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Abstract 
The aim of this paper is to report findings of an empirical study on perceptions and expectations of 
internal stakeholders towards social responsibility (SR) in Higher Education Institutions (HEI) regarding 
three gaps: i) between perceptions and expectations of internal stakeholders regarding social 
responsibility of HEI; ii) between practices implemented and internal stakeholders’ perceptions’ on which 
of these SR practices are in place in their institutions; iii) between practices implemented in the context 
of HEI social responsibility and internal stakeholders’ expectations on which practices they believe that 
should be implemented in their institutions. A self-report study was conducted with a total sample of 142 
participants (students, staff and faculty members) from two Portuguese HEIs. Contributions of this study 
are threefold: firstly, it contributes to the literature by empirically testing perception and expectations 
gaps regarding HEIs’ social responsibility practices from the perspectives of three different internal 
stakeholders in two HEI settings; secondly it discusses mechanisms that allow greater participation of 
internal stakeholders in the definition of social responsibility strategies; thirdly, it discusses the 
implications for the design of HEIs’ communication and marketing strategies that might bridge the gaps 
between what the HEIs provide in terms of SR practices versus what internal stakeholders perceive and 
expect as such. 

1 INTRODUCTION  
“Higher education is no longer in the privileged position of simply observing, criticizing and 
evaluating what goes on beyond the seminar room and campus”  

(Cullingford & Blewitt, 2013: 1). 

In the last two decades, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has emerged as a central topic for 
scholars and practitioners and has been researched from a plethora of perspectives, namely, from 
human resources, operations management, organisational studies, psychology, social services and 
marketing [1]–[6]. Studies on CSR have provided useful tools to profit-seeking companies dealing with 
these challenges, but the literature is still scarce regarding educational establishments (schools, 
colleges and universities). Particularly in the education system, more and more higher education 
institutions (HEI), from the public and private spheres, are implementing social responsibility strategies, 
aiming at reducing the negative impacts of their daily activities on the lives of their stakeholders and 
ultimately on society and the environment [7], [8]. Despite of its growing importance in recent years, 
both academic and managerial, researchers are claiming that CSR literature is highly fragmented and 
call for the need to develop better evaluation measures on how stakeholders perceive and react to their 
firms’ social responsibility initiatives [9], [10]. Moreover, as pointed out by Vallaeys [11] social 
responsibility of an organization is about its impacts on local and global settings. Hence it needs to be 
addressed from the point of view of the impacts generated, which in turn cannot be assumed in isolation 
because their SR is intrinsically linked up with their stakeholders.  

Several authors draw attention for the collective dimension of CSR, claiming that it is being 
misunderstood and calling for further research on the topic based on generated impacts,  particularly in 
HEIs [8], [11], [12]. Social responsibility (SR) in HEIs “should consist of a dynamic partnership for 
transforming a system that is reproducing the wrong impacts in which the university is participating.” 
[11], p. 91. Despite the scarcity of academic research on understanding and measuring HEIs social 
responsibility, some steps were already made towards a coherent and rational framework. In this paper 
we embrace Vallaeys and colleagues’ perspective by looking at SR in HEIs from the viewpoint of their 
impacts, which depends on what they do and with whom, and more importantly, who they affect and 
how they participate in creating local and global social responsibility [11]–[14]. As simply put by Vallaey 
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[11] an organization is more able to assume and accept its SR when it visualizes the negative impacts 
of their work. Four types of impacts are discussed in the literature: organizational, educational, cognitive 
and social. 

