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Abstract

Background/purpose. Education is a complex process, so higher
education institutions (HEIs) must be increasingly aware of the
importance of improving the quality of their various activities. Higher
education is one of the crucial elements of the global education
system, which must be flexible, diverse, effective, and in tune with the
needs of the economy and knowledge. The study was developed in the
IV Academic Region of Angola and attempted to assess the Quality and
Social Responsibility of public higher education institutions.

Materials/methods. Quantitative research methodology. Case Study
using a questionnaire survey with closed questions. Population:
students, employees and teachers of the HEls of the IV Academic
Region of Angola. Sample: Students (n=447), employees (n=131) and
teachers (n=62) participated in the study, totaling 640 individuals.

Results. The results determined that the dimension of Social
Responsibility of Higher Education Institutions, best evaluated was the
“Research” (média = 2,93) dimension and the least considered was
“Structures” (média = 2,72), and that teachers significantly identify this
dimension more in the educational institutions where they work, than
staff or students. These results emphasize the need for strategic
reforms to improve infrastructure and promote civic responsibility in
Angola's HEls.

Conclusion. Higher Education reforms in Angola should prioritize
quality promotion through strategic intervention in four key areas: 1.
Strengthening vision and legal frameworks; 2. Improving resources; 3.
Fostering academic activities; 4. Expanding access. These reforms align
with promoting civic values and ethical professional practices, which
are vital for societal and institutional management.
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1. Introduction

Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) have a fundamental responsibility for societies' economic
and social progress, contributing to the promotion of active citizenship and the development of
values, encouraging social awareness, environmental responsibility, civic participation and respect
for diversity. Therefore, they must demonstrate levels of quality in terms of leadership, curriculum
development, pedagogical performance, financial viability and ability to guarantee access to existing
resources. In this way, the staff trained by the HEls will have to be highly qualified and have skills
adjusted to the needs of the country to perform active citizenship, responding to the needs and
challenges of the community, as well as promoting social inclusion, thus contributing to the economic
and social development of the country (Bezerra et al., 2024; Morgado et al., 2024a).

On the other hand, given the complexity of global challenges, present and future, HEIs have an
implicit social responsibility with regard to understanding and resolving the multifaceted problems
that arise, which have social, economic, scientific, and cultural dimensions. (Morgan and White, 2013;
Guiffré and Ratto, 2014; Elfert, 2015; UNESCO, 2016; Burmistrova et al., 2017, 2018; Dias Sobrinho,
2019; Morgado et al., 2024b; Bezerra et al., 2024; Morgado et al., 2024c).

According to the World Declaration on Higher Education (UNESCO, 1998), the realization of the
social responsibility of HEIs in the 21st century will depend, on the one hand, on how their mission is
defined and on the other, on the increasingly complex problems that face the current society in which
they operate. It is this commitment that an organization must have towards society, expressed
through acts and attitudes that can positively and broadly affect a better quality of life for society.

We intend, from the outset, to assess and address the universe related to the levels (and indices)
of Quality and Social Responsibility of public Higher Education Institutions allocated to the IV
Academic Region of Angola, as well as intending, at the same time, to present solutions and/ or
recommendation for its implementation, based on the dispersed Quality and Social Responsibility of
Organizations (RSO) policies already existing and practiced in the various Organic Units (OU) of Lueji
A'Nkonde University (ULAN).

In order to fulfill the main objective of our research (to assess the Quality and Social
Responsibility of public Higher Education Institutions), we have structured this research based on the
following 17 research questions, which are embodied in the questionnaire survey used: 1. How
satisfied or dissatisfied are teachers in higher education with teaching, infrastructure, equipment,
services, connection with the outside world, experience and personal development?; 2. How do
teachers rate the different aspects of teaching in their courses?; 3. How satisfied are teachers with
the infrastructure of higher education institutions?; 4. How do teachers perceive the services
provided by higher education institutions?; 5. How do teachers evaluate their experience and
personal development in the higher education institutions where they work?; 6. To what extent do
higher education institutions fulfil teachers' expectations before they join them?; 7. What are the
teachers' intentions with regard to continuing their studies at postgraduate, master's or doctoral
level?; 8.How likely are teachers to recommend the higher education institutions where they teach
to other people?; 9. What is the frequency of classroom attendance among lecturers in higher
education?; 10. What is the opinion of teachers about the relevance of the learning offered in the
courses?; 11. How do teachers rate their commitment to their classes?; 12. What is the teachers'
perception of the organization and clarity of the classes they teach?; 13. How do teachers rate the
interaction between teachers and students during lessons?; 14. What do teachers think of the
teacher-student relationship?; 15. How do teachers rate the depth with which topics are covered in
the courses?; 16. How do lecturers feel about assessment methods and grades?; 17. What is the
teachers' opinion of the recommended work and reading?
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2. Literature Review
2.1. Concept of quality in Higher Education

The complexity attached to education, teaching and learning at this level (higher education)
determines that issues related to precepts and quality indices will have to be overcome, in each cycle,
and in each context, since institutions are increasingly aware of the importance of improving the
quality of their services and the impact they have on an endogenous and exogenous level to the
academy.

The term quality has been used in the most diverse fields of knowledge, including education,
although there are substantial differences in its conceptualization and there is no universal definition.
In the educational context, the definition of this term falls on varied aspects such as: customer
satisfaction and social expectations, the management and administration of educational institutions,
the availability of human, financial and infrastructural resources, among others, which contribute to
carrying out the functions of HEls (Mendes, 2014). Authors such as Taylor and Pearson (1994), Baird
(2006), and Khan (2015) describe that the definition of quality refers to the totality of characteristics
of a product or service that affect its ability to satisfy a given need.

This perspective of what is understood as Quality (in higher education) is clearly part of the
mission and purpose of the academy, which, among others, formulates goals that meet the needs of
the community in which it operates. Teaching and research programs are developed and
implemented with the aim of achieving these goals. An essential characteristic of quality is the ability
to achieve these objectives. Therefore, it is essential that universities clearly define their goals and
create teaching and learning programs that serve as reference criteria to evaluate the quality of the
activities carried out (Raposo, 2011; Gonzalez-Chordd and Macia-Soler, 2015; Savelyeva and Douglas,
2017; Bizarria et al., 2018).

The quality of higher education and training should certainly be one of the main objectives of
any country and not just a mere formal and mandatory response to institutional assessments
(Burmistrova et al., 2017, 2018; Capaldi & Brown, 2019; Ong & Lee, 2019; Chen et al., 2020; Lee &
Liu, 2020; Le & Hoang, 2022). However, the concept of quality in higher education is not a univocal
and fixed concept. Therefore, it must be built through consensus and negotiation between the
various parties involved. Social construction varies according to the interests of the groups involved,
which reflect the characteristics of the society desired for today and projected for the future
(Bhattacharyya & Chakraborty, 2019; Chen et al., 2020; Sdnchez-Gémez et al., 2021; Raja et al., 2021;
Gomes & Cruz, 2022; Chukwu & Nwachukwu, 2023).

