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Abstract: This study assesses the implementation of socioformation in Public Higher 

Education Institutions (HEIs) in Mexico, exploring its impact on the quality of education in 

the knowledge society. With a sample of 150 educators, gender-balanced (44.7% female, 

55.3% male), and an average age of 43.7 years, the research employed a validated 

socioformative rubric. Significant progress was observed in analytical and creative thinking, 

while areas related to living conditions and entrepreneurship education showed slower 

development. The findings highlight the advancements in socioformation but advocate for 

further research, including classroom observation and student evidence collection. Gender 

differences, communication, and leadership emerged as critical factors influencing 

socioformation implementation. Women demonstrated deeper comprehension of the 

educational model, willingness to adopt innovative strategies, and emphasis on socioformation 

axes. As educators gain experience, their adaptability to new pedagogical approaches 

increases. The study underscores the universal relevance of effective communication, 

leadership, and stakeholder involvement in successful educational model implementation. The 

research contributes valuable insights, emphasizing the importance of openness to new 

approaches and collaboration to prepare students for the challenges of the evolving knowledge 

society. 

Keywords: analytical thinking; creative thinking; educational models; entrepreneurship; 

socioformation 

1. Introduction 

The global educational landscape is in constant evolution, driven by significant 

changes in the social, economic, political, and cultural environment (Arbo and 

Benneworth, 2007; Backman et al., 2019; Pace, 2023; Sabol, 2013). Historically, 

Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) have assumed two fundamental roles: the 

transmission of knowledge through teaching and the creation of knowledge through 

research (Berchin et al., 2021; Lilles and Rõigas, 2017; Salas-Velasco, 2014; 

Valenzuela, 2016). However, amidst this evolutionary and transformative process in 

educational systems, a third mission emerges, known as the “knowledge society” 

(Frank and Meyer, 2007; Henríquez-Aravena et al., 2021; Ndibuuza et al., 2021; 

Tobón et al., 2015). 

The knowledge society represents a new stage in social interaction (Holmner, 

2008; Luckmann, 2008), where knowledge plays a central role in economic and social 

development (Büyükbaykal, 2015; Du Plessis, 2007; John-Steiner and Mahn, 1996; 
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Prihadyanti and Aziz, 2023). This dynamic environment has been shaped by the 

proliferation and evolution of Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) 

(Nieto et al., 2019; Shyshkina, 2013; Van der Wende and Beerkens, 1999), which have 

facilitated the transfer of knowledge and ushered in an era where access to and 

dissemination of information are more accessible than ever (Berkowsky, 2013; Krüger, 

2006; Shyshkina, 2013; Wang, 2014). 

In this context, the knowledge society presents significant challenges that require 

an active response from the educational sector (Bodorkós and Pataki, 2009; Krüger, 

2006; Kishun, 2007). HEIs are called upon to play an integral role in addressing 

challenges related to economic, social, political, and technological development 

(Badillo, 2015; Morawska-Jancelewicz, 2022; Mtawa et al., 2016). This evolution 

implies a fundamental transformation in how HEIs perceive their mission and operate 

in a constantly changing world (Alenezi, 2021; Martin and Etzkowitz, 2000; Teixeira, 

2021; Valdés, 2021). 

Educational models, as theoretical constructs that synthesize the elements of an 

educational program, play a critical role in adapting HEIs to the changing demands of 

society (Oude-Vrielink, 2019; Tovkanets, 2020). In the pursuit of enhancing the 

quality of higher education, it becomes imperative to align these educational models 

with the evolving needs of the knowledge society, ensuring that they contribute 

effectively to the assurance of education quality (Priyono et al., 2020; Quiroz-Niño 

and Murga-Menoyo, 2017; Savickas et al., 2009). Ultimately, educational models 

provide the policies and guidelines that guide the daily actions of teachers and 

academics in the classroom, and therefore, their design must align with the priorities 

of contemporary society (Caena and Redecker, 2019; Cross, 2009; Kim et al., 2007). 

In response to the imperative need to adapt to the knowledge society (Alenezi, 

2021; Nikolou-Walker and Garnett, 2004; Simões et al., 2020), new approaches to 

higher education have emerged. Among these approaches are “invisible learning” 

(Cobo and Moravec, 2011; Rosenfeld, 2015), “conceptual pedagogy” (Kilgour et al., 

2019; Lotz-Sisitka et al., 2015; McGregor, 2017; Walker-Gleaves, 2019), “complex 

thinking” (Morin and Pakman, 1994; Ramírez-Montoya et al., 2022; Tobón and Luna-

Nemecio, 2021a;), and “socioformation” (De la Oliva et al., 2015; Tobón et al., 2015), 

among others. The Socioformation stands out for its collaborative origins in Latin 

America and its focus on continuous training through collaboration to address 

contextual challenges in the knowledge society (Parra, 2022). 

