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ABSTRACT 

This study examined senior academic administrators' and state 

legislators' conceptions of accountability, characterizations of one 

another, and negotiation strategies to understand more clearly the 

dynamics related to this dimension of higher education policymaking and 

practice. The design of this study was multiple case studies anchored in 

qualitative data gathering. 

1 interviewed 14 individuals in a Midwestern state and 14 in a 

Western state. In each state, I interviewed seven state legislators and 

seven academic administrators from two public higher education 

institutions and the System Ofdce. I analyzed the data by identifying 

first- and second-order themes, completing a categorical analysis, and 

using a conceptually ordered data matrix to conduct cross-case analysis. 

The study suggests that administrators £Uid legislators (1) have 

noticeably different conceptions of accountability, (2) somewhat 

accurately perceived how the other group conceives of accountability, 

and (3) report using problem-solving strategies and that members of the 

other group use contending strategies. 
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PROLOGUE 

Within a four-year period, I emigrated from Belize to live in New 

York, Texas, and then the heartland where I was one of the first African-

American students in an all-white. Catholic elementary school during the 

mid-1970s. After graduating from a private, Jesuit high school, I 

enlisted in the Navy, where I suffered through the nickname of 'Yoda" 

because of my rhetorical questions and abstract observations compared 

to those of my enlisted military colleagues. After completing military 

service, 1 returned to college to earn a bachelor's degree in journalism 

with minors in speech communication, psychology, and business. 

In January 1991,1 joined the ranks of employed college graduates 

as a legislative staff member. 1 was new to the political arena, so my first 

task was to familiarize myself with the environment and dynamics of the 

legislative process. At the time, I was relatively unaware of the 

complexity of the policymaking process and overwhelmed by the sheer 

number of factors and players that formed the political arena. 

Early in my employment at the legislature, I detected a contentious 

relationship between legislators and higher education administrators 

compared to the synergy between legislators and K-12 administrators. (I 

was stunned to realize that in the statehouse it was common knowledge 
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that the lobbyist for the university system was unavailable during the 

month of November because of the hunting season.) 

While preparing and monitoring legislative discussions, committee 

hearings, and floor debates, the tension between higher education and 

the legislature was quite evident and often transcended the apparent 

issues. 

After four legislative sessions, 1 accepted a position at a higher 

education institution and enrolled in graduate school. Now seven years 

after leaving the legislature, IVe earned a masters degree in educational 

administration and have worked at three different public higher 

education institutions in two different states. Four years in the 

legislature and seven years in higher education have piqued and shaped 

my interest in higher education policjnnaking. I'm currendy employed at 

a public land-grant institution, and as a former legislative employee, I'm 

fascinated by the differences in perceptions and the nature of 

interactions between academic administrators and state legislators, the 

key players who influence formal higher education policy making. 

The purpose of this research was to develop and apply a framework 

to examine senior academic administrators' and state legislators' 

conceptions of accountability, characterizations of one smother, and 

negotiation strategies, ultimately to propose a model of administrative-

legislative interactions. The study draws on three different dimensions of 
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the author's life: a retrospective interpretation of a college graduate 

trying to understand more clearly legislative employment experiences, a 

student and employee of a higher education institution trying to 

understand the institution's environmental realities, and a doctoral 

candidate conducting a more theoretically and empirically informed 

examination of interactions between key parties that influence state 

higher education policy. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Historically, elected state officials respected the academy's 

claims for sp>ecial autonomy, and largely removed themselves from 

academic afTairs (Zumeta, 1998). With the exception of the Morrill 

Acts of 1860 and 1892, the federal government also afforded higher 

education considerable autonomy prior to the 1940s. However, 

since World War II, as higher education has played an ever more 

significant role in national and global economies and in social 

welfare, governmental involvement and accountability pressures 

have expanded and intensifled. Nevertheless, academic 

administrators continue to lay claim to autonomy. As a result, 

institutional and governmental attempts to find a balance between 

institutional autonomy and public accountability has been 

challenging (Berdahl, 1990; Millett, 1984; Zumeta, 1998). This 

study concentrates on that negotiation at the level of state 

government. 

The assessment movement of the 1980s encouraged 

campuses to develop programs and means to demonstrate student 

learning and positive student outcomes. This internal, campus-
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based approach was perceived as less intrusive than the imminent, 

external demands for accountability that now dominates reporting 

structures (Ruppert, 1998). Such demands accompanied an 

increased pressure on state finances caused in part by the new 

federalism of the federal government that shifted many programs 

and costs to the state level. In this context, higher education 

expenditures were a major discretionary budget item, an easy 

target for examination and reduction. 

By the early 1990s, Profscam (Sykes, 1988), The Closing of 

the American Mind (Bloom, 1987) and other works critical of 

higher education were part of a movement that yielded 

unprecedented scrutiny of the academy. The climate for 

accountability in higher education was intensified by globalization, 

technological advances, corporate downsizing and management 

fads such as Total Quality Management (TQM) and Continuous 

Quality Improvement (CQI), resource scarcity brought about by 

competing agency demands, decreasing appropriations, and 

increasing institutional costs (Bimbaum, 2000; Ruppert, 1995; 

Zumeta, 1998). The emerging accountability focus targeted the 

academy's responsiveness to state priorities and the concerns of its 

broad range of external constituents, particulsu-ly focusing on 

imdergraduate education which universities and academics were 
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seen as ignoring. State policyinakers became more active in 

obtaining information to demonstrate to constituents that higher 

education was accountable to the legislature. 

Ruppert (1995) identified four conditions during the 1990s 

that affected the policy climate and institutional practice: a decline 

in relative state appropriations to higher education, a change in 

the demographic profile of college students, increasing need for 

and expectations from higher education, and increased scrutiny of 

social institutions. The number of states using quantitative 

performance indicators to assess university performance more 

than doubled between 1994 and 1997 (Ruppert, 1998) 

(see Figure 1). 

1992 1994 1997 

Figure 1: States Using Performance Measures 

At the same time, state boards of trustees exerted increased 

pressure on institutions. Lay boards were designed to support and 
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ensure, with minimum intrusion, university accountability and 

advocate for the institutions they governed (Berdahl, 1990; 

Zumeta, 1998). In recent years, however, they too have become 

more harsh critics of administrators and institutions than they 

had been in previous years (Ruppert, 1995). Board members, 

some of whom were drawn from the corporate world, sought to 

extend private-sector business practices to public-sector higher 

education. Boards thus began to function more as agents of state-

imposed accountability eiforts, and they became "less robust 

defenders of academic autonomy" (Zumeta, 2000, p. 60). This was 

particularly disturbing due to the growing passage of term limits 

legislation and legislator turnover, conditions which significantly 

affected the role of boards as advocates for the institutions they 

represented (Imeson, 2000). 

Legislative Perspective on Accountability 

Critics of higher education, including legislators, often cite 

weak academic standards, backlash against affirmative action and 

multiculturalism, neglect of undergraduate education, the 

increasing cost of college attendance, administrative inefficiencies, 

perceived light faculty workloads, and a lack of accountability as 

the major reasons for increased scrutiny toward the academy 
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(Ruppert, 1998; Zumeta, 1998; 2000). Legislators have also been 

concerned with the academy's reluctance to meet the demands of 

an increasingly competitive higher education marketplace and to 

focus energies on addressing the state's short- and long-term 

priorities (Ruppert, 1998). 

Legislative efforts to ensure accountability have been 

characterized by a desire for more information about institutional 

operations. Rupp)ert (1998) stated, "Accountability for higher 

education, at least conceived in state policy, is still overwhelmingly 

defined in terms of information systems developed by state 

policymakers for state policymakers (p. 4)." Unconvinced that 

required reporting led to institutional improvements, many state 

legislatures moved to tying public universities' budget allocations 

to performance measures (Ruppert, 1995; 1998; Zumeta, 1998), 

better known as performance funding. 

During the 1990s, state policymakers clearly adopted a more 

results-oriented approach to higher education accountability 

(McGuinness, 1999; Ruppert, 1998). The "reinvent government" 

movement encouraged restructuring public entities to promote 

greater efficiency and effectiveness consistent with a market-

oriented economy (Ruppert, 1998; Zumeta, 2000). Lawmakers 

wanted higher education to reflect the typical business principles 
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of cutting costs, boosting productivity, improving quality of service, 

and increasing accountability to stakeholders. In addition, they 

sought information that documented higher education's 

contribution to the local economy, addressed the rising costs of 

education, demonstrated the use of technology, and made clear the 

economics and operations of higher education (Ruppert, 1998). 

Burke (1997) found that the majority of policy maker 

performance indicators were categorized as process and outcome 

indicators. Clearly the legislative focus is on how the university 

was functions at least as much as determining what the university 

was accomplishing. The purpose of such accountability reports is 

ostensibly to demonstrate prudent expenditure of taxpayer 

investment in higher education to restore public confidence, as 

well as salvage state dollars and stabilize funding levels (Ruppert, 

1998). 

Academic Perspective on Accountability 

Given the state's historical laissez-faire management of 

higher education, the academy views the relatively recent, yet 

continually evolving assessment and accountability environment 

as unfunded mandates that threaten sacred principles of academic 

freedom and institutional autonomy (Berdahl & McConnell, 1999; 
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Ruppert, 1995; 1998; Zumeta, 1998). Administrators interpret 

reducing state appropriations, increasing demands to meet state 

priorities, and legislatively created initiatives as impinging on their 

ability to do what they, not external constituents, do best—run an 

academic enterprise. Administrators tend to view accountability 

for higher education as a process that they should oversee and 

which should be dictated by peer review. To them increasing 

accountability and the implicit reduction of autonomy threaten the 

academy's mantra of the university as the home of knowledge 

discover and dissemination. 

Although the academy now accepts that the accountability 

movement is here to stay, it struggles with the prospect that 

escalating accountability requirements pose a threat and left 

unchecked will continue to erode the structural protections for 

academic autonomy (McGuinness, 1999; Ruppert, 1995; Zumeta, 

2000). It appears that the academic community has embraced the 

need to respond by entering negotiations with a willingness to 

propose measures that are preferable to the enterprise, providing 

evidence of productivity, quality, and effectiveness with minimum 

effects on institutional autonomy (Berdahl & McConnell, 1999; 

Millett, 1984; Zumeta, 2000). 
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The academy is less concerned with the requirement of 

accountability and more so with how it is determined. The focus 

should be on results rather than process, and that process 

decisions should remain with the academy, not those external to 

the academic enterprise (Berdahl & McConnell, 1999; Ruppert, 

1998; Zumeta, 2000). 

Background and Significance of the Problem 

Berdahl (1971), Millett (1984), and Newman (1987) all have 

addressed the inherent tensions in state/higher education 

relations. They suggest that the overriding issue is authority and 

control over higher education, but that the drama is played out 

through policy debates on faculty workload, tuition and fees, 

attention to undergraduate education, and willingness to meet 

state needs. It appears as though those policy debates are proxies 

for ideological differences on the overarching issues of academic 

freedom, institutional autonomy, and adequate financial support 

for higher education. Legislators possess and can exercise 

substantial power concerning financial support for higher 

education. The academy's widespread experience with 

performance funding is evidence of legislative desire for 

measurable results and financial power. 
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Many familiar with the policy environment agree that tension 

exists between administrators and legislators. The potential topics 

of conflict are endless. Contrasting interpretations of various 

phenomena and issues lead to difficult interactions, and the 

resulting negotiations constitute a challenging policy making 

arena. In nearly any situation, several factors combine with 

individual viewpoints to create ideological differences, potentially 

reducing the likelihood for congruent issue interpretation, parallel 

perspectives, and amicable interactions. 

As policy makers, administrators and legislators strive for 

the common goal of an efllcient, effective system of higher 

education. However, their roles in establishing such a system 

create inherent, unavoidable tensions. Legislators attempt to 

ensure that institutions provide evidence of increasingly eiTicient 

utilization of resources in hopes of reducing appropriations to state 

entities, while administrators resist such evidence of performance 

and seek additional state appropriations. This difference in 

perspective and purpose often leads to questioning whether they 

do in fact seek the same policy goals and objectives. 

It should come as no surprise that legislators and 

administrators may frame accountability and possibly other policy 

issues differently. Legislators, in attempting to synthesize 



23 

information to manage taxpayer dollars, have a tendency to treat 

state agencies similarly. For example, legislative analysts and 

state agency representatives typically select productivity or 

evaluation measures that can easily be expressed quantitatively for 

most state agencies (Ruppert, 1995). By contrast, academic 

administrators insist that higher education is fundamentally 

different from other state agencies in profound ways and that the 

products and outcomes of higher education are indeed more 

difficult to quantify than those of other state agencies and, 

therefore, should be treated differentiy (Berdahl & McConnell, 

1999; McGuinness, 1999). 

In order to create an optimum policy environment and 

enact the best possible public policy, it behooves legislators and 

administrators to move toward more cooperative, communicative 

interactions in which they understand the concepts upon which 

one another's convictions are based, and frame, interpret, and 

synergistically resolve policy issues. Improved relations should 

begin with an understanding of what I will term subjective 

rationalism—explanation and justification for one's perspective. 

This study was designed to uncover administrative and 

legislative conceptions of accountability, characterizations of one 

another, and negotiation strategies to better imderstand the higher 
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education policy environment. These issues are central to the 

study of higher education governance, specifically the nature of 

interactions and tensions between academic administrators and 

state legislators. My analysis is grounded in concepts that help us 

understand the cultures of legislators and administrators: higher 

education/state relations, pluralism/power, resource dependency, 

professionalization and social class, and issue interpretation and 

negotiation theory. 

Conceptual Framework 

As a former legislative employee, I was part of the political 

structure and interacted with the major players who influenced 

higher education policy—state legislators and academic 

administrators. Despite my constant immersion in the policy 

environment, I still left my legislative employment with an 

unsatisfactory answer to the question "How is higher education 

policy really determined?" This question could be the subject of 

numerous books, so I decided to embark on gaining insight into 

one aspect of policy making—the conceptions of the policy makers. 

Given my employment background in the state legislature and in 

higher education administration, I see policy making in pluralist 

terms. 
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Pluralist theory suggests that an understanding of politics is 

based on the generalization that power is broadly distributed 

among many interest groups that compete for control of public 

policy with varying areas of dominance (Browne, 1990; Manley, 

1983). Typically, no single "power elite" exists. Instead, many 

competing groups with different backgrounds, values, and support 

structures exist in the broader society. 

Three additional literatures influence my project. First, 

research on developments in higher education related to resource 

dependency informs my work. Second, professional ideology and 

social science literature on the extent to which social relations are 

class based shape my work. Third, literature on issue 

interpretation and negotiation strategies also informs my work. 

Research Questions 

How do senior academic administrators and state legislators 

conceive of accountability, and to what extent are these 

conceptions similar or different? This includes examining whether 

each group focuses more on financial issues, administrative 

requirements, quality academic programs, state priorities, or a 

strong system of higher education? Also, to what extent do 
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members of each group accurately perceive one another's 

conceptions of accountability? 

How do senior academic administrators and state legislators 

characterize one einother, and to what extent do resource concerns, 

professional ideology, and social class influence those 

characterizations? 

Do senior academic administrators and state legislators 

typically use problem-solving or contending strategies when 

negotiating higher education policy? 

What similarities and differences exist between academic 

administrators in the two state higher education systems and 

legislators in the two states? 