2.2. Social responsibility of Higher Education: quality factor

The term social responsibility was coined to address the moral obligation of companies to behave
socially responsible in order, together with States and civil society, to build a better world. The desire
for a better world, made possible by social inclusion and defended by companies, was already a
rhetoric of Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) which, imbued with this spirit, deepened discussions
on social responsibility, as they are responsible for the training process and professionalization of
people through critical reaction and reflection with technical, theoretical, ethical and moral aspects
involved in life in society — therefore a natural space for social responsibility, due to the very nature
of HEls (Vallaeys, 2006; Vallaeys et al., 2009; Pompeu, 2011; Savelyeva & Douglas, 2017; Dias
Sobrinho, 2019; Sepetis et al., 2020; Kimbanda, 2021; Bezerra et al., 2024; Kimbanda et al., 2024).

Adopting more sustainable development models requiThis is a quantitative study that employs
a case study approach and utilizes a questionnaire for data collection.res the participation and
cooperation of all socioeconomic sectors: business organizations, public administrations, social
organizations, consumers, investors, media outlets, Higher Education Institutions, among others.
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An organization that intends to be competitive in the future will have to have strategies that act
in favor of the environment in which they operate and with respect for the environment, human
rights and improving relations with their employees and society in general, so the adoption of Social
Responsibility (SR) criteria implies the formalization of policies and management systems, in the
economic, social and environmental spheres; also, the informative transparency of the results
achieved in such areas, and, finally, the external feedback of those (Arli et al., 2019; Tumajan et al,,
2020; Husted and Allen, 2020; Kim and Park, 2021; Pansari and Kumar, 2022; Ormazabal and
Arrayave, 2023).

In this sense, HEIs should aim to improve the quality of the higher education system as a whole
and greater efficiency in the use of available resources. Therefore, HEls must promote RS as a social
commitment to quality and excellence in management and provision of services to society, aware
that training and knowledge are key factors in the economic, cultural and social development of a
country, and hence the need for a well-coordinated, competitive higher education system with
quality criteria that allow reorienting the activities of HEIs, to ensure greater social and environmental
commitment (Ashley, 2005; Caixeta and Sousa, 2013; Ribeiro and Magalhdes, 2014; Baca Neglia,
2016; Serao et al., 2017; Vieira et al., 2018; Sepetis et al., 2020). Therefore, HEIs, as trainers of current
and future generations, as consumers of resources and as references in the generation of knowledge,
must respond to the needs and expectations of different interested parties.

More recently, the importance of university social responsibility has grown significantly, that is,
the university's ability to define and put into practice a set of principles and values, through four
essential processes: management, teaching; research, and extension (understood as a service to the
community), thus committing, from a social point of view, to the university community and the
country in which it operates (Calderon et al., 2011; Bizarria et al., 2018; Eidt & Calgaro, 2021). Society
itself increasingly demands that universities be accountable for the way they train their students for
professional practice (Fernandes & Ferreira, 2019; Costas and del Mar Fuentes-Fuentes, 2019;
Meléndez & Garcia, 2019; Zhu & Hu, 2020; Eidt & Calgaro, 2021; Castro & Costa, 2022), Therefore,
discussing university social responsibility is to emphasize the commitment of HEIs to fulfilling their
mission, guaranteeing the quality of education for citizens who use the educational services they
provide. they offer (Morosini, 2008; Milana et al. 2016; Popescu and Ardelean, 2020; Konig et al.,
2020; Zhu and Hu, 2020; Garcia-Pefialvo and Lytras, 2021; Peng et al., 2021; Kimbanda, 2021; Castro
and Costa, 2022; Ouyang et al., 2023).

3. Methodology

This quantitative study employs a case study approach and utilizes a questionnaire for data
collection.It was developed in the IVth Academic Region of the Lueji A’"Nkonde University (ULAN) of
Angola, in the HEls (Faculty of Medicine of Malanje, Escola Superior Politécnica de Malanje, Instituto
Superior Politécnico de Malanje, Instituto Superior Agroalimentar de Malanje; Escola Superior
Politécnica da Lunda Sul, Escola Superior Pedagdgica da Lunda Norte, Faculty of Law of Lunda Norte,
Faculty of Economics of Lunda Norte, and Escola Superior Pedagdgica do Cuango) whose selection
was intentional. The intentionality in the selection was due to the fact that evaluation constitutes an
emerging element in the IVth Academic Region of ULAN and, consequently, in its organic units (OU).

The non-probabilistic convenience sample collection technique was adopted (Skinner et al.,
2014), with respondents chosen according to availability or because they were more accessible to
respond. 640 individuals participated in the study (n=447 students, n=131 employees, and n=62
teachers). Prior contact was made for data collection, through an 'official introductory letter’,
addressed to those responsible for each of the institutions, to obtain consent for data collection.

When processing data, we used descriptive statistical analysis (absolute and relative frequencies,
means and respective standard deviations) and inferential statistics. The significance level to reject
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the null hypothesis was set at a < .05. Exploratory factor analysis, Cronb ach's alpha internal
consistency coefficient, Pearson's correlation coefficient, Student's t-test for one sample, Student's
t-test for independent samples, Anova repeated measures and Manova were used. The normal
distribution of values in samples larger than 30 was accepted, in accordance with the central limit
theorem. Homogeneity of variances was analyzed using Levene's test. The SPSS software (Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences) version 25.0 for Windows was used for statistical analysis.

4, Results

The structure of the presentation is based on the research points and questions, articulated with
the issues addressed in the validated questionnaire survey, according to the terms and parameters
outlined within the international framework, in the Higher Education Institutions (HEls) of the
academic region under study. Overall, we focus the research on the framework of the relationship
and interaction between teachers and students. Whenever applicable and significant, we expand the
discussion to include staff members who are part of the population and sample of the present study.
Characteristics of the participants in the present study: Individuals participated (n=640), 69.8% ([n=
447]) students, 20.5% ([n=131]) employees and 9.7% ([n= 62]) teachers. The majority of students
were male (70.9%, [n=317]), aged between 20-25 years old (50.7%, [n=226)], from the IV Academic
Region (96.2%, [n= 430]), were attending the 2nd year (38.7%, [n=173]) of the Pedagogy Teaching
(23%, [n=103]) or Psychology Teaching (21.3%, [n=95]) course, being a student worker (50.9%,
[n=228]). The employees were male (58%, [n=76]), aged 26-30 years (41.2%, [n=54]), from the IV
Academic Region (91.6%, [n=120]), with higher education (73.3%, [n=96]), and performed the role of
Technician (22.1%, [n=29]). As for teachers, the majority were male (67.7, [n=42]), over 50 years old
(33.9%, [n=21]), from the IV Academic Region (69.4%, [n=43]) , with a master's degree (59.7%, [n=37])
with more than 20 years of teaching experience (30.6%, [n=19]), with a Social Science course (38.7%,
[n=24]), in the Assistant Professor category (38.7%, [n=24]).

4.1. Perceptions about Higher Education Institutions
Overall satisfaction (students and teachers)

Q1: Considering your experience in Higher Education, particularly in terms of teaching, facilities,
equipment, services, connection to the outside world, experience and personal development,
indicate your degree of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. We found that 41.9% ([n=26]) of teachers are
satisfied, while the majority of students, 30% ([n= 134]), are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied.