HEIs’ Organizational impacts refer to the lives of their internal stakeholders (administrative staff, 
academics and students) but also on the impact of their daily tasks on the lives of third parties and the 
environment, namely in the form of waste, energy and transportation costs, etc  [11]–[13]. This 
dimension is also discussed under the label of socially responsible campus [14] including different 
aspects such as transparent and effective democratic governance [15], ethical orientation towards HEIs’ 
activities and management processes [16], [17], human rights and social inclusion policies [18], [19], 
socially responsible management of people and relationships [20], [21], justice, transparency and equity 
[19], environmentally sustainable, safe and healthy campus [22], [23] and responsible communication 
and social marketing [24]. Educational impacts are concerned with the role of HEIs in providing 
education based on ethics and values, guiding the development of socially responsible students [25], 
[26] and ultimately ethical professionals [11]. This dimension is thus concerned with multiple aspects, 
namely personal and professional development of students and relationships with alumni [14] [27], 
promotion of educational success and prevention of university abandonment [28], learning based on 
volunteering activities and social projects [29]. The third dimension deals with cognitive impacts, that is 
to say, impacts related to the process of knowledge building based on the principles of truth, rationality, 
legitimacy, science, utility and  education [11], [13]. This aspect is also discussed as socially responsible 
management of knowledge production and dissemination [14] in the sense that HEIs need to ask 
themselves about the social relevance of the knowledge they produce and their beneficiaries [30][31]. 
Lastly, social impacts also debated as HEIs’ social participation in their community  [13], [14] reflect on 
the external organizational impacts that affect society in general, questioning how their activities can 
contribute to societal development and problem solving.  

Despite existing knowledge on the importance and implementation of social responsibility in HEIs [11]–
[14], there are few empirical studies that investigate the challenges faced by this institutions to address 
gaps of perceptions and expectations of different groups of stakeholders, namely, the so-called group 
of internal stakeholders such as students, staff and faculty members [8], [32]. Hence, aiming at 
contributing to the discussion of social responsibility in HEIs, this paper reports the findings of an 
empirical study on perceptions and expectations of internal stakeholders towards social responsibility, 
regarding three gaps: i) between perceptions and expectations of internal stakeholders regarding social 
responsibility of HEI; ii) between practices implemented in the context of HEI social responsibility and 
internal stakeholders’ expectations on which practices they believe that should be implemented in their 
institutions; iii) between practices implemented and internal stakeholders’ perceptions’ on which of these 
SR practices are in place in their institutions. 

2 METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS  

2.1 Participants 
Using a representative sample, a total of 700 questionnaires was distributed by email, and 142 were 
returned, which corresponds to 20% of response rate. It was applied to two different Portuguese HEIs: 
a centenary public HEI - social work courses and a young (35 years) private HEI teaching marketing 
management courses. 

These 142 responses were from Students (96), Faculty members (29) and Staff (17). Most of the 
students were from undergraduate courses (76%), 73% from the private HEI and 27% from the public 
one. About 70% of the respondents were female and 53% were aged between 18-25 years. Faculty 
members and staff had a seniority in the HEI mostly of more than 10 years (41%) or between 1 to 5 
years (31%). The reality of social responsibility of each HEI was measured according to a survey applied 
to a representative member of the institutions and it was conducted personally by members of the 
research team.  

2.2 Measures 
Based on the work put forward by Valleys [13], Vallaeys et al. [12], Sánchez-Hernández and Mainardes 
[32] and further developed by the Portuguese Observatory of Social Responsibility in HEI - ORSIES 
[14], the survey included two sets of questions aiming at measuring and comparing internal 
stakeholders’ expectations (what I think should be valued) and perceptions (what I think it is) regarding 
four dimensions of analysis: a) socially responsible campus, b) students’ professional training and 
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alumni involvement, c) socially responsible production and diffusion of knowledge and d) social 
participation in the community. Thus, a four-dimensional 44-item scale was applied to measure internal 
stakeholders’ expectations and perceptions, using a 5-point Likert Scale (1- Not valued- 5- Highly valued 
and 1 – Totally disagree – 5 – Totally agree, respectively). In the perceptions questions, the option I 
have no idea was also considered and treated as a missing value. The final research model is presented 
below (Figure 1). 

A pre-test was carefully carried out and involved students, staff and faculty members in order to test 
survey’s language clarity and length. Several improvements were necessary to promote better 
understanding of the questions. Data analysis was performed using SPSS (version 25). 