This socioformative approach promotes not only the acquisition of skills and 

knowledge but also the development of critical, systemic, and analytical thinking skills, 

as well as the fostering of an entrepreneurial spirit and the planning of ethical life 

projects. Additionally (De la Oliva et al., 2015; Prado, 2018; Tobón et al., 2015), it 

places special emphasis on sustainability in social, economic, and energy-related areas 

(Acosta-Banda et al., 2021; Gómez, 2018). Socioformation represents an ambitious 

approach aimed at achieving broad and far-reaching goals, making it essential to 

promote its dissemination and application in various contexts. 

The socioformative approach has been progressively implemented in various 

universities, exhibiting varying degrees of depth, ranging from curricular integration 

of competency development to the comprehensive educational model, and extending 

to the transformation of classes, teaching methods, evaluation, mentoring, research, 
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and university management (Federighi et al., 2015; Kim et al., 2007; Morawska-

Jancelewicz, 2022; Martin and Etzkowitz, 2000; Ndibuuza et al., 2021; Tobón and 

Luna-Nemecio, 2021a; Teixeira et al., 2021). In the context of quality assurance in 

higher education, the different levels of socioformation application addressed in this 

research are crucial for understanding how these approaches contribute to elevating 

the overall educational experience: 

a) The first step towards implementing the socioformative approach involves 

integrating the concept of competencies proposed by socioformation into the 

conceptions of what university education should be (Olivos et al., 2016; Tobón 

and Luna-Nemecio, 2021a). 

b) Progress in socioformation implementation is observed as the integration of 

socioformative competencies within the educational model of universities 

continues. This entails a more formal incorporation of socioformative principles 

into the educational structure (Cardona et al., 2011; Irigoyen et al., 2011). 

c) A moderate degree of socioformation implementation has been achieved. This is 

evidenced by curriculum redesign that articulates the concept of socioformative 

competencies and the implementation of training processes based on this 

approach, resulting in noticeable changes in teaching methods and evaluation 

techniques (Fernandes et al., 2016). 

d) An advanced level of socioformation integration has been attained. The 

construction of the university’s educational model is grounded in socioformative 

principles, with particular emphasis on monitoring and enhancing teaching 

practices (Alonso-García et al., 2019; Aguilar-Esteva et al., 2023; Estai and Bunt, 

2016; Jiménez-Galán et al., 2013). 

e) Socioformation has been comprehensively integrated into the entire university 

culture. Its scope extends beyond teaching to encompass research, community 

engagement, and university management. This stage reflects an unwavering 

commitment to socioformative principles and their influence on all aspects of the 

academic institution (Chavira at el., 2022; Mancero and Fabián, 2021; Solano et 

al., 2023). 

Despite these varying levels of progress in socioformation implementation, it is 

essential to note that there is a lack of comprehensive studies assessing the extent to 

which teachers apply socioformation principles and their alignment with the 

university’s educational model. Some prior research has addressed specific aspects, 

such as the evaluation of pedagogical practices (Rodríguez, 2019), curriculum review, 

and comprehensive evaluation of the educational process (Hernández-Mosqueda et al., 

2016; McGourty at al., 1998). 

With the aim of contributing to research efforts that promote further 

advancements in the adoption of socioformative models and their application in 

shaping a better world, this diagnostic research has been undertaken. This study is 

specifically designed to bridge the gap in understanding how socioformation 

principles contribute to the assurance of quality in higher education. The primary 

objective of this research is to assess the extent to which institutional higher education 

models have advanced in the implementation of socioformation principles to address 

knowledge-related challenges. Additionally, it seeks to analyze potential differences 

based on years of teaching experience to understand if this factor influences the 
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integration of socioformative principles and the acceptance or rejection of new 

educational models. 

Through this research, valuable insights will be provided to enhance higher 

education continually and promote an enriching socioformative approach within the 

academic context. 

2. Materials and methods 

2.1. Study design 

 

Figure 1. Flowchart of the methodology for the design, validation and reliability of 

the instrument. 

This study is a descriptive cross-sectional investigation (Morzinski et el., 1996; 

Wang and Cheng, 2020) aimed at acquiring specific data concerning the progress of 

the institutional higher education model towards the knowledge society in public 

universities in Mexico. The sample selection was non-probabilistic, resulting in the 

voluntary participation of 150 educators from various higher education institutions. 
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To reach out to these educators, we initiated contact via email, providing information 

about the research’s objectives and including a link to the Google Forms instrument 

in each email. It’s worth noting that the research instrument had previously received a 

positive evaluation during the validation process (Aguilar-Esteva et al., 2019). 

Furthermore, it underwent construct validation and reliability assessment, with 

Cronbach’s Alpha (Agbo, 2010; Cronbach, 1951), Kaiser Meyer Olkin (Kaiser, 1974), 

and Bartlett’s sphericity (Tobias and Carlson, 1969) test indicating the suitability of 

the data for Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) (Gaskin and Happell, 2014). The 

results revealed that all items align with the socioformative work model (Aguilar-

Esteva et al., 2021). Figure 1 illustrates the rigorous process to which the instrument 

was subjected before administering it to the educators. 

