Social responsibility and higher education, just a market target or a real educational challenge? An answer from the trenches
BACKGROUND
Ethical dilemma of professions in a globalized world
Having a job that allows for sustaining a life plan is as desirable as life itself. All professions provide money, which is necessary for survival. They also generate prestige, which, in turn, generates affection, recognition and enhanced self-esteem (Cortina, 2009); therefore, families expect their children to have a profession. Universities are the quintessential institution where families send their offspring to pursue further training, and their graduates are usually considered representatives of an elite class. With the advent of globalization, universities started to compare the expertise of their professionals and a new governance system spread due to the new demands in the field. The “new public management” (Hood, 1991) imposed itself and the search for greater efficiency and efficacy led to the institutionalization of the accountability process (Morales, 2014).
The first response to this phenomenon is related to the quality of training processes, as currently the concept that country development is an exclusively economic matter takes precedence over other factors that should be taken into account, such as wealth distribution and the satisfaction of the population’s basic needs in terms of design and technical quality of education (Martínez, 2017). This has resulted in a technical rather than comprehensive approach to higher education. The latter combines excellent technical training with ethical awareness, and its objective is to train workers who consider all people involved (Martínez, 2017), have a sense of service and pursue the wellbeing of society.
All professions seek to bring some good to society, an internal good that gives a profession its specificity and makes, for instance, the medicine and engineering fields completely different from each other. The nature of professions is thus what justifies their existence, as well as the professional values and ethics applied to them (Cortina, 2009a). Taking care of this internal good allows the society to be more humane and imprint identity to a profession, which, in turn, generates external good that motivates workers such as money, prestige and power. When the purpose (internal good) is mistaken as rewards or interests (external good), the profession becomes homogeneous and what is ethically improper becomes the norm, causing a loss of legitimacy (Cortina, 2009a; Martínez, 2017). Limiting the internal good of university only to the training of young people for the world of work reduces the educational impact of these institutions to the technical-cognitive sphere, whose instrumental rationality is governed by efficiency and efficacy, which has cultural consequences (López, 2013). 
In this way, all professions contribute to the resolution of a series of social problems from an ethical perspective, whose action scope comprises traditions, social demands and philosophical reflection (Martínez, 2006). 
Therefore, ethical dilemmas are inherent to all professions, as decisions will always have ethical implications (Allen, 2017). The way in which professionals resolve their ethical dilemmas shapes their way of being, doing and coexisting. Therefore, as their decisions affect society as a whole, removing the ethical component from professional training defeats the purpose of all professions (Cortina, 2009b).
Although universities have incorporated the defense of their social role in their discourse (Beltrán-Llevador, Íñigo-Bajo & Mata-Segreda, 2014) and have methodologies that incorporate humanitarian work to their curriculum more frequently (Jouannet, Salas & Contreras, 2013), literature is scarce about how this influences students’ social construction regarding their professional role and their links with the community.
University Social Responsibility [USR] and graduation profiles 
The contemporary university has been characterized by a) hyper-specialization, which causes the fragmentation of knowledge instead of a multidisciplinary reality, b) increase in bureaucratization; c) overcrowding that compromises social mobility and hinders institutional management, and d) a relationship with society that orients knowledge toward short-term results (Cortina, 2009). Universities are complex organizations with specific characteristics that differentiate them from any other type of institution and condition their organizational culture. These characteristics are unclear objectives that are difficult to assess, a marked discipline and cultural diversity at the internal and external level, and differences between the teacher body and administrative staff that hinder problem solving, which makes the university environment complex, changing and challenging (Tomás & Rodríguez, 2009).
This has affected the way in which professions are understood. Although Martínez (2006) defines them as “a social human activity that provides a service to society in an institutionalized manner, in such a way that professionals claim the exclusive right to provide this service to society, considering anyone that wants to practice from outside the professional field an intruder,” higher education institutions have started operating as if they were businesses competing to sell their products to consumers, and academics have been put under pressure to consider students customers  (Fairclough 2008).