 
Figure 1 – Research model 

3 RESULTS  
In this exploratory research the items in each dimension were analysed using Alpha de Cronbach. The 
resulting scores for reliability indicate a very good conformity of these items to each dimension (>o.8), 
as can be seen in Table 1. 

Table 1. Alpha Cronbach by Dimensions of Social Responsibility of HEI 

Alpha Cronbach Nº items Expectations Perceptions 
Dimension 1- Socially responsible campus 24 0.915 0.959 

Dimension 2 - Students’ professional training and 
alumni involvement 

12 0.916 0.926 

Dimension 3 - Socially responsible production and 
diffusion of knowledge 

4 0.887 0.888 

Dimension 4 - Social participation in the community 4 0.872 0.886 

The analysis identified the largest expectations-perceptions gap in the first dimension, socially 
responsible campus, that was also one of the dimensions with lower levels of I have no idea answers. 
The expectations-reality and perceptions-reality gaps were analysed in each institution.  

Findings showed that in HEI 1, the most significant expectations-reality gap was in the fourth dimension, 
social participation in the community. The largest perceptions-reality gap was found in the first 
dimension, socially responsible campus.  

HEI 2 had the most significant expectations-reality gap in the third dimension, socially responsible 
production and diffusion of knowledge. Results showed higher reality scores than expectations scores 
in the second and fourth dimension (Students’ professional training and alumni involvement and Social 
participation in the community). The largest perceptions-reality gap was found in the fourth dimension, 
social participation in the community. Results have also shown that the third dimension (Socially 
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responsible production and diffusion of knowledge) was the only one in the institution that was perceived 
in a more positive way than reality.  

Table 2. Summary of results per dimension 
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Dimension 1- Socially responsible campus 4.4 3.38 15.5 -1.02 -0.37 -1.01 -0.36 -0.53 

Dimension 2 - Students’ professional training and 
alumni involvement 4.26 3.86 14.7 -0.39 -0.31 -0.17 0.16 -0.47 

Dimension 3 - Socially responsible production and 
diffusion of knowledge 3.99 4 34.7 -0.37 -0.39 -0.05 -0.99 0.69 

Dimension 4 - Social participation in the community 4.1 3.4 37.3 -0.71 -0.8 0.11 0.15 -0.85 

Analysing specific results in terms of the research model items, all were valued, but the ones that 
gathered higher levels of expectations were integrated in the first and second dimension: socially 
responsible campus (non-discrimination, special needs, personal-family-work life conciliation, wage 
policy, interpersonal relationships, support to students in financial difficulties and environment 
protection) and students’ professional training and alumni involvement (critical, reflexive and 
autonomous thinking training and employability). The items the respondents evaluated with low levels 
of perceived implementation (M<3), were all integrated in the socially responsible campus dimension 
(employees’ social and professional benefits, wage policy, support to students in financial difficulties, 
training on environmental issues, healthy lifestyles’ promotion and transparent information processes). 
The items perceived with high levels of implementation (M=>4) were distributed through the dimensions 
of socially responsible campus (integration of ethical principles in the management processes, 
interpersonal relationships) and students’ professional training and alumni involvement (integration of 
SR contents in study cycles or curricular units, employability, lifelong learning processes and national 
and international student mobility). 

We will now present more detailed results of each one of the research model dimensions. 

3.1 Socially responsible campus 
In the first dimension, socially responsible campus, when analysing expectations, respondents have 
highly valued all the items. The responses’ means are all higher than 4 points. The most valued item 
was The HEI has processes that ensure non-discrimination of students and employees according to 
gender, nationality, political, sexual or religious orientation (M= 4.8). 