2.2. Content validity, construct validity, and reliability 

The proposed instrument’s content validity, construct validity, and reliability 

were assessed by an expert panel, which evaluated its coherence, writing quality, and 

relevance to the construct. Subsequently, a pilot test was conducted with a selected 

group, followed by an evaluation using the expert judgment method, which produced 

Aiken’s V (Aiken, 1970) values to validate the instrument’s consistency and content 

quality. Additionally, construct validity and Cronbach’s Alpha (Cronbach, 1951) were 

evaluated to assess reliability, starting with a correlation matrix. The results of this 

instrument validation phase are presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. Results of content validity, construct validity and reliability. 

Type of analysis Results 

Content validity Aiken V >0.80 

Construct Validity and Reliability 

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.930 

Kaiser Meyer Olkin 

Bartlett’s sphericity 

KMO:0.907 

X2: 997.351Gl: 36; p < 0.000 

Exploratory Factor Analysis Correlation matrix positive values ≥ 0.440 

Instrument 

The proposed instrument is an analytical socioformative rubric designed to assess 

the degree of progress in public HEIs in Mexico regarding the challenges of the 

knowledge society (Table 2). It is based on the socioformative taxonomy and the 

guiding axes of socioformation (Tobón et al., 2015; Tobón, 2017). The rubric 

comprises 9 items, and for the evaluation of the questions, five response levels were 

provided (very low level = preformal, low level = receptive, medium level = resolutive, 

medium-high level = autonomous, and very high level = strategic). Each level is 

accompanied by a descriptor that provides clarity regarding what each level signifies 

within the context. It possesses content validity (Aguilar-Esteva at al., 2019), construct 

validity, and a reliability coefficient of 0.930 (Aguilar-Esteva at al., 2021). 
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Table 2. Socioformative analytical rubric for assessing the institutional educational model’s progress in addressing the 

challenges of the knowledge society. 

Question Answer options 

Q1. 
To what extent do your classes aim to address 

contextual issues? 

Preformal (Very Low Level): In classes, topics are worked on consistently. 

Receptive (Low Level): In classes, topics are covered, and occasionally, games, 

challenges, dynamics, and some applications are introduced. 

Resolutive (Basic Level): In classes, specific environmental problems are 

addressed based on particular needs. 

Autonomous (High Level): In classes, the goal is for students to learn how to 

identify, interpret, argue, and solve contextual problems. 

Strategic (Superior Level): In classes, the objective is for students to achieve 

learning goals by solving contextual problems, ultimately leading to the 

improvement of living conditions. 

Q2. 
To what extent is collaborative work promoted to 

achieve problem resolution in your classes? 

Preformal (Very Low Level): Collaborative work is not addressed during 

classes. 

Receptive (Low Level): In classes, group work is conducted, but without proper 

training. Some contribute while others do not. There is no management of roles 

within teams. 

Resolutive (Basic Level): In classes, there are some collaborative actions where 

students work towards a common goal with contributions from all. 

Autonomous (High Level): In classes, the achievement of common goals is 

sought through the coordinated contributions of all students. 

Strategic (Superior Level): In classes, collaborative work is carried out with 

mutual support among students to achieve learning goals. Conflicts are resolved, 

and teams remain united despite difficulties. 

Q3. 

 To what extent is the aim to foster entrepreneurship, 

meaning to generate projects with an impact on 

environmental issues, pursued? 

Preformal (Very Low Level): Classes are traditional and focused on content 

learning. There is no training for entrepreneurship. 

Receptive (Low Level): Classes are content-centered, but sometimes support is 

provided to help students learn to solve problems and achieve goals. 

Resolutive (Basic Level): In classes, students are supported to plan and execute 

projects that contribute to solving environmental problems. 

Autonomous (High Level): In classes, students are encouraged to self-evaluate 

projects and implement continuous improvements. 

Strategic (Superior Level): In classes, students are supported to learn how to 

overcome difficulties that arise in any project and face uncertainty with flexible 

strategies and a positive mindset. 

Q4. 
 To what extent is the aim to develop critical analysis 

skills pursued in your classes? 

Preformal (Very Low Level): Classes focus on the presentation and reception of 

topics and content. There is no emphasis on developing critical analysis skills in 

students. 

Receptive (Low Level): Some elements of critical analysis, such as identifying 

needs and issues in the environment or assessing problems in public policies, the 

professional field, and society, are addressed in the classes. 

Resolutive (Basic Level): During the classes, students learn to compare ideas, 

approaches, and models to identify commonalities and differences. 

Autonomous (High Level): In the classes, students learn to critique different 

approaches, models, methodologies, and ways of addressing issues in the 

environment. 

Strategic (Superior Level): During the classes, students learn to question and 

critique impartially, considering both the positive aspects and areas for 

improvement. 

Q5. 
To what extent is the development of systemic 

thinking pursued in your classes? 

Preformal (Very Low Level): Students and teachers are unaware of the 

application of the systemic approach during the classes. 

Receptive (Low Level): The topics of each content area are addressed during the 

classes as separate and distinct from the environment. 

Resolutive (Basic Level): During the classes, efforts are made to relate some 

topics to the environment. 

Autonomous (High Level): During the classes, topics are addressed by linking 

various systems that interact with each other. 

Strategic (Superior Level): Throughout all classes, the emphasis is on the 

interaction of topics as systems that interact with other systems. 
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Table 2. (Continued). 

