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Abstract 

In compliance with the “third mission of universities,” the “University Society Linkage Projects” 

(USLPs) are currently undergoing an important development in many countries. However, there 

is no comprehensive model for evaluating these projects’ development and impact. This article 

proposes a model to remedy this deficiency, one which factors in the agents involved, the 

dimensions and factors relevant to their development, and the variables and indicators to be 

considered. This model can therefore be useful for universities, public supervisory bodies, and 

the beneficiary entities of the projects themselves. 

Keywords: University Society Linkage Projects (USLPs); social impact; impact evaluation; 

indicators; project management. 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Universities, just like other entities, have to adapt to the demands of their surroundings in order 

to serve the needs of the community. This leads to expanding beyond its two traditional missions 

of education and research by adding a “third mission.” This new mission consists of contributing 

to the scientific, technological, economic and social development of the territories where they 

are located (Laredo, 2007). 

https://www.probdes.iiec.unam.mx/index.php/pde/article/download/69807/62205?inline=1#footnote-a
https://www.probdes.iiec.unam.mx/index.php/pde/article/download/69807/62205?inline=1#footnote-b
https://www.probdes.iiec.unam.mx/index.php/pde/article/download/69807/62205?inline=1#footnote-b
https://www.probdes.iiec.unam.mx/index.php/pde/article/download/69807/62205?inline=1#footnote-a-back
https://www.probdes.iiec.unam.mx/index.php/pde/article/download/69807/62205?inline=1#footnote-b-back
mailto:ra.zamora@uta.edu.ec
mailto:arturo.rodriguez@ehu.eus
mailto:jon.barrutia@ehu.eus


However, universities not only play an important role in educating people, but also in preparing 

for their integration into social environments where they can put into practice the knowledge they 

have acquired, thus becoming agents of social change. 

Nevertheless, this “third mission” has recently been consciously and purposefully pursued. In 

order to carry out the mission effectively, the cooperation of other agents, both private and public, 

is required. This is the basis for approaches like the “Triple Helix” approach (Etzkowitz and 

Leydesdorff, 2000): collaboration between the university, companies and public administrations. 

Going further, if the objective is developing the immediate surroundings, one should opt for a 

“Quadruple Helix” (Carayannis and Campbell, 2009), by integrating a new actor: “civil society.” 

When proposing the object of this work, we use with this last approach University Society 

Linkage Projects (USLPs) as they are currently undergoing an important development in Latin 

America. Their goal is precisely to solve problems of a social, cultural and business nature that 

arise in the university’s surroundings. One must keep in mind that, in Latin America, the majority 

of universities’ collaborative experiences with social agents and public administration are still 

framed within the context of the “Triple Helix,” while in USLPs civil society plays a more important 

role. 

On the other hand, the evaluation of USLPs, when it exists, usually focuses exclusively on 

general aspects of their implementation and not on a detailed analysis of their development, 

which would allow improvements to be made. It measures neither its effective impact on 

improving people’s quality of life nor the efficiency of the organizations supported. In summary, 

there is no comprehensive model for evaluating USLPs and their actual impact. 

Therefore, the objective of this analysis is to present a proposal for an evaluation model which 

takes on USLPs’ development and measures their impact. We intend for the model to be 

rigorous, albeit easy to understand, and flexible so that it may adapt to the various circumstances 

in which this type of project can be developed, when put into practice. 

As such, this proposal fills a gap both theoretical and practical in the literature on the subject. At 

the theoretical level, the interest that the “Quadruple Helix” has in socioeconomic development 

in specific territorial environments becomes evident, given the central role played by civil society, 

as is the case with USLPs. Likewise at the practical level, as there has been heretofore no 



comprehensive model for evaluating the development of these type of projects, nor for 

measuring their impact. 

We expect our proposed model to be of use for universities given that a comprehensive 

evaluation of USLPs’ development and an adequate measurement of their impact will allow them 

to perfect USLPs’ design and execution. Furthermore, it will allow for public bodies to carry out 

their supervisory work more effectively. 