Working Propositions 

I expected to find that administrators and legislators did not 

conceive of accountability^ similarly. My experience in addition to 

the research literature led me to anticipate that administrators 

would interpret accountability in terms of the structure, 

fundamental purposes, and overall system of higher education, 

and an institution's ability to offer outstanding academic 

programs. By contrast, legislators would probably interpret 

accountability as higher education's ability to demonstrate 
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financial responsibility and the degree to which institutions utilize 

public resources to meet state needs and priorities. Professional 

ideology, expressed as influence over a specific domain of work, 

applies in administrations' focus on programs and legislators' 

focus on financial issues. 

At the same time, I expected to find that administrators and 

legislators held somewhat accurate perceptions of one another's 

conceptions of accountability. When negotiating with one another, 

neither group may explicitly state their conceptions of 

accountability, instead they pay close attention to the discussion 

and surmise the underlying issues to somewhat accurately 

determine reciprocal conceptions. My sense from my experience 

was that administrators would recognize that legislators focus on 

financial issues and how much the state receives for its investment 

in higher education. Likewise, I anticipated that legislators would 

be aware that administrators usually draw attention to strong 

academic programs and their service to the state through the 

structure of higher education within the state. 

Administrators and legislators compete for influence and 

power in the higher education policy arena so I expected that while 

each group would demonstrate respect for the other, their dialogue 

would reflect tension and probably some mistrust toward one 
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another. The observed tensions and mistrust might be the result 

of different frames used to interpret policy issues and the agenda 

that informs proposed politics. Those frameworks are influenced 

by differences in social class, the degree to which financial 

responsibility is central to their interpretations of one another, and 

the strength and impact of professional ideology that exists for 

each population. 

TABLE 1.1 

Worldiig Propositions 

Administrators Leaislators 

Research Question 1 
Conceptions of Accountability 

Progranunatic 
Systemic 

Piduciaiy 
Substantive 

Research Question 2 
Characterizations of One Another 

Fiduciary 
Substantive 

Programmatic 
Procedural 

Research Question 3A 
Negotiation Strategy 

Problem-solving Problem-solving 

Research Question 3B 
Other's Negotiation Strategy 

Contending Contending 

As for strategies, my personal experience led me to expect 

that administrators would attempt to educate legislators on the 

aspects of higher education that make it uniquely complex. Their 

arguments would minimize the importance of quantitative data 

and instead focus on outcomes that are difiicuit to measure as 

justification for continued autonomy to accomplish their mission 
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and purposes. By contrast, I anticipated that legislators would 

likely perceive this educational approach as nebulous, evasive, and 

demanding. They would be frustrated by the philosophical rather 

than factual approach and respond by seeking quantitative, 

succinct information to produce policy and resource 

recommendations. I believed that they would attempt to treat 

higher education institutions in the same way they deal with other 

agencies and insist that administrators adhere to specified 

performance standards. However, in an attempt to develop 

amicable working relations with administrators, they would allow 

administrators to determine some of the standards to which they 

would be held accountable. Administrators would likely view this 

"holding your feet to the fire" approach as demanding. 

Finally, despite the differences in each state's climate, 1 

expected to find that in both states, administrators would be 

consistent in their conception of accountability, as would 

legislators. 

Organisation 

This study examined senior academic administrators' and 

state legislators' conceptions of accountability, characterizations of 

one another, and their negotiation strategies to understand more 



30 

clearly the dynamics of higher education policymaking and 

practice. 

Chapter 2 presents a review of several literatures that form 

the foundation for the conceptual analysis of the study. The 

methods of the research project are detailed in Chapter 3. The 

data are presented in Chapters 4 and 5, which report results and 

findings gathered from the two states in which the study was 

conducted. In Chapter 6,1 summarize the results of the study, 

identify its implications, and offer recommendations related to its 

central questions. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The literature reviewed in this chapter lays the foundation 

for the conceptual framework of this study. A number of topics are 

addressed; however, my conceptual framework is grounded in a 

pluralist perspective. Based on this perspective I review 

accountability supported by literature on higher education/state 

relations and policy environment and resource dependency. I then 

review literatures on professional ideology and social class and 

issue interpretation and negotiation theory. Concepts embedded 

in these literatures help shape my analysis of policy maker 

conceptions and interactions. 

Pluimlism/ Power 

The literature on policy making and pluralism is extensive. 

Lindblom (1968) recognized that previous literature left much to 

understand about policy making; addressed organized and 

informal cooperation among policy makers, discussed the role of 

party politics and competition, and outlined strategies for majority 

and minority attempts to control policy. Pratte (1979) discussed 
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the concepts of cultural and political pluralism and their 

heterogeneous, balancing effects on educational systems. The 

combination of those forms of pluredism suggest the potential use 

power in pluralist fashion by connecting and integrating the 

interests of the business community, party politics and politicians, 

and interest groups to pursue political agendas. These 

conceptions and forms of power alliances add importance to party 

politics and build power structures as leverage with which to 

influence legislative action. 

I work out of a pluralist framework that refers to competition 

among interest groups for power and influence in the political 

process (Browne, 1990). Proponents of pluralism state that the 

political process enhances individual and group freedom and 

promotes balanced, rational decisions while those critical of 

pluralism suggest that many groups are excluded from the process 

(MagiU, 1995). 

Most literatures center on three types of pluralism: laissez-

faire, corporate, and public pluralism (Magill, 1995). Laissez-faire 

pluralists stress the competition among political elites and interest 

groups, state that no single ruling elite exists, and believe that the 

system naturally corrects itself to achieve balance. 
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Corporate pluralists state that small self-contained 

subgroups within the political structure operate independently of 

one another, but in fact control the policy environment. No 

individual subgroup can monopolize decision making, but some 

can practically control specific policy areas. These groups 

overpower the policy environment and don't allow the self-

correction and balance laissez-faire pluralists insist exists. 

The third group, public pluralists, does not support political 

structures because they recognize that power is not equally 

distributed. They strive to balance decentralization and 

monopolization of power by regulating interest group participation 

in the political process. To accomplish this balance, government 

must assume the three roles of advocate, custodian, and manager 

of the process. 

Higher education policy making resembles the corporate 

model in that administrators and legislators represent the 

subgroups that control the environment, even though they are 

influenced by taxpayers and interest groups to whom they must 

demonstrate academic accountability. 

Clearly any discussion of politics would be remiss without 

addressing the concept of power. My initial conceptions are 
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grounded in the social bases of power identified by French and 

Raven (1959): 

• Coercive - ability to punish if one does not accept the 

influence of the other; 

• Reward - ability of one person to promise rewards to remove 

negative influences; 

• Legitimate - agreements that give one the right to influence 

the other within a range of activities and the other agrees to 

comply; 

• Referent - accepting one's influence because of identiflcation 

with them; and 

• Expert - accepting the other's influence due to their 

Imowledge in that area. 

Administrators in colleges and universities tend to use 

referent and expert power when dealing with each other and 

members of organizations such as legislative bodies tend to rely on 

legitimate and referent power (Bimbaum, 1988). Legislators use 

coercive and reward power when dealing with administrators and 

administrators use legitimate and expert power when dealing with 

legislators. Those interaction patterns reflect possession of 

intellectual resources by administrators and financial resources by 
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legislators, different negotiation approaches, and the likelihood of 

increased tension during policy interactions. 

Emerson (1962) outlined a theory that succinctly 

characterizes the interaction between the academy and the state. 

His analysis of power dependence relations results in his formula 

"Pab^Dba; the power of A over B is equal to, and based upon, the 

dependence of B upon A (p. 44)." His theory "is in large part 

contained implicitly in the ties of mutual dependence which bind 

actors together in social systems (p. 51)." His formula can be 

modified to reflect balance, imbalance, reciprocity, and power 

networks and relationships. Clearly the academy and state rely 

upon one another for the knowledge resources and flnancial 

resources they possess as they function within the political 

economy. 

The mutual dependence that exists implies that each actor 

has the ability to influence the gratification of the other. In the 

policy environment, as academic administrators and legislators 

compete for control, tension is detectable in behaviors that serve 

individual purposes with litde regard for the eflects on others 

whose gratification is affected by individual action. Regardless of 

whether these actions are overt or covert, the potential 

consequence of such behaviors is mistrust and conflict. 
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Lukes (1978) identified three dimensions of power. The first 

dimension is the actor orientation where power is exercised when 

one actor overtly influences another actor to do something. This 

view focuses on behavior, overt decision making, and overt conflict. 

My pluralist framework focuses my attention on this dimension of 

power due to actors' clear attempts to control the policy 

environment through whatever means necessary. 

The second dimension is an attempt to deal with an exercise 

of power in which there is not necessarily any overt conflict or 

decision making. The focus is on issues and potential issues, overt 

and covert conflict, and decision making and non-decision making. 

For example, groups may postpone policy discussions by 

manipulating agendas or diverting attention to peripheral topics. 

Non-decision making occurs by repressing issues to avoid 

warranting formal attention. 

The third dimension of power extends the concept of 

interests from subjective interests to include reed interests. In other 

words, power structures may influence actors to internalize 

external values and thus develop false beliefs about their own best 

interests. The legislature retains the beneflt of more opportunities 

to exercise power, particularly first and second dimensions, due to 

controlling the appropriation of taxpayer dollars eind the legislative 
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agenda. However, education has become widely accepted as a 

precursor to private/public and individual/social success, social 

mobility, and economic development. Perhaps this signifies the 

academy's successful utilization of the third dimension of power. 

In any case, both groups attempt to exercise all three dimensions 

of power over one another, further confoimding the policy 

environment. 

Accountability 

Higher Ekiucation/State Relations 

The "state" in policy discussions is commonly understood to 

mean governmental entities with legal authority to influence 

organizations (Rhoades, 1992). For higher education, that 

generally means the legislative and executive branches. Rhoades' 

analysis of conceptions of the state in the higher education 

literature found that perceptions of the state did not capture key 

realities in the interactions between higher education institutions 

and the state. In addition, the state is characterized as an 

external, formal political body that is inefficient, intrusive, and a 

threat to university autonomy. 

The literature on governance of higher education has an 

extensive history including the Truman Commission study in 
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1946, the 1957 Committee on Government, and the Glenny Study 

of 1959. However, Berdahl's (1971) landmark study of statewide 

coordination of higher education embedded the concepts of 

substantive and procedural autonomy into the policy debates and 

laid the foundation for the contemporary study of state/higher 

education relations and governance structures. 

Berdahl (1971; 1990) articulated that substantive autonomy 

is an institution's ability to determine its goals and programs, and 

procedural autonomy is an institution's ability to determine how 

best to pursue its goals. He concluded that (1) a coordinating 

function was necessary to mediate institutional autonomy and 

reliance on state funding; (2) advisory, regulatory, or governing 

boards could fulfill that coordinating function; and 

(3) the relationship between the state and higher education was 

uncomfortable and often tense. 

In 1982, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching (CFAT) conducted a study that broadly touched on issues 

such as boards of trustees as the governing authority of 

institutions, campus governance and accreditation, higher 

education's role in service to the nation, and institutional self-

regulation. The report concluded that governance initiatives 

should remain with institutions of higher education and that they 
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should vow to be more accountable and to regulate themselves 

more effectively. In addition, CFAT yielded study recommendations 

for improved relations between the state and higher education 

including that the state should provide support for comprehensive 

systems of higher education and that the state should protect a 

campus' integrity to govern itself. 

Millett (1984) argued for better self-regulation, but also 

encouraged better relations between the academy and the state. 

He identified three approaches to supporting higher education and 

suggested that the academy is a public corporation, that state 

appropriations should be considered subsidies for desired quantity 

and quality, and that the state should be amenable to providing 

higher education with resources and accept campus priorities with 

a minimum degree of control. He predicted that the state would 

continue to monitor the cost of higher education and that higher 

education's contribution to state economic development would 

receive significant attention toward the turn of the 21"* century. 

Newman's (1987) study of the nature of the relationship 

between the state and the academy focused on the degree of state 

intrusion on public universities. He conducted case studies of 

state/university relations by interviewing a wide range of 
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legislative, governance, and institutional representatives and 

identified three forms of inappropriate intrusion: 

• 'Bureaucratic - the overregulation of activities for reasons 
that are usually legitimate but by means that ultimately 
interfere with the ability of the university to perform its 
function in a timely, efficient and creative manner. 

• Ideological - attempts to interfere with the affairs of the 
university by preventing or insisting upon an activity strictly 
on ideological grounds. 

• Political - interference in a decision to enhance the political 
interest of someone or some group in state government (pp. 
23-29)." 

He also noted that at times universities behave in ways that invite 

such intrusion (e.g., withholding requested data, providing unclear 

data). He and other researchers (Berdahl & McConnell, 1999; 

McGuinness, 1999; Ruppert, 1998; Zumeta, 2000) agree that the 

academy and the state each have separate roles in creating high 

quality institutions, however, interactions must enhance each 

other's role and that a strong, but appropriate, state presence is 

necessary. Newman's (1987) study also contributed the following 

to the policy environment literature: 

• "Effective academic/state relations are the result of dialogue 

and trust between individuals and organizations, but 

foundations and traditions differ from state to state; 

• Desire, tradition, £md leadership shape high quality 

institutions and mutually supportive relationships; 
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• Academic/State relations is [sic] complicated by increasing 

state involvement, the growth of higher education, scrutiny 

of higher education quality, differing institutional missions 

and tiers, views of institutional prestige, power struggles, 

and geographic location of institutions; and 

• Graceful diplomacy should supersede acrimonious 

confrontations." 

Trow (1983) reflects an academic perspective from a 

functionalist, pluralist framework by su^esting that in the case of 

higher education, politics are bad, academics are the experts, and 

the state should leave the academy alone. By contrast, Berdahl 

(1990; 1999) and Millett (1984) take the role of mediators and 

suggest that the two parties develop more amicable relations and 

interact more reasonably and in a less contentious fashion. 

Policy Environment. 

Richardson, Bracco, Callan, & Finney (1998) stated that 

The goal of state policy is to exercise state authority to achieve 

public priorities by balancing, within and across complex policy 

levels, the influence of academic institutions and the influence of 

the market, broadly deflned (p. iv)." The political climate of higher 

education policy making is characterized by enduring processes 
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with shifting players and coalitions. Term limits and legislative 

turnover, the evolving professionalization of legislatures and their 

staff, and changing legislative leadership in key higher education 

policy positions pose challenges to maintaining a harmonious, 

stable policy environment (Imeson, 2000; McGuinness, 1999; 

Sabloff, 1997). 

Multiple stakeholders, issue interpretation, resource 

structures, and power and professionalization realities increase the 

difficulty of conceptualizing and implementing an accountability 

system. The academy's sacred tenets of academic freedom and 

institutional autonomy appear at odds with increasing levels of 

accountability to state legislators as proxy for evidence of quality to 

the public. Higher education's centrality to local, national, and 

global social and economic progress requires continual movement 

toward equilibrium between accountability to its resource 

providers and integrity of institutional autonomy (Berdahl, 1971; 

Berdahl & McConnell, 1999; McGuinness, 1999; Millett, 1984; 

Newman, 1987; Ruppert, 1995; Zumeta, 2000). 