In terms of the HEI social responsibility practices’ perceptions, the results showed low levels of 
perceived implementation of these kind of practices in the institution. The items which have obtained 
the lowest scores were: the The HEI has a fair wage policy for its employees (M= 2.46), The HEI 
promotes training on environmental issues for students and employees (M=2.5), The HEI provides 
employees with above-average social and professional benefits in Portugal (M=2.55) and The HEI 
seeks to support students in financial difficulties (M= 2.87). These four practices were also the ones in 
which there was the largest gap between expectations and perceptions, and that had the highest 
percentage of respondents with no idea about these practices in their HEI. These can eventually be 
related to weaknesses in social responsibility practices’ communication processes. In the items 
concerned with wages and benefits, the employees were the stakeholder group in which there were the 
lowest levels of perceived implementation.  

The practices that internal stakeholders considered to be best developed in these HEIs are: The HEI 
promotes interpersonal relationships of respect and cordiality (M=4.25), The HEI ensures the integration 
of ethical principles into the management processes (M= 4), There is gender equity in the management 
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bodies (M=3.99) and The HEI organizes moments of celebration (M=3.94). Thus, these four practices 
were also the ones in which there was the smallest gap between expectations and perceptions. 

Table 3. Socially Responsible Campus (Gaps analysis) 

 Socially Responsible Campus EXP PER 
I have 

no idea 
(%) 

GAP1 
Per-Exp. 

1. The HEI promotes the participation of students and employees in the 
academic community electoral processes  4.11 3.36 23.2 -0.75 

2. The HEI promotes the participation of students and employees in the 
management and decision-making processes 4.25 3.33 12.0 -0.92 

3. I feel I’m heard as a citizen and be able to participate actively in the life of 
the organization 4.49 3.20 0 -1.29 

4. The HEI ensures the integration of ethical principles into the management 
processes 4.47 4.00 9.9 -0.47 

5. The HEI integrates ethics as a fundamental theme in academic activity 4.39 3.80 8.5 -0.59 
6. The HEI has processes that ensure non-discrimination of students and 
employees according to gender, nationality, political, sexual or religious 
orientation 

4.80 3.73 16.9 -1.07 

7. There is gender equity in the management bodies 4.46 3.99 26.8 -0.47 
8. The HEI is organized to receive people with special needs 4.67 3.69 12.0 -0.98 
9. The HEI integrates human rights as a fundamental theme in academic 
activity 4.43 3.47 18.3 -0.96 

10. The HEI facilitates reconciliation between personal, family and professional 
life of students and employees  4.55 3.00 5.6 -1.55 

11. The HEI provides employees with social and professional benefits above-
average 4.15 2.55 40.8 -1.6 

12. The HEI has a fair wage policy for its employees 4.52 2.46 51.4 -2.06 
13. The HEI supports the participation of employees in volunteer initiatives and 
other community liaison activities 4.35 3.71 14.1 -0.64 

14. The HEI promotes interpersonal relationships of respect and cordiality 4.65 4.25 1.4 -0.4 
15. The HEI organizes moments of celebration 4.01 3.94 4.2 -0.07 
16. The HEI seeks to support students in financial difficulties 4.63 2.87 30.3 -1.76 
17. The HEI promotes measures to protect the environment 4.54 3.56 14.8 -0.98 
18. The HEI promotes training on environmental issues for students and 
employees  4.23 2.50 28.9 -1.73 

19. Students and employees have the opportunity to participate in 
environmental protection and enhancement actions promoted by the HEI  4.19 3.36 19.0 -0.83 

20. The HEI promotes maximum security in all activities 4.47 3.55 15.5 -0.92 
21. The HEI promotes healthy lifestyles in different audiences 4.31 2.90 9.9 -1.41 
22. I’m informed in a transparent way about everything that affects me in the 
HEI 4.42 2.99 2.1 -1.43 

23. The communication of the HEI is developed in a socially responsible way 4.39 3.67 2.8 -0.72 
24. The HEI communicates effectively its’ social responsibility strategy and 
actions 4.23 3.26 4.9 -0.97 

In this dimension there were some statistically significant differences between the three segments of 
internal stakeholders surveyed. 

In item 11, related to social and professional benefits, One Way ANOVA  (F(2,81)=13.281, p<0.05) 
showed that students who answered this question, had more favorable perceptions than expectations 
and were also more favorable than faculty members  (+1.088, SD=0.325) and staff (+ 1.75, SD= 0.366). 