To facilitate an understanding of our proposal, this article is divided into five sections, including 

the introduction. The second section analyzes the concepts of “social linkage” and the USLPs 

which it engenders, as well as their presence in Latin American countries. Then we analyze the 

concepts and references in the literature on impact measurement, as they may be of use for the 

model to be built. The process employed in elaborating the model is presented in the fourth 

section along with the model itself and its components: agents, dimensions of its development, 

variables and indicators. Finally, the conclusions are presented in the fifth section. 

2. UNIVERSITIES’ SOCIAL LINKAGE PROJECTS (USLPs) 

As dynamic entities, universities have undergone various transformations throughout history, 

brought about by the need to adapt to the demands of their surroundings, often manifested as 

new social needs (Altbach, 2008). Thus, was a “third mission” added to those already traditionally 

accepted for over a century, education and research, consisting of a contribution to the economic 

and social development of their surroundings (Laredo, 2007; Rodríguez-Castellanos and 

Zamora-Sánchez, 2020). Therefore, they are no longer only creators and transmitters of 

scientific and technological knowledge, but also generators of innovation who contribute to the 

development of regions and countries (Altbach, 2008; Valero and Van Reenen, 2019). 

However, this “third mission” includes not only support for companies and economic 

organizations, but also a commitment to improve the social conditions in their surroundings. 

While activities aimed at solving problems in companies both transmit and apply generated 

knowledge (Bueno and Casini, 2007), actions aimed at the community in its immediate 

surroundings emphasize and reaffirm the university’s stance of “civic commitment,” (Goddard, 

2009; Sánchez Ambríz and Pérez Balbuena, 2018). 



In a complex and changing world like the one we live in now, facing the problems derived from 

relationships with one’s surroundings requires collaborating with different agents and 

stakeholders (Gray and Purdy, 2018). Therefore, in order to carry out the “third mission,” 

universities have created methods of linking themselves more closely with public or private 

organizations (Pugh et al., 2016; Manrique, 2019). This collaboration helps universities to be 

seen as “catalysts of change,” with an active role in contributing to the regions’ socio-economic 

development (Aranguren et al., 2016; Fonseca and Nieth, 2021). 

The connection between universities and other agents for the fulfillment of the “third mission” 

gave rise to various approaches, the best known being the “Triple Helix” model (Etzkowitz and 

Leydesdorff, 2000) made up of universities, companies and public administrations. However, a 

stricter implementation of that mission requires enhancing the economic and social development 

of the communities in the immediate vicinity, especially those most vulnerable. This approach 

opens up the possibility for a “Quadruple Helix,” where a new agent, civil society, is added to the 

agents that already make up the “Triple Helix” (Carayannis and Campbell, 2009; Miller et al., 

2018; Urra, 2018). It is understood that the university’s social linkage actions fit best within this 

model, the object of this work. 

Although there is no single concept of social linkage, it can be understood as “the set of activities 

which creates a relationship between one or more entities with social organizations, so they may 

cooperate to achieve certain ends” (Zamora-Sánchez et al., 2017, p. 973). In other words, it is a 

matter of putting into action the activities developed by the university in conjunction with 

companies or other social entities and the State. This linkage manifests itself in the USLPs. 

In Latin America we find, albeit in a limited fashion, various manifestations of this social linkage, 

mainly in productive approaches, though social approaches are also actively being developed, 

overlapping with the “Quadruple Helix” approach. There are studies for both specific countries 

and groups of countries (Ramírez and García, 2010; Morales et al., 2012; Urra, 2018). 

Brazil was one of the first Latin American countries to introduce “business incubators” as a 

means of generating greater socioeconomic development. These are aimed at promoting not 

only technology and innovation, but also cultural entrepreneurship and satisfying the needs of 

society and indigenous peoples (Chandra, 2007). Another standout feature is socially focused 

pharmaceutical research (Morales et al., 2012; Pereira da Veiga et al., 2016). 