Political structures typically consist of iron triangles for the 

purpose of influencing and shaping key industry players and policy 

directions. Clark (1983) stated that a salient triangle of tension 

consisted of state authority, higher education, and the market. 
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Bracco, Richardson, Callan, & Finney (1999) adapted the model to 

identify four state policy roles for higher education: as resource 

provider, the state subsidizes higher education; as regulator, the 

state specifies the relationship between institutions and the 

market; as consumer advocate, the state directs allocations to 

students; and in the steering role, the state "structures the market 

for higher education services to produce outcomes consistent with 

governmental priorities (p. 31)." The study concluded that policy 

roles inform objectives and outline options for policy makers as 

they seek to balance institutional interests and market forces, and 

that compatibility between system design and policy environment 

affects system performance. In most states, higher education 

mobilizes support in response to legislative actions to protect their 

interests rather than builds structures and nurture relationships 

to more definitively impact its future policy directions. 

Each state's traditions, tax bases, demography, culture, and 

many other factors influence its policy environment, and state 

policy makers must evaluate the performance of their system of 

higher education based on its characteristics (McGuinness, 1999). 

Volkwein and Malik's (1997) empirical study of state regulation 

from 1983-1995 and concluded that many states allowed 

campuses increased flexibility in their academic, financial, and 
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personnel transactions; little evidence was present linking state 

control and campus characteristics; and little measurable 

connection existed between campus autonomy and effectiveness 

measures. These findings seem to contradict conventional wisdom 

concerning academic and state relations. 

As mentioned earlier, the literature on academic-legislative 

relations acknowledges and accepts the notion that there is 

tension between the two groups. This tension is evident, however, 

literature and analysis of the policy arena has rarely focused on 

individual conceptions of accountability, perceptions of each other, 

and negotiation strategies as a framework for examining their 

interactions. 

Much of the literature concerning accountability in higher 

education acknowledges that tension exists, documents precursors 

to increasing demand for evidence of accountability, and discusses 

how interested parties attempt to document accountability. This 

study acknowledges the tension found in the policy environment 

and adds to existing literature by examining factors that underlie 

and contribute to tense relations between administrators and 

legislators. This qualitative examination of core conceptions held 

by key policy makers provides a profound, internalized perspective 

of the factors that contribute to individual and group conceptual 
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frameworks related to accountability. These conceptions of 

accountability, characterizations of one another, and strategies 

that comprise the environment facilitate reconceptualization of 

academic/legislative relations. It can help policymakers to 

understand how their perceptions and those of others affect policy 

formulation, and provide a new means of examining the policy 

environment to promote more amicable relations among 

themselves and increase the effectiveness and efficiency of policy 

development. 

Berdahl (1990; 1999) convincingly theorizes and elaborates 

on the criticality of reduced tension and more amicable relations 

between the state and higher education. In addition to discovering 

conceptions, characterizations, and strategies, this study builds on 

existing literature through pluralistic analysis to recommend 

strategies for improving state/higher education relations. 

Resource Dependencv. 

Resource dependency theory holds the following tenets: 

behavior is best understood in reference to actions of external 

agents, organizations are dependent on their environment for 

resources, resource providers have great power over organizations 

to whom they provide resources, and organizations continuously 
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Strive to gain control of their resources and ultimately reduce their 

dependency (Leslie, 1995; PfefTer and Salancik, 1978; Slaughter 

and Leslie, 1997). In assessing the relationship between higher 

education and the state, neither academic institutions nor 

legislators (as taxpayer representatives) enjoy significant 

substitutability (PfefTer & Salancik, 1978) for the financial 

resources and human capital they provide to each other. 

State appropriations are guaranteed, but uncertainty about 

the amount of the appropriation creates resource instability for 

public higher education institutions. Higher education experiences 

various degrees of success in attempts to reduce reliance on 

resource suppliers to establish stability and independence. 

Economic forces have contributed to faculty shifting efforts from 

instruction-related activities to market-related activities, to the 

dismay of legislators (Leslie, 1995; Slaughter and Leslie, 1997). 

Most individuals and groups with an interest in but external to the 

academy assume instruction as the core faculty function, so 

instruction-related activities are closely monitored, and any 

reduction in this metric causes concern and subsequent calls for 

accountability. 

Over the last few decades, the higher education resource 

environment has changed significantly. Slaughter and Leslie 
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(1997) noted that Congress has gradually developed legislation that 

encouraged academic capitalism, conceived as a political economy 

for higher education that forces institutions to adopt market-like 

behaviors to obtain critical resources. They further stated that 

higher education is a critical resource in our postindustrial society' 

because universities possess the resources to train the increasingly 

technological workforce in the new economy. 

Government moved toward debt-reduction, supply-side 

economics flourished, and entitlement programs grew, leaving less 

new money for higher education, and funds available were used for 

"wealth creation" to the relative neglect of undergraduate education 

(Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). Higher education researchers 

(Hackman, 1985; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 

1996) have shown that faculty and disciplines that position 

themselves close to the market and are seen as central to 

organizational mission are the relative winners in the perpetual 

quest for resources. 

Clearly, administrators and legislators have utilitarian 

motives for the higher education enterprise. Pfeffer and Salancik 

(1978) found that the friction between them is often embedded in 

the fact that they are interdependent and that their effectiveness is 

in large part determined by expectations of persons external to 
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those organizations. Legislators claim that the academy values 

autonomy and self-determined efTectiveness, while the academy 

claims that legislators value financial efficiency. Legislators often 

allege that the academy wishes to be self-contained and would 

rather operate as such even though it clearly is not. Slaughter and 

Leslie (1997) concluded that "two obvious general challenges are 

that academics are having to be more accountable to external 

constituencies and that the profession is having to be much more 

sensitive to the different markets (p. 71).' 

Conceptions of Accountabilitv 

Administrators and policymakers have always had difficulty 

agreeing on adequate measures of effectiveness for academic 

institutions, particularly as accountability continually extends 

beyond auditing activities to include comprehensive evaluation of 

the enterprise. Administrators typically think of accountability in 

terms of the quality and ranking of their academic programs, the 

number and quality of its graduates, inherent trust in the integrity 

of academic work and the principles upon which they are founded, 

and systems of peer review. They see accountability replacing 

trust because increased accountability questions professional 

responsibility, which formerly was the basis for effectively 
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excluding academics from demonstrating external accountability 

(Trow, 1996). 

Legislators typically think of accountability as demonstrating 

efficiency of institutional operations, responsible use of allocated 

resources, profitable levels of productivity, and return on 

investment. In addition, they see accountability as a means of 

constraining the unchecked exercise of faculty power. Appropriate 

responses to legislators' request for legal and financial 

accountability increases legislator confidence and willingness to 

lend support to higher education (Trow, 1996). 

By the mid-1980s, the drift toward accountability as a 

legislative oversight mechanism was well underway. To that point, 

the focus had been on evaluating the quality of institutional 

resources as opposed to the quality of education received (Jones, 

Ewell, & McGuinness, 1998). By the end of the 1980s, federal 

legislation tied institutional eligibility for student financial aid to 

accreditation status, and accrediting agencies were requiring that 

all accredited institutions focus on assessment, particularly 

student outcomes assessment (McGuinness, 1999). Eventually, 

what had been budgetary accountability would expand to include 

academic accountability (Aper, 1993). 
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An accurate or adequate definition of accountability can be 

as subjective as the methods identified to measure it. However, 

most accountability reports attempt to provide evidence of 

adequate performance including clear links to resource allocation 

and expenditure. The complexity of this issue precludes 

consensus on a single definition or conceptualization. Trow (1996) 

states that: 

Accountability is the obligation to report to others, to 
explain, to justify, and answer questions about how 
resources have t^en used, and to what effect. Accountability 
to others takes many forms different forms in different 
societies, with respect to different actions and different kinds 
of support. The fundamental questions with respect to 
accountability are: who is to be held accountable, for what, 
to whom, through what means, and with what 
consequences, (p. 310) 

Ultimately, any definition of accountability is based on the 

often conflicting expectations and motives of higher education's 

diverse constituencies. Dressel (1980) elaborated on the 

components of accountability: 

• 'Responsible performance, then, involves using allocated 

resources legally and wisely to attain those purposes for 

which they were made available; and 

• Responsible performance requires continuing 

accumulation of evidence of the extent to which purposes 
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are achieved; reviewing the evaluation evidence to clarify 

the avowed goals and their interpretation; consideration 

of the relevance, effectiveness, and costs of the processes 

used to achieve the goals; and continuing effort directed 

at improving the educational processes used or fmding 

more effective processes (p. 13).' 

Using Dressel's components as guidelines, administrators opt for a 

"trust us, we know how to teach students and run our enterprise" 

perspective, but legislators insist on the "don't tell me, show me" 

perspective. This tension requires reconciliation of institutional 

autonomy and state accountability (Berdahl, 1990). 

Berdahl (1971) oudined substantive autonomy as one's 

ability to determine its goals, and procedural autonomy as the 

ability to determine how to achieve those goals. Those two 

conceptions of accountability shape the "What?" and "How?" 

questions in regard to the academic enterprise. Control over these 

intensely contested questions highlights the need cooperatively to 

pursue a more clear manner of thinking about accountability, how 

to determine its components, and how best to ensure 

accountability. 

Hartmark and Hines (1986) did not provide a definition of 

accountability; instead, they created a taxonomy of higher 
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education policy from which they identified specific forms of 

accountability. They suggested that "...any analysis of these 

relationships should attempt to discern among these various forms 

of accountability, and should treat separately the impact of each 

upon higher educational institutions and systems (p. 15)." For this 

study, 1 operationalized accountabili^ based on the five 

dim^sions identified by Hartmark and Hines (see Table 2.1). 
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TABLE 2.1 

Dimensions of Accountability 

Dimension Policy domain Description 

Fiduciary Resources System of financial reporting requirements. 
Public institutions must be accountable for the 
efliciency with which taxpayer dollars are being 
spent. This form of accountabili^ is a specific 
challenge to academic institutions because of 
the unique nature of the economics of an 
educational enterprise. 

Procedural Management Administrative requirements and controls. 
Administrative requirements such as laws, 
regulations, bargaining agreements, etc., affect 
the day-to-day operations of academic 
institutions. Compliance with the range of such 
realities is a necessary form of accountability. 

Programmatic Programs Achieving stated program goals and objectives. 
Academic institutions maintain an obligation to 
utilize public funding to offer and achieve stated 
objectives for a wide range of educational 
programs. The programs offered to students 
and the community as part of the tripartite 
mission of teaching, research, and service 
represent the core of academic institutional 
activity. 

Substantive Values/ Norms Responsiveness to social and public policy goals. 
Higher education is subject to various initiatives 
designed to encourage its service to broad social 
policy objectives. Academic institutions must 
serve the communiQr ranging from theatrical 
performances to business and economic 
development. This form of accountability is 
most concerned with involvement in specific 
public policy goals. 

Systemic Purposes Fundamental purposes and systems of higher 
education. The fiandamental purposes of 
academic institutions are linked with societal 
goals as reflected in public policy. Government 
influences higher education's structure in states 
in nationally, by responding to educational 
activities, and through policy activities that 
affect higher education. This form of 
accountability is most concerned with the basic 
system of higher education. 

Source: Adapted from Hartmark A Mines (1986) 
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Throughout the study, I use one or more of the dimensions 

identified in Table 2.1 as definitions of accountability. 

Administrators and legislators each have their own 

conceptions of each dimension. For example, administrators at 

public four-year institutions (the focus of this study) emphasize 

research in their conception of programmatic accountability. 

Legislators focus on the amount and quality^ of undergraduate 

teaching in their conception of programmatic accountability. 

Administrators conceive of substantive accountability (addressing 

state needs and priorities) as attempts to link research to state 

needs and priorities. Legislators conceive of substantive 

accountability as the degree to which academics proactively and 

regularly produce research that enhances state economic and 

social development. Legislators believe that an extraordinary 

amount of faculty research reflects their allegiance to their 

discipline and the academy and does not provide an adequate 

return to the state for its investment in higher education. 

Administrators view research as a cornerstone of their mission and 

a source of institution and state prestige, whereas legislators view 

research as means for faculty to pursue their "pet" projects. 

Generally speaking, performance and incentive funding are 

designed ultimately to improve institutional performance and 
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demonstrate accountability to external constituents. However, 

Serban (1998) found that "Opinions expressed regarding the 

current and desired importance of performance funding purposes 

partially confirm and partially contradict commonly held 

assumptions about the irreconcilable gap between the positions of 

state policy makers and campus leaders regarding the higher 

education enterprise (p. 73)." Her empirical study confirmed 

notions that academics view policies as methods to increase 

accountability, whereas legislators suspect that higher education 

institutions push for more funding and less accountability. 

Between these two groups, quality and efficiency were more 

important priorities than equity and choice. Although important 

differences were discovered concerning performance funding, 

legislators and academics shared similar views on more issues 

than might have been expected. However, Serban concluded that, 

"What seems to be lacking is effective communication between 

these groups, rather than commonality of attitudes and opinions 

(p. 84).' 

ProfeMiooal Ideology and Social Class 

The pluralist frame is one approach to understanding the 

policy environment and the administrative and legislative 
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conceptions that shape policy making. I address other literatures 

in moving beyond the pluralist frame because many other factors 

such as institutional climate, socialization, political orientation, 

ethnic structure, and social class also shape the policy making 

process. 

As noted earlier, academic publications tend to perceive the 

state as intrusive and threatening. Rhoades (1992) found that 

three sociological journals depict the state not as an enemy of 

higher education, but as a body that utilizes education as a 

resource to promote national unity. In addition, he found that 

"Political conflict is shaped by patterns of class relations rather 

than being diverse and issues specific (p. 127)." 

Social stratification in society is connected to professional 

status and social class, both of which use education, occupation, 

and income as classification criteria. Professionalization (theory) 

holds that professions in some instances are conspiracies against 

the laity, that they look for monopolistic control over a domain of 

work, believe in peer review, and vehemently resist any efforts by 

external agents to influence their work and work conditions 

(Durant, 1995). 

Administrators and academic institutions vehemently oppose 

externally initiated accountability requirements. Such initiatives 
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are perceived as an indictment of academic irresponsibility, an 

indicator of mistrust, additional requirements with no subsequent 

funding, a loss of control of their own profession, and ultimately 

violation of the sacred academic principles of academic freedom 

and institutional autonomy. The evolving environment led Leslie 

and Slaughter (1997) to conclude that academics must more 

carefully manage their commitments and more proactive about 

shaping their professional activities. 

The state prefers direct control, minimum campus 

autonomy, and the authority to treat academic institutions as 

other state agencies. Sabloff (1997) addressed the increasing 

professionalization of state legislatures, which is an important, 

recent development in the policy arena. In the past legislators 

predominantly convened on a part-time basis, were poorly paid, 

and acknowledged the stigma of their service was an avocation 

rather than a profession; however, legislative service increasingly 

has become full-time, consists of larger, more educated staff, and 

provides larger salaries for its members (Fiorina, 1994). It appears 

as though a direct relationship exists between increasing legislative 

professionalization and their demands for institutional 

accountability. 
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Despite the increasing professionalization of legislatures, 

their composition presents interesting social class dynamics when 

taken within the context of higher education policy making. As 

mentioned earlier, social class is determined primarily by factors 

such as education, occupation, and income. Nearly all senior 

academic administrators possess doctorates and have prestigious 

positions with six-figure salaries at their institutions. When 

interacting with the general public, legislators possess superior 

social standing. However, legislators are challenged to match the 

education and income of their administrative policy making 

colleagues. 