Question Answer options 

Q6. 
To what extent is the development of analytical 

thinking pursued in your classes? 

Preformal (Very Low Level): During the classes, the focus is solely on 

memorizing content. 

Receptive (Low Level): Some students take the initiative to explain to others 

what they have understood during the classes. 

Resolutive (Basic Level): During the classes, the teacher encourages students to 

apply their knowledge to real cases without following up on the results. 

Autonomous (High Level): During the classes, the teacher creates activities that 

involve processes of analysis and synthesis. 

Strategic (Superior Level): Analytical thinking is applied in all classes through 

established processes and activities that are planned and prepared in advance to 

facilitate different types of reasoning. 

Q7. 
To what extent is the development of creative 

thinking pursued in your classes? 

Preformal (Very Low Level): During the classes, the topics are approached 

repetitively and are content-based. 

Receptive (Low Level): Some students contribute original ideas during the 

classes. 

Resolutive (Basic Level): During the classes, the contribution of original ideas 

through reasoning is positively evaluated. 

Autonomous (High Level): In some classes, students are encouraged to 

contribute original ideas to solve problems. 

Strategic (Superior Level): Well-defined processes of creative thinking are 

established during the classes, where original ideas are developed to solve 

contextual problems. 

Q8. 

To what extent is metacognition encouraged in 

classes, meaning continuous improvement towards 

achieving goals? 

Preformal (Very Low Level): Improvement activities are not encouraged during 

classes. 

Receptive (Low Level): Students may engage in improvement processes during 

classes without a structured approach. 

Resolutive (Basic Level): Mechanisms for evaluating improvement processes 

are in place, following traditional assessment methods. 

Autonomous (High Level): Classes primarily emphasize continuous 

improvement processes to achieve goals. 

Strategic (Superior Level): In addition to encouraging continuous improvement 

activities and evaluation during classes, continuous improvement is monitored 

and recognized. 

Q9. 

To what extent is the improvement of living 

conditions through the application of values 

emphasized in your classes? 

Preformal (Very Low Level): Classes do not consider living conditions or the 

application of values as they are not part of the curriculum. 

Receptive (Low Level): Traditional cultural values are applied in class activities 

without a strong emphasis on living conditions or their outcomes. 

Resolutive (Basic Level): The importance of environmental conservation is 

acknowledged during classes. 

Autonomous (High Level): Projects aimed at improving the environment are 

developed during classes. 

Strategic (Superior Level): Classes include monitoring processes to enhance the 

environment and quality of life based on acquired knowledge and the resolution 

of context-related problems. 

Concerning the diagnostic assessment of the weighting of factors influencing the 

implementation of educational models in the knowledge society, the instrument seeks 

to explore educators’ perceptions regarding the influence of communication, the 

leadership of rectors or directors of public HEIs, and funding in the process of 

implementing new educational models, based on the findings of prior documentary 

research (Aguilar-Esteva, 2019; Anastasiou and Garametsi, 2021). This research 

highlights that leadership, actor communication, and funding are three pivotal 

elements for the implementation of educational models in HEIs. 
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2.3. Ethical considerations 

Participant consent was obtained in writing in accordance with Articles 7 and 8 

of Chapter II of La Ley Federal de Protección de Datos Personales en Posesión de los 

Particulares (LFPDPPP) (Cámara and Congreso, 2010) (L.E.D.P., 2010). Each 

participant’s understanding of the study’s purpose and their voluntary agreement to 

participate in this research were documented in writing on the instrument before 

responding to each of the items (Noreña et al., 2012). 

3. Results 

The sociodemographic data of the teachers who participated in the instrument are 

presented in Table 3. The teachers were grouped by gender, age, marital status, 

number of years of professional teaching experience, economic conditions, residential 

area, the type of institution where they completed their studies, and their highest 

academic degree. As it can be observed in Table 2, male teachers accounted for 55.3%, 

while female teachers comprised 44.7% of the sample. Their average age was 43.7 

years with a Standard Deviation (S/D) of 8.97 years. Notably, 72% of the teachers 

were married, and they had an average of 14.9 years of active professional teaching 

experience. The majority of the teachers (82%) reside in urban areas, indicating 

acceptable economic conditions. 

Table 3. Sociodemographic data of 150 teachers from public higher education 

institutions in Mexico. 

Sociodemographic Data Variables Results 

Gender 
Male (M) 55.3% 

Female (F) 44.7% 

Age 
Average 43.7 

S/D ± 8.97 

Marital Status 

Married 72.0% 

Single 15.3% 

Divorced 10.7% 

Widowed 2.0% 

Number of Years of Professional 

Teaching Experience 

Average 14.9 

S/D ± 8.75 

Economic Conditions 

Excellent 0.7% 

Good 32.0% 

Acceptable 62.0% 

Low 5.3% 

Residential Area 

Urban Area 82.0% 

Semi-Urban Area 11.3% 

Rural Area 6.7% 

Type of Institution Where They 

Completed Their Studies 

Public Institution 63.3% 

Private Institution 11.3% 

Both (Public and Private) 25.3% 
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Table 3. (Continued). 