Next is Chile, a country with great wealth in natural products. Innovation systems were created 

for this wealth as a result of the collaboration between universities, companies and public 

administrations (Giuliani and Bell, 2005; Bas et al., 2008; Vera, 2009; Gómez-Gajardo, 2017), 

with high-impact “enabling innovations” already extant in other countries (Ramírez and García, 

2010). 

When it comes to Colombia, the University Research Results Transfer Offices (OTRIs)1 has 

found success in solving social and business problems (Pineda et al., 2011) as has the State 

Enterprise University Committees (CUEE)2 (Morales-Gualdrón and Giraldo Gómez, 2015). 

In Ecuador they prefer to channel university-business-administration-society collaborations 

through USLPs (Zamora-Sánchez et al., 2017; Brito-Gaona et al., 2018). Studies such as that of 

Macías et al. (2017) or Rueda et al. (2020) analyze these projects and show the commitment of 

Ecuadorian universities in this regard. They also highlight the need to establish a clear diagnosis 

of the needs they wish to meet and the process to be followed in bringing the projects to fruition, 

as well as the lack of a model for a comprehensive evaluation. 

Ending with Mexico, there is limited linkage between companies and the academic sector 

(Saavedra, 2009), though this has improved recently (Pavón-Silva et al., 2007; Morales et al., 

2012). However, there are several works which evaluate regional innovation systems 

(Moctezuma et al., 2017; Ordóñez, 2017). Lastly, González et al. (2020) investigate the links 

between the agents of the “Quadruple Helix” in the state of Tamaulipas and find that there is a 

network of regular relations between universities, administrations and businesses, but civil 

society has yet to be fully integrated. 

As one can see, the university-society link in Latin American countries, though growing, is limited. 

This is especially true in projects of a social or community nature and, in the case of the latter, 

we must add the lack of a model for its comprehensive evaluation. 

Therefore, one of the biggest problems universities face with this type of activity is the need to 

accurately evaluate their development and the positive impact had on the community. This 

evaluation is of interest as it allows one to identify the effectiveness of the project’s 

implementation in productive development, its contribution to social welfare, the relationship 

between transmitted knowledge and new knowledge generated, or the impact on the 

environment. 
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From the extant literature we learn that evaluations of the link with society – when it exists – 

usually focus on some useful yet general aspects with little specificity (Drucker and Goldstein, 

2007), or on elements related to its execution, and lack the detailed analysis of the projects’ 

development needed to propose any changes. We likewise note the absence of any measure of 

the projects’ actual impact on the affected people’s quality of life or, where appropriate, on the 

efficiency of organizational management. This means that there is as yet no comprehensive and 

concrete model for measuring USLPs’ development and their effective impact.3 

It was precisely these shortcomings that spurred us to create the proposal presented in this 

article. 

3. IMPACT MEASUREMENT 

Although there is no literature on models for evaluating development or measuring impact when 

it comes to USLPs specifically, there is abundant literature on impact measurement, both in 

general and for various types of projects. This section will analyze those contributions considered 

to be especially useful in elaborating the proposed model. 

The concept of “impact” is widely used in the study of environmental sciences. “Impact” is 

generally considered to be the effect produced by a given event within a specific context. From 

a social perspective, the term “impact” can be employed to refer to the consequences that a 

proposed intervention has on the community in general when it seeks not only to solve an 

identified problem, but also to improve the well-being of people in general through a beneficial 

result while avoiding any possible negative effects (Esteves et al., 2012). 

For Cohen and Martínez (2002), the impact of a social project or program is the magnitude of 

the change in the situation of a target population as a result of delivering goods or services to it 

after accounting for external influences. In the case of USLPs, people can be beneficiaries at the 

individual level, although these are often organized groups, such as artisan guilds and 

companies. Therefore, depending on the scope in which the people or organizations benefiting 

from the projects operate, there may be a variety of economic, environmental and technical 

impacts, among others (Kroeger and Weber, 2014). 