Table 1. Overall satisfaction (students and teachers)

Students (n=447) Teachers (n=62)
n % N %
Very Dissatisfied 41 9,2% 0 0,0%
Dissatisfied 103 23,0% 6 9,7%
Neither satisfied/nor 22,6%
dissatisfied 134 30,0% 14
Satisfied 114 25,5% 26 41,9%
Very satisfied 55 12,3% 16 25,8%
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Q2: Please indicate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects related to teaching on
your course.

The best-rated item was the Ability to transmit knowledge (3.29), while the least-rated item was
Class size (2.93). Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of the relational structure of the 9 items of the
teaching satisfaction scale revealed a unidimensional structure that explains 63.7% of the total
variance. The validity of the factor analysis was carried out using the KMO (0.939, excellent) and
Bartlett's test (significant, p < .001). Internal consistency, assessed with Cronbach's Alpha, is .928

(excellent).
Table 2. Teaching - students and teachers (Synthesis Table)
Students (n=447) Teachers (n=62)
VD | D N%/N s | vs |Total|NR/O| VD | D N%/N s | vs |Totl|NR/O
Teaching quality 52 | 104 | 105 | 138 | 36 12 1 9 15 | 32 5 62 0
12,0123,9(24,1|31,7|8,3%| 435 1,6%|14,5|24,2 51,6 |8,1%
% % % % % % %
Interaction with teacher-
students and teacher- 432
teachers 50 | 8 | 103 | 139 | 55 15 0 6 8 40 8 62 0
11,6 119,71 23,8 32,2 | 12,7 0,0%(9,7%| 12,9 | 64,5 12,9
% % % % % % % %
Communication of
progress by teachers 48 | 100 | 113 | 131 | 33 | 425 | 22 0 8 16 | 34 3 61 1
11,31 23,5|26,6 | 30,8|7,8% 0,0%|13,1|26,2|55,7|4,9%
% % % % % % %
Ability to transmit 47 75 99 | 169 | 45 | 435 | 12 0 2 9 43 7 61 1
knowledge 10,8 17,2 122,8|38,9| 10,3 0,0%|3,3%| 14,8 70,5| 11,5
% % % % % % % %
Volume of work required | 48 | 87 | 119 | 144 | 35 | 433 | 14 1 7 13 | 37 4 62 0
11,1120,1(27,5|33,3|8,1% 1,6%|11,3|21,0|59,7 |6,5%
% % % % % % %
Existing study plan(s) 53 | 94 | 123 | 128 | 37 | 435 | 12 1 9 13 | 34 5 62 0
12,2 121,6 (28,3 |29,4|8,5% 1,6%|14,5|21,0 | 54,8 |8,1%
% % % % % % %
Relevance of subjects? | 47 | 8 | 113 | 136 | 45 | 427 | 20 0 6 10 | 39 7 62 0
11,0 120,1|26,5|31,9| 10,5 0,0%|9,7%| 16,1 | 62,9 | 11,3
% % % % % % % %
Offer of optional subjects | 57 | 90 | 123 | 119 | 39 | 428 | 19 2 13 9 31 5 60 2
13,3121,0(28,7|27,8|9,1% 3,3%|21,7|15,0|51,7 |8,3%
% % % % % % %
Class size 68 | 112 | 101 | 114 | 42 | 437 | 10 5 9 13 31 4 62 0
15,6 | 25,6 | 23,1 | 26,1 |9,6% 8,1%|14,5|21,0| 50,0 |6,5%
% % % % % % %
Overall Satisfaction with | 46 | 104 | 123 | 127 | 41 | 441 | 6 0 9 12 | 37 4 62 0
Teaching 10,4 | 23,6 | 27,9 | 28,819,3% 0,0%|14,5|19,4|59,7 |6,5%
% % % % % % %

VD — Very Dissatisfied, D — Dissatisfied, NS/ND — Neither Satisfied/Nor dissatisfied, S — Satisfied, VS — Very Satisfied. NR/O — No Response or Opinion
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Table 3. Satisfaction with teaching: teachers vs students (Synthesis Table)

Students Teachers
M DP M DP Sig.
Teaching satisfaction 3.05 .94 3.58 .61 001 ***

Overall satisfaction with teaching, considering the joint appreciation of students and teachers,
obtained a mean of 3.13 (SD = 0.92), which is significantly higher than the midpoint of the scale (3),
t(407) = 2.938, p = . 003. If we consider that the midpoint of the scale means neither satisfied/nor
dissatisfied, we can therefore consider that the degree of satisfaction of students and teachers is
medium high. When we compare the degree of satisfaction of students and teachers, we find that
the differences are statistically significant t(405) = -4.060, p = .001, with teachers reporting higher
levels of satisfaction with teaching than students (3.58 vs. 3.05).

Satisfaction with facilities and equipment
Q3: Please indicate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects related to the facilities.

The highest-rated item was General cleaning (3.23), and the lowest-rated was Library Spaces

(2.51).
Table 4. Facilities and Equipment (Summary Table)
Students (n=447) Teachers (n=62)
VWO | D |NS/ND| S | vS |Total|NR/O| VD | D ngN s | vs [fotal NR/O
Library spaces 122 | 142 69 53 | 28 |414| 33 4 22 | 13 | 17 6 | 62| O
27,3%)| 31,8% | 15,4% [11,9%|6,3% 6,5% |35,5%|21,0%|27,4%| 9,7%
111 | 131 86 62 | 24 |414| 33 6 21 | 11 | 18 6 | 62| O
Study spaces
24,8%| 29,3% | 19,2% [13,9%|5,4% 9,7% |33,9%|17,7%29,0% | 9,7%
surrounding spaces 75 | 127 103 | 75 | 22 |402 | 45 3 23 9 20 5 |60 2
16,8%| 28,4% | 23,0% |16,8%|4,9% 4,8% (37,1%|14,5%[32,3%| 8,1%
Sport facilities 90 95 92 | 100 | 34 |411] 36 | 10 | 19 | 11 | 15 7 62| 0
20,1%| 21,3% | 20,6% (22,4%|7,6% 16,1%(30,6%|17,7%(24,2%|11,3%
Overall Satisfaction | 84 | 121 97 81 | 25 |408| 39 3 18 | 15 | 21 5 |62 0
W'”]E:jicp')lr:'s;ta”d 18,8%| 27,1% | 21,7% |18,1%|5,6% 4,8% (29,0%24,2%|33,9% | 8,1%
Cantine/bar 75 | 108 89 | 108 | 26 | 406 | 41 6 16 | 17 | 16 7 62| 0
16,8%| 24,2% | 19,9% |24,2%|5,8% 9,7% |25,8%|27,4%|25,8%[11,3%
Buildings 85 | 142 86 69 | 16 [398| 49 6 14 8 24 8 | 60| 2
19,0%| 31,8% | 19,2% |15,4%|3,6% 9,7% |22,6%|12,9%|38,7%[12,9%
Classrooms 61 | 123 90 | 105 | 28 |407 | 40 5 12 | 10 | 27 8 | 62| 0
13,6%| 27,5% | 20,1% |23,5%6,3% 8,1% [19,4%|16,1%|43,5%[12,9%
Sanitary facilities/ | 85 | 110 90 91 | 33 [409| 38 6 9 13 | 24 9 |61 1
Bathrooms 19,0%| 24,6% | 20,1% |20,4%|7,4% 9,7% |14,5%|21,0%|38,7%|14,5%
Building access 60 | 117 93 | 104 | 21 |395| 52 7 10 6 29 | 10 |62] O
13,4%| 26,2% | 20,8% |23,3%|4,7% 11,3%(16,1%| 9,7% |46,8%|16,1%
Educational 78 | 132 84 94 | 26 |414| 33 3 10 7 27 | 13 |60 | 2
institution location |17,4%| 29,5% | 18,8% [21,0%|5,8% 4,8% 16,1%|11,3%|43,5%(21,0%
Parking lot 108 | 145 67 62 | 24 |406| 41 3 11 8 26 | 14 |62] 0
24,2%)| 32,4% | 15,0% [13,9%|5,4% 4,8% |17,7%|12,9%|41,9%(22,6%
General cleaning 53 96 83 133 | 39 | 404 | 43 1 5 13 34 8 61 1
11,9%| 21,5% | 18,6% |29,8%|8,7% 1,6% | 8,1% [21,0%|54,8%|12,9%
IT resources 82 | 111 98 97 | 24 |412| 35 6 18 | 13 | 16 8 |61 1
Library spaces  |18,3%| 24,8% | 21,9% |21,7%|5,4% 9,7% |29,0%|21,0%|25,8% [12,9%

