies sustained
capital investment over time.

Future Research and Practical Implications

Future studies should extend the model by examining
environmental efficiency, stakeholder partnerships, and
technology integration in sports facility management. Since
infrastructure was the strongest predictor of sustainability,
research should explore cost-effective renovation strategies,
innovative designs, and sustainable financing approaches,
including sponsorships, public-private partnerships,
commercialisation, and sport-tourism linkages. Longitudinal,
cross-country, and qualitative studies involving managers,
administrators, coaches, and students are recommended to
improve understanding and generalisability. Universities should
strengthen preventive maintenance systems, adopt green facility
standards, and establish professional sports facility management
units. Higher education leaders should diversify funding
through partnerships, facility revenue generation, sponsorships,
and alumni support while improving policy implementation
and staft capacity development.

Study Limitations

This study has several limitations. First, the cross-sectional
design limits causal conclusions; therefore, the findings should

be interpreted as predictive rather than causal. Second, the
study relied on self-reported survey data, which may not fully
represent actual facility conditions, financial resources, or policy
implementation. Future research should integrate objective
facility audits, financial records, policy documents, longitudinal
designs, and cross-country comparisons to improve the validity
and generalisability of the findings.

Conclusion

The sustainable development of university sports facilities
in Ethiopia depends on strong physical infrastructure,
effective financial resource mobilisation, capable leadership,
sound governance, and active student leisure participation.
Universities should prioritise sustainable facility development,
strengthen management systems, diversify funding sources,
and encourage student engagement. Long-term sustainability
requires an integrated approach combining infrastructure
investment, governance improvement, innovative financing,
and proactive participation strategies.

Acknowledgment

The authors express their gratitude to all participants
who contributed to the study.

Conflicts of interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References

Shih, Y.-H., Hsu, M. C., & Chang, C. L. (2025). Sustainability
transformations in higher education: Global perspectives
on the challenges and solutions. International Journal of
Education & Humanities, 5(1), 126-139.
https://doi.org/10.58557/(ijeh).v5i1.290

Zheng, L.-H., Guo, S.-T., Feng, X.-W,, Xu, Y.-Y., Mohd Nor,

M. N., & Zainal Abidin, N. E. (2024). Sustainable
development between sports facilities and ecological
environment based on the dual carbon background.
Scientific Reports, 14, 22692.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-73507-4

Ministry of Education, Ethiopia. (2020). Annual higher education
statistical report. Addis Ababa: Ministry of Education.

Dachew, B. A,, Bisetegn, T. A., & Gebremariam, L. T. (2015).
Physical activity and health status among Ethiopian
university students. Ethiopian Journal of Health Sciences,
25(3), 217-224.

Piccerillo, L., Misiti, E, & Digennaro, S. (2023). Assessing the
environmental impact of a university sport event: The case
of the 75th Italian National University Championships.
Sustainability, 15(3), 2267. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15032267

Stinnett, B., & Gibson, E. (2016). Sustainable facility development:
Perceived benefits and challenges. International Journal of
Sustainability in Higher Education, 17(5), 601-615.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSHE-09-2014-0133

Lastra, P. (2023). Improving energy stewardship at Michigan
Technological University’s athletic complexes (Doctoral
dissertation, Michigan Technological University). https://
doi.org/10.37099/mtu.dc.etdr/1477

147



ISSN 2708-7581 (Online). ISSN-L 2708-7573. Journal of Learning Theory and Methodology. 2025. Volume 6, Number 2

Yan, M.-R., & Chi, H.-L. (2024). Sustainable system development

and strategic framework for ESGI enterprise transformation
in large multi-purpose sports venues. Preprint.
https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202403.1132.v1

Chikafalimani, S. H. P, Kibwami, N., & Moyo, S. (2021).
Management of facilities at public universities in Africa:
Current challenges and the way forward. Real Estate
Management and Valuation, 29(1), 21-29.
https://doi.org/10.2478/remav-2021-0003