The effects of differences in social class on policy interactions 

cannot be understated. Legislators' non-legislative occupations 

generally lack the educational attainment, prestige and income of 

academic administrators. Generally speaking, relative to one 

another, administrators could be considered upper middle-class 

(white collar) and legislators middle class (blue collar, working 

class). In his empirical study of cross-class perceptions, Gorman 

(2000) found: 

• One half of the middle- and working class respondents 

made clearly negative comments about members of the 

other social class. 
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• Upper middle-class persons separate themselves on the 

basis of moral, socioeconomic, and cultural superiority. 

• Middle-class respondents resented paying blue collar 

service workers (mechanics, plumbers, etc) high wages. 

• Working class respondents criticized the middle-class for 

focusing too much on money and prestige rather than 

family. 

• The working class suggested that college educated, white 

collar workers did not know how to do "real" work; and 

middle-class persons said the working class could be 

better off if they tried a little harder. 

• The working class experienced "hidden injuries of class" 

and constantly searched for legitimacy due to their lack of 

"educational credentials and occupational prestige." 

• Confirmation of foci of language, clothing, and attitudes 

as separators of the middle and working class. 

A notable number of the working class respondents in 

Gorman's (2000) study were women and minorities. Barret's 

(1997) empirical study found that women and minority legislators 

feel they must not only pay special attention to women and 

minority issues but, in addition, feel pressure to demonstrate 

policy breadth relative to their white male legislative colleagues. 



60 

Both administrators and legislators possess above average 

levels of cultural capital relative to the public at large. In the 

policy arena, however, each group brings a different type of social 

capital upon which to base their claim for control. 

In general, knowledge producers (academics) and knowledge 

consumers (legislators and taxpayers) inhabit different social strata 

and, consequently, possess different levels of influence and 

authority. Social relations in the policy arena between these two 

groups present interesting roles. Legislators have inferior levels of 

education, possess the resource power, yet struggle to capture 

legitimacy as competent, qualified state officials. The typically 

extensive level of education academics possess is mitigated by the 

resource and power advantages legislators possess. 

Issue Interpretation and Negotiation Theory 

In recent years, the higher education environment has 

experienced major political, technological, and economic changes. 

Gioia and Thomas (1996) empirically studied top academic 

administrators during conditions of strategic change and found 

their perception of their institutions' identity and image affected 

their categorization of issues as strategic or political rather than 

the typical categories of opportunities or threats. 
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Administrators interpreted issues as strategic when 

initiatives were aimed at conveying the image of a top 10 academic 

institution. Such initiatives require planning and focused, 

aggressive business-like behaviors that are typically foreign to 

academic institutions. 

Administrators defined issues as political when they felt the 

need to manage competing interests. They realized the need to 

gain stakeholder approval of the administrative interpretation of 

issues and their vision of pursing the image of a top 10 institution. 

For this study, these political or strategic orientations for 

administrators could be analogous to the short-term or long-term 

perspectives of legislators. 

Ruppert (1996) found that legislators'attitudes and insights 

about higher education were focused on specific issues and sought 

next steps "to fundamentally restructure how higher education is 

organized, delivered, financed, and evaluated" to increase access 

and afTordability and provide outstanding programs with limited 

resources (p. 1). 

Administrative and legislative conceptions and 

interpretations inform their negotiation strategies. Tinsley and 

Pillutla (1998) discussed the concepts of self-enhancement 

(individualism) and self-transcendence (collectivism) as higher 
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order cultural values within which negotiations take place. Self-

enhancement emphasizes individual success and is characterized 

by egocentrism, and self-transcendence emphasizes social order 

and is characterized by socio-centrism. Administrators' and 

legislators' cultures consist of both, but legislators see higher 

education more as a part of the state, whereas administrators see 

the academy as more of an individual entity deserving of special 

attention. Tinsley and Pillutla (1998) found that cultural contexts 

promote normative strategies that maximize outcomes, and they 

outlined five negotiation strategies: self-interested, altruistic, joint 

problem solving, competitive, and equality, each defined by the 

utility the strategy attempts to maximize. 

Churchman (1996) stated that "Negotiation is a process in 

which parties with common and conflicting interests present 

proposals to demonstrate a desire to resolve the areas of conflict. 

The dual-concem model (Pruitt & Camevale, 1993) considers levels 

of concern for one's own outcomes and concem for the opponent's 

outcomes to identify four negotiating strategies - yielding, inaction, 

contending, and problem-solving - that form the basis for 

interpreting and categorizing the negotiation process. Churchman 

(1996) extended the dual-concem model to include variables of the 

number of parties able to meet negotiators' needs and attitude 
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toward risk, 3delding a strategic interaction model based on 

conciliatory, collaborative, compromise, cessation, and competitive 

strategies. 

Most typologies of negotiation strategies consist of four or 

Ave categories ranging from dictatorial to democratic. Thompson 

(1998) identified four strategies: yielding, compromise, contending, 

and problem solving. I utilize her categorizations, but focus on 

contending and problem solving strategies (see Table 2.2) to gain a 

sense of which end of the continuum policy makers lean toward 

and to avoid categorizations that would reflect politically correct, 

standard, or platform responses. 
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TABLE 2.2 

Negotiation Strategies 

PROBLEM-SOLVING - Firm goal; flexible means 
• Ebcpanding-the-oie. Identifying additional resources that, if shared, will 

beneflt both. 
• Nonspecific compensation. One party is granted demands, and the other is 

compensated in another fashion. 
• Logrolling. Both parties make concessions on unimportant issues but 

experience large gains on important issues. 
• Bridging. Reformulating issues based on mutual needs and priorities for 

pursing a new solution benefiting both parties. 
• Cost-cutting. If Party A agrees to Party B's demands. Party A agrees to 

collect on those demands in a way that furthers their goals. 

CONTENDING - Imposing position on other 
• Persistence. Hold firm and repeat offer. 
• Persuasion. Hold firm, repeat offer, provide rationale to manipulate others' 

goals and perceptions of one's own goals. 
• Promises. Hold firm, promise rewards to justify acceptance of the offer. 
• Threats. Hold firm, make threats of action if offer is not accepted. 

Source: Thompson (1998) 

Although these authors have renamed strategies and added 

variables, the dual-concern model remains the basis of their 

categorization of strategies. 

A possible explanation for the variation in academic £uid 

legislative characterizations of and interactions with one another is 

the combination of differences in issue interpretations and 

conceptualizations of negotiation. An interview-based, conceptual 

understanding of the players, the constructs that underlie 

interactions and negotiations, and the policy environment could 

add to the policy literature to understand more clearly how to 
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create a more communicative, less tense, and more productive 

policy process and environment. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

Introduction 

Working out of a pluralist framework, this study focused on 

administrators and legislators from campuses, university system 

offices, and legislatures in two states, one from the midwestem 

region of the country and the other from the western region. The 

purpose was to understand more clearly three constructs— 

conceptions of accountability, characterizations of one another, 

and negotiation strategies—held by academic administrators and 

state legislators, the key players in public higher education policy. 

The research questions that guided the study were: 

How do senior academic administrators and state legislators 

conceive of accountability^, and to what extent are these 

conceptions similar or different? Does each group focus more on 

financial issues, administrative requirements, quality academic 

programs, state priorities, or a strong system of higher education? 

To what extent do members of each group accurately perceive one 

another's conceptions of accountability? 

How do senior academic administrators and state legislators 

characterize one another, and to what extent do resource concerns. 
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professional ideology, and social class influence those 

characterizations? 

Do senior academic administrators and state legislators 

typically use problem-solving or contending strategies when 

negotiating higher education policy? 

What similarities and difTerences exist between academic 

administrators in the two state higher education systems and 

legislators in the two states? 

Design 

The research design was multiple case studies anchored in 

qualitative data gathering, primarily on-site interviews. The units 

of analysis were the two states, state legislators (appropriations 

and higher education committee members), and senior academic 

administrators of system offices and public four-year higher 

education institutions in the same two states. I examined the 

discourse of academic administrators and state legislators by 

identifying first- and second-order themes and using conceptually 

ordered data displays to conduct cross-case data analysis (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994; Van Maanen, 1988). 
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Sample 

Recognizing that states often look to other states in their 

region when considering policy options, I intentionally chose two 

states in different regions with similar higher education structures, 

but significandy different polidcal structures, economic conditions, 

demographic condidons, and ethnic composition. Although the 

sample was limited, I was interested in determining whether there 

were variadons between states, as well as whether administrators 

and legislators were different from one another. Political 

differences include more than twice the number of legislators in 

one state than the other, one legislature that is considered to be 

more professional than the other, and different effects of the term 

limits issue on state dynamics. For confidentiality reasons, I refer 

to the states as Midwestern State and Western State. 

Midwestern State 

Relative to the Western state, the Midwestern state is 

predominantly Republican, conservative, and maintains a low 

minority population. Over the last two decades, higher education 

has fared quite well in this Midwestern state due to strong 

relationships among the appropriations committee chairs and 

university administrators as well as to a legislature and public that 
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valued higher education. However, at the time of this study, the 

political climate was more intense than in the past due to heated, 

acrimonious dialogue concerning university research practices. 

Clearly legislative party politics and the state's demographic 

political composition influenced the state's policy climate. 

Several key facts provide a sense of the states' demographic 

and economic profiles. The projected change in the state's 

population for the next 15 years is an increase of approximately 

9%, but the projected change in the number of high school 

graduates over the next 10 years is that it will decline slightly. 

Slightly below one-third of the state's population falls within the 

25-44 age group. Public four-year institutions account for 

approximately 18% of the state's higher education institutions and 

49.1% of the state's student enrollment. The proportion of 

enrollment made up of minority students at those institutions is 

approximately 7%. Average tuition and fees at public four-year 

institutions in this state were approximately 80% of the national 

average. Higher education's share of state appropriations in 1990 

was 25% and a generous 24% in 1998. During the 1990s, state 

and local appropriations for higher education experienced a 62 

percent increase in constant dollars (Chronicle Almanac, 2000; 

Measuring Up, 2000). 
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Western State 

Relative to the Midwestern state, the Western state is 

Democratic, liberal, and has a more substantial minority 

population. Over the last two decades, higher education and state 

relations have been turbulent due primarily to demographic and 

economic factors. However, the political climate at the time of this 

study was amicable. Institutions, boards, the legislature, and the 

Governor's Office worked cooperatively to provide funding and 

identify accountability standards for several higher education 

projects and initiatives. 

The projected increase in the state's population for the next 

15 years is approximately 27%, and the projected change in the 

number of high school graduates over the next 10 years is 

expected to be slightly below the projected population growth. 

Slightly over one-third of the state's population falls within the 25-

44 age group. Public four-year institutions account for 

approximately 8% of the state's higher education institutions and 

20% of the state's student enrollment. The proportion of 

enrollment made up of minori^ students at those institutions is 

approximately 52%. Average tuition and fees at public four-year 

institutions in this state were approximately 18% below the 

national average although they had increased signiHcantly in 
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recent years. Higher education's share of state appropriations in 

1990 was approximately 11% and 9% in 1998. During the 1990s, 

state and local appropriations for higher education experienced a 

38% increase in constant dollars. 

Although several indices between the two states are relatively 

similar (e.g., high school dropout rates of 9% in the midwestem 

state and 9% in the western state, 40% and 36% of 18- to 24-year-

olds enrolled in college), other indices reveal important differences 

between the states. A 14% difference exists in the number of 

whites statewide, and a 12% difference in the number of bachelor's 

degrees as a share of the total degrees awarded. In the 2000 

legislative session, the Midwestem state experienced legislative, 

governing board, or coordinating board action on less than three of 

the nine major issues affecting higher education; while the western 

state experienced more than seven (Chronicle Almanac, 2000; 

Measuring Up, 2000). 

Institutions 

State higher education structures consist of four-year, two-

year, private and public colleges and universities, state colleges, 

junior colleges, community colleges, and proprietaiy and technical 

schools. Although political issues affect all sectors of education. 
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this study focused on the state university system ofUces and a 

sample of their public, four-year. Masters I and Doctoral Research 

Intensive and Extensive institutions. I selected the campuses due 

to their large enrollments with diverse student populations, their 

role as land-grant institutions, their range of academic programs, 

ability to gamer the largest state appropriations, and the fact that 

they possess the resources needed to conduct research (Newman, 

1987). I also considered institutions based on geographic 

characteristics to ensure that urban, rured, large and small 

institutions were represented. 

In general, taxpayers and particularly legislators feel those 

types of institutions are the states' largest intellectual resources, 

are funded by taxpayer dollars, and should be most responsive to 

state priorities. In addition, administrators at those institutions 

interact with legislators more often than administrators at other 

types of institutions. 

The research focus of public, land-grant, four-year campuses 

increases the mystery and misunderstanding of those campuses. 

Other types of institutions, particularly community colleges, are 

more easily understood, more accessible to the local community, 

and therefore less likely to receive harsh criticism from the public 

at large. 
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In the past, various administrators besieged state legislators 

to secure support for any number of initiatives. Currently, many 

forms of institutional lobbying take place: through individual 

college offices, centralized advancement or government relations 

offices, individual department activities, the state board, or faculty 

promoting their research to obtain funding. The university 

systems in the two states in this study have centralized lobbying 

efforts to coordinate better, more consistent external university 

relations and relationships with state legislatures. This structure 

creates important consequences: more campus administrators are 

shielded from the policy environment than before, responsibility for 

state relations falls on fewer shoulders, encouraging unity and 

consistency in state/university relations, and legislators have fewer 

opportunities to interact with the various individuals and 

components of the universities. 

State Legislators 

Although standing, select, special, and joint committees form 

the structure of state legislatures, 1 chose to interview only 

members of standing committees. Those conmiittee members 

usually have a long history of involvement in education before 

election to the legislature, meet regularly during the legislative 
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session, and are constantly engaged with education issues. In 

each state I interviewed seven chairs, vice chairs, and members of 

the appropriations and (higher) education committees in each state 

(see Table 3.1). Some legislators also served on educational 

organizations such as the Education Commission of the States, 

Western Interstate Commission for Higher Ekiucation, and Mid-

Western Higher Education Commission. 

I conducted interviews in the Midwestern state in September 

2000 and March 2001; however, the November 2001 elections 

caused a few significant changes to the composition of the 

education committee. In September, I interviewed the chair who 

had served in that position for 10 years but did not run for re

election to the legislature. When I completed interviews in March 

2001, a member of the committee had been elected chair and a 

member newly elected to the legislature in November 2000 was 

appointed to the committee. The years of service for all legislators 

(see Table 3.1) was time in ofllce up to the date of the interview. 

Legislators in this state averaged 7.1 years in the legislature. 

In the Western state, I completed legislative interviews 

between August 2000 and July 2001. As a result of the November 

2000 elections, a newly elected legislator was elected vice chair of 

the [higher] education committee and several newly elected 
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members were elected to the education committee. Legislators in 

this state averaged 1.9 years in the legislature. A total of three 

legislators were former faculty at higher education institutions. 

Academic Administrators 

Presidents/chancellors, provosts, and vice presidents/vice 

chancellors are the premier institutional representatives in the 

higher education political arena. Vice presidents, state or 

govemmental relations officers, and other central administrators 

also play a vital role in developing state and higher education 

relations and supporting institutional efforts to shape higher 

education policy. 