VD — Very Dissatisfied, D — Dissatisfied, NS/ND — Neither Satisfied/Nor dissatisfied, S — Satisfied, VS — Very Satisfied. NR/O — No Response or Opinion
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Table 5. (FE): teachers vs students

Students Teachers
M DP M DP Sig.
Facilities and equipment 2.75 .95 3.21 .82 .001***

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of the relational structure of the 13 items of the facilities and
equipment scale revealed a unidimensional structure that explains 55.2% of the total variance. The
validity of the factor analysis was carried out using the KMO (0.936, excellent) and Bartlett's test
(significant, p <.001). Internal consistency was .928 (excellent).

The overall satisfaction with the facilities and equipment, considering the joint appreciation of
students and teachers, was 2.82 (SD = 0.95), which is significantly lower than the midpoint of the
scale (3), t(392) = -3.746, p = .001. If we consider that the midpoint of the scale means neither
satisfied/nor dissatisfied, we can therefore consider that the degree of satisfaction of students and
teachers is medium low. When we compare the degree of satisfaction with the facilities and
equipment of students and teachers, we find that the differences are statistically significant t(391) =
-3.456, p =.001, with teachers reporting higher levels of satisfaction with the facilities and equipment
while students report low levels of satisfaction with facilities and equipment (3.21 vs 2.75).

Satisfaction with Services

Q4: Please indicate your level of satisfaction with the following aspects related to the services
provided.

The item on the satisfaction scale relating to services with the highest value was Management
Bodies (Direction, Scientific and Pedagogical C.) (3.12); the least well-rated item was Libraries (2.70).
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Students (n=447) Teachers (n=62)
vD | D |NS/ND| S | Vs [Total Ng/ vD | D |Ns/ND| s | vs T°Ita NR/O
93 | 107 | 89 | 55 | 17 |361| 86 | 4 2 | 19 | 15 | 12 |62 o
International relations 1, ) o153 gog| 19,9% 102/'3 3,8% 6,5% |19,4%| 30,6% |24,2%|19,4%
(0]
63 | 106 | 116 | 70 | 20 |375| 72 | 1 6 | 15 | 17 | 11 |60 2
Professional inserti
rotessionatinsertion ;4 104123, 7%| 26,0% 105/'7 4,5% 1,6% |25,8%| 24.2% |27,4%|17,7%
0
58 | 104 | 115 | 83 | 21 |381| 66 | 1 11 | 17 | 21 | 11 |61 ] 1
New students orientati
ew students onentation 143 5os123,3%| 25,7% 108/'6 4.7% 1,6% |17,7%| 27,4% |33,9%|17,7%
0
65 | 96 | 117 | 87 | 19 |384| 63 | 4 7 | 14 | 24 | 11 |60 2
Accounting/T 19,5
ccounting/Treasury |1 ) co:l>1 59| 26,2% | >+ |4,3% 6,5% |11,3%| 22,6% [38,7%|17,7%
%
74 | 112 | 107 | 81 | 16 |390| 57 | 3 18| 14 | 16 | 9 |60] 2
Kantine/B 18,1
antine/Bars 16,6%|25,1%| 23,9% 08/' 3,6% 4,8% |29,0%| 22,6% |25,8%|14,5%
(0]
8 | 120 | 86 | 80 | 16 |388| 59 | 1 18 | 18 | 16 | 8 |61 1
T
resources 19,2%|26,8%| 19,2% 107/’9 3,6% 1,6% [29,0%| 29,0% |25,8%|12,9%
0
114 | 114 | 83 | 65 | 18 |394| 53 | 2 13| 15 | 19 | 13 |62 o
Student iati
UAeNts association 1,5 o105 59| 18,6% 13’5 4.,0% 3,2% [21,0%| 24,2% [30,6%|21,0%
0
108 | 116 | 89 | 62 | 20 |395| 52 | 1 21 | 18 | 15 | 7 |62 0
Lib 1
orary 24.2%|26,0%| 19,9% 03/'9 4,5% 1,6% |33,9%]| 29,0% |24,2%|11,3%
(0]
67 | 97 | 91 | 105 | 27 |387| 60 | 1 13 | 18 | 18 | 11 |61 | 1
Academic services /DAC 2
cademic services / 15,0%(21,7%| 20,4% 03/'5 6,0% 1,6% |21,0%]| 29,0% |29,0%|17,7%
(0]
Management bodies 69 85 118 88 | 27 | 387 | 60 0 7 13 26 15 | 61 1
Di ti Scientifi d
( 'recgs(;‘;gg;:a'l)'ca” 15,4%|19,0%| 26,4% 109/’7 6,0% 0,0% [11,3%| 21,0% |41,9%|24,2%
0
9 | 96 | 110 | 69 | 21 |386|61| 4 | 21 | 13 | 14 | 10 |62 o
Social Action Servi
OCIal ACHON SEIVICES 196 19%|21,5%| 24,6% 105/’4 4.7% 6,5% |33,9%| 21,0% |22,6%|16,1%
0
86 | 107 | 114 | 60 | 21 |388| 59 | 3 6 | 18 | 16 | 8 |61 1
Ext icular activiti 134
xtracurnicularactivities 19 294123,9%| 25,5% 3/ 4,7% 4,8% |25,8%|29,0% |25,8%|12,9%
0
86 | 113 | 101 | 65 | 20 |385| 62 | 8 6| 19 | 10| 8 |61] 1
Site/Page/Web 14
ite/Page/We 19,2%|25,3%| 22,6% (y'S 4,5% 12,9% |25,8%| 30,6% |16,1%|12,9%
0
|83 [ 97 | 1090 | 74 | 28 [391| 56 | 2 17 | 19 | 17| 7 |e2]| o
Overall Satisfaction with 166
Services 18,6%(21,7%| 24,4% | /" (6,3% 3,2% [27,4%| 30,6% |27,4%|11,3%
0

VD — Very Dissatisfied, D — Dissatisfied, NS/ND — Neither Satisfied/Nor dissatisfied, S — Satisfied, VS — Very Satisfied. NR/O — No Response or Opinion

Table 7. (SS): teachers vs students

Students Teachers
M DP M DP Sig.
Services satisfaction 2.86 1.05 | 3.32 .85 |.002**
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Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of the relational structure of the 13 items of the academic
services satisfaction scale revealed a unidimensional structure that explains 64.4% of the total
variance. The validity of the factor analysis was carried out using the KMO (0.946, excellent) and
Bartlett's test (significant, p < .001). The internal consistency of the satisfaction with academic
services scale was .954 (excellent).