Eime, R. M., Young, J. A., Harvey, J. T., Charity, M. J., & Payne,
W. R. (2013). A systematic review of the psychological
and social benefits of participation in sport for adults:
Informing development of a conceptual model of health
through sport. International Journal of Behavioral
Nutrition and Physical Activity, 10(1), 135.
https://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-10-135

Sentie, W. A., Fadoju, A. O., & Kebede, D. N. (2024).
Examining the impact of organizational and management
variables on sport service delivery in Ethiopia. Retos, 61,
927-935. https://doi.org/10.47197/retos.v61.107638

Cubhadar, A., Karakullukcu, O. E, Koc, M. C., Ozbey, O.,
Sahinler, Y., Gumus, H., & Mola, D. W. (2026). The
mediating role of academic perfectionism in explaining
the relationship between self-esteem and life satisfaction
in sport sciences students. BMC Psychology, 14(1), 390.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40359-026-04188-z

McCullough, B., Orr, R., & Kellison, T. (2020). Sustainability
and NCAA athletics: The status of STARS reporting.
Journal of Intercollegiate Sport, 13(1), 1-21.

Talay, B., Bostan, K., Pekel, A., & Cetin, A. (2025). Sustainability
practices in sports facilities and managers’ perceptions.
KOSALB International Journal of Human Movements Science,
4(1), 49-64. https://doi.org/10.70736/2958.8332.kosalb.46

Kiflu Adane, A., Wase Mola, D., & Adili, D. (2025). Challenges
of inclusive physical education for students with disabilities
in Ethiopian secondary schools: A mixed-methods study.
International Journal of Kinesiology and Sports Science, 13(4),
24-31. https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.ijkss.v.13n.4p.24

Bergsgard, N. A. (2025). Does the power structure in local facility
processes hinder sustainable solutions? Case studies from
Norway (and Denmark). Annals of Leisure Research, 28(1),
1-18. https://doi.org/10.1080/11745398.2025.2449838

He, C., Huang, Z., & Ye, L. (2021). Research on the sustainable
development of physical education students’ exercise in
colleges and universities. Revista Brasileira de Medicina do
Esporte, 27(4), 421-424.
https://doi.org/10.1590/1517-8692202127042021_0089

Moronkeji, D. B., Ayeni, D., & Adewunmi, A. E. (2022).
Participation and hindrances to students’ recreation at
selected universities in Ondo State, Nigeria. Journal of
Social and Development Sciences, 13(1), 26-33.
https://doi.org/10.22610/jsds.v13i1(s).3285

Mola, D. W.,, & Shaw, D. (2024). Significance of managerial
skills for talent development in Ethiopian athletes.
International Journal of Kinesiology and Sports Science,
12(2), 21-29. https://doi.org/10.7575/aiac.ijkss.v.12n.2p.21

Maciel, M. G., Madariaga Ortuzar, A., Martins, J. C. de O.,
Gutierrez, L. A. A., Bendikova, E., Assis, K. L., Reis, R.

E, Mola, D. W,, & Uvinha, R. R. (2024). Leisure styles in
adults: Changes throughout the COVID-19 pandemic.
Social Sciences, 13(12), 702.
https://doi.org/10.3390/s0cscil3120702

Brunton, J., & St Quinton, T. (2021). Applying stage-based
theory to engage female students in university sport.
Journal of Human Sport and Exercise, 16(1), 16-30.
https://doi.org/10.14198/JHSE.2021.161.02

Abrahamson, K., Ross-Cypcar, S. M., Healy, S., Erwin, H., &
Shapiro, D. R. (2025). An inquiry into the accessibility of
campus recreation for college students with disabilities.
Recreational Sports Journal, 49(1), 1-12. https://doi.
org/10.1177/15588661251372108

Miller, J. J., & Croft, J. (2022). The influence of university
recreation centers on student return and retention during
COVID-19. Recreational Sports Journal, 46(1), 72-83.
https://doi.org/10.1177/15588661221097701

Maciel, M. G., Uvinha, R. R., & Madariaga Ortuzar, A.