I interviewed seven administrators from two institutions and 

the system ofRce in each state. The administrators were executive 

provosts, vice presidents/vice chancellors for academic affairs, 

state or government relations officers, and planning, budgeting, or 

business and finance officers. The rationale was to identify 

administrators who often interacted with legislators and often 

represented their institutions in the policy making arena. 1 chose 

not to interview presidents or chancellors due to difficulty of 

access. In most cases, I interviewed more than one administrator 

from each institution to get a sense of individual and possibly 
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institutional (team) perspectives of the higher education policy 

environment. Although there was a sense of unanimity among 

administrators, clearly each had the interests of his or her 

institution as the primary goals. A total of two academic 

administrators were former ofHcials in the executive or legislative 

branches of government. 

Validity and Reliability 

Prior to scheduling interviews for this study, I conducted a 

short pilot of administrators and legislators from states other than 

those in which 1 conducted the study. I felt confident that my 

previous four years in the legislature and subsequent seven years 

in higher education provided a foundation to detect "politically 

correct," "party line," or other types of insincere responses. 

In the pilot I learned nuances of conducting interviews that 

were critical during the actual interviews. I believe my academic 

and professional experiences combined with what I learned from 

the pilot interviews allowed me to maximize the reliability and 

trustworthiness of the data obtained from the interviews. I also 

believed that the frankness of subjects' responses attest to the fact 

that informants were relatively open and genuine in their 

responses. Furthermore, I reviewed the notes to detect non-
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sequiturs that may have been intended to evade, mislead, or 

otherwise compromise the credibility of data collected. I also 

shared my notes with colleagues in the field with experience in this 

area and they confirmed that the transcripts and notes indicated 

that informant responses appeared to be genuine, reliable, and 

valid. 
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TABLE 3.1 

Profile of Informants 

Midwestern State Academic Administrators 

gsadst Saes Educ. Former or Current Poaition 

[doctoral Ext. Male White 
System Office Female White 
System Office Male White 
System Office Male White 
Masters I Male White 
Masters I Male White 
Masters I Male White 

Midwestern State Legislators 

Committee Qcndff Race Yr?,§vp Es1U£. Former or Current Position 

Educ. Mbr Male White lO.O JD Attorney 
Educ. Chair* Female White 9.0 BA Teacher 
Educ. VChair Female White 4.0 BS RN/Community Advocate 
Appr. Chair Male White 15.0 BA Farmer 
Educ. Mbr. Female White 7.0 BS Partner/Family Business 
Educ. Chair** Male White 4.0 Ph.D Asst. Professor/Farmer 
Educ. Mbr Male White 0.5 JD Attorney / Fundraiser 

outgoing chair 
newly appointed chair 

Western State Legislators 

Committee <3*nd?r Race Yrs.Svc Educ. Former or Current Position 

Educ. Mbr. Female Asian 0.5 BA Teacher/Administrator 
Educ. Vchair Male White 0.5 BA Mgr/Construction Firm 
Educ. Mbr. Female Hispanic 0.5 — Community Advocate 
Educ. Mbr. Male Hispanic 3.0 JD Attorney 
Appr. VChair Female White 3.0 BA Social Services Caseworker 
Educ. Mbr. Male White 3.0 Ph.D. Professor 
Educ. Mbr. Female White 3.0 MA Instructor 

Western State Academic Administrators 

Institution Gender Race 

Doctoral Ext. Female White 
System Office Male White 
System Office Female White 
Doctoral Ext. Male Afr-Am 
System Office Female White 
Doctoral Ext. Female White 
System Ofice Male White 

Es1U£. Former or Current Position 
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Data Gathering 

Gaining access to informants proved difficult because each 

had gatekeepers who would not grant my request for an interview 

without specific information about the study and approval from the 

administrator or legislator. I called each informant's office alerting 

him/her to the general purposes of the study and noting that a 

forthcoming fax or e-mail would provide additional details. Shortly 

after the potential informant received the correspondence, I called 

again to ensure willingness to participate in the study and to set a 

date, time, and place to conduct the interview. 1 soon realized that 

accountability in higher education was an interesting issue for 

potential subjects, but securing administrative and legislative time 

was among the study's biggest challenges. I traveled to six cities in 

two states to conduct on-site interviews. 

Interviews 

Spradley's (1979) guidance on conducting semi-structured, 

ethnographic-style interviews is to encourage amicable 

conversations or small talk balanced with adequate formality to 

maintain the integrity of directed and purposeful data collection. 

To establish rapport, during initial introductions I briefly expleuned 

my background as a former legislative employee and current 
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higher education appointed personnel. Given my experience in 

both the legislature and the academy, I made clear my sincere 

desire to gain a better understanding of higher education policy 

making. I then asked informants to share their background before 

beginning the more formal discussion. Spradley (1979) also 

emphasized the importance of purposes, explanations, and 

questions in ethnographic interviews. 

Explanations addressed general statements about the 

project. I began with an overview of the study. I let informants 

know that I preferred to record the interview to preserve the 

accuracy and integrity of their comments and responses. I 

explained that I was reporting the study in a fashion that would 

not reveal the states in which the study was conducted on the 

institutions and individuals involved and, therefore, they would be 

granted anonymity. I then reviewed with them the importance of 

speaking freely, the mechanics of their interview process, and the 

types of questions I would ask. 

Some informants seemed a littie uncomfortable when I 

mentioned recordings, but most said yes without much hesitation. 

Of all the on-site interviews, only one Midwestern administrator 

asked not to be recorded. One Midwestern legislator and one 

Western administrator verbally expressed hesitation, and I 
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explained that they could keep the recording if they were 

displeased with the content. Eventually, they allowed the 

recordings and did not keep the tapes; however, they made a few 

comments off the record. Ultimately, in the Midwestern state, I 

conducted 11 of the 14 interviews on-site and in the Western state, 

I conducted 6 of 14 interviews on-site. The remaining interviews 

were recorded via telephone. 

The focus of this study was on descriptive and contrast 

questions (Van Maanen, 1979). Descriptive questions gain 

samples of the informant's language, while contrast questions 

discern informant meaning when using his/her native language. I 

used a similar interview schedule (see Appendices A and B) for 

both groups, but in case time allowed, I had prepared additional 

questions to elicit information about the policy environment. The 

interviews consisted of Ave direct, semi-structured questions and 

open-ended probes to allow informants freely to express their 

perceptions eind views yielding rich text. 

The concepts and theories that shaped my pluralist 

framework, specifically dialogue between groups trying to control 

public policy, were embedded in the interview questions and 

probes. The schedule focused on conceptions, perceptions, and 
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negotiation strategies, all of which influence and shape the policy 

environment. 

Informants were familiar with accountability, but were 

unaware of the dimensions I used to define accountabili^, and 

unaware of how I operationalizationed negotiation strategies. I 

encouraged informants to speak freely hoping to gather rich data. 

My general strategy for the interviews was to ask the questions, 

say as little as possible, and intervene only as necessary to keep 

informants focused on issues related to the study or to respond to 

their questions. In many instances, I had difficulty getting 

informants to provide satisfactory data concerning their preferred 

negotiation strategy, so I provided examples of strategies or shared 

approaches characteristic of both strategies. I did this to reduce 

the likelihood of being told what informants thought I wanted to 

hear, thus reducing bias in informant responses. 

Data Analsrsis 

A researcher is always an element of the study, and my 

employment experiences in the legislature and academy 

unquestionably affected my role as an instrument of the study. 

The challenge was to identify and remain cognizant of personal 

biases given my familiarity with informant environments, and to 
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monitor and minimize the degree to which they may have 

influenced my observations and categorizations. When reviewing 

the trsinscripts I often found myself thinking back to my 

experiences in similar situations or environments in an attempt to 

truly understand informant comments. I made a consistent and 

conscious effort to minimize the influence of my personal 

experiences on my interpretation of data by focusing on 

interpreting the data within the context provided by the subject. 

Research Question - Conceptions of Accountability 

Definitions and conceptions of accountability are the key 

constructs underl3ring Research Question 1. As outlined in Table 

2.1 in Chapter 2,1 identified five dimensions of accountability: 

fiduciary, procedural, programmatic, substantive, and systemic. 

Fiduciary accountability was evident when informants 

clearly focused on financial issues such as cost effectiveness, 

resource allocation, and revenue management. 

I interpreted procedural accountability as instances where 

informants focused on administrative requirements, day-to-day 

operations, and compliance with various rules and regulations. In 

this study, administrative requirements included gathering and 

reporting data as evidence of student academic achievement. 
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Programmatic accountability was categorized as informant 

focus predominantly on issues related to the quality and ranking of 

academic programs which includes the strength of research 

productivity. 

I categorized accountability in substantive terms when 

informants focused on issues related to serving state needs and 

priorities. This was most evident in discussions concerning how 

university outputs and outcomes benefited the local, state, or 

regional community. 

I categorized systemic accountability as instances where 

informants spoke extensively about the structure of higher 

education particularly issues related to access, proximity, 

affordability, and efficient movement within the system. 

Most informants indicated that several dimensions were 

important, yet their primary foci were evident from a cumulative 

and comprehensive examination of the data they provided. 

Research Question - Characterizations of One Another 

Research Question 2 focused on administrative and 

legislative reciprocal characterizations. I asked administrators how 

they thought legislators conceived of accountability, and I asked 
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legislators how they thought administrators conceived of 

accountability^. 

Most informants had a moderate number of personal 

interactions with members of the other group. However, some 

members had limited contact. Therefore, their conceptions and 

characterizations were based in part on media reports, 

institutional culture, peer experiences or stories, or other 

influences. 

Informant characterizations of one another went beyond 

reciprocal conceptions of accountability. I examined the 

transcribed text to reveal convictions concerning skills and 

capabilities, professional ideology, and issues of social class. 

Research Question - Negotiation Strategies 

Interactions between parties with similar goals but different 

methods of how to achieve those goals ranged from harmonious to 

acrimonious. Question 3 focused on the strategies administrators 

and legislators use with one another when negotiating higher 

education policy, particularly accountability. I outlined problem-

solving and contending negotiation strategies in Table 2.2 of 

Chapter 2. 
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Negotiation strategies are as varied as the personalities of 

the subjects. Dialogue between parties as interdependent as the 

academy and the state often includes all dimensions of 

accountability and elements of both strategies. In this study, I 

focus on problem-solving and contending strategies for a more 

definitive categorization and because the two environments lend 

themselves to those kinds of approaches. I asked administrators 

what strategy they use and then asked them what kind of strategy 

legislators use. Then I asked legislators what strategy they use 

and what kind of strategy administrators use. 

I categorized contending strategies when informants knew 

the result they sought, felt they had the power to impose that 

position, and were hesitant to deviate from their position. 

1 categorized problem-solving strategies when informants 

were willing to mutually deAne the issue parameters and to find 

common ground, or demonstrated a willingness to develop a range 

of options for achieving articulated goals. 

Research Question - Administrative and Legislative Similarities 

and Differences 

The analysis conducted on the first three research questions 

was within each state. 1 then conducted between state analysis by 
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comparing and contrasting midwestem administrators and 

western administrators, and midwestem legislators and western 

legislators. 

Data Production 

I conducted early analysis to organize data for a more 

conceptual examination and to avoid disorganization and 

confusion in the later stages of the study. The steps that 

constituted the analysis included preparing write-ups, performing 

first-level coding, identifying pattern codes, and completing contact 

summary sheets (Miles and Huberman, 1994). 

The first step was to convert field notes and tape recordings 

into write-ups, which formed the basis for coding and analysis. I 

did this by transcribing all the tapes myself, which was tedious 

and time-consuming but beneficial because I repeatedly listened to 

the recordings, which helped me to analyze the data. After 

completing transcriptions, 1 noted the most important themes and 

compared my field notes to the themes extracted from the taped 

recordings. The field notes and transcribed recordings served as 

the primary data for the study. 1 completed write-ups as soon as 

possible after each contact. In most cases this did not exceed a 

few days. 
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Codes and Coding 

I devised codes that derived from my conceptual framework 

and research questions. Miles and Huberman (1994) state that 

codes are "tags or labels for assigning units of meaning to the 

descriptive or inferential information compiled during a study (p. 

56)." 1 soon discovered that coding labeled incidents and events, 

put pieces of a puzzle together, and uncovered many leads and 

themes to pursue. I found it a challenge to toggle between 

parsimonious coding to avoid data overload yet being thorough 

enough to facilitate data retrieval. At times, the process was 

overwhelming, most appropriately explained by Lincoln and Cuba's 

(1985) and Strauss' (1987) suggestions of saturation points of 

phenomena into categories. 

I followed Miles and Huberman's (1994) rules as a guide: use 

simple codes to avoid confusion, stay consistent in using criteria to 

code phenomena, and revisit the coding scheme as necessary. 

Recognizing that forcing phenomena into preexisting codes could 

have compromised the study, 1 tried to remain cognizant of 

regularly occurring phrases or counterintuitive information 

because of their value in confirming or disconfirming hypotheses. I 

used descriptive codes (highly differentiated with little 
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interpretation) in the left margin and interpretive codes (inferential 

and explanatory) in the right margin (Miles and Huberman, 1994). 

The next step was to use the write-ups to conduct first-level 

coding, which is a means of summarizing pieces of data. Although 

I had identified a list of codes prior to conducting the first 

interview, I did make slight changes to the scheme after coding the 

write-ups from the first three interviews. During this initial 

reading, I completed first-level coding by immediately coding words 

and phrases for which I had devised a code. What 1 found to be 

most effective was to assign codes to words or phrases that were 

succinct, direct responses to interview or research questions. 

I used an inductive analytical approach proposed by Strauss 

and Corbin (1990), which suggests that after data collection and 

write-up, a line-by-line review within paragraphs with appropriate 

coding produces labels and categories. Those labels and categories 

are then reviewed and re-categorized at a higher level of 

abstraction to condense several incidents and observations. This 

approach is similar to Glaser and Strauss' (1987) grounded theory 

approach. 

Although focusing on the subject and taking notes during 

the interview was the primary objective, other observations added 

richness to field contacts. 1 felt that it was important to be aware 
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of my mental notes during the contact, the causes and results of 

introspection during field contact, the pace of the interview, and 

various other influences and djrnamics that affected informant 

responses and my perceptions and interpretations during the 

interview. I also took note of informant conduct. Although I did 

not code such observations, I included them in field notes. 

Pattern Coding 

After completing first-level coding to classify words and 

phrases that directly responded to research and interview 

questions, I then moved to a second level—pattern coding—to elicit 

recurring phenomena, thus moving closer to general and 

explanatoiy information. Pattern coding allows the research to 

group previously identified first-level codes into a smaller set of 

themes or constructs (Miles and Huberman, 1994). This second 

level facilitated reducing data into smaller analytic units, 

concurrently gathering, analyzing, and interpreting the data and 

laying the groundwork for cross case analysis by uncovering 

emergent themes (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

Prior to assigning pattern codes, I reread the research 

questions to focus my rereading of coded material on the elements 

most relevant to the interview schedule and research questions. I 
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reviewed previously coded segments that provided insight to 

information that might have accounted for perceptions or 

behaviors. I assigned codes indicative of themes, 

characterizations, explanations, or emergent constructs (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994) and generated pattern codes by searching for 

common threads that tied the data together. 