The overall satisfaction with academic services, considering the joint appreciation of students
and teachers, was 2.92 (SD = 1.0), which is similar to the midpoint of the scale (3), t(399) =-1.391, p
=.165. When we compare the degree of satisfaction with academic services satisfaction of students
and teachers, we find that the differences are statistically significant t(398) = -3.084, p = .002, with
teachers reporting higher levels of satisfaction with services while students report low levels of
satisfaction with academic services (3.32 vs 2.86).

Satisfaction with the connection abroad

Q5: How satisfied are you with the following aspects related to your experience and personal
development at the HEI Institution(s) where you teach?

The best rated item was Sense of belonging (feeling welcome) (3.18), while the least rated item
was Employability and Entrepreneurship (2.74).

Table 8. Connection abroad, experience and personal development (Summary Table)

Students (n=447) ‘ Teachers (n=62)

VD D |NS/ND| S VS |Total|[NR/O| VD D |NS/ND| S VS |Total|NR/O

Employabilityand | 86 | 116 | 127 | 58 47 | 434 13 3 17 18 17 7 62 | 0O

Entrepreneurship |19,2%|26,0% | 28,4% [13,0%|10,5% 4,8% 27,4%| 29,0% |27,4%|11,3%
Image and 58 106 | 132 88 47 | 431 | 16 4 9 20 22 7 62 0
reputation of the |13,0%|23,7%| 29,5% |19,7%|10,5% 6,5% |14,5%| 32,3% |35,5%|11,3%
institution
Connection tothe | 65 91 161 75 40 | 432 | 15 2 11 24 19 6 62 0
Outside of the  |14,5%20,4% | 36,0% |16,8% | 8,9% 3,2% |17,7%| 38,7% |30,6%| 9,7%
Institution(s)
Overall 67 84 153 79 42 | 425 | 22 1 18 19 19 5 62 0
Satisfaction with |15,0%[18,8%| 34,2% |17,7%| 9,4% 1,6% |29,0%| 30,6% |30,6%| 8,1%

the Connection
Abroad of the
Institution(s)

Improving 56 | 94 | 135 | 106 | 45 |436| 11 | 3 12 21 20 6 | 62| 0
teamwork ability [12,5%(21,0% | 30,2% [23,7%|10,1% 4,8% [19,4%| 33,9% |32,3%| 9,7%

, , 52 | 108 | 126 | 108 | 43 |437| 10 | 4 8 16 25 9 |62 0
Feeling of security 1o 15 1 20| 28,2% | 24,2% 9,6% 6,5% | 12,9%| 25,8% |40,3%| 14,5%

Sense of belonging| 52 83 | 118 | 128 | 54 | 435 12 2 7 17 24 12 1 62| 0
(feels welcome) |11,6%|18,6%| 26,4% |28,6%|12,1% 3,2% |11,3%| 27,4% |38,7%|19,4%

Overall 58 | 68 | 133 | 128 | 53 |440| 7 2 7 18 24 | 11 | 62 | 0O
Satisfaction with (13 0%15,2%| 29,8% |28,6%|11,9% 3,2% | 11,3%| 29,0% |38,7%(17,7%
Experience and

Personal

Development

VD — Very Dissatisfied, D — Dissatisfied, NS/ND — Neither Satisfied/Nor dissatisfied, S — Satisfied, VS — Very Satisfied. NR/O — No Response or Opinion
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Table 9. Connection abroad: teachers vs students

Students Teachers
M DP M DP Sig.
Exterior access 2.94 1.02 3.29 .87 .009**

The exploratory factor analysis of the relational structure of the 7 items of the satisfaction with
Foreign Connection scale revealed a unidimensional structure that explains 73.2% of the total
variance. The validity of the factor analysis was carried out using the KMO (0.913, excellent) and
Bartlett's test (significant, p < .001). The internal consistency of the satisfaction with Foreign
Connection scale was .939 (excellent). The overall satisfaction with Connection Abroad, considering
the joint appreciation of students and teachers, was 2.99 (SD = 1.0), which is similar to the midpoint
of the scale (3), t(443) = -0.235, p = . 814. When we compare the degree of satisfaction with
satisfaction with the Connection Abroad of students and teachers, we find that the differences are
statistically significant t(442) = -2.630, p = .009, with teachers reporting higher levels of satisfaction
with the Connection abroad while students report low levels of satisfaction with Connection Abroad
(2.94 vs 3.29).

Global insights

Q6: How does the institution you study at compare to your expectations before attending higher
education?

Q7: If possible, do you intend to continue your studies in higher education through a
postgraduate, master's or doctorate degree?

Q8: Tell us how likely you are to recommend the HEI(s) you teach at to other people?

When students were asked about how they see the institution they study at in relation to their
expectations before attending higher education (Q6), the majority indicated that their expectations
were met (42.3%, [n=189]), 31, 1% ([n=139]) consider that they are below and 3.6% ([n=16]) that
they are well above their expectations.

In Q7, a high percentage (60.5%, [n=263]) states that they intend to continue their studies in
higher education through a postgraduate degree, master's degree or doctorate.

In turn, the intention to recommend the educational institution (Q8) is high, standing at 62.8%
([n=320]), and the intention to recommend the course is around 75.9% ([n=386]). A little more than
half consider that they would reapply to the institution they attend (52.3% [n=266]).

Table 10. Recommendation (Summary Table)

E I E I
xtremely Below Expectations Above xtremely Total of
below , ) above NR/O
. expectation met expectations . answers
expectation expectations
Students 58 139 189 45 16 443 4
(n=447) 13,0% 31,1% 42,3% 10,1% 3,6%
Teachers 1 22 34 3 2 62 0
(n=62) 1,6% 35,5% 54,8% 4,8% 3,2%

Perception of Teaching Quality
Q9: What is your level of class attendance?

We found that half of the respondents (48.5%, [n=217]) indicate that they attend more than 75%
of classes.

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.14.52 Published online by Universitepark Press


https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.14.52

Kimbanda et al. | 2

Table 11. Class attendance level

Less than 0 0 More than Total of
25% 25t050%  50to 75% 5% AnsSwers SR/O
Students 15 49 165 217
446 1
(n=447) 3,4% 11,0% 36,9% 48,5%
Teachers 1 2 26 33
62 0
(n=62) 0,2% 0,4% 5,8% 7,4%

In questions Q10: What is your opinion about the relevance of learning? Q11: What is your
opinion about the teachers’ commitment; Q12: What is your opinion about the Organization/Clarity
of Classes. Q13: What is your opinion about the interaction of teachers with the class. Q14: What is
your opinion about the teacher/student relationship. Q15: What is your opinion about the depth in
approaching the subjects. Q16: What is your opinion about the Assessment/ratings. Q17: What is
your opinion about the Works/readings.