(2025). Estilos de ocio y salud mental de estudiantes
universitarios iberoamericanos [Leisure styles and mental
health among Ibero- American university students]. In

S. Gonzélez Morcillo & I. Lazcano Quintana (Eds.), El
papel transformador del ocio: Desde la autogestion en

la juventud hasta la produccion del espacio (pp. 27-39).
Dykinson.

Freitas, H., Henriques, S., Uvinha, R. R, Lusby, C., & Romera,
L. (2020). Alcohol consumption and night-time leisure
among Brazilian university students. International Journal
of the Sociology of Leisure, 3(4), 389-399.
https://doi.org/10.1007/541978-020-00069-w

Zvapano, K. (2017). An assessment of the state of sport
infrastructural facilities in universities in Zimbabwe.
International Journal of Sport, Exercise and Health Research,
1(2), 70-75. https://doi.org/10.31254/sportmed.1205

Theanacho, S. B. C., Ikpeme, E. E., & Saba, I. A. (2013). An
assessment on provision of recreational facilities in
Nigerian universities in the 21st century. Journal of Public
Administration and Governance, 3(1), 95-101.
https://doi.org/10.5296/jpag.v3i1.3380

Creswell, J. W. (2014). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative,
and mixed methods approach (4th ed.). Sage Publications.

Covell, D., & Walker, S. (2013). Managing sport organizations:
Responsibility for performance (3rd ed.). Routledge. https://
doi.org/10.4324/9780203550281

Goslin, A. E., Sere, M. G. O,, & Kluka, A. (2015). Management
capacity at sport and recreation facilities at the local
government level. African Journal for Physical, Health
Education, Recreation and Dance, 21(4:1), 1290-1303.

Mohd Aznan, E. A., Kamaruddin, H. K., Abu Bakar, A. H.,
Ahmad, M. E, & Safwan, N. S. Z. (2023). Assessing
perceived risk management and satisfaction in university
student’s sports facility experience: A cross-sectional
study. Jurnal Sains Sukan & Pendidikan Jasmani, 12(2),
39-47. https://doi.org/10.37134/jsspj.vol12.2.6.2023

Amireault, S., & Godin, G. (2015). The Godin-Shephard
Leisure-Time Physical Activity Questionnaire: Validity
evidence supporting its use for classifying healthy adults
into active and insufliciently active categories. Perceptual
and Motor Skills, 120(2), 604-622.
https://doi.org/10.2466/03.27.PMS.120v19x7

Burkhardt, L., & Schupp, J. (2019). Wachsendes ehrenamtliches
Engagement: Generation der 68er haufiger auch nach dem
Renteneintritt aktiv. DIW Wochenbericht, 86(42), 765-773.
https://doi.org/10.18723/diw_wb:2019-42-1

Piggott, L. V., & Pike, E. C.J. (2020). ‘CEO equals man: Gender
and informal organisational practices in English sport

148



Mola, D. W,, Uvinha, R. R, Taye, A. G., Mekesa, A. B., & Koc, M. C. (2026). Critical Challenges to the Sustainable Development
of University Sports Facilities in the African Context: Leisure, Policy, Infrastructure, and Leadership

governance. International Review for the Sociology of Sport,
55(7), 1009-1025.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690219865980

Koenigstorfer, J. (2023). Dealing with great challenges via
rigorous and relevant empirical sport management
research. Frontiers in Sports and Active Living, 5.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fspor.2023.1180710

Vega, P, Pérez-Gonzélez, B., Ferndndez-Luna, A., & Burillo,
P. (2019). Gender diversity on the steering committees
of Spanish sports federations: Implications for economic
and operational performance. Apunts: Educacién Fisica y
Deportes, 137, 115-128.
https://doi.org/10.5672/APUNTS.2014-0983.ES.(2019/3).137.09

Hassen, M. (2025). Rethinking the physical environment and
pedagogical approaches in Ethiopian higher education
for real-world readiness. Science Research, 13(3), 32-42.
https://doi.org/10.11648/j.sr.20251303.11