Sociodemographic Data Variables Results 

Highest Academic Degree 

Complete Bachelor’s Degree 12.0% 

Incomplete Master’s Degree 4.0% 

Complete Master’s Degree 51.3% 

Incomplete Doctorate 15.3% 

Complete Doctorate 16.0% 

Complete Postdoctoral 1.3% 

Regarding their highest academic qualifications, 51.3% of the teachers held a 

complete master’s degree, followed by 16% with a complete doctorate, 15.3% with an 

incomplete doctorate, and 12% with a complete bachelor’s degree. A smaller 

proportion had an incomplete master’s degree at 4%, and only 1.3% had completed a 

postdoctoral program. 

Table 4. General diagnosis of the institutional educational model. 

Comprehensive Assessment of the Institutional Educational Model 

1. Do you know the current educational model of your university? 

I don’t know it I know it a little I know some aspects I know it in most aspects I know it excellently 

8.7% 16% 24.7% 40.7% 10% 

2. To what extent are you satisfied with the current educational model of your university? 

No satisfaction 
Low degree of 

satisfaction 
Acceptable satisfaction Good degree of satisfaction High satisfaction 

0% 11.7% 35.8% 42.3% 10.2% 

3. Have you heard the term ‘knowledge society’? 

Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Very Frequently 

12.8% 15.5% 25% 19.6% 27% 

4. What is your willingness to implement new didactic and assessment strategies in your classes that address the knowledge society? 

I have very little 

willingness 

I have little 

willingness 
I have some willingness 

I have a good amount of 

willingness 
I have a high willingness 

0.7% 3.4% 20.9% 43.2% 31.8% 

5. Which of the following definitions of an educational model do you find most suitable? 

It is a way of 

working at the 

university 

It is a list of rules 

that apply to 

education 

It is the regulations and 

authority that govern the 

education system 

It is a concept and 

philosophy applied to the 

educational process 

It is a conceptual pattern through 

which the elements of a program 

are developed 

18.3% 15.8% 13.4% 29.4% 23.1% 

6. Based on your own experience, how necessary is communication among participants in the implementation of new educational models? 

Unnecessary 
Moderately 

necessary 
Indifferent Very necessary Absolutely necessary 

0% 1.4% 6.1% 32.4% 60.1% 

7. To what extent are you involved in the implementation of new educational models at your university? 

I do not participate 
I participate very 

little 
I participate occasionally I participate very frequently I always participate 

8.1% 18.9% 30.4% 28.4% 14.2% 
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Table 4 presents the percentage frequency of each level for each item of the 

general diagnostic instrument regarding the institutional educational model. It is 

observed that 65.4% of the respondents are familiar with some aspects and most 

aspects of their university’s educational model. None of the teachers reported being 

dissatisfied with the educational model, achieving a satisfaction level between 

acceptable and good, at 78.1%. 

The term “knowledge society” is not commonly heard by the majority of the 

respondents, with 28.3% indicating they have either never heard of it or have rarely 

heard of it. Regarding the willingness of teachers to implement new didactic and 

assessment strategies in their classes that address the knowledge society, there was a 

strong willingness, with a cumulative 75% of favorable responses. 

Communication in the implementation of educational models is considered 

necessary and very necessary by 92.5% of the respondents. 

The Table 5 displays the quartiles of the results from the general diagnostic 

instrument regarding the institutional educational model, with results separated by 

gender to observe variations. 

Table 5. Quantitative analysis of the Instrument: general diagnosis of the 

institutional educational model. 

Gender Data 
Item 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Male 
PROM 3.15294 3.42308 3.03529 3.81176 3.32441 4.45882 3.12941 

S/D (+/−) 1.08568 0.93308 1.36667 0.89302 0.95884 0.74886 1.1628 

Female 
PROM 3.50000 3.64516 3.62121 4.22727 3.68276 4.56061 3.27273 

S/D (+/−) 1.05612 0.72647 1.3216 0.81892 0.72767 0.63558 1.15752 

Table 6 presents the range analysis of the years of experience of the participants 

in this research, along with the mean and standard deviation for each range. The table 

combines data for both men and women. 

Table 6. Analysis of teachers’ years of experience. 

Years of teaching experience by ranges Frequency Data 
Item 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

0–3 9 
PROM 2.89 2.86 3.00 3.56 3.12 4.33 2.56 

S/D (+/−) 1.36 0.69 1.32 0.88 0.87 0.71 1.24 

4–7 15 
PROM 2.80 3.57 2.87 3.67 3.15 4.20 3.07 

S/D (+/−) 1.08 0.65 0.83 0.49 0.69 0.56 1.10 

8–11 40 
PROM 2.98 3.69 2.83 3.78 3.49 4.28 3.05 

S/D (+/−) 1.05 0.79 1.50 1.05 0.73 0.88 1.15 

>11 87 
PROM 3.59 3.49 3.61 4.20 3.41 4.68 3.34 

S/D (+/−) 1.10 0.92 1.37 0.97 0.84 0.86 1.17 

Table 7 displays the diagnosis of the weighting of factors involved in the 

implementation of educational models in the knowledge society. Notably, 36.5% of 

the participants are at the autonomous level, 31.1% of them actively seek relevant 
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information to achieve their objectives and apply acquired knowledge independently 

for a successful implementation, while only 1.4% are at the receptive level in terms of 

their attitude towards implementing new educational models. The leadership of the 

institution’s rector is absolutely essential for the implementation of educational 

models (49.3%), just as funding is (48.6%). 