Stufflebeam and Shinkfied (1993) point out that measuring impact should provide information on 

the effectiveness of the methods used for executing actions, serve to make better decisions in 
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the future and be useful for the people and/or entities which benefit. This means establishing the 

general and specific objectives of the evaluation, as well as the sources of information to be 

used; the quality of the available data influences the effectiveness of the project evaluation and 

the reliability of the results obtained. Likewise, the evaluation must be differentiated according to 

whether it is for people, companies, other organizations or society as a whole, as each group 

has their own unique characteristics and needs so the questions to be asked need to reflect this 

fact. 

Measuring the impact of a project is vital for evidence-based policymaking, which is useful for 

identifying groups of interest, those responsible, verifying project quality and effectiveness and 

making decisions for future interventions, i.e., guiding the design of future projects and allocating 

budgets (Castro-Martínez et al., 2016). Evidence is a key factor in making higher education 

institutions transparent and accountable to interested parties, especially the public sector. 

The first consideration taken into account is the cause-effect relationships between the program 

or project implementation and changes in the target population. In this case, despite the fact that 

the USLPs are different from each other, the establishment of common variables and indicators 

was sought so that the results of the projects could be analyzed within a global context (Gertler et 

al., 2017). Thus, changes in individuals, companies or civil society that can be attributed to a 

particular program, project or policy must be adequately recorded; clear evidence of the 

management and development of the project, program or measures applied should also be 

provided (Kroeger and Weber, 2014). It is advisable to carry out periodic evaluations of the 

projects, so that it can be ascertained if the design and execution have shortcomings that affect 

the results, thereby reducing uncertainty regarding the projects’ efficiency and effectiveness. 

As can be deduced from the above, a comprehensive impact measurement should also include 

an evaluation of the project’s development. This is what was elaborated for USLPs in the 

proposal presented below. 

4. MODEL FOR EVALUATING THE DEVELOPMENT OF USLPS AND MEASURING THEIR 

IMPACT 

Approach and its elaboration 

An evaluation of USLPs’ development and measurement of their impact must take into account 

that their purpose is to solve social, economic or business problems in the universities’ 



geographical surroundings. On the other hand, agents of different types can participate in this 

type of projects: people who direct and execute the projects (professors and students), 

beneficiary entities (people, communities, organizations or companies which are the target of 

the projects’ actions), and government agencies, at different levels, which can facilitate the 

linkage and also supervise the process. Obviously, the fundamental agents are the entities 

benefitted as the ultimate goal of the USLPs to achieve in them an immediate positive change 

as a direct consequence of the executed actions. Yet there is also a long-term effect, both in the 

beneficiary entities and the universities’ surroundings and conditions (Rodríguez-Castellanos 

and Zamora-Sánchez, 2020). 

Developing a model for monitoring and measuring the impact of USLPs poses several difficulties. 

The most important of these is that it must be able to give a clear answer to the question: “Have 

the objectives of the project been achieved?” As such, those responsible for the projects’ 

planning and execution must always be aware of said objectives and the activities required to 

achieve them. It is important to select variables and indicators that allow the project and its 

effective impact to be properly evaluated, as well as to identify the beneficiary entities which, 

obviously, expect to be “affected” positively. Thus another question may be answered: “what 

positive change has taken place in the beneficiary entities and their surroundings as a result of 

participating in a USLP?” 

On the other hand, as we are dealing with projects, their evaluation must decidedly be based not 

only on the literature on impact measurement, but also on Project Management methods and 

techniques (Kerzner and Kerzner, 2017). Furthermore, a proper evaluation must involve a 

complete and comprehensive study which contemplates both internal processes (budget, 

efficiency, compliance with standards, meeting objectives, etc.), and external ones (participants’ 

satisfaction, project’s usefulness, etc.) This means data needs to be compiled, not only from files 

and records, but also by means of surveys, interviews or other methods. 

Based on these criteria, the USLPs carried out at the Technical University of Ambato, in Ecuador, 

were taken as a reference. The large number and diverse nature of projects executed there allow 

us to propose a sufficiently general model (Zamora-Sánchez et al., 2017). The methodology for 

its elaboration is detailed in Figure 1. 