Rahman, M. M. (2021). BIM enabled sustainable facility
management. International Journal of Integrated Engineering,
13(7), 101-107. https://doi.org/10.30880/ijie.2021.13.07.013

Naseri, A. S., Saffari, L., & Majedi, N. (2025). Green
operations in sports facilities: A review of technological
implementation. KMAN Journal, 3(1), 74-91.
https://doi.org/10.61838/kman.aitech.3.1.8

Appleby, P. (2018). Sustainable facilities management (pp. 253-
265). Routledge Handbooks Online.
https://doi.org/10.1201/9781315622750-16

Buys, E,, & Tonono, E. (2007). Reasons for the transformation
of facilities management in the public sector. Acta
Structilia, 14(2), 76-90.
https://journals.co.za/content/struct/14/2/EJC110014

Elmualim, A., Czwakiel, A., Valle, R., Ludlow, G., & Shah, S.
(2009). The practice of sustainable facilities management:
Design sentiments and the knowledge chasm. Gestdo &
Tecnologia de Projetos, 4(2), 143.
https://doi.org/10.4237/GTP. V412.137

De Aldama Ortuzar, I. M., Cayero, R., Terreras, B. T., Bravo,
J. G., & Irigoyen, J. Y. (2024). Situacion actual y retos de
futuro de los servicios deportivos municipales: Percepcion
de los responsables deportivos. Retos, 55, 490-498.
https://doi.org/10.47197/retos.v55.102025

Liang, W. (2023). Financial sustainability among higher
education institutions in the United States. Journal of
Contemporary Educational Research, 7(12), 277-281.
https://doi.org/10.26689/jcer.v7i12.5822

Ngcobo, X. M., Marimuthu, E, & Stainbank, L. ]. (2024).
Revenue sourcing for the financial sustainability of a
university of technology: An exploratory study. Cogent
Education, 11(1), 2295173.
https://doi.org/10.1080/2331186X.2023.2295173

Asrifan, A., Sudirman, R., & Karundeng, D. R. (2025). Building
financial resilience: Strategic partnerships between higher
education and industry. In Financial survival in higher
education (pp. 211-244). IGI Global.
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3373-0407-6.ch008

Opoku, A., & Lee, J. (2022). The future of facilities
management: Managing facilities for sustainable
development. Sustainability, 14(3), 1705.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14031705

Okoro, C. S. (2023). Sustainable facilities management in the
built environment: A mixed-method review. Sustainability,
15(4), 3174. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15043174

Mejia-Manzano, L. A., Vazquez-Villegas, P.,, Smith, A. R,,
Soeiro, A., Kalman, A., Atabarut, T., Otaduy-Rivera, N.,
Membrillo-Hernandez, J., & Caratozzolo, P. (2023). An
exploratory study examining the key aspects and actions
for universities to achieve high sustainability rankings.
Sustainability, 15(5), 4165.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15054165

Katsaprakakis, D. A., Papadakis, N., Giannopoulou, E.,
Yiannakoudakis, Y., Zidianakis, G., Dakanali, E.,
Stavrakakis, G. S., & Kartalidis, A. (2023). Rational use
of energy in sports centres to achieve net zero: The SAVE
Project (Part A). Energies, 16(10), 4040.
https://doi.org/10.3390/en16104040

Da Silva, L. A., De Aguiar Dutra, A. R., & De Andrade Guerra,
J. B. S. O. (2023). Decarbonization in higher education
institutions as a way to achieve a green campus: A
literature review. Sustainability, 15(5), 4043.
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15054043

Taye, A. G., Bouchh, H., Rahman, M. H., Uvinha, R.

R., Legesse, A. K., Adili, D., & Mola, D. W. (2025).
Determining the influence of coaches, parents, and
stakeholders on the development of youth football: A
comprehensive analysis. Physical Education Theory and
Methodology, 25(3), 556-565.
https://doi.org/10.17309/tmfv.2025.3.11

Gongalves Maciel, M., Ricci Uvinha, R., Roque Andrade, D.,
Bendikova, E., Mola, D. W., & Madariaga Ortuzar, A.
(2026). Physical activity as leisure: legal/human rights,
public health, and phenomenological perspectives. Annals
of Leisure Research, 1-17.
https://doi.org/10.1080/11745398.2026.2691038

Leal Filho, W,, Salvia, A. L., Frankenberger, F., Akib, N. A.