Many instances of fraud, corruption and bad practice allow us to observe that the spaces directed by professionals who graduated from university have become spaces that generate and reproduce social models that harm individuals and the society, because these professionals focus on professional training instead of combining the professional knowledge of each field with social, economic and cultural realities that give each profession context and humanity (López. 2013).
Universities have implemented broader organizational changes in line with the market model, making departments increasingly autonomous, undertaking business management approaches to evaluate and train their personnel, introducing institutional planning and paying more attention to market studies (Fairclough, 2008).
It is with good reason that social responsibility is now seen as an element related to the professional world and its variants. University social responsibility is especially emphatic about the critical thinking that has to permeate professional training curriculum (Chile & Black, 2015) and consequently the graduation profiles of different programs in a university, as this is a commitment to the students and their education. The above is based on the concept that higher education serves the purpose of training the next generation of citizens and therefore it is important that these citizens be able to question civic values, as well as their disposition and contributions to the world (Nussbaum, 2007).
The Chilean university system
In Chile, professional degrees are obtained from institutions that belong to the Higher Education System. Every year, about 200,000 young people apply to this system based on the results of a selection test, which frequently translates to students being accepted by a program instead of choosing it. Since 1980, several funding reforms have been conducted in the university system, which led to its shift to a more massive enrolment, diversification in educational offerings, the arrival of new participants to the ‘university market’ and the professionalization of management, to which were incorporated elements such as planning and performance evaluation (Jiménez, 2015).
The Chilean higher education system is composed of 59 universities. However, despite the absence of differences between the diplomas issued by these institutions, the use of a ranking system, accreditation results and  tradition segment, hierarchize and even marginalize graduates from some institutions, affecting their employability and professional development. In response to this inequity, a quality assurance system was implemented through the National Commission for Accreditation and accreditation agencies. The new criteria for the accreditation of university programs require coherence between the graduation profile of students and the study plan of the program, and the statement of this information allows for differentiating one institution from another, giving them their own signature teaching style (CNA, 2010).
Regarding the integration of social responsibility in the graduation profiles of different programs, this aims not only to permeate training with the internal good of professional practice, but to contribute to making prosocial behaviors part of being socially responsible. In addition, several studies have demonstrated how elements related to how the relationship students establish with their peers (Torenbeek. Jansen & Hofman 2011), their perception of their own self-worth (Giacalone, 2004), and the students’ perception of their place in the institutional context (Youdell, 2004) determine their academic performance. In the same way, the bond students have with their university space is a determinant of their wellbeing (Rollero& De Picolli 2010). 
How academics understand university teaching influences the learning outcomes of students. In this way, innovations in teaching are no longer focused on a teacher who delivers content, but rather on students who achieve learnings, or on an intermediate point in which the teacher-student relationship is assessed (Kember, 1997). Paradoxically, university teaching is characterized by a strong outsourcing trend, in which only 54.8% of teachers have full time contracts and staff that spends less than half a day on campus (SIES, 2013) conducts one third of the teaching activities. 
This has resulted in academic management centered on ensuring academic progress by means of methodological and assessment strategies focused on technical elements (Laurillard, 2013), measureable performance and indicators that fail to delve into the thoughts of students about the social role they will fulfill in the labor market.
Educational practices: learning and service oriented to USR
Kilksberg (2009) indicates that universities have the duty of mediating transformative and socially critical learning to allow students to face the ethical challenges of today’s society. This includes ethical training, participation in reflection upon important social issues, the promotion of volunteer work among students and inclusive education focused on the least favored and excluded groups from society. De La Calle, García & Jiménez (2007) point out five factors necessary for the development of social responsibility: (i) personal involvement in actions, (ii) education based on values, (iii) ownership of a social awareness, (iv) knowledge of reality and sense of the suffering of others, and (v) understanding of the social engagement of the profession. 
In this way, instead of being “professional factories,” universities are committed to a social role in which they are responsible for the consequences of their actions (Aguirre, Pelakais & Paz, 2012), especially for the training of socially responsible professionals, which requires giving a value-based mark to their graduation profiles.