  

Figure 1. Process for elaborating a model for the evaluation of USLPs and measuring their impact 



 

 
Source: created by the authors. 

  

As can be observed, the first step was to identify the elements, of which there are of four types: 

first are the agents participating in the USLPs, their characteristics and the actions to be carried 

out during their execution; second is the dimensions of the projects’ development, along with the 

agents and factors associated with them; third is the intervening variables, whose identification 

is made possible by identifying the first two elements; finally are the indicators which will be 

developed to help establish the variability in the value of each variable. The second step was an 

initial proposal of an evaluation model where we identify variables and indicators, especially 

those of impact, which, as will be demonstrated later, will differ according to the area of 

intervention where each project takes place. That initial proposal was then validated by a group 

of experts, after which the final proposal was developed. 

Taking into account the characteristics of these projects, we believe it appropriate that the 

evaluation be aimed at the groups of agents indicated above. The first groups – faculty, students 

and heads of the Linkage with Society Unit4 – in charge of the direction and execution, will 

provide information on the guidelines used for identifying the problem to be solved, the planning, 

elaboration and execution of the projects, and identifying any shortcomings, as well as the 

agents’ view regarding satisfaction levels and the positive effects generated by participating in 

the projects’ execution; the group benefitted will provide information on its general opinion of 

how its situation improved, or not, after taking part; finally, the supervisory group – government 

representatives – will verify that the project is executed according to plan and that there are no 

conflicts in its implementation. 

An initial proposal was prepared and submitted for validation by a group of experts. This 

consisted of 26 people: three heads of the Linkage with Society Unit, two USLP coordinators, 

two teachers responsible for USLPs, two students participating in USLPs, twelve beneficiaries, 

https://www.probdes.iiec.unam.mx/index.php/pde/article/download/69807/62205?inline=1#footnote-4


two professors of the University’s Chair of Entrepreneurship and Innovation and two analysts as 

government representatives and a consultant. 

The validation process consisted of two stages: in the first, we gathered the experts and gave 

them material consisting of the model’s structure, together with the questionnaires prepared for 

carrying out interviews and surveys with the various types of agents. They were then asked to 

evaluate both the model and the information-gathering tools based on their experience, 

responding to questionnaires and identifying errors. In the second phase, a report was prepared 

with the observations and suggestions gathered; based on this, the documents were modified 

and emailed to each expert for a final review. Using all of this, the final proposal was created. 

Next, we will present the final proposal’s deployment according to the proposed scheme. 

Agents, characteristics and actions 

The first step in building the model consisted of identifying the agents involved in the USLPs. 

These must meet a series of qualities or characteristics, and carry out a series of actions 

correctly. 

Identifying these elements in each group of agents allows for the systematic collection of 

information on the activities, characteristics and responsibilities they exercise in the project’s 

execution. This makes it possible to accurately judge the project’s planning and execution, the 

fulfillment of objectives and the impact achieved, as well as to evaluate its efficiency in terms of 

development, effectiveness, viability and sustainability. 

All these aspects are summarized in Table 1. Thus, in accordance with that set forth in the 

previous subsection, the group of agents participating in the USLPs are in the first column, along 

with their qualification or main function in parentheses; in the second column, the characteristics, 

qualities or capabilities that they must meet for the process’s optimal execution, as shown below; 

and, finally, the actions to be carried out in the process by each group of agents. 

  



 

  

Development: Dimensions, agents and factors 

Once the basic characteristics and the main actions of the USLP’s agents have been 

established, we then proceed to identify the dimensions that make up its development. Following 

Project Management methodology (Kerzner and Kerzner, 2017) (see Figure 2), three 



dimensions have been identified: input, process and outcome. Likewise, the link with the 

aforementioned agents and with other factors relevant to the success of the projects is taken 

into account for each dimension. This link is conditioned by the way in which the university carries 

out the activities that influence the aid provided to the beneficiary entities. 