I then used write-ups to complete contact summary forms 

(see Appendix C) to summarize and capture the key points of each 

interview. The information on the summary sheet represented 

condensed responses to specific questions extracted from the 

write-up for each interview. I found it useful to select the most 

direct, succinct responses to the interview schedule or research 

questions. Contact summary forms were useful in planning for the 

next contact; re-evaluating coding schemes; and focusing on 

primary concepts, questions, and issues. 

Throughout the study, particularly while conducting first-

level and pattern coding, I wrote many "notes to seir as reminders 

of insights, brainstorms, or random queries. I wrote memos that 

helped me make sense conceptually of what was occurring by 

clustering pieces of data and illustrating relationships to general 

concepts (Miles & Huberman, 1994.) In addition, they helped me 

discover relationships among key categories and helped build a 
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macro-level understanding of the cases. As the study proceeded, I 

followed up on those memos and found that they often helped me 

focus on formal, broad means of thinking about and explaining 

observations. 

After conducting and transcribing nearly half of the 

interviews, 1 began thinking concretely about the imminent cross 

case analysis, particularly of the emergent themes. 1 selected 

cases from the Midwestern state for which I coded the write-ups 

and completed the summary sheets. I then created the data 

display matrices (see Appendix D), conducted the cross-case 

analysis by identifying first-order concepts and second-order 

themes, and illustrated the progression of the categorical analysis 

(see Appendices E-H). 1 did this to identify gaps in the analysis, 

summarize what 1 had learned, and consider necessary 

methodological or analytical modifications for the remainder of the 

study. The data displays allowed me to view a condensed data set 

arranged systematically to address the study's research questions. 

I presented this interim case summary to someone completely 

unfamiliar with the study to ensure clarity of the study's purposes, 

methods, and findings to that point. 

After collecting all the data and completing all the steps for 

early analysis, it was time to complete the categorization and 
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theme analysis technique proposed by Miles and Huberman 

(1994). They discussed a family of descriptive displays, one of 

which is a conceptually ordered cross-case display, so named for 

its categorization based on concepts or variables. The conceptually 

clustered matrix is designed to aggregate items researchers believe 

relate to one another. This technique clusters multiple research 

questions from multiple respondents to extract meaning from the 

data more easily. Consequently, using the previously described 

early analysis as precursors to creating the data display, I 

clustered all informant responses to the research questions to 

facilitate data comparison (see Appendix D). 

Once the matrices were complete, it was time to move 

forward with the analysis. The first step was to identify primary-

order terms and concepts (Van Maanen, 1979). First-order 

concepts are those reported by the informant as the "facts" as they 

perceive them from their environment. During the interviews, I 

found it necessary to probe further to obtain information that 

would allow me to contextualize informant responses. Descriptive 

properties and informants' interpretations of underlying factors 

constitute first-order concepts. 

Next, I examined the data focusing on convergent concepts 

used to derive first-order concepts. During the process, some 
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categories were merged with others. The result of this analysis 

was the assignment of second-order themes, which Van Maanen 

(1979) described as "statements about relationships between 

certain properties observed to covary in the setting and may 

occasionally converge with first-order interpretations (p. 541)." 

Simply stated, second-order themes were the labels I used to 

explain how first-order data were categorized or patterned. Those 

labels, then, represent general terms that subsume the first-order 

concepts. 

Because second-order themes originate from a researcher's 

lens as applied to first-order (informant) concepts, my four-year 

legislative and seven-year higher education employment 

experiences formed the background and informed my assignment 

of second-order themes. To increase the likelihood of objectivity 

and impartiality in deriving second-order themes, I focused on 

multiple readings of write-ups and other materials. 

In addition to the more traditional method of researchers 

using prior theory to guide data gathering, this grounded 

theoretical approach is an accepted mesuis of conducting research. 

What adds to the uniqueness and legitimacy of this study is that 

the data are the product of personal interaction with 
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administrators and legislators rather than their representatives or 

staff. 

Limitations 

Interaction 

Although this study inquired about policymaker perceptions 

and interpretations regardless of how they were formed, I 

attempted to identify administrators and legislators who had 

significant or regular, direct contact with one another. The 

majority of legislators interviewed, by virtue of their leadership 

positions, regularly interacted with administrators. However, only 

some of the administrators interviewed, by virtue of the centralized 

lobbying efforts of the states and institutions involved in the study, 

only had a moderate amount of interaction with legislators. Some 

administrators had minimal direct contact with legislators and 

therefore, in some sense, had to rely on indirect contact (e.g., 

media reports, written correspondence, personal stories) to shape 

their characterizations of legislators. 

Generalizabilitv 

This study examined only two states with very different 

profiles and dynamics from different regions of the country. 
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Prom these states I focused on a small sample of the 

population of legislators, institutions, and administrators. 

Therefore, it was difficult to conduct certain types of analyses and 

the conclusions of this study cannot be generalized to other 

legislators, institutions, and administrators, across the country, or 

within the larger states I studied. 

Institutional and State Climate 

Although conditions specific to each case study clearly 

affected the results and findings, I could provide only limited 

information on the sample to ensure anonjrmity granted to study 

participants. 

Policymaker Experience 

Most administrators had spent a majority of their careers in 

academia, working way their up to administrative positions. 

However, due, in part to term limits and election turnover, many 

legislators had not been in the legislature nearly as long as 

administrators had been in higher education. 
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Personal Ambivalance 

I spent four years as a legislative staff member and I am in 

my seventh year as an employee of higher education. My graduate 

academic preparation is in the area of higher education and 

management and policy. I have no material interest in the 

outcome of the study that advantages or disadvantages either 

administrators or legislators. 1 have come to gain more 

information about and appreciate the strengths and weaknesses of 

each group, their institutions, and the complexities of the goals 

they attempt to achieve. My personal interest is for a higher 

education policy environment that provides maximum benefits to 

society. 



98 

CHAPTER 4 

DATA - MIDWESTERN STATE 

Introduction 

The purpose of the study was to uncover administrative and 

legislative conceptions of accountability, characterizations of one 

another, negotiation strategies in the public higher education 

policy arena, and comparisons between the two states. This 

chapter reports the results and findings from interviews with 

Midwestern state informants and is presented in order of the 

research questions. In each section I include quotes to give the 

reader a sense of the climate and culture of the policy environment 

and I relate findings to the central literatures of pluralism/power, 

professional ideology and social class, and issue interpretation and 

negotiation theory. 

In this state, higher education traditionally has been well 

supported. In 1998 it received a healthy 24% of state discretionary 

income fMeasuring UP. 2000). However, more legislators are 

calling for greater accountability. The legislatively created 

commission is the vehicle through which the legislature monitors 

higher education and binds the academy to accountability 

standards and measures. This has led to tension between the 
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university system, the commission, and legislature. (See Chapter 3 

for a more complete state profile.) The following quote suggests an 

ominous undertone to interactions. 

For most of the discussions I have with members, it isn't 
that we think the university has done something right, it is 
that we think, or someone thinks the university has done 
something wrong. And it may not be accountability for 
education at all. (State Legislator, Education Committee) 

Research Question - Conceptions of Accountability 

The first research question explored the degree to which 

administrators and legislators conceive of accountability similarly 

and considers whether they speak the same language concerning 

accountability. I identified five dimensions of accountability: 

fiduciary, procedural, programmatic, substantive, and systemic. 

Academic Administrators 

All seven informants were senior system or campus 

administrators, but only five had advanced through the academic 

ranks and had been employed in the academy for the majority of 

their professional careers. Two administrators previously held 

positions in state government: one as the lieutenant governor and 

the other as chair of the legislature's education committee. The 
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majority of administrators interviewed conceived of accountability 

as systemic and programmatic. 

Administrators* conceptions of accountability were clearly 

systemic, relating to the fundamental purposes and structure of 

higher education and the centrality of higher education as an 

economic resource. Collectively, they spoke repeatedly and 

extensively about responsibilities to higher education stakeholders, 

particularly to the state's citizens. 'In this office in particular our 

accountability would be to the legislature and the citizens of our 

state. Are we responsive to the citizens?" (Academic 

Administrator, System Office). The dialogue focused on access and 

the strength of the overall system, particularly for high school 

graduates, and the need to engage multiple higher education 

constituencies in dialogue concerning the academy's role as a state 

resource. 

There is tremendous concern about the brain drain—the 
smart kids are leaving and going [to neighboring states]. 
And so we have a very strong sense of responsibility to keep 
those kids here. Every student ought to have the 
opportunity to come here and study, so that for the poor 
farm kid and the [urban] African-American student, this is 
the place to come. (Academic Administrator, Doctoral 
Research University—Extensive) 

Programmatic accountability was also a dominant 

conception held by administrators. 
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Accountability is the degree to which the university executes 
and administers its programs, and how well, in support of its 
missions and purposes of offering and providing outstanding 
teaching, research and service to its various constituents. 
We do look at financial responsibility, but first and foremost 
we basically are looking at it from a programmatic approach. 
What is it that faculty do and how well are they doing it. To 
me everjrthing is wrapped up in the programmatic aspect of 
the university. (Academic Administrator, System Office.) 

Building and developing outstanding programs were the primaiy 

responsibilities of academic institutions and the means by which 

higher education was to be accountable to society. "Obviously 

what we are talking about is our responsibility to our community 

to provide them with some kind of quality assurance that we are 

providing quality programs and doing a good job' (Academic 

Administrator, Masters 1 institution). 

State Legislators 

The sample included the immediate past chair of the 

education committee who was a nine-year veteran of the legislature 

and the recently elected chair of the committee, a four-year 

member of the legislature who was a former assistant professor at 

a Midwestern public land-grant institution prior to being elected to 

the legislature. Legislators predominantly conceived accoimtability 

in fiduciary and systemic terms. 
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Legislators clearly conceived of accountability in flducieuy 

terms. "I want to know how they are spending the money, what 

they are going to do with it in the future, and how they improve the 

use of the money that we give to them" (State Legislator, Eklucation 

Committee). Although they openly expressed discomfort with their 

lack of knowledge about academic operations, they felt a 

responsibility to obtain information with which to scrutinize 

financial revenues and expenditures. "We deal with and are 

concerned about fiscal impact. They (legislators) don't understand 

the big deal about research at places like that, but they see 

requests for all this money not fully understanding the goals, 

mission, and what's required to cany on that role" (State 

Legislator, Eklucation Committee). 

Legislators' conception of accountability as systemic was 

initially surprising but not as much so when considered within the 

context of state issues. This state has been experiencing a 

reduction in the high school graduates remaining in state. 

Therefore, the state has been focusing on access and affordability 

issues to increase the attractiveness of the state's academic 

institutions to high school graduates. This has become a 

significant poU<y issue. 
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Looking at numbers and an issue that has come forth just 
recently is that we are not seeing enough of our high quality-
students staying in state and attending our flagship 
university, and I think there has been a real lack of 
recruitment on the part of the university. WeVe been 
making some waves in this area because it is very important. 
I think the regents have finally come to that conclusion. 
(State Legislator, Education Committee) 

Legislators also repeatedly referred to the ambiguity of 

accountability. "Also, accountability can be a nebulous thing that 

is hard to measure in black and white and figure out what the 

bottom line is" (State Legislator, Education Committee). 

Nonetheless, they preferred quantitative measures of 

accountability, most of which needed to show clear links to the 

state's return on its investment in higher education. 

Now they submit a unified budget so we are not encouraged 
at any of the individual campuses to probe and find out what 
they are doing and how does it fit into the general mix of 
things that we want to see happen in the state. (State 
Legislator, Education Committee) 

'One accountability issue that continually seems to come up on 

the education committee is providing data which we often ask the 

university for that relates to the institution and there certainly 

seems to be a lack of data" (State Legislator, Education 

Committee). 

Legislators' preference for financial and quantitative data 

was a clear exercise of power that capitalized on the legislatiu-e's 
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self-imposed domain of ensuring fiscal accountability. Legislators 

expected that their financial support entitled them to a certain 

amount of influence over data institutions provide as evidence of 

efficient academic operations. Clearly legislators were frustrated 

by their inability to obtain data from institutions. 

Research Question - Characterisations of One Another 

I wanted to examine what perceptions administrators and 

legislators held about one another. I asked administrators how 

they thought legislators conceived of accountability and asked 

legislators how they thought administrators conceived of 

accountability. 

Academic Administrators 

Academic administrators overwhelmingly reported that they 

believed state legislators conceive of accountability in primarily 

fiduciary terms. 

"I think in this state that the legislature believes the 
university is a black hole. That it has more resources than it 
knows what to do with and we do a real good job of 
educating kids, but that we are not accountable for how we 
spend our dollars. So they constantly ask whether we are as 
efHcient as we could be." (Academic Administrator, System 
onice) 
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Administrators stated that legislators have valued and supported 

the academy well but still underfund higher education. 

Administrators also believed that legislators conceived of 

accountability as substantive. Administrators repeatedly 

recounted frequent discussions with legislators who were 

concerned with the use and productivity of the university's 

research and policy centers, institutes, and laboratories. 

Legislators were frustrated that unit research productivity levels 

and products were not more closely aligned with or were not 

adequately serving state needs. 

Administrators generally characterized legislators with 

professional courtesy. However, they overwhelmingly expressed 

the view that legislators do not understand academic operations. 

In fact we just got a list from the legislative fiscal office with 
a series of questions that are very specific and they want 
very specific answers. So we spend time answering 
questions and pull data that have no relevance to the way 
the institution itself is run. (Academic Administrator, 
System Office) 

Administrators reported that legislators worked hard to 

obtain data that direcdy linked funding to quantitative outcome 

measures, which, for an enterprise with the outputs and outcomes 

of higher education is difficult. However, legislators have difficulty 

understanding the degree to which academic functions are joint 
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products and the impact on costs and academic operations. In 

fact, the following quote reflected some of the tension and 

misunderstandings that persist concerning resources. 

Even the chair of the appropriations conunittee, who has 
been there a long time, thought we made money on tuition 
and that it was a slush fund, but then we laid it all out, the 
revenues, expenditures, etc. Even he didn't understand. 
(Academic Administrator, System Ofilce) 

Despite the professional courtesy they extended to one 

another, administrators viewed legislative relations and attempts to 

ensure accountability as a nuisance. The following quote seems to 

summarize the state of relations: 'My personal perspective is that 

they [the legislatively created commission] are more of a pain than 

they are worth" (Academic Administrator, Doctoral Research 

University—Extensive). 

Administrators had interesting comments concerning 

legislators' professional capabilities. In general, administrators 

'seemed to suggest that legislators lacked the full range of 

knowledge and abilities to adequately fulfill their role. "As far as 

the university is concerned, I think they [state legislators] are a 

little mystified by how we function" (Academic Administrator, 

Masters I institution). "Very few [state legislators] have a good 

understanding of how the university is organized, let alone its role 

in the state" (Academic Administrator, System OfGce). 
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Furthermore, administrators questioned legislators' cognitive 

capabilities, '^ou have some people who are as bright and 

intellectually sharp as anybody I've ever had contact with. And 

others you want to ask You graduated from high school?" 

(Academic Administrator, Doctoral Research University— 

Extensive). 

Many of them [state legislators] simply because they have 
not had broader exposure, view that ^e university is just an 
extension of the litUe red schoolhouse and that's all we do. 
You come and teach six hours a day, go home at the end of 
the workday, and we come back the next day and do the 
same thing. And that's what a university is. Well, as you 
know, a university is feu- more than that. (Academic 
Administrator, System Office) 

These quotes insinuate that legislators lack the skills and abilities 

to perform adequately in their legislative capacity, strengthening 

the administrative argument for greater internal control of the 

academic enterprise. They also suggest a divergence that goes 

deeper than accountability and seems to involve 

professional/expert disdain and even social class bias. 