Learning and Service [L+S] was born in 1903 in the United States as a cooperative learning methodology. Its name was coined in 1966 and later on, in the late seventies, Robert Sigmon established the “three principles of service learning”: (i) those who receive the service have control over the service provided, (ii) those who receive the service become more capable of serving and being served by their own actions, and (iii) those who serve are also individuals who learn and have a significant control over what they are expected to learn. In sum, L+S combines community service with academic training in order to develop critical and reflexive thinking, as well as civic responsibility (Barrios, Rubio, Gutiérrez & Sepúlveda. 2012). To integrate S+L into USR would mean to materialize the motivations and commitments present in the institutional mission and graduation profile.
Social responsibility as an ethical category implies raising awareness on three levels: self-awareness, awareness of one’s self in relation to the surroundings and to others, and the systemic effect one’s actions have on the environment. These three categories allow for a theoretical framework that shapes a complex set of ethics (Vallaeys, 2014).
This is because the service-learning methodology makes students commit to a well-organized system of community service that seeks to reduce local needs and that is able to create a dialogue between the service activity and learning, thereby allowing students to make connections with what they learn in class (Barrios, Rubio, Gutierrez & Sepúlveda, 2012). Orienting this methodology to USR aims to make the student see the community partner as a peer and not only as someone in disadvantage, transforming him into more of an agent of the process, able to contribute to the learning process in a constructive way. An L+S program oriented to USR not only focuses on local and situated action, but also on the forms in which professional training affects the construction of otherness, which allows teachers to expose students to ethical dilemmas as part of their professional training.
The integration of social responsibility education and key elements from the L+S methodology require interdisciplinary responses to the problems that affect those excluded in particular. An L+S project oriented to USR has three dimensions:
a) An academic dimension that links theory with practice in real social contexts of disciplinary training.
b) A second dimension related to the vocation of serving others, contributing to the solution of community problems via the profession.
c) A third dimension that corresponds to students’ training in values, especially in the ethical dimension of social responsibility, which involves respect for human dignity, the common good and the sustainability of our shared home. This way of being and inhabiting space calls students to act in solidarity with the real world, and to be able to direct their own decisions and acts in favor of the common good, in order to build a fairer, more fraternal and sustainable society. Furthermore, beneficiaries are provided with disciplinary and interdisciplinary knowledge in order to adequately respond, together with their community partners, to the diagnosed needs.
Problem statement
Professional training at contemporary universities is hyperspecialized and technical. Therefore, critical thinking about the internal good that professions should take care of is scarcely addressed, which leads to graduated professionals who carry out their practices and assess them in terms of achieving external good (power, money and prestige), thereby replicating social inequality.
Quality assurance models for education have focused on teaching innovation, pressing universities to try new methodologies. Among these, service learning has proven pertinent to the training of critical thinking from a solidarity approach; however, this approach itself does not ensure that students reflect upon and take part in the ethical dilemmas of their profession. Achieving this target requires understanding the process in a systemic way, integrating teachers, students and community partners in horizontal dialogues based on trust relationships. Thus, this article aims to explore the social constructs that emerge from the application of S+L to USR educational experiences.
METHODOLOGY
Study design
In accordance with the objectives and research question, this study is qualitative (Alvarez-Gayou, 2003), since this design allows for better assessment of the social constructions derived from educational experiences based on S+L.
First, a self-ethnographic approach facilitates the systematic analysis of the teacher’s personal experience, which seeks to understand the cultural experience and link it with the teacher’s narrative of his interdisciplinary experience and the meanings attributed to it, along with recognizing the social, political and structural cues that make this narrative consistent (Ellis, Adams& Bochner, 2015). In self-ethnography, data are gathered by means of the systematization and recording of the reflections provided during work meetings. 
Second, the techniques semi-structured group interview and brainstorm are applied to community partners, teachers and students at the end of the project. This mixed method was selected as it allows for assessing participation throughout the project from a collective rather than individual perspective (Bleger, 1982). 
An inductive strategy that is part of the ethnographic approach is used for data analysis. In this way, the narrative analyses and the continuous reinterpretation of these analyses permit the creation of categories for the different perceptions and construction processes of the same. 