  

Figure 2. USLPs’ development dimensions: agents and factors 

 

 
Source: created by the authors. 

  

We believe it necessary to emphasize two factors relevant in USLP development: the area of 

intervention and the surrounding conditions (see Figure 2). 

The first, included in the input dimension, corresponds to the types of problems to be solved by 

the USLPs. Clearly, the projects executed in each field must be aligned both with the actual 

needs of the social environment and with the kind of knowledge the executing personnel have, 

i.e. in accordance to their field of study. Using the university analyzed as a reference, six areas 

were identified and are developed in Table 2. 

  



 

  

As one can see, the first two areas are “social” in nature, aimed at solving the needs of the 

communities, while the other four are of a more “entrepreneurial” persuasion, providing support 

to companies and organizations in their activities. This classification is broad enough to cover 

the different possibilities of university-society linkage. 

The surrounding conditions included in the last two points of the input dimension refer on the 

one hand to the environment surrounding the agents involved in the projects’ implementation 

and, on the other, to the applicable regulations, which may correspond to different territorial 

levels. 

Variables 



As has been demonstrated, the executed projects’ effectiveness and efficiency in each of the 

identified dimensions must be defined through the different agent groups’ actions and 

interactions, while taking into consideration the key factors. 

To do this, it is necessary to identify the variables whose measurement, in each of the 

dimensions and in relation to the agents and factors involved, will allow for the comprehensive 

analysis of the USLPs execution’s impact. In the analysis process, six categories of variables 

were identified (see Table 3). 

  



 

  



The table’s first column indicates the variables’ type or category, and in parentheses, where 

appropriate, whether they refer to the agents involved in the projects or the environment in which 

they are carried out. The second column expresses the essential characteristics of each type. 

The third indicates the specific variables identified in each of the types. 

To formulate the indicators, which we address in the following subsection, we took the table into 

account while making the following necessary observations: 

 “Government Agencies” will be given special treatment in the evaluation since, as will be 

shown, no indicators have been formalized for them. In this case we believed it more 

convenient to obtain information through semi-structured interviews. 

 Neither have indicators been formalized for the variable “External communication: 

socialization” since, as is indicated in the table, the ways of socializing the project’s 

results depend largely on government agencies’ collaboration. As such, the relevant 

information will be obtained from their interviews. 

In the end it was convenient to group some variables into a single reference variable in spite of 

being presented separately in Table 3. Such is the case with “Time management 

(professors/students)” and “Time management (activities)” which, as can be seen in the following 

subsection, were grouped into a single variable: “Time management.” Likewise, “Internal 

communication” and “Communication with beneficiary entities” were grouped into the more 

general variable of “Communication.” 

On the other hand, as indicated in the table, we grouped into the variable “Regulations” or rules 

applicable to different territorial areas and levels, including regional and national, as well as the 

clauses applicable to universities, and the commitment agreements between the parties involved 

in the USLPs. 

Now that these changes have been addressed, we can move on to the topic of the indicators. 

Indicators 

Approach 

The last phase of building a model for evaluating USLPs is proposing a panel of indicators. 



Indeed, both the development of the projects and their effects on the beneficiaries need to be 

quantified as far as possible (Gibbon and Dey, 2011). Indicators are used to quantify based on 

information gathered from various sources, both documentary in nature and through interviews 

or surveys of the agents concerned. 

In spite there being no specific references in the literature to USLP-related indicators, a review 

of the literature on impact evaluation of social projects and on university-society linkages yields 

considerations and suggestions which are useful for this endeavor. We thereby created a panel 

of indicators based both on the grounds set forth by the literature we reviewed, and on our 

analysis of the USLPs’ agents, dimensions, factors and variables. Furthermore, as stated, these 

were validated by a panel of experts just like the model as a whole. 

Below we present the proposed indicators, both those for the projects’ development and 

execution, as well as for their impact. 

Development and performance indicators 

Tables 4, 5 and 6 have the indicators related to the development and execution of USLPs, linked 

to the three dimensions identified, and which cover the process from the moment of identifying 

the problem to the complete fulfillment of the actions associated with each project. 