The dimension of Perception about the Quality of Education best evaluated was the Relevance
of the learning dimension (4.88), and the least well-evaluated was Assessment/classifications (4.15).
All dimensions were rated significantly above the scale's midpoint (p < .05). Internal consistency can
be considered good.

All correlation coefficients for the Perception of Teaching Quality dimensions are significant,
positive and moderate or high. The highest correlation occurs between the dimensions
Teacher/student relationship and Teacher commitment (r =.735).

Manova's multivariate tests indicate that there is at least one variable in which the differences
in evaluation between students and teachers are statistically significant, Wilks'Lambda = .836, F(8,
444) =10.900, p =.001. Univariate tests indicate that, with the exception of the Relevance of learning
dimension, teachers evaluate the remaining Perception of Teaching Quality dimensions significantly
better than students (p < .05).

4.2. Social Responsibility of Higher Education Institutions

The relational structure of the 38 items of the Social Responsibility of Higher Education
Institutions scale was analyzed through exploratory factor analysis on the correlation matrix, with
extraction of factors using the main components method, followed by Varimax rotation. The common
factors retained were those that presented an eigenvalue (In linear algebra, an eigenvector or
characteristic vector of a linear transformation is a non-zero vector that changes only by a scalar
factor when that linear transformation is applied to it) greater than 1. The validity of the factor
analysis was carried out using the KMO (0.971, excellent) and the Bartlett test (significant), which
indicates acceptable values for its continuation. In order to improve the solution obtained, all
questions with commonalities (quality or communal condition) were extracted lower than .40, and
items with high factor weights in more than one factor (cross-loading) were eliminated. The factor
analysis converged to a solution with 3 main components that explain 68.9% of the total variance.

The saturation of the items (> .40) in each of the main components can be seen in the table
below (Appendix 1.). The first main component integrates the items related to having structures to
support the practice of social responsibility and explains 27.9% of the total variance, the second
component groups the items related to the investigation of social responsibility topics (explains
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23.9% of the total variance) and the third component integrates issues related to participation in
debates and agreements related to social responsibility (explains 16.9% of the total variance).

The dimension of Social Responsibility of Higher Education Institutions that was best evaluated
was the Research dimension (2.93) and the least well evaluated was Structures (2.72). These
dimensions were evaluated significantly below the midpoint of the scale (p < .05), which means that
subjects do not perceive them very intensely in the practice of educational institutions.

When we compare the evaluations of the dimensions of social responsibility of educational
institutions made by students, employees and teachers, Manova's Multivariate test indicates that
there is at least one dimension in which the difference is statistically significant, Wilks'Lambda = .933,
F( 6,858)=5.029, p =.001.

Manova's univariate tests allow us to conclude:

SR Structures, F(2,531) =14.455, p =.001, teachers identify this dimension of social responsibility
significantly more in the educational institutions where they work than employees or students. The
difference between students and staff is not statistically significant.

SR Investigacdo, F(2, 512) = 15.671, p = .001, teachers identify this dimension of social
responsibility significantly more in the educational institutions where they work than employees or
students. The difference between students and staff is not statistically significant.

SR Participation, F(2, 542) = 14.938, p = .001, teachers identify this dimension of social
responsibility significantly more in the educational institutions where they work than employees or
students. The difference between students and staff is not statistically significant.

5. Conclusion and Recommendations

We believe that, for public policies—particularly in this context—to be the subject of future
reflection and implementation, they must take into account studies conducted by external
institutions on the national context (e.g., Kimbanda et al., 2021, 2024). Such studies provide the
scientific foundation needed to enhance the credibility of decisions made at political and legislative
levels. In this regard, alongside research focused on the Angolan higher education system, it is crucial
to consider studies from other contexts, as they can further emphasize and validate the significance
of future measures and decisions by national legislative authorities. Furthermore, it is essential to
take into account students' perceptions of their university experiences, including cultural inclusion,
academic challenges, institutional support and social interactions, assessing how these factors
influence their integration and success (Perry et al., 2016). In addition, it is necessary to measure
student autonomy, analyzing it through mentoring projects and other methods. Redefining how this
autonomy is assessed can have an impact on pedagogical practices and curricula in higher education
(Holmes, 2018), especially given the growing impact of technologies such as Al on the educational
process (Nikocevig-Kurti & Bérdynaj-Syla, 2024). Institutions should also promote reflection among
teaching staff to clearly define 'competences' and 'competence’, developing fair assessments that
guarantee the effectiveness of CBE and equity in assessment processes (Holmes et al., 2021).

In Angola, over the last few decades, higher education and the job market have followed
antagonistic paths, this is because the number of graduates grows year after year, and on the
contrary, opportunities to enter the world of work have decreased. HEIs are oblivious to this reality,
and that is why there is a systematic offer of courses, in different institutions, which annually send a
number of graduates to the job market that is disproportionate to the needs of this new market.

The main points of limitation and bottlenecks in the quality management of HEls in Angola,
according to Kimbanda (2021) and Kimbanda et al. (2024), are divided into six domains: 1. Conceptual
(distortion of the concept of school, HEIs with inadequate operating conditions); 2. Organization and
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institutional management (structural disconnections in the system, lack of strategic planning, weak
professionalization and specialization in management practices); 3. Financing (weaknesses in
accountability, lack of transparency and rigor in fund management; curriculum); 4. Teaching staff
(quantitatively and qualitatively insufficient, inadequate profile, small circle of teachers); 5. Student
body (inadequacy of student profiles in relation to the entry profiles required for different courses,
low income); 6. Lack of specialized inspection, evaluation and supervision services (lack of accurate
information on the quality of services provided).

Itis through this panorama that the promotion of quality emerges as one of the main foundations
for Higher Education reforms in Angola, in terms of policies and organizational configuration based
on strategic lines of intervention and action of HEls. To this end, four axes of intervention are
mentioned: consolidating the strategy and vision to be prioritized in Higher Education; strengthen
the legal-institutional basis of the Higher Education subsystem in Angola; improve human, material
and financial resources in Higher Education; promote academic and pedagogical activity and expand
the Higher Education network throughout the national territory. In turn, the study of RSO gains
significant importance in the functional framework of society, as in addition to allowing the
establishment of norms of peaceful coexistence between subjects, it guides professionals towards
respecting values and concepts that are the foundations of civic participation in life. and in the
management of institutions.
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Appendix
Appendix I.
Table 12. Summary chart
Type Never Not often | Manytimes| Always |No opinion
...establishes cooperation agreements with the main Student | 90 |31,7%|116|40,8% | 45 | 158% | 33 | 11,6% 158
actors in social development (State, NGOs, international | Teacher | 6 |10,7% | 19 |33,9% | 12 |21,4% | 19 | 33,9% 6
organizations, companies, etc.). Employee | 29 | 25,0% | 31 | 26,7% | 40 | 34,5% | 16 | 13,8% 15
...participates in networks, commissions or working Student | 77 | 26,3% | 127 | 43,3% | 51 | 17,4% | 38 | 13,0% 139
groups on development issues at local, national and Teacher | 9 |[158%| 17 [29,8% | 13 [22,8% | 18 |31,6% 5
international level. Employee | 21 | 19,3% | 40 |36,7% | 29 |26,6% | 19 | 17,4% 16
...actively participates in the discussion of community Student | 78 | 25,7% |137|45,2% | 51 |16,8% | 37 |12,2% 130
issues with key stakeholders. Teacher | 7 |13,0%| 13 |24,1% | 17 |31,5% | 17 | 31,5% 8