Table 7. Factors influencing the implementation of educational models in the knowledge society. 

Assessment of the Weighting of Factors Affecting the Implementation of Educational Models in the Knowledge Society 

1. My attitude toward the implementation of new educational models when I am informed about their characteristics and objectives is: 

Receptive Inquisitive Investigative and Problem-Solving Autonomous Strategic 

1.4% 7.4% 31.1% 36.5% 23.6% 

2. The leadership of the rector and/or director of the educational institution in the implementation of educational models, based on my work 

experience, is: 

Unnecessary Moderately necessary Indifferent Very necessary Absolutely necessary 

0.7% 4.1% 7.4% 38.5% 49.3% 

3. The financing in the implementation of new educational models is: 

Unnecessary Moderately necessary Indifferent Very necessary Absolutely necessary 

0% 4.7% 4.7% 41.9% 48.6% 

Table 8 provides a quantitative analysis of the instrument, where we can observe 

that the respondents highly prioritize leadership, financing, and communication in the 

process of implementing educational models. 

Table 8. Quantitative analysis of the diagnostic instrument for weighing factors 

influencing the implementation of educational models in the knowledge society, 

grouped by gender (men and women). 

Gender Data 
Item 

1 2 3 

Male 
PROM 3.70588 4.24706 4.35294 

S/D (+/−) 1.04453 0.92461 0.8122 

Female 
PROM 3.72727 4.37879 4.31818 

S/D (+/−) 0.83289 0.73934 0.78758 

In Table 9, the results of the diagnostic assessment are presented, grouped by 

ranges of years of experience, to observe whether the factor of experience is a 

determinant of the outcomes. It is evident that the mean score increases as the number 

of years of experience rises for item 1. However, for item 2, there is a less consistent 

increase, particularly in the second and third age ranges. In the case of item 3, the mean 

score decreases as years of experience increase. 
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Table 9. Quantitative analysis of the diagnostic instrument for weighing factors influencing the implementation of 

educational models, grouped by years of experience. 

Years of teaching experience by ranges Frequency Data 
Item 

1 2 3 

0–3 9 
PROM 3.333 4.000 4.778 

S/D (+/−) 0.707 1.000 0.441 

4–7 15 
PROM 3.400 4.067 4.333 

S/D (+/−) 0.828 0.704 0.617 

8–11 40 
PROM 3.55 4.025 4.150 

S/D (+/−) 1.061 0.947 0.921 

>11 87 
PROM 3.885 4.506 4.287 

S/D (+/−) 1.012 0.953 1.070 

In Table 10, the means and standard deviations of each of the items are presented 

in a manner that allows for the observation of which aspects are of greater importance 

to teachers regarding the use of the guiding axes of socioformation (Tobón, 2017) in 

their classes. 

Table 10. Descriptive analysis of the analytical rubric for assessing the progress of the institutional educational model 

in relation to the challenges of the knowledge society, ordered by weighting. 

Item Questions Prom. S/D (+/−) 

6 To what extent is the development of analytical thinking pursued in the classes? 3.93 0.93 

7 To what extent is the development of creative thinking pursued in the classes? 3.91 0.96 

8 
To what extent is it sought in the classes that students are metacognitive, meaning they continuously improve until 

they achieve their goals? 
3.75 0.97 

5 To what extent is the development of systemic thinking pursued in the classes? 3.72 1.04 

4 To what extent is it sought in the classes that students develop critical analysis? 3.68 1.08 

2 To what extent is collaborative work promoted to achieve problem-solving in the classes? 3.65 1.00 

1 To what extent in the classes is there an effort to solve context-specific problems? 3.61 1.09 

9 To what extent is the improvement of living conditions pursued in the classes through the application of values? 3.46 1.21 

3 
 To what extent is there an effort to educate for entrepreneurship, i.e., to generate projects with an impact on 

environmental issues? 
3.43 1.08 

The analysis of the instrument revealed that the items with the highest scores 

were: the pursuit of analytical thinking and the development of creative thinking, while 

the items with lower scores were the pursuit of improving living conditions through 

the application of values and the pursuit of education for entrepreneurship, generating 

projects with an impact on environmental issues. 

Table 11 provides a gender-based comparison to examine whether there is a 

difference in the results. 
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Table 11. Quartiles and standard deviation by gender for the analytical rubric on the progress of the institutional 

educational model regarding the challenges of the knowledge society. 