M, Sen, S. K., Sivapalan, S., Novo-Corti, I., Venkatesan,
M., & Emblen-Perry, K. (2020). Governance and
sustainable development at higher education institutions.
Environment, Development and Sustainability, 23(4),
6002-6020. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-020-00859-y

Kaur, M. P. (2025). Policy, governance, and pedagogical
strategies for integrating sports into sustainable
development: A framework for equity, diversity, and
gender inclusivity. Communications on Applied Nonlinear
Analysis, 32(ICMASD-2025), 2194-2204.
https://doi.org/10.52783/cana.v32.5615

Chapleo, C. (2010). What defines “successful” university brands?
International Journal of Public Sector Management, 23(2),
169-183. https://doi.org/10.1108/0951355101102251

Uvinha, R. R,, de Ridder, J. H., & Gushchina, Y. S. (2025).
Advancing health through physical activity and leisure in
BRICS Plus nations: A report from the BRICSCESS Plus
Association. Sports Medicine: Research and Practice, 15(2),
5-11. https://doi.org/10.47529/2223-2524.2025.2.7

149



ISSN 2708-7581 (Online). ISSN-L 2708-7573. Journal of Learning Theory and Methodology. 2025. Volume 6, Number 2

KpuTuyHi npo6nemn cranoro po3sBuTKy CnOpTUBHOI
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IlepemymoBu. Cramnil pO3BUTOK CIIOPTUBHOI iHPACTPYKTYpy YHiBepcUTeTiB Mae BupilllajbHe 3HAYeHHs /I CIIOPTUBHUX
pe3y/IbrariB, 3a/Iy4eHHsI CTY/IeHTIB i JOBrOCTPOKOBOI iIHCTUTYLiITHOI cTanocTi. B yHiBepcuteTax Ediormii et po3BUTOK CTPUMYETHCS
HeHa/IeKHOIO IHPPacTPyKTypoIo Ta ii TeXHIYHIM 00CTyrOByBaHHM, C1abKOI0 peastisaliielo oM THKL, o6MexxeHnMy hiHaHCOBUMM
pecypcamu, HU3bKMM PiBHEM y4acTi B JO3Bi/IIEBiN IiA/IbHOCTI Ta HEIOCTATHIM IIOTEHIIia/IoM KEPiBHMITBA Ji YIPAB/IiHHA.

Merta gocmimxkeHHsA. MeTOI 11bOro AOCIIPKeHHs Oy/I0 BUBYMTY K/IIOYOBI YMHHMKIY, 11O BIUIMBAIOTbh HA CTAIUIT PO3BUTOK
CIIopTUBHOI iHppacTpykTypn yHiBepcuteTiB Ediomii, 3ocepennim yary Ha iHppacTpyKTypi, momiTuIi Ta BpsAAyBaHHi, ITOTeHIiai
KepiBHUIITBA i yIIpaB/IiHHA, GiHAHCOBIN CTIMIKOCTI Ta y4acTi B HO3Bi/IEBII TiATBHOCTI.