Employee | 24 (21,6% | 27 |24,3% | 39 |35,1% | 21 | 18,9% 15

...provide students and teachers with opportunities to Student | 37 |125% | 84 |28,4% | 89 |30,1% | 86 |29,1% 127

interact with various social sectors. Teacher | O | 0,0% | 14 [23,7% | 15 |25,4% | 30 | 50,8% 2

Employee | 21 | 19,1% | 28 |25,5% | 38 |34,5% | 23 | 20,9% 10

... has an explicit policy to address some represented or | Student | 68 |24,9% |101|37,0% | 64 | 23,4% | 40 |14,7% 156

marginalized groups (e.g. racial minorities, people with | Teacher | 4 | 74% | 17 |31,5% | 15 |27,8% | 18 |33,3% 8
physical or mental disabilities, etc. Employee | 25 |22,1% | 33 |29,2% | 32 |28,3% | 23 |20,4% 15
...studies proposals to solve the country's social Student | 78 | 30,7% | 85 |33,5% | 49 [19,3% | 42 | 16,5% 167
problems. Teacher | 26 [23,4% | 31 |27,9% | 32 | 28,8% | 22 |19,8% 15

Employee | 1 | 2,0% | 11 |22,4% | 15 |30,6% | 22 | 44,9% 12
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Type Never Not often | Manytimes| Always |No opinion

...promotes volunteering by students and/or teachers. Student | 57 |20,4% | 107 |38,4% | 58 | 20,8% | 57 |20,4% 143

Teacher | 24 |21,6% | 28 |25,2% | 38 |34,2%| 21 | 18,9% 12

Employee | 8 |14,5%| 11 |20,0% | 16 |29,1% | 20 |36,4% 6
...promotes concern and sensitivity towards the Student | 48 |17,4% |116|42,0% | 65 |23,6% | 47 | 17,0% 142
environmental and social environment. Teacher | 24 | 22,0% | 42 |38,5% | 26 |23,9% | 17 | 15,6% 14
Employee | 1 | 1,8% | 11 |19,6% | 21 |37,5% | 23 |41,1% 6
...develops research/investigation projects aimed at Student | 49 |17,7%|111|40,1% | 63 |22,7% | 54 | 19,5% 147
solving problems related to social development. Teacher | 22 |20,8% | 31 [29,2% | 35 |33,0%| 18 | 17,0% 16
Employee | 0 | 0,0% | 17 |29,8% | 18 |31,6% | 22 |38,6% 5

...establishes links and contacts with other actors (e.g. Student | 57 |20,9% | 96 |35,2% | 75 |27,5% | 45 | 16,5% 157

Government, companies, communities) to develop Teacher | 27 | 23,1%| 34 [29,1% | 36 |30,8% | 20 |17,1% 11

research suited to social needs. Employee | 1 | 1,8% | 13 |23,2% | 20 |35,7% | 22 |39,3% 6
...complex problems are investigated in an Student | 58 | 20,6% | 109 | 38,7% | 68 |24,1% | 47 | 16,7% 154
interdisciplinary way. Teacher | 26 |23,4% | 31 {27,9% | 35 |31,5% | 19 | 17,1% 18

Employee | 8 |151%| 24 |453% | 7 |13,2% | 14 |26,4% 8
...teachers from different specialties get involved in Student | 71 |27,4% |102|39,4% | 50 | 19,3% | 36 |13,9% 169
community support projects. Teacher | 19 | 16,8% | 41 [36,3% | 39 [34,5%| 14 |12,4% 14

Employee | 5 | 96% | 18 |34,6% | 15 |28,8% | 14 |26,9% 9

...has specific means of disseminating and transferring Student | 67 |24,2%|115|41,5% | 61 [22,0% | 34 | 12,3% 153

knowledge to society. Teacher | 26 [22,2% | 32 |27,4% | 33 | 28,2% | 26 |22,2% 12

Employee | 4 7,4% | 20 [37,0% | 13 |24,1% | 17 | 31,5% 7
...organizes academic events accessible to the Student | 58 | 22,2% | 92 |35,2% | 64 |24,5% | 47 | 18,0% 164
community. Teacher | 25 [21,6% | 24 |20,7% | 37 |31,9% | 30 | 25,9% 12

Employee| 0 | 0,0% | 18 |31,6% | 18 |31,6% | 21 |36,8% 5

...research projects incorporate student participation. Student | 56 | 19,8% |121|42,8% | 67 |23,7% | 39 |13,8% 141

Teacher | 21 |18,4% | 22 |19,3% | 35 |30,7%| 36 |31,6% 10

Employee | 4 | 7,0% | 14 |24,6% | 18 |31,6% | 21 |36,8% 5
...researchers have the time and resources to help and | Student | 58 | 20,8% | 104 | 37,3% | 70 | 25,1% | 47 | 16,8% 152
advise students who want to. Teacher | 25 | 22,1% | 26 |23,0% | 32 |28,3% | 30 | 26,5% 15

Employee | 7 [125%| 18 |32,1% | 12 |21,4% | 19 |33,9% 5
...requires teachers and students to conduct research Student | 60 |21,7% |105|38,0% | 64 |23,2% | 47 | 17,0% 159
with social impact. Teacher | 25 | 23,6% | 30 |28,3% | 27 |25,5% | 24 | 22,6% 16

Employee | 5 | 9,1% | 14 | 25,5% | 14 |25,5% | 22 |40,0% 7
...requires that research projects respect ethical Student | 55 [19,9% | 96 |34,8% | 75 |27,2% | 50 |18,1% 156
considerations. Teacher | 23 | 20,2% | 26 |22,8% | 32 |28,1% | 33 | 28,9% 15

Employee | 1 | 1,8% | 11 |19,3% | 18 |31,6% | 27 | 47,4% 4

...stimulates students' capacity for entrepreneurship Student | 44 | 15,7%|115|41,1% | 52 |18,6% | 69 |24,6% 150

and initiative. Teacher | 17 | 155% | 31 |28,2% | 32 |29,1%| 30 |27,3% 17

Employee | 3 | 54% | 12 | 21,4% | 19 |33,9% | 22 |39,3% 6

...promotes open discussion of issues that generate Student | 59 [20,8%|120|42,3% | 65 [22,9% | 40 |14,1% 146

conflict in society or that are very controversial Teacher | 25 |21,7% | 27 |23,5% | 38 |33,0% | 25 | 21,7% 15