In item 12 (F(2. 66)= 5.193, p<0.05) and 13 (F(2,119)=5.980, p<0.05) related to fair wage policy, and 
participation of employees in volunteer initiatives, the main differences were between students and staff. 
Staff revealed a more negative evaluation than students (item 12 -1.385, SD= 0.43; item 13: -1.13, SD= 
0.369). 
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In item 16 (F(2, 96)= 6.550, p<0.05), the support to students in financial difficulties, there were 
differences between students and faculty members, with the first revealing a less favorable opinion than 
the last ones (-1.397, SD=0.42). 

At last, in item 19, have the opportunity to participate in environmental protection promoted by HEI (F(2, 
112)= 7,147, p<0.05), there were statistically significant differences among all stakeholders. Staff had a 
smaller gap than students (-1.49, SD= 0.399) and faculty members (-1.441, SD= 0.457), which revealed 
a more negative perception than expectations. 

3.2 Students’ professional training and alumni involvement 
In the second dimension, students’ professional training and alumni involvement and in terms of 
expectations, respondents had also highly valued all the items, with all the means being higher than 4 
points. The higher score was given to the item The HEI promotes the training of students for critical, 
reflexive and autonomous thinking (M= 4.55). Also, the perceived implementation of social responsibility 
practices in the institution was scored positively, with a mean of 3.5 and higher in all the items, being 
the most scored item The HEI develops strategies to promote national and international student mobility 
(M=4.17). 
The number of respondents that referred having no idea was smaller than in the previous dimension, 
except for the questions related to the promotion of international students’ integration strategies (23%) 
and the existence of a good relationship with former students (35%).  

The largest gaps between expectations and perceptions were identified in the items The HEI promotes 
the integration and academic success of its students (-0.88), The HEI promotes the training of students 
for critical, reflexive and autonomous thinking (-0.74) and The HEI promotes international student 
integration strategies (-0.6). 
In this dimension, no significant statistical differences were found between the three internal 
stakeholders’ segments. 

Table 4. Students’ professional training and alumni involvement (Gaps analysis) 

Students’ professional training and alumni involvement EXP.. PER 
I have 

no idea 
(%) 

GAP1 
Perceptions-
Expectations 

25. The HEI promotes collaborative learning contexts 4.26 3.84 7.0 -0.42 
26. The HEI promotes the training of students for critical, reflexive and 
autonomous thinking 4.55 3.81 5.6 -0.74 

27. There are study cycles or curricular units with social responsibility 
contents 4.06 4.03 15.5 -0.03 

28. Teachers relate the subjects they teach to current social and 
environmental problems 4.24 3.82 15.5 -0.42 

29. In the curricular units there is opportunity to carry out applied 
research on social and/or environmental problems 4.11 3.82 13.4 -0.29 

30. The HEI promotes the integration and academic success of its 
students 4.35 3.47 13.4 -0.88 

31. The HEI develops strategies that promote the employability of 
students and enable them to follow their professional path 4.51 4.09 8.5 -0.42 

32. The HEI supports lifelong learning processes 4.26 4.07 14.8 -0.19 
33. The HEI encourages participation in social projects by articulating 
them with the curriculum and the needs of the community 4.20 3.70 14.1 -0.5 

34. The HEI develops strategies to promote national and international 
student mobility 4.18 4.17 9.9 -0.01 

35. The HEI promotes international student integration strategies 4.29 3.69 23.2 -0.6 
36. There is a good relationship with former students 4.07 3.84 35.2 -0.23 
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3.3 Socially responsible production and diffusion of knowledge  
In the third dimension, socially responsible production and diffusion of knowledge, respondents 
generally valued positively the items but also perceived positive levels of implementation of social 
responsibility practices in HEI. In terms of expectations, the most valued item was The HEI seeks to 
disseminate and transfer knowledge to the community (M=4.11). In what concerns perceptions, the 
item that had the highest score was The HEI promotes research in collaboration with other institutions 
(M=3.83). Stakeholders gave the lowest score to the item The HEI seeks to disseminate and transfer 
knowledge to the community (M=3.19), that was also the item with the largest gap between expectations 
and perceptions (-0.92). 