The following quote from and administrator at the system 

office makes a clear reference to social stratification and social 

class differences: "Our request for faculty salary increases is a 

difficult sell when university salaries are already higher than other 
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State salaries and the senators themselves make less than $15,000 

a year." 

Administrators generally characterized legislators as 

dedicated public stewards with various levels of intellectual ability 

and who didn't quite understand the (academic) enterprise that is 

signiflcantly affected by legislative flnancial decisions. As I 

examined the text, themes emerged that supported the underlying 

tensions Berdahl (1971) and others had discovered. 

...This current issue will be much more confrontational. We 
don't want to go to war just because we're gonna' lose, we 
know that, that's real clear. But on the other hand, we have 
an obligation to our profession and national health interests 
to pursue research that will hopefully have a dramatic 
impact. (Academic Administrator, System Office) 

State Legislators 

Legislative responses to administrators' conceptions of 

accountability focused on the academy's resistance to intrusion 

and insistence on protecting institutional autonomy. Most 

legislators launched direcdy into describing administrators' 

behavior in response to requests for greater accountability rather 

than communicating their perceptions of administrative 

conceptions of the term accountability. Eventually, it became 
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clear that legislators perceived that administrators conceived of 

accountability in programmatic emd procedural terms. 

Legislators reported that administrators conceived of 

accountability as procedursd, concerning its control of 

administrative reporting requirements and operational activities. 

I think their sole goal is to resist our meddling in their 
affairs. Give us money and don't meddle. We have a board, 
we have administrators, and we have a faculty. Give us 
money and don't meddle. I don't detect that being 
accountable to external bodies is high on their agenda. 
(State Legislator, Eklucation Committee) 

This dimension received signiAcant attention because of legislative 

dissatisfaction with the expediency, comprehensibility, and quality 

of responses to requests for data. 

Legislators also believed that administrators conceived of 

accountability in programmatic terms, focusing on the quality and 

strength of academic programs. 

Their highest priority is research, and their programs. How 
much research is done, how many published books, or how 
many published articles, or whatever those professors do. 
They don't get tenure or raises if they don't get published. 
That's what I think. That's how I think they see 
accountability. (State Legislator, Education Committee) 

Legislators also reported that administrators believed that the 

academy's major contribution to the state was predominantly to 

provide quality programs. 
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Legislators reported that administrators and public higher 

education institutions feel entitled not only to their state 

appropriation, but that administrators believe only they know best 

what amount should in fact be appropriated. They felt that 

administrators considered themselves among the "elite" state 

entities. This self-proclaimed upper-class categorization 

contributed to Ave out of seven legislators using the term 

"arrogant" to describe academic administrators. 

Legislators felt very strongly that administrators pay 

extraordinaiy attention to and exert enormous amounts of energy 

protecting their organizational sagas, their history and traditions, 

as Clark (1983) described, perhaps to the detriment of 

accountability, and in some cases, administrators use this line of 

argument to preclude progress on accountability. 

Legislators clearly had significant issues with the inadequacy 

and expediency of information administrators would make 

available to external audiences. They disguise information so that 

even if you stumble across it you might not have known what you 

were seeing or recognized its importance" (State Legislator, 

Education Committee). This legislative perception is filled with 

implications about pluralist politics and the exercise of power 

because it points to the first dimension of power, clearly overt 
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conflict and noncompliance. Another possible explanation, due to 

the interpretation of "inadequate," is information that is not helpful 

in answering proposed questions. Given that legislators 

misunderstand academic operations, it could be that the data 

provided are not easily defined or placed in a context within which 

they could be understood. For example, within the academy, the 

term "faculty" may have six different subcategories, whereas 

outside the academy, the common interpretation may simply be 

the person performing a teaching function. If not properly 

explained, this reality could lead to confirmation of Newman's 

(1987) suggestion that academic noncompliance can lead to a state 

of relations that only invites greater levels of intrusion. 

The following quote from a long-time legislator also seems to 

communicate the tension that is indicative of the policy 

environment. "If there is something they (academic 

administrators) don't want to do or don't think is a good idea, they 

won't do it. It may take you years to find out, but they won't do it* 

(State Legislator, Eklucation Committee). This appears to be a clear 

example of first and second dimensions of power (Lukes, 1974). 

Legislators felt as though administrators were unaware of or 

unconcerned with the environmental realities within which 

legislative decisions must be determined. "I guess I shouldn't be so 
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arrogant as to say that all university faculty should take a course 

in public policy making so they understand the constraints on us. 

That shouldn't be a one way street" (State Legislator, Ekiucation 

Committee). 

When I asked legislators to characterize administrators they 

also displayed professional courtesy when describing 

administrators. As mentioned earlier, in this state higher 

education had received generous appropriations in the recent past 

due, in part, to cordial relations with the legislature's 

appropriations committee chair. The following quote demonstrates 

his appreciation of higher education administration which was rare 

among legislative informants. 

I mean it's hard to explain all that they do. Administrators 
have to serve the faculty, but be accountable to us because 
we give them money, and they have to be visionaries. I'm 
not a visionary. I just appropriate money. But they have to 
balance all that and be visionaries about an operation that 
most people don't understand. That's why they get the big 
bucks. (State Legislator, Appropriations Committee) 

Other legislators were not as courteous in their 

characterization of administrators as the appropriations committee 

chair or as administrators were in their characterization of 

legislators. In sum, legislators characterized administrators as 

knowledgeable but arrogant, self-contained, and unrealistic. The 

following quote addresses the degree to which administrative 
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insistence on controlling their profession affects state/higher 

education relations. 

Vast amounts of decision making in the university system 
occur in an obscure fashion. They can have faculty 
meetings, committee meetings, administrator meetings, can't 
have board meetings that are secret, but everything else can 
be. While it may not be secret, it's certainly not attended by 
anyone who has an interest. And we are not insulated from 
the consequences of our decisions as various folks in higher 
education. (State Legislator, Education Committee). 

Legislators clearly and repeatedly made implicit references to 

differences in social class between themselves and administrators. 

1 think they think they're perhaps above it (accountability) all 
and that they're accountable to something much higher. 1 
think that perhaps they're more worried about being 
accountable to their peers and how they are perceived, 
particularly in terms of publicity, being a full professor. 
They care little about outsiders. (State Legislator, Education 
Committee) 

The following quote implies that the academic world is more of a 

playground and free from difficulties and that academics are 

unable to get in touch with the experiences of more common folk. 

The academic is fundamentally unrealistic in their approach 
to a particular problem. If you're too much involved in 
academia you forget about the reed world. The ivory towers 
of the university isn't what goes on out here and the towers 
have clouded their perception of the real world" (State 
Legislator, Education Committee). 

Legislators acknowledged administrators' abilities, however, 

lacked a trust for University operations due primarily to the 
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academy's reluctance to provide requested data. This behavior 

contributes to legislative perceptions of extreme arrogance toward 

those outside the academy. The university has a reputation for 

being arrogant especially when their posture is "Give us the money 

or else" (Former State Legislator, Education Committee). 

Research Question - Negotiation Strategies 

I focused on two of Thompson's (1998) four negotiation 

strategies: problem solving and contending. I asked each 

administrator what strategy he/she typically used and the strategy 

that they thought legislators typically used. I also asked each 

legislator what strategy he/she typically used and the strategy that 

they thought administrators typically used. 

Academic Administrators 

Administrators reported that given the dynamic and organic 

policy environment, they used various approaches depending on 

the issue, with whom they were negotiating, and the nature of the 

interaction. However, they reported that they typically used a 

problem-solving strategy, characterized by holding firm to goals yet 

remaining flexible in achieving those goals. The general sentiment 

was adequately described in the following quote. 
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There is a huge disconnect between the university and the 
rest of the world. You need to have a better way to talk 
about things...almost as though you need to have a 
translator between the university dialogue and the legislative 
disdogue so that you can translate what one is saying to the 
other. (Academic Administrator, System Ofilce) 

Administrators stated that although legislative approaches 

also vary, legislators typically use contending strategies, 

characterized by insisting on imposing their will upon the 

academy. The following quote from a state legislator provides an 

example of a contending strategy that administrators say is ^ical 

legislative strategy. 

One approach I employed was to introduce a bill, but I 
wasn't serious about the bill that year, but I thought it was a 
good idea and that we should get it done. I said to 
administrators that if you can't figure out a way to get it 
done, 111 get it done for you. They said they weren't too 
proud of the bill £md 1 replied that since they weren't 
disagreeing with me about the need to get it done, they 
should go find out how to do it. (State Legislator, Education 
Committee) 

The following quote seems to imply, from the administrator's 

perspective, who is really in power. In addition to insight on how 

policy is constructed, the quotes provide an example of an 

administrative negotiation strategy. 

I think it really starts with discipline; that you do what you 
say you are going to do. And then you bring in other people 
that like to have control like the legislature and the regents 
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and then you get buy in. (Academic Administrator, Masters I 
institution) 

Both administrators and legislators constantly compete for 

control and attempted to steer negotiations in their favor as the 

following quote suggests: 

The comment that was made to me by a university vice 
president was "Don't they understand?" "Don't they get it?" 
"Why can't they let us do this our way?" And the comment 
that was made to me by the state fiscal oflice was "Don't you 
understand?" "Don't you guys get it? This is the way we do 
it [budgeting emd flnemcial reporting] and everybody else 
does it that way." (Academic Administrator, System Oflice). 

However, in the quest for power and control, administrators 

seemed flexible, adamant when necessary, but genersdly cautious, 

presumably not to compromise their position as they attempt to 

maximize their appropriation from the legislature. 

Administrators pointed out that legislators were inconsistent 

in their positions concerning research. On one hand, legislators 

were concerned about research products but were not willing to 

accept conditions and realities of the research enterprise, 

particularly costs and the necessary degree of faculty autonomy as 

they determine and conduct their research. The legislative 

response was a more active role in monitoring research practices 

and principles—not helpful in trying to promote amicable relations. 
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"We're never going to be able to do more if anytime a controversial 

issue comes up we have to light to get research dollars" (Academic 

Administrator, Masters I institution). 

Policy makers' conceptual frameworks shape how they 

interpret, approach, and attempt to solve public policy issues. 

Legislators must gather information concerning such a range of 

issues that they often lack the depth necessary to deal with each 

issue. The following quote from a current administrator and 

former legislator seems to convey quite accurately the information 

base of many legislators. 

Often the totality of the knowledge I had on an issue that I 
had to present to a legislative committee was when my 
legislative aide would leave the office with me saying "You 
have a hearing in three minutes, here is your testimony." I 
would scan it, ask her about four or Ave tough questions; 
hopefully she knew the answers to them and that was it." 
(Academic Administrator, System Office). 

State Legislators 

Legislators reported that they use various negotiation 

strategies. However, they reported that they typically use a 

problem-solving strategy, characterized by holding firm to goals yet 

remaining flexible in determining how to achieve those goals. 
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Legislators stated that although administrative approaches 

also vary, administrators ^ically use contending strategies, 

characterized by trying to impose their will on the legislature. 

Legislators felt most comfortable in negotiations dominated 

by funding concerns rather than policy issues such as equity, 

access, etc. Although they report using a problem-solving strategy, 

they seemed more engaged during discussions in which they were 

responding to requests for funding. The following quote 

demonstrates the tension that exists and a legislator's perception 

that administrators are arrogant and treat others as though they 

are intellectually inferior. 

Right now I'm considering a request for several million 
dollars of tobacco settlement for infrastructure. We called in 
some university folks and essentially asked for someone to 
explain the difference between infrastructure and overhead. 
They're explaining away that 60% of it will go to this and 
18% to that and so on, and 6% will go to funding proposals. 
We all know that you need money to get money, but 6% of 
tens of millions of dollars to ask the NIH for more money, 
that's nuts. In terms of accountability, what the heck does 
that mean? How are we to think that they take 
accountability seriously when it apparently costs millions of 
dollars to submit grant proposals? (State Legislator, 
Ekiucation Committee) 

Adding to administrative arrogance is their often-used negotiation 

strategy that suggests they are entitled to whatever resources they 

deem necessary to accomplish their purposes rather than 
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legislative determination of institutional appropriation based on 

prudent resource allocation. "The university always trots out and 

claims that all you can do is give us a lump sum of money and 

wish us luck" (State Legislator, Education Committee). 

Conclusion 

Information shared in the interviews revealed much more 

than conceptions, characterizations, and strategies. The 

interviews allowed rich elaboration of personal stories that 

provided insight into informant culture and climate. Table 4.1 

illustrates the flndings for the Midwestern state. 

The first research question sought to uncover conceptions of 

accountability. Both groups reported being confused about 

accountability and described it as nebulous, ambiguous, and a 

moving target. Nonetheless, administrators conceived of 

accountability in terms of offering quality academic programs and 

a strong the structure and system of higher education. Legislators 

conceived of accountability in terms of financial reporting 

requirements and a strong structure and system of higher 

education. 
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TABLE 4.1 

Informant* Matrix; Midwest 

Administrators Lesislators 

Research Question 1 
Conceptions of Accountability 

Programmatic 
Systemic — — 

Piduciaiy 
 ̂ ^stemic 

Research Question 2 
Reciprocal Characterizations 

Piduciaiy 
Substantive 

Procedural 
Programmatic 

Research Question 3A 
Negotiation Strategy 

Problem-solving Problem-solving 

Research Question 3B 
Other's Negotiation Strategy 

Contending Contending 

Rhetorical Analysis Accountability Ambiguity 
State underiunds academy 
Academy is misunderstand 
Autonomy is mandatory 
Legislators are not strategic 
Legislators are issue-focused 
Need to build stronger trust 

Accountability Ambiguity 
Provides adequate funds 
[)ont understand academy 
Autonomy is overstressed 
Academy must earn trust 
Academy protect their data 

The second research question asked administrators and 

legislators their perceptions of one another's conceptions of 

accountability. Administrators stated that legislators conceived of 

accountability in terms of financial reporting requirements and 

responsiveness to state priorities and social and public policy 

goals. Legislators stated that administrators conceived of 

accountability in terms of administrative requirements and 

controls prim£u*ily to protect institutional autonomy and offering 

quality academic programs. 

The third research question was to determine negotiation 

strategies and perceptions of one another's strategy. 
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Administrators reported using a problem-solving strategy and that 

legislators used a contending strategy. Legislators also reported 

using a problem-solving strategy and that administrators used a 

contending strategy. 

Administrative and legislative characterizations of one 

another speak to pervasive misunderstandings and tension. 

Administrators characterized legislators as dedicated public 

servants who lacked adequate information and possibly the skills 

to perform their role related to higher education accountability. 

Legislators partially confirmed administrators' suspicions that 

legislators indeed did not possess an adequate understanding of 

higher education to adequately discuss accountability issues. The 

immediate past chair of the education committee provided the 

following quote that 1 repeat because of its relevance in the policy 

arena. 

But generally they (most legislators) still don't understand 
the inter-workings of the university. They don't understand 
the big deal about research at places like that. And so they 
see requests for all this money not fully understanding the 
goals, mission, and what's required to carry on that role. 
(Former State Legislator and Chair of the ^ucation 
Committee from 1991-2000) 

Legislators characterized administrators as knowledgeable, 

elitist, unaware of political realities outside higher education, and 
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unwilling to share accurate, timely data that would permit 

examination of the academic enterprise. 