Field work
The study scenario is the implementation of an S+L project based on the methodology proposed by Jouanet, Salas & Contreras (2013), which takes into account the following elements:
· Evaluation of the feasibility of carrying out service during the course. The coherence of learning objectives and community service, the students’ commitment and the possible community partner are reviewed. 
· Course plan: the teacher adapts the course plan to incorporate S+L and designs reflection activities and assessments for this topic.
· Establishment of S+L society: search for and contact community partners, and sign an agreement to plan and agree on the terms of the service.
· Introduction of S+L in class: the teacher explains the methodology and its impacts on learning and the community to the students. 
· Development and evaluation of all reflection tasks.
· Final questionnaire/focus or discussion group between community partners and students.
· Shared final self-evaluation.
Process carried out by participants
S+L oriented to USR projects was conducted in three classes: one common to all programs, one from the management department, and one from the engineering department. The three classes had the same community partner, one of the oldest neighborhoods of Valparaíso. The speakers of this study are the teachers, students and community partners. In a preliminary stage during the first semester of 2017, the methodology L+S was incorporated into the syllabus of the subjects, taking into account its coherence with the mission and vision of the institution, its educational plan and the contents of the discipline. 
During the implementation stage in the second semester of 2017, reflection was vital, and three interdisciplinary moments are noteworthy. The first moment is when students from the three classes discuss with the community partner the challenges that supportive linking pose to them. The second part focused on the development of communication skills, leadership, interdisciplinary teamwork and social responsibility. The third part consisted of a seminar in which teachers, community partners and students from different programs discuss the group experiences of incorporating S+L as a didactic strategy for disciplinary and interdisciplinary learning.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A.- Results from the teachers’ perception before the project 
At a time when university teachers are subjected to evaluations and pressed to comply with a series of standards that belong to a market economy (Colado, 2003) and to a performance society (Byung-Chul, 2012), it is relevant to explore the narratives that motivate teaching innovation. In these, teachers attribute a sense and meaning to an interpersonal space linked with a social and cultural context; in this case, the university. Then, they build a teaching experience in which the S+L project applied to USR is integrated, and this is mediated by language (Capella, 2013).
The teachers’ preconceptions reflect how the presence of others contributes to the formation of a unique narrative for the group and the individual. In this way, the methodological organization of the three subjects addressed in this study is conducted from an interdisciplinary perspective, which, in turn, is influenced by the teachers’ own reflections.  
From this metacognitive reflection process, three dimensions reflect the elements involved in the organization of the discourse, combining the representations of learning and supportive work and at the same time interacting with the demands teachers need to tackle. These can be divided into three lines of argumentation: 
i. Learning from other experiences, even when the relationships with content and between students are unpredictable.
ii. Preconceptions about the implementation that are in conflict with the need of making students have contact with social reality.
iii. The meeting of disciplines from the dialogue and motivations of both teachers and students.
i.- Learning from other experiences, even when the relationships with content and between students are unpredictable. 
In this line, teachers share their narrative based on their previous experience. Two teachers comment on an S+L pilot experience. For them, this was the first ‘intervention’ of a subject they taught together and what motivated them was the challenge of making students approach reality. They expressed that the transition between discursive theoretical knowledge and contextualized social practices is more difficult in reality.
Although these teacher acknowledged that “…many things didn’t go as we expected,” the experience was educational. Their question was how to make this intervention beneficial to students, so they can “grow as people and human beings.” The legitimacy of this question reflects their concern about the relationships that students will establish not only with the academic, disciplinary and interdisciplinary content, but also with their peers. As Morin (2010) expressed, students expected to become aware of and open to other views to accomplish a common project or objective, since their attitude could affect their decisions and actions in terms of interdisciplinary social shared responsibility. 
In addition, teachers were concerned about students’ expectations, which did not always coincide with the teachers’ expectations. They also manifested different approaches to the shared responsibility they had to take on when implementing S+L projects. Regarding this, they express that “ Human relationships are never predictable,” “Working with students is always hard…we have had trouble making them work in groups...sometimes only one student showed up and that severely affected the community partner…that kind of thing got out of hand.” The distress that causes the perception of uncertainty and loss of control can be tackled by means of a prosocial dialogue, which is observed within the teacher group. The lack of control over the situation is solved if there is a cooperation network in which the other is a collaborator; this breaks with the perception of competence and performance targets and allows for addressing a situation perceived as complex, which established a reward for the individual.  
ii. Preconceptions about the implementation that are in conflict with the need of making students have contact with social reality.