Results also point out the high percentage of respondents that have no idea about the level of 
implementation of social responsibility practices in the HEI, which can be related to a distant relationship 
with the production and diffusion of knowledge processes.  

Table 5. Socially responsible production and diffusion of knowledge (Gaps analysis) 

Socially responsible production and diffusion of 
knowledge EXP.. PER 

I have 
no idea 

(%) 

GAP1 
Perceptions-
Expectations 

37. The HEI promotes open scientific production and dissemination 4.08 3.78 28.2 -0.3 
38. The HEI integrates external entities into the design of priority 
research lines and themes 3.72 3.68 42.3 -0.04 

39. The HEI promotes research in collaboration with other institutions 4.04 3.83 36.6 -0.21 
40. The HEI seeks to disseminate and transfer knowledge to the 
community 4.11 3.19 31.7 -0.92 

In this dimension there were differences in the answers among the three segments of stakeholders in 
all the four items analyzed. It would be expected since it is a dimension in which faculty members 
generally have more information and interest. So, after an One Way ANOVA combined with Tukey post-
hoc it was concluded that in items 37, Promote open scientific production and dissemination (F(2,99)= 
7.470, p<0.05) and 38, Integration of external entities into the design of priority research lines and 
research themes (F(2, 79)= 3,798, p<0.05)  there were differences between students and faculty 
members. The first ones revealed a more positive perceptions than expectations and more positive than 
those of faculty members (item 37: +1.03, SD=0.267 and item 38 (+0.903, SD= 0.33). These last ones 
expected more of HEIs. In item 39, Promote research in collaboration with other institutions (F (2, 
87)=7.06, p<0.05), faculty members had a more negative perceptions than expectations and also more 
negative than those of the other two stakeholders (students: -0.72, SD=0.23; staff -1.099, SD 0.336). In 
the last item, disseminate and transfer knowledge to the community (F (2, 94) = 4.733, p<0.05), the 
difference occurred between staff and students. Staff had a smaller gap than the one registered among 
students (-1.06, SD 0.42). 

3.4 Social participation in the community 
Considering the expectations about the items included in the fourth dimension, social participation in 
the community, respondents valued positively all the items, with a global mean of 4 points. Also, the 
implementation of social responsibility practices in the institution was perceived positively. The highest 
score both in terms of expectations and perceptions was given to the item The HEI develops community 
service projects that contribute to the resolution of concrete social problems (M=4.25 and 3.54, 
respectively).  

As in the production and diffusion of knowledge, all items in this dimension had high percentages of 
respondents that had no idea about social responsibility practices. In the item The HEI promotes 
research or collaboration in projects oriented towards the Sustainable Development Objectives (United 
Nations Agenda 2030), 54% of the respondents had no idea about its implementation in the HEI. That 
was also the item with the largest gap between expectations and perceptions (-0.74). 
In this dimension, no significant statistical differences were found between the three internal 
stakeholders’ segments. 
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In HEI 1 the research oriented towards 2030 UN Agenda and maintain close contact with key actors of 
social development, and in HEI 2 the development of community service projects which contributes to 
the resolution of social problems are more valued and evaluated by internal stakeholders than reality. 

Table 6. Social participation in the community (Gaps analysis) 

Social participation in the community EXP PER 
I have 

no idea 
(%) 

GAP1 
Perceptions-
Expectations 

41. The HEI promotes research or collaboration in projects oriented towards 
the Sustainable Development Objectives (United Nations Agenda 2030) 4.08 3.34 54.2 -0.74 

42. The HEI develops community service projects which contributes to the 
resolution of concrete social problems 4.25 3.54 31.7 -0.71 

43. The HEI maintains close contact with key actors of social development 
(State, NGOs, international organizations, companies, etc.). 4.11 3.43 33.8 -0.68 

44. The HEI promotes strategic sharing of facilities, equipment and other 
resources with the community 3.96 3.25 29.6 -0.71 

4 CONCLUSIONS, CONTRIBUTIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH  
The development of HEI activities produces positive and negative impacts on society, environment and 
economy. There are, thus, advantages in considering it as a strategic performance element, which 
requires awareness of the institution and its stakeholders.  