  



 

  

  



 

  

  

 

  



In the three tables, the first column corresponds to the agents that intervene in the USLPs, and 

to the factors relevant in their development. Both give rise to the variables indicated in the second 

column, for which we elaborated the indicators that appear in the next column. The last two 

columns correspond, first, to the type of scales used to represent the indicators, and lastly, to 

the method used to compile the information related to the indicator (interviews, surveys, records 

from the USLPs executed during the period analyzed or from direct observations). 

The variables and indicators detailed in the previous tables show the development, management 

and effectiveness of the USLPs, with the goal of easily reaching conclusions through an analysis 

of the information obtained. This will facilitate the proposal of new and better university-society-

State actions. 

Impact indicators 

The culmination of the model is the proposal of indicators for measuring the impact of USLPs. 

However, as the impact depends largely on the area of intervention in which each project is 

carried out, differentiated indicators are presented accordingly. 

Table 7 details the areas of intervention, the indicators proposed for each of them and the 

verification method used. 

  



 

  

We expect to ascertain if USLP execution contributes to improving the conditions of persons or 

organizations meant to benefit by participating in the USLPs. The question: “would you 

participate in a USLP again?” also needs to be answered. As the reasons for participating in 

these projects are linked to the benefits obtained, these impact indicators are particularly 

5. CONCLUSIONS 

This article presents a model for evaluating the development USLPs and measuring their impact. 

This entails four groups of elements: the agents, along with their characteristics and the actions 

they carry out; the dimensions of USLP development, with the agents and factors linked to them; 

the variables whose measurements are of interest, obtained from the first two groups; and 

indicators, provided by these measurements. 



It is evident that the main groups of agents involved in the projects’ execution are those in the 

universities responsible for society linkage, the faculty and students in charge of the execution, 

the governmental organizations and the beneficiary entities (companies/artisans/communities). 

The faculty, as well as the students, must have the requisite education and experience for 

executing the USLPs; furthermore, they are responsible for both planning and executing the 

project and for evaluating its success and compliance. On the other hand, government 

organizations help to identify the need to be met, have experience in collaborating with 

companies and universities, have social recognition and monitor the development of the project. 

Finally, the beneficiary entities, fundamental agents without which there would be no need for 

USLPs, are those that identify shortcomings, report to the university, provide the space for the 

project’s execution and are committed to its development. 

As for the dimensions of USLPs’ development, we established the following: input, process and 

outcome. For each one, agents and related factors were established. Two groups stand out in 

the latter: the areas of intervention, corresponding to the types of problems the USLPs are meant 

to solve – six fields, ranging from mostly social activities to training, advice, consulting and 

entrepreneurship – and the surrounding conditions – applicable regulations and geographical 

and social environments. 

In each of the dimensions, and for each group of agents or factors, a number of key variables 

were considered. Development indicators were also proposed for each variable; there is also a 

series of impact indicators for each of the areas of intervention considered. 

This makes it possible for this endeavor to contribute to the literature on the approaches and 

actions within the “Quadruple Helix” approach, where we find USLPs, by demonstrating their 

advantages in promoting socioeconomic development in regional areas. It is here after all that 

civil society is an indispensable agent. 

On the other hand, we understand that the model presented is purpose-made to make up for the 

fact that there is currently no model for the evaluation of a USLP’s execution and impact. This 

means it can be useful not only to universities which carry out this type of projects, so that they 

may evaluate their execution and propose ways to improve them, but also to the supervisory 

bodies which can now have comprehensive information on the projects, and even to the 



beneficiary entities as their opinion will be available for the evaluation and impact measurement. 

The result will be an impact on obtaining greater benefits from future USLPs. 

It is evident that with the application of the model in a variety of circumstances, both its strengths 

and areas for improvement will come to light. This process has already started with its application 

at the Technical University of Ambato, and we hope that its continued practical application will 

soon verify its value. 
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