Gender Data 
Item 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Male 

Quartile (Q) 

1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 

2 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 

3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 

PROM 3.15294 3.54118 3.48235 3.36471 3.69412 3.83529 4.02353 3.82353 3.70588 

S/D (+/−) 1.08568 1.16039 1.12981 1.17359 1.16521 1.04480 0.92552 1.05983 1.04453 

Female 

Quartile (Q) 

1 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 3 

2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 

3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4.75 4 4 

PROM 3.50000 3.69697 3.84848 3.51515 3.65152 3.57576 3.81818 4.00000 3.80303 

S/D (+/-) 1.05612 1.00720 0.78920 0.94860 0.96860 1.02370 0.94310 0.82280 0.88090 

Finally, in Table 12, it can be observed that, in general, the number of years of 

teaching experience does have an influence on the responses, showing a higher mean 

as the range of teaching experience years increases. 

Table 12. Analysis of the results obtained grouped by ranges of years of professional teaching experience in the 

analytical rubric on the progress of the institutional educational model regarding the challenges of the knowledge 

society. 

Years of teaching experience by ranges Frequency Data 
Item 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

0–3 9 
PROM 3.11 3.44 2.89 3.00 3.44 3.56 3.67 3.56 2.89 

S/D (+/−) 0.93 0.88 0.93 1.12 0.73 1.01 1.22 0.88 1.17 

4–7 15 
PROM 3.40 3.47 3.47 3.53 3.80 3.87 4.13 3.93 3.73 

S/D (+/−) 0.74 0.92 0.52 0.83 0.68 0.83 0.35 0.88 1.03 

8–11 40 
PROM 3.45 3.63 3.28 3.75 3.73 4.03 3.95 3.70 3.40 

S/D (+/−) 1.01 0.90 1.04 0.87 0.99 0.86 0.93 0.88 1.26 

>11 87 
PROM 3.77 3.70 3.55 3.74 3.74 3.94 3.86 3.76 3.49 

S/D (+/−) 1.13 1.06 1.12 1.12 1.09 1.00 1.03 1.03 1.22 

4. Discussion 

This research has illuminated the extent of progress in implementing the 

socioformation approach within the educational model of Public Higher Education 

Institutions (HEIs) in Mexico. Notable distinctions in behavior between women and 

men were observed, and the participants’ years of experience were found to be 

consequential for the observed outcomes. Participants exhibit a depth of understanding 

and satisfaction with their university’s educational model, with women displaying a 

superior comprehension of the current model compared to men (items 1 and 2, Table 

5). Quantitative analysis suggests that knowledge of the model increases with the 
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number of years of experience, with a markedly higher trend among women (items 1 

and 2, Table 6). 

Regarding the term “knowledge society,” a general lack of awareness prevails, 

with only 27% stating they have heard it frequently. Additionally, it became apparent 

that as years of experience increase, teachers have a diminishing awareness of the term 

(Item 3, Table 6). This might be attributed to newer generations being more 

acquainted with terms defining the new social era. Sánchez and Esteban (2018) 

emphasizes the importance of integrating the concept of the knowledge society and 

improving educational models, focusing on aspects such as citizenship, emotional 

education, and digital competencies. 

Concerning the willingness to implement new didactic and evaluative strategies, 

women also exhibit a greater inclination compared to men (item 4, Table 5). 

Concerning years of experience, it was observed that experience influences a 

heightened willingness to implement new strategies (item 4, Table 6). The 

significance of communication in the implementation of educational models is deemed 

more critical for women than for men, as is the importance of participating in the 

implementation of new educational models at their university (items 6 and 7, Table 

5). Regarding years of experience for these same items, communication is regarded as 

a significant factor for all, with the mean fluctuating from 4.20 to 4.68 across the four 

observed experience ranges. The participation of teachers in the implementation of 

new educational models slightly increases as the years of experience range goes up. 

In this context, the research provides additional insights into the study by Hamdan 

et al. (2013), which explored the implementation of the flipped classroom model. They 

noted that one of the criticisms of this innovative educational model is that teachers 

must be well-prepared to handle the new information technologies available to provide 

students with access to learning from anywhere. This could be one of the factors 

influencing the responses in this research. 

Furthermore, communication between participants is of paramount importance, 

underscoring the significance of student, teacher, and administrative involvement to 

achieve effective communication, a strong willingness for change, and clarity in the 

goals and methods of the model. It underscores the importance of the implementation 

process of educational models because, even though they may be very promising, the 

outcome will be positive only if all participants are willing to modify their habits and 

methods. 

On the other hand, the instrument that analyzed the factors of communication, 

leadership, and funding in the implementation of educational models in the research 

revealed the following: the quantitative analysis of the instrument, grouped by gender, 

shows that women consider these factors more relevant compared to men (Table 8). 

Concerning years of experience, it can be observed that communication (item 1) and 

leadership (item 2) increase as the years of experience increase, but the funding factor 

(item 3) is considered slightly less relevant as the teacher gains more experience. 

Regarding the application of the essential axes of socioformation in the current 

educational model of the university under study, the following findings were made 

(Table 11): 1) Women apply the following socioformation axes more than men: 

solving context-specific problems, promoting collaborative work, training for 

entrepreneurship, developing creative thinking, metacognition, and improving living 
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conditions. In all these cases, there is an upward trend concerning years of experience; 

2) Men apply the following axes more than women: fostering critical analysis, 

systemic thinking, and analytical thinking. However, only systemic thinking shows an 

upward trend in men in relation to years of experience. Overall, including both men 

and women, there is an upward trend in the application of the essential axes listed 

above, with a slight decrease in items 5 and 7, which correspond to systemic thinking 

and creative thinking, respectively (Table 11). 