The policy environment was tense as the following quote 

suggests: "It is not useful to us to have, as happened last session, 

a senator stand on the [legislative] floor and talk about how poorly 

the university is governed, how regents don't do their job, and how 

the university is arrogant." (Academic Administrator, System Office) 
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CHAPTER 5 

DATA - WESTERN STATE 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to uncover administrative and 

legislative conceptions of accountability, characterizations of one 

another, and negotiation strategies in the public higher education 

policy arena. This data chapter reports the results and findings 

from the Western state. 

In this state, higher education received an infusion of 

resources and state support, which was accompanied by 

significant accountability standards and requirements. On the 

heels of such a productive legislative session, the climate was 

relatively cordial. (See Chapter 3 for a more complete state profile.) 

Research Question - Conceptions of Accountability 

The first question examined whether administrators and 

legislators conceived of accountability similarly. The five 

conceptions of accountability were fiduciary, procedural, 

programmatic, substantive, and systemic. 
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Academic Administrators 

Administrators' conceptions of accountability were clearly 

systemic, relating to the fundamental purposes and structure of 

higher education. "The biggest issues are pipeline and access and 

whether students are going to school somewhere, for example 

community colleges, the state schools, or in the university system. 

Are they in postsecondary education?" (Academic Administrator, 

Doctoral Research University—Extensive). They spoke about 

higher education's responsibilities to the state, particularly access 

to educational opportunities, movement of students within the 

state's higher education structure, and the centrsdity of higher 

education to societal progress. "We are accountable to many people 

for many things and the overriding question is always whether we 

deliver to our various constituents" (Academic Administrator, 

Doctoral Research University—Extensive). 

Fiduciary accountability was the other dominant conception 

held by administrators. "Of course tied to our budget request 

every year is a thorough defense of the existing budget. So in that 

sense you never lose track. You never quite lose or get off the path 

of being accountable for how we spend money" (Academic 

Administrator, System OfiRce). Financial concerns, regardless of 
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whether the relationship was direct or indirect, were at the core of 

nearly all policy discussions. 

Administrators expressed tremendous frustration at the 

ambiguous nature of accountability. "Accountability has become a 

buzzword, but I don't think either from a legislative or institutional 

perspective, a lot of thought has occurred concerning clear 

measures of accountability" (Academic Administrator, Doctoral 

Research University—Extensive). Some expressed having "no clue 

how to measure it," others spoke of accountability in general and 

specific levels, and another suggested that it is so embedded in 

academic culture that there is no need to pinpoint with whom or 

where it resides. 

Accountability is imbued in everything we do. We don't 
really measure it. We make sure we have a good product. 
Knowing that we look at ourselves regularly and thoughtfully 
makes us feel accountable. It is in eveiything we do, but in 
a measuring sense there is no there, there" (Academic 
Administrator, Doctoral Research University—Extensive). 

Administrators also conceived of accountability as fiduciary, 

but similar to Midwest administrators, this may have been a result 

of legislative pressure to focus on that dimension more so than 

administrative acknowledgment of its importance, as indicated by 

the following quote: "The public and the legislature have these 

accountability measures that we just kinda' rail against. Things 
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like classroom utilization. They are stupid measures" (Academic 

Administrator, Doctoral Research University—Extensive). 

State Legislators 

The sample of education committee members averaged 1.9 

years in the legislature, due in part to newly appointed legislators 

as a result of the November 2000 elections. The majority of 

legislators conceived of accountability in fiduciary and procedural 

terms. 

Legislators focused on the flduciary issues and the fiscal 

impact of higher education policy. "Generally accountability comes 

into play when issues have a significant fiscal impact. In those 

cases, we are pretty insistent that there is some means of tracking 

how funds were expended" (State Legislator, Higher Eklucation 

Committee). 

Well my take on it is that we are continually being asked to 
provide larger amounts of funding to education. Funding 
itself is obviously necessary because there is a need for 
additional money, but what is a concern that is shared by 
many others is that throwing money at the subject doesn't 
often result in the effect or results we want, so accountability 
for the funding aspect is critical. (State Legislator, Higher 
Education Committee) 

Legislative focus on fiscal issues was closely tied to their 

other conception of accountability, the procedural dimension. 
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which focuses on the administrative reporting requirements, 

particularly evidence of student learning and day-to-day 

operations. Most legislators stated that student learning, meeting 

minimum standards, satisfactory test scores, and performance 

measures demonstrating adequate institutional performance were 

also critical forms of accountability. 

In my mind its' (accountability) two things: fiscal, you have 
to be accountable from a purely productive point of view. In 
other words, your students have to be learning. So that's 
what I mean about accountability; that students that are 
coming to your classes have to be learning and you have to 
be teaching them something. (State Legislator, Higher 
Education Committee) 

The previous and the following quotes, based on their insistence on 

testing, suggest that legislative focus is on teaching, particularly 

undergraduate education. 

So accountability to me means that if we are placing money 
into education, we should have results and the only way to 
obtain results, to effectively know that results are working is 
by examination of the results of whatever educators are 
doing, and that is by testing. And so I think testing is 
critical. (State Legislator, Higher Education Committee). 

Legislators limited intense scrutiny to issues that involved 

significant funding or controversial policy debates. This suggests 

little desire to micromanage higher education and allows the 

academy a fair amount of latitude in defining their work. It was 



128 

clear, however, that they expect noticeable returns on their 

investment in higher education. 

Access, typically part of the systemic dimension, was also 

important. However, legislators viewed movement within the 

system as important as access to the system, particularly for 

minority students. 

Research Question - Characterisations of One Another 

I asked administrators how they thought legislators 

conceived of accountability and asked legislators how they thought 

administrators conceived of accountability. 

Academic Administrators 

Administrators reported that they believed state legislators 

conceived of accountability in primarily fiduciary terms. "1 fear 

that others think about it only as giving us money and therefore we 

should be accoimtable for it" (Academic Administrator, System 

OfRce). Administrators reported that legislators were supportive of 

higher education but increasingly insisted that the academy 

demonstrate return on investment for the state's appropriation to 

higher education. 
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Administrators also believed that legislators conceived of 

accountability as procedural, relating to administrative reporting 

and day-to-day operations. Administrators believed that the effect 

of efficient administrative operations on student access and 

movement within the state's higher education system was an area 

of concern to legislators. 

Accountability has really become defined for us as really 
outcomes measures more than just tied directly to dollars, 
although that is still there. We now have to start submitting 
reports that are outcomes oriented in a whole lot of areas 
such as number of transfers. (Academic Administrator, 
System Office) 

Administrators generally characterized legislators with 

professional courtesy, however, overwhelmingly expressed that 

they believed legislators do not understand academic operations. 

Furthermore, administrators expressed concern at legislators' lack 

of knowledge of higher education as communicated by the 

following quotes: "So many legislators don't really know much 

about us so they do the best they can to piece together whatever 

information they may have and claim to possess enough knowledge 

to work with in drawing conclusions about us" (Academic 

Administrator, Doctoral Research University—Extensive). "So, 

through being convinced that research leads to very tangible 

economic and social results, the legislature is pretty positive, but it 
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does not reflect an understanding of research" (Academic 

Administrator, System Office). 

The following quote suggests a lack of appreciation for 

advanced education, which a minority of legislators possesses. 

The piece that is tough is graduate education. Legislators have a 

much harder time understanding why we do graduate education 

and what the role of graduate education is in the research 

component of the university" (Academic Administrator, Doctoral 

Research University—Extensive). 

Another observation was the reference to the manner and 

breadth of legislative interpretation of policy issues: "Most of them 

care about only a few items rather deeply and don't consider the 

full range of what we're about and what issues impact us" 

(Academic Administrator, Doctoral Research University— 

Extensive). 

Essentially, administrators characterized legislators as 

public officials who did not quite understand the academy and 

performed their duties within political constraints and realities, 

which worked to the disadvantage of higher education. "Some of 

those people come at us with either hammers or stupid ideas, one 

or the other, and then we spend our time on a bunch of old issues 
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that don't really engage anything" (Academic Administrator, 

System Office). 

State Legislators 

Legislators reported they believed that academic 

administrators conceived of accountability in fiduciary terms. 

They (administrators) have several layers of constituents to 
whom they are accountable. They have their own 
institutions, trustees and the legislature, so they have to be 
accountable in many diflerent ways. Probably the best way 
to answer that question is to recognize that they have to 
justify to all their constituents how they spend money and 
get folks to buy into what they are doing with their 
appropriation. (State Legislator, Higher Eklucation 
Committee) 

Legislators also believed that administrators conceived of 

accountability in programmatic terms. They believed that the 

breadth and quality of academic programs remain near the top of 

the priority list for administrators. 

I think if I were gonna' think about an administrator, I'd look 
at the program and the qualitative accountability for that 
because it has a definable, objective goal. There is a belief 
system that assumes that you are a proponent of the 
programs in your ofHce. (State Legislator, Appropriations 
Committee) 

Legislators were less complimentaiy in their 

characterizations of administrators than administrators were in 

their characterizations of legislators. Essentially, legislators 
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characterized administrators as complacent and lacking the 

economic skills to manage academic institutions efHciently and 

effectively. 

IVe found them [administrators] to be very poor managers, 
very poor in economics, very poor in understanding the value 
and application of money and how it should work. They 
approach almost all subjects from an academic point of 
view—very distant. They're really not in the mainstream of 
thinking. (State Legislator, Higher Education Committee) 

Less adamant, but clear indications of legislative perceptions 

of administrative financial and management skills are offered in 

the following quote. "If it's an ongoing program and if they Ve had 

little or no success, they feel that if they throw more money into it, 

it will become effective" (State Legislator, Higher Education 

Committee). 

Legislators provided insights of their perceptions of social 

class differences between themselves and administrators. "Some 

are very arrogant in the sense of believing that they are right and 

everyone else is wrong. So it is an arrogance that is very difficult 

to deal with, but I find them to be impractical mostl}^" (State 

Legislator, Higher Education Committee). 
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Research Question - Negotiation Strategies 

I asked administrators what strategy they ^ically used, and 

what strategy legislators used. I then asked legislators what 

strategy they used and what strategy administrators use. 

Academic Administrators 

Administrators admitted to using various approaches, but 

claimed that they typically use a problem-solving strategy. 

The first thing you try to do is understand what the legislator 
is really trying to accomplish, because what it is they initially 
say doesn't always necessarily come through to us as what it 
is they're really ^ter. But my experience is that if we csui't 
live with what it is they're suggesting, well come up with 
some alternatives that we can live with and suggest them to 
them. We try to come up with something that the institution 
is willing to accomplish and they feel comfortable with and 
meets their goals. (Academic Administrator, System Office) 

Most administrators expressed a willingness to improve the 

policy environment rather than wield power and win negotiations 

that might ultimately weaken state/higher education relations. 

The administrator responsible for the following quote clearly 

interprets issues from a strategic perspective and attempts to 

extend the typical political perspective held by legislators to a 

strategic perspective. 

People [state legislators] often come in and say 'We ought to 
try this" and "this" is something weVe looked at time and 
time again and discarded because of good reason, but 
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because they're new we have to go through the whole motion 
again. (Academic Administrator, System Ofiice) 

Other administrators in this state held strategic orientations as 

evidenced by the following quote. "We have a lot of hurdles to 

overcome in moving people from the short-term to the long-term 

view and from immediate to a broader set of societal priorities. In 

[sic] this environment, no one wants to hear anything beyond two 

years" (Academic Administrator, Doctoral Research University— 

Extensive). 

Administrators stated that although legislative approaches 

also vary, legislators ^ically use contending strategies. However, 

legislators apparently use the budget negotiation process as the 

venue to disclose the actual policy issues. 

State Legislators 

Legislators use various approaches, but claim they are the 

ones who use problem-solving strategies and it's the 

administrators who use contending strategies. They have to 

present their case providing enough data and information for me to 

buy into what they're trying to accomplish" (State Legislator, 

Higher Education Committee). "I usually go into meetings with a 

complete blank slate. I want to know what it is they're really trying 
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to achieve and then I look for a win-win" (State Legislator, 

Appropriations Committee). 

Legislators understood the structure of higher education, but 

seemed relatively unconcerned with understanding more deeply 

how the academic enterprise operates. 

They have several layers of constituents to whom they are 
accountable. They have their own institutions, trustees, 
taxpayers, the legislature. So they have to be accountable in 
many different ways and to justify to all their constituents 
how they spend money, and then convince folks to buy into 
what they are doing with their appropriation. (State 
Legislator, Higher Education Committee) 

Rather, they focus on the outputs, outcomes, and efficiency with 

which higher education expends its appropriation. Many 

legislators were hesitant to criticize administrators and even 

seemed empathetic to some of the challenges administrators face. 

I have the view that they (administrators) are coming at 
education from a different perspective. Although they want 
the same goal, they Ve been given limited resources by us, 
the legislature, and it is their job to do what they perceive as 
the best they can to educate students. (State Legislator, 
Higher Education Committee). 

Conclusion 

I summarize the findings with regard to the research 

questions in Table 5.1. Administrators conceived of accountabiliQr 
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in terms of financial reporting requirements and the structure and 

system of higher education. Legislators conceived of accountability 

as financial reporting requirements and administrative 

requirements. 

TABLE 5.1 

Informant's Matrix: Western 

Administrators Legislators 

Research Question 1 
Conceptions of Accountability 

Fiduciary 
Systemic  ̂

Fiduciary 
Procedural 

Research Question 2 
Characterizations of One Another 

Fiduciary 
Procedural 

Fidudaiy 
Programmatic 

Research Question 3A 
Negotiation Strategy 

Problem-solving Problem-solving 

Research Question 3B 
Other's Negotiation Strategy 

Contending Contending 

Rhetorical Analysis Accountability ambiguity Organizational cultures differ 
Show benefits empirically Academy must justify requests 
Need to build trust Academy must satisfy taxpayers 
Long-term results Short-term results 
Legislators misunderstand academy 

Administrators reported that legislators conceived of 

accountability in terms of financial reporting requirements and 

administrative requirements and controls. Administrators' 

perceptions of legislative conceptions were accurate. Legislators 

reported that administrators conceived of accoimtability in terms 
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of financial reporting requirements and offering quality academic 

programs. 

Administrators reported using a problem-solving strategy 

and stated that legislators use a contending strategy. Legislators 

similarly reported using a problem-solving strategy and stated that 

administrators use a contending strategy. 

The policy environment in this state lacked the tension 

found in the Midwest state. The dialogue suggested that although 

policy perspectives and approaches differed, neither group seemed 

as much into exercising power over another's domain. Instead, 

they tried to steady the course of their own agenda, recognizing 

that incompatibilities are part of the policymaking process. 1 didn't 

sense the typical exertion of Lukes' (1974) second dimension of 

power, instances of nondecision making by repressing issues. 

However, both groups clearly persisted at using third dimension: 

administrators touting the sanctity of autonomy and centrality of 

higher education, and legislators reiterating the academy's fiscal 

and educational responsibilities to society. 

The ethnically diverse population of the Western state added 

another dynamic to the analysis of social class as a factor in 

relations between administrators and legislators. However, I was 

surprised to ilnd few overt (