However, academic research on understanding and measuring HEIs social responsibility is scarce, 
namely in terms of measuring internal stakeholders’ expectations-perceptions-reality gaps. A survey, 
based on the existing literature, was conducted in two different Portuguese HEIs, involving students, 
faculty members, staff and management representatives, with the objective to contribute to the literature, 
by empirically testing those gaps. The survey included questions in four dimensions: a) socially 
responsible campus, b) students’ professional training and alumni involvement, c) socially responsible 
production and diffusion of knowledge and d) social participation in the community. 

The analysis identified the largest expectations-perceptions gap in the first dimension, socially 
responsible campus, that was also one of the dimensions with lower levels of I have no idea answers. 
We can hypothesize that if this dimension was the most valued, in terms of expectations, and one of the 
most known, there can be higher degrees of stakeholders’ demands in the fulfilment of those 
responsibilities.  

The analysis of the expectations-reality and perceptions-reality gaps showed that, in institution 1, social 
participation in the community was the dimension with the most significant expectations-reality gap, but 
also the only one in the institution that was perceived in a more positive way than reality. The largest 
perceptions-reality gap was found in the dimension socially responsible campus. The most significant 
expectations-reality gap in institution 2, was found in the socially responsible production and diffusion 
of knowledge dimension. It was also the one that was perceived in a more positive way than reality. 

Results highlighted respondents’ unawareness about social responsibility practices in the HEI, namely 
in the dimensions of social participation in the community and socially responsible production and 
diffusion of knowledge. These findings point at the need to develop social responsibility practices 
communication strategies towards internal stakeholders. This could facilitate a common internal 
knowledge about the different social responsibility dimensions in the HEI as well as its main positive and 
negative impacts. In this sense, HEIs’ adequate communication and marketing strategies might bridge 
the gaps between what the HEIs provide in terms of SR practices versus what internal stakeholders 
perceive and expect as such. These communication strategies should consider different segments of 
stakeholders. As an example, for students, it can be proposed to develop seminars about social 
responsibility, in which the HEI socially responsible actions and strategies could be presented and 
discussed. Another way of developing the communication with students is integrating social 
responsibility actions in social media contents frequently. Considering communication with faculty 
members and staff, social responsibility should be a theme discussed in internal meetings, not only to 
inform but also to engage them in the SR strategy. 
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Results also underline the need to develop more consistent institutional communication and 
implementation strategies directed to specific themes where high expectations and low levels of 
perceived practice implementation were found. The expectations-perceptions analysis showed people-
centred concerns, related with people’s rights, needs and diversity, but also environmental and healthy 
lifestyles’ concerns.  

In terms of internal stakeholders’ relationships, results suggested the need to answer specific 
stakeholder groups’ needs, clearly stated in their expectations. However, it is also important to involve 
them in the HEI social responsibility policies, in order to create general awareness and mobilization for 
social responsibility practice, even in areas not directly connected to these groups’ knowledge, 
experiences and concerns.  

This exploratory study has some limitations and presents challenges for future research: (1) The 
research model needs to be validated as a HEI social responsibility evaluation model, which led to the 
construction of a large list of items (44), probably having a negative impact in the response rate. In future 
studies, an exploratory factor analysis will be necessary. (2) The concept of reality used in the study 
was based on the interview to management representatives of both HEI. In future studies, this approach 
should be complemented with other relevant informants in the institution, in order to have a more 
consistent analysis of social responsibility in the HEI. (3) Investigation also needs to be deepened, in a 
more qualitative approach, in order to better develop strategies that can overcome the identified 
expectations-perceptions-reality gaps. 
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