The teachers’ opinions put at risk the implementation of S+L methodology, as they have preconceptions about the unknown. This is because it is the first time they participated in these projects, and they are especially concerned about the responsibility of students regarding the agreements with the community partner. As stated by some teachers: “I am scared that they will commit and then not show up. I don’t want them to come out of obligation, but because they are motivated,” “What I am not clear about is how we are going to make students do this.” In the same line, but with some more experience in the application of this methodology, one teacher expresses that “I feel that it will be difficult for them in the beginning… that’s also a possibility”. 
This narrative based on the emotions generated by misconceptions is in conflict with the ethical mandate teachers feel they have to assume in university education. We believe that the following quotes provide evidence of the feasibility of applying this methodology for training social responsibility to make students see service as a way of being and living in the country, to act in solidarity with the real world: “I believe that is almost a duty, because you have to get through to students,” “They have to realize that there are parallel worlds...broaden their views…,” “In these contexts, students have to use other types of resources,” “If we don’t do this, we’re denying them an enrichment of their world.”
iii. The meeting of disciplines from the dialogue and motivations of both teachers and students.
In this argumentative line, before starting the process teachers believed the following: “I have always thought of interdisciplinarity as a basis for educational processes between professionals…can make professionals in our field more human,” “Because if not, we’re educating small automatons, we’re showing them a path, but it’s our path or the one we travelled. Interdisciplinarity allows for broadening our horizons”; “Ethical reflection is strengthened.” 
Through these opinions, it can be seen that there is a tacit agreement regarding interdisciplinary learning, which confirms the teacher’s motivations and enables them to believe that the process can be conducted successfully.
The teaching approach of this group is oriented toward experiences rather than to the technical qualification of professionals. This can be observed in the expression “… to humanize the classroom.” Otherness and dialogue may be found in the social construction of learning, as teachers believe that this should come “not from our own beliefs”; “we have to give it a more profound sense, to make students reflect upon what they are as future professionals…there is a work niche with these guys.” In sum, teachers aspire to a teaching approach that goes beyond the limits of technical knowledge, to a complementary approach, to give university teaching a human face, “contributing to the processes beyond the contents of a specific subject.” 
Additionally, teachers express their perceptions of the students’ motivations. They believe that “young people ask for this” and “they are aware of the existence of others.” 
Both the motivations of teachers and students are related to what Morin (2010) points out, in that the concept of interdisciplinary work as exchange and cooperation is in direct contrast to the preconceptions of implementing this type of project.
Teachers agree that there is no magic recipe to ensure the development of a project; but in spite of their apprehension, fears and prejudices, they are convinced that students, teachers and community partners will achieve both academic and value learnings through service. In this sense, dialogue is already a means to strengthen horizontal relationships and make students become socially mature.
B.- Results from the perceptions of teachers, students and community partners at the end of the project 
After the previous analysis and at the end of the experience, three new lines of argumentation are written to assess the change in the preconceptions about project implementation. These lines are based on the following questions: What did I gain? What was my contribution? And what would I have changed?
i. Leaving with gratitude for the experience shared
ii. Emotional relationships built 
iii. Ignorance of the underlying structure
i. Leaving with gratitude for the experience shared 
There is a strong reciprocity feeling, which confirms the presence of the other as an axis that articulates the S+L experience oriented to USR. Students and community partners express that this was a positive experience. In the case of community partners, they repeatedly refer to their gratitude toward students; however, their gratitude is not only for the problem resolved, but also for having shared a common experience in which they felt validated by students. It is through the construction of the other and how this validates or invalidates individuals during the process, that students display not only solidarity, but also social responsibility competences. As shown previously by teachers, this interaction requires early work on awareness in order to teach students not to violate the rights of their counterpart. 