In Secretaría de Educación Pública (2016), there is an emphasis on considering 

the timing of the implementation of modifications to the educational model in Mexico. 

It underlines the need to strengthen the integral formation of individuals to address the 

challenges of the 21st century. However, this does not mean starting from scratch or 

attempting to discover entirely new methods. From the socioformation perspective, 

the ethical life project is an essential part of integral human formation. 

It also addresses crucial points for the implementation of the proposed model in 

Mexican educational reform, including continuous improvement and enrichment of 

the model, supported by authorities, and respecting the principle of inclusion. They 

stress the importance of broad participation of experts and teaching staff from across 

the country, respecting diversity and implementing changes gradually. This aligns 

with the importance of communication and the role of leadership in the 

implementation process, as discussed by Rodríguez (2016). 

In Morze and Strutynska (2020), there is a discussion of the implementation of 

educational models based on their experiences in evaluating the results of using 

competencies for the training of students in the field of Digital Systems and Robotics 

Engineering (ISDR). Their study outlines the progress achieved in defining the model 

and its advantages over previous models, focusing on promoting comprehensive 

student formation and pedagogical practices to operationalize the model, along with 

the necessary resources. 

The findings of this research offer valuable insights to strengthen the quality of 

higher education. Attention to gender differences, consideration of experience in 

implementing new strategies, the importance attributed to communication and 

leadership, and the application of socioformation principles reveal key areas for 

improvement. By addressing these aspects, educational institutions can not only 

enhance the current quality of higher education but also establish a solid foundation 

for future innovations and continuous improvements. Gradual implementation, 

adaptation to changing needs, and active participation of all stakeholders are essential 

to ensure that these findings not only contribute to educational theory but also translate 

into tangible practices that enhance the educational experience for all involved. 

5. Conclusion 

This research has shed light on the extent of progress in implementing the 

socioformation approach within the educational model of Public Higher Education 

Institutions (HEIs) in Mexico. Several key findings have emerged from this study. 

Firstly, there are notable gender differences in the understanding and perception of the 

current educational model. Women participants demonstrated a more profound 

comprehension of the educational model, showing a significant increase in knowledge 
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as their years of experience grew, especially in comparison to their male counterparts. 

Moreover, the awareness of the term “knowledge society” was found to be generally 

low, with just 27% of participants reporting frequent encounters with the term. 

Notably, women displayed a greater familiarity with this concept, and as years of 

experience increased, participants, particularly newer generations, displayed less 

awareness of the term. 

Furthermore, this research underscored the willingness of educators to embrace 

innovative pedagogical strategies and assessment methods in their classrooms. 

Women, in particular, exhibited a greater enthusiasm for adopting these new strategies. 

This inclination to adapt was found to increase in tandem with years of experience, 

indicating a growing willingness to innovate and adapt among educators. Effective 

communication, leadership, and active involvement in the implementation of new 

educational models were recognized as significant factors by participants, with women, 

in particular, placing a higher emphasis on these factors. Notably, the number of years 

of experience did not significantly affect the perceived importance of communication 

and leadership, demonstrating their universal relevance in the educational context. 

However, there was a slight increase in the participation of professors in the 

implementation of new educational models as their years of experience progressed. 

The research instrument that assessed communication, leadership, and funding as 

crucial factors in the implementation of educational models also yielded notable 

results. Gender differences were evident, with women ranking these factors as more 

relevant compared to men. As years of experience increased, communication and 

leadership were deemed more important; however, funding was considered less 

critical among experienced educators. 

The study also explored the application of socioformation’s essential axes within 

the current university’s educational model. Notably, women were more inclined to 

emphasize the importance of context-specific problem-solving, collaborative work, 

entrepreneurial training, creative thinking, metacognition, and improving living 

conditions. These tendencies increased with more years of experience, particularly 

among women. In contrast, men tended to emphasize critical analysis, systemic 

thinking, and analytical thinking, with only systemic thinking showing increased 

emphasis with greater years of experience. Overall, there was an upward trend in the 

application of these essential axes across both genders, indicating a positive direction 

in terms of integrating these components into educational practices. 

Ultimately, this research contributes valuable insights into the challenges and 

opportunities related to the implementation of socioformation in educational models 

in Mexico. While there are evident gender differences, the study demonstrates that 

increasing years of experience can enhance educators’ willingness to adapt to new 

pedagogical approaches. Moreover, the study emphasizes the importance of effective 

communication, leadership, and the active involvement of all stakeholders in the 

successful implementation of educational models. 

As education continues to evolve in response to the demands of the knowledge 

society, it is crucial for institutions and educators to remain open to new approaches, 

foster collaboration, and adapt to the changing educational landscape. By doing so, 

they can effectively prepare students for the complexities of the 21st century and instill 
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in them the skills, knowledge, and values necessary for success in a rapidly changing 

world. 
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