Marepianu ta Meropu. IIpoBeneHo Kpoc-cexuiiiHe onutyBaHHs 100 IjiecripsMOBaHO BifjibpaHuX CIIOPTCMEHIB, TPeHePiB,
MeHef>KepiB CHOPTUBHUX O00’€KTIiB, afMiHicTpaTOpiB, QiHaHCOBMX MpaliBHMKIB i ¢axiBIiB i3 NUTaHb MOMITUKU HEP>KaBHUX
yHiBepcureris Ediomnii. [lani 361panu 3a OOMOTOI0 Ba/lifIoBAHOTO ONUTYBaIbHMKA 3 42 IYHKTIB, 110 OXOIIIOBAB IIiCTh 3MiHHX.
Excrinoparopunit gaxropunit ananis (EFA) migrBepius KoHcTpykTHY Bamignicte (KMO = 0,812; mosicheHo 68,4% nucrepcii), a
HaJiiiHicTh mKamu Oyna BUCOKoIo (3arambHumii o = 0,819). CTaTHCTUYHY HOTYXXHICTD TepeBipeHo 3a pomomoroo G*Power (1 - f
> 0,99). 3acTOCOBAHO OMUCOBY CTATUCTUKY, Kopesrlio IlipcoHa Ta MHOXKMHHMII JIHIHNIT perpeciiiHnii aHasIi3 i3 AiarTHOCTUKOO
perpeciitnoi mogeni (VIF Ta anasnmi3 sanuukis).

Pesynbratu. CepenHi 3Ha4eHHA 3aCBiT4MIN HU3bKMIT 200 MOMIpHMIT piBeHb 3a MOKa3HMKaMy iHPPaCTPYyKTypyu CIOPTUBHUX
06’exTiB (M = 2,74), y4acri B fo3Bi/IIeBiit gisipHOCTI (M = 2,69), momnituku ta BpsigyBaHus (M = 2,62), yIpaB/iHCbKOTO IOTEHIIaTy
(M = 2,61), crasoro po3BUTKy CHOpTUBHIMX 00 ekTiB (M = 2,56) Ta dinancosoi crifikocti (M = 2,50). MHOXMHHMIT perpeciitHuii
aHaJIi3 oKasas, IO I ATb IPeAMKTOPHUX JOMEHIB CYKYIIHO osACHI0Bamu 71,0% aucrepcii cTaoro po3BUTKY CIIOPTUBHUX 00 €KTIB
(R*=0,710, F(5, 94) = 46,01, p < 0,001). Iudpacrpykrypa cnoprusaux 06’extis (B = 0,712, p < 0,001) Ta pinancosa criiikicTs (f =
0,653, p < 0,001) O6yu HaMICUIBHIIIMMY IPEAMKTOPAMY, 32 HUMM JILLIN YIpaBIiHChkuii moteHuian (B = 0,387, p = 0,003), momituka
ta BpsagysanHs (B = 0,312, p < 0,001) i yuacTs y fo3Binnesii gisuiprocri (f = 0,298, p = 0,001).

BucnoBku. Pesynbratu cBifuaTb, 1[0 CIIOPTMBHA iHppacTpykrypa yHiBepcureriB Ediomii cTuxaerbcsa i3 cyrreBumu
CTPYKTYPHUMM Ta CUCTeMHUMU IpobOnemMamu. JJocsarHeHHs ii HOBroCTPOKOBOI CTAIOCTI MOTpebye KOMIUIEKCHOTO IIi/IXOAY:
Ii/{BUIIEHHS IKOCTI iHpacTpyKTYpy, 3abe3nedeHH: nuBepcrdikoBaHOro hiHAHCYBAHHS, TOCUIEHHS YIIPAB/IIHCHKOTO OTEHIIIaTy,
edeKTMBHOI peanisalii MOMITUKN BPAJYBAaHHA Ta CIPUAHHSA 3aJy4eHHIO CTYJEHTIB /10 03BinneBoi fisnbHocTi. KoMmnekcHe
BUPpIIIEHHs [VUX KIIYOBMX NNMTAHb € HEOOXIZHUM IJIsi CTBOPEHHS CTIilIKOI Ta Ha/leXHMM YMHOM yTPMMYBAHOI CIIOPTUBHOI
indpacTpykTypu B 3aK/1ajax BUILIOL OCBITH.

KirouoBi crmoBa: adpuKaHCHKMIT KOHTEKCT, CIIOPTUBHA iHPPACTPYKTypa YHIBEPCUTETIB, HO3BI/IEBA HisNMbHICTD, CTAMICTB,
BpsIZLyBaHHS, JTiepCcTBO, GpiHaHCOBA CTIKiCTb, iHdpacTpyKTypa.
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