Students also express that this is an option to connect with others, to be in an open and different context (“We were allowed to go out” or “to be outside”). They also elaborate a narrative about university education, in which subjects are restricted in their scope and the community is not a participating agent. The “social component” is something seen in the future, when students will have already graduated from university.
ii. Emotional relationships built
Regarding the question about what their contribution was, community partners were the group that answered the fastest, followed by students and teachers. This point was interesting, because for teachers it was more complex to identify their participation and contribution to the process. This suggests, although not conclusively, that there is an analytical perception of the processes in which the follow-up work in the classroom seems to be parallel to field work. To a certain extent, this confirms the fragmented sense of university training, since the emphasis is put on the emotion of the experience, without incorporating technical elements. Words like commitment, enthusiasm and energy reflect how partners perceive themselves as in a horizontal and integrated relationship with work. The student-partner relationships were built on an affective basis, and students did not underscore their technical role in the project. The same is true for teachers, who also did not identify themselves within the process, although they expressed being satisfied with the results. In a culture shaped by performance, the experience with the community partner and technical knowledge did not integrate with each other in any of the groups.
iii. Ignorance of the underlying structure 
In strong relation to the above and as a consequence of the uncertainty expressed by teachers, the educational sense of the methodology is invisible. The process seems to flow with an internal dynamic alien to curriculum planning and the experiential knowledge overshadows the mastering of technical knowledge, keeping the individual divided when asked about the aspects to be modified. In the testimonies, there were no references to the educational process, to the difficulties in terms of required knowledge or even to the assessment method. At any time, the discourse basically points to a sense of personal gratification without any structure or curricular intention behind it. Therefore, while participants express a positive attitude toward the potential of the established relationship, there is still an excessively technical curricular training that fails to integrate knowledge with a comprehensive education of the individual (Reynoso, Castillo, & Dimas, 2014).
It can be concluded that the results confirm the conclusions by Jiménez, Jiménez, and Reveco (2017) that it is necessary to put ethics of social responsibility in the center of discussion, taking into account how it will affect disciplinary and interdisciplinary work in both the ecological dimension and the human dimension, which demands an answer to the actions undertaken. 
CONCLUSIONS
University education is perceived as distant and detached from life experiences. Therefore, methodologies like S+L allow for the recovery of the concept of university life, giving it a new significance as a multicultural and inclusive reflexive life process that takes otherness as a component to build the life plan of students. In light of the S+L experience oriented to USR, it is important to highlight the following ideas:
–
The overexposure to the emotional experience over the technical aspects poses a curricular challenge, since it is necessary to integrate S+L, especially from the facilitating and mediating role exercised by the teacher, not only as manager of the subject but as a third agent of the process. 
–
The biggest challenge is to move from intervention to co-transformation, which would enable the creative replication of the experience for all semesters, and to build a trust and mutual valuation relationship with the partner.
–
The confluence of all subjects in the same partnership offers an opportunity for solving social complexities from different perspectives. However, how an interdisciplinary approach can offer a better perspective on ethical dilemmas and how this becomes a professional training strategy were not explored in this study.
–
The S+L process is sustained on an affective relationship, which makes it fragile if there is no appropriate induction or teachers are not proactive to identify potential trouble spots.
–
Due to the above, the backbone of this process is assessment opportunity, which is understood as a data collection opportunity that facilitates feedback from all participants of the process. 
–
It is confirmed that this method for university education is relevant in that it strengthens ethical reflection upon the students’ own actions, and enables teachers to assume reflexive, transforming and interdisciplinary approaches to teaching.
–
Finally, the experiential and interdisciplinary learning shows the urgency of advancements in this matter, especially through S+L initiatives in which academic teams participate. Otherwise, this will hamper professional performance of graduates in a complex and interconnected world. 
In view of the need for professionals that are better oriented to reflect upon the internal good in their profession and the resolution of the ethical dilemmas inherent to it, we can conclude that incorporating participative S+L methodology into the curriculum does not necessarily ensure the achievement of social responsibility competence on the part of students. Finally, it is from the classroom, the field of action for teachers, where the “internal good- technical knowledge-construction of the other” triad is created, and the way in which this triad is placed in the curriculum will define the students’ graduation profile. 
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