Employee | 4 | 7,1% | 14 | 25,0% | 16 |28,6% | 22 |39,3% 6

...participates in networks, commissions or working Student | 67 | 24,3%|103 |37,3% | 62 |22,5% | 44 | 15,9% 157

groups on development issues at local, national and Teacher | 23 | 20,0% | 30 |26,1% | 35 |30,4% | 27 | 23,5% 10

international level. Employee | 4 | 7,5% | 16 |30,2% | 14 |26,4% | 19 |35,8% 9
...promotes training actions/courses dedicated to ethics, | Student | 48 | 17,4% | 47 |17,0% | 116 |42,0% | 65 | 23,6% 142
social responsibility and development. Teacher | 24 | 22,0% | 17 |15,6% | 26 |23,9% | 42 | 38,5% 14
Employee | 1 | 1,8% | 11 |19,6% | 23 [41,1% | 21 |37,5% 6
...develops environmental education actions for Student | 66 |23,7% |106|38,0% | 54 | 19,4% | 53 | 19,0% 158
administrative staff and teachers. Teacher | 30 | 26,3% | 29 |25,4% | 27 |23,7% | 28 | 24,6% 13
Employee | 5 | 91% | 18 |32,7% | 12 |21,8% | 20 |36,4% 6
...seeks to practice among all its members the "4 RE": Student | 65 |26,2% | 85 |34,3% | 47 | 19,0% | 51 | 20,6% 178
Reuse, Recycle, Reduce, Respect. Teacher | 33 |29,7% | 28 [25,2% | 30 |27,0% | 20 | 18,0% 19

Employee | 6 [12,2%| 18 |36,7% | 11 |22,4% | 14 | 28,6% 12

Student | 66 | 259% | 77 |30,2% | 59 |23,1% | 53 | 20,8% 178

Teacher | 27 |24,3% | 29 |26,1%| 36 [32,4%| 19 |17,1% 15
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Type Never Not often | Manytimes| Always |No opinion

...has an organizational structure to prevent/correct Employee | 6 [12,0%| 13 |26,0% | 11 |22,0% | 20 |40,0% 12
abuses of power by its members, fraud, bribery and
other corrupt practices.

...the procedures for the remuneration of Teachers and | Student | 69 |28,0% | 67 |27,2% | 64 |26,0% | 46 | 18,7% 194

administrative staff are transparent and respect Teacher | 24 | 22,0% | 31 |28,4% | 26 |23,9% | 28 | 25,7% 18
workers' rights. Employee | 5 [104%| 5 |10,4% | 12 |25,0% | 26 |54,2% 14

...considers technical aspects rather than friendship Student | 62 | 25,0% | 76 |30,6% | 64 |25,8% | 46 | 18,5% 192

aspects in the promotion of teaching and administrative | Teacher | 21 |18,6% | 25 |22,1% | 43 |38,1% | 24 |21,2% 18

staff. Employee | 1 | 2,1% | 9 |19,1% | 13 |27,7% | 24 |51,1% 15
...expressly prohibits the use of illegal practices (such as | Student | 49 |19,6% | 82 |32,8% | 69 |27,6% | 50 |20,0% 186
corruption, extortion, bribery). Teacher | 19 | 16,7% | 27 | 23,7% | 33 |28,9% | 35 | 30,7% 15

Employee | 2 | 39% | 3 | 59% | 13 |255% | 33 | 64,7% 10

...develop procedures to deal with complaints and Student | 47 |183% | 79 |30,7% | 59 |23,0% | 72 |28,0% 175

resolve conflicts related to violations of the code of Teacher | 22 |20,4% | 22 {20,4% | 30 |27,8% | 34 |31,5% 17

ethics. Employee | 2 | 3,8% | 7 |13,2%| 15 |28,3% | 29 | 54,7% 8
.promotes strategies that promote the organization's Student | 38 | 13,0% | 77 |26,3% | 51 | 17,4% | 127 | 43,3% 139
values and ethical principles. Teacher | 9 |158%| 13 [22,8% | 18 |31,6% | 17 | 29,8% 5

Employee | 19 [17,4% | 21 | 19,3% | 40 |36,7% | 29 | 26,6% 16

...has formal strategies and mechanisms to listen to and | Student | 51 |19,5% | 89 |34,1% | 74 |28,4% | 47 | 18,0% 172

respond to concerns, suggestions and criticisms from Teacher | 18 | 15,7% | 31 [27,0% | 39 |33,9% | 27 | 23,5% 13

staff or students. Employee| 2 | 3,7% | 8 |14,8%| 13 |24,1% | 31 |57,4% 7

...develops development and training activities for the | Student | 52 [19,9% | 94 |36,0% | 63 |24,1% | 52 | 19,9% 175

continuous improvement of all its staff (administrative | Teacher | 19 |17,3%| 33 |30,0% | 35 |31,8% | 23 |20,9% 15

and teaching staff). Employee | 3 | 54% | 9 |16,1% | 18 |32,1% | 26 | 46,4% 5
...uses its marketing campaigns to promote themes of | Student | 52 |21,8% | 91 |38,1% | 60 |25,1% | 36 | 15,1% 195
social and environmental responsibility. Teacher | 21 | 18,4% | 30 |26,3% | 38 |33,3% | 25 | 21,9% 14
Employee | 3 | 59% | 18 |35,3% | 13 | 255% | 17 |33,3% 11
...develop strategic partnerships (with suppliers, Student | 58 [22,7% | 94 |36,7% | 55 [21,5% | 49 | 19,1% 180
companies, other universities, civil society organizations | Teacher | 15 |13,0% | 40 |34,8% | 32 |27,8% | 28 | 24,3% 14
or public and international bodies) to promote Employee | 5 [10,2%| 13 |26,5% | 12 |24,5% | 19 | 38,8% 13

campaigns on social responsibility.

...develops actions/programs to reduce the Student | 73 | 28,2% | 95 |36,7% | 50 |19,3% | 41 | 15,8% 183
consumption of energy, water, toxic products and raw | Teacher | 23 | 19,5% | 44 |37,3% | 27 | 22,9% | 24 | 20,3% 13
materials. Employee | 8 [19,0%| 13 |31,0%| 8 |19,0%| 13 |31,0% 19
...has an office or person responsible for environmental | Student | 89 |34,9% | 69 |27,1% | 57 |22,4% | 40 | 15,7% 183
matters. Teacher | 29 [26,4% | 32 |29,1% | 24 | 21,8% | 25 |22,7% 20

Employee | 13 [29,5%| 10 |22,7%| 7 |159%| 14 |31,8% 18

...treats the environmental issue as a transversal issue in | Student | 90 | 34,9% | 78 |30,2% | 49 |19,0% | 41 | 15,9% 181

its organizational structure, including strategic planning. | Teacher | 29 |26,6% | 31 |28,4% | 30 |27,5% | 19 | 17,4% 18

Employee | 8 |17,0%| 19 |40,4%| 8 |17,0% | 12 | 25,5% 15

...publishes an annual report on its environmental Student | 108 |44,6% | 55 |22,7% | 39 | 16,1% | 40 | 16,5% 191
performance. Teacher | 32 | 29,4% | 28 |25,7% | 24 |22,0% | 25 | 22,9% 22

Employee | 13 |31,0% | 12 |28,6%| 5 |11,9% | 12 | 28,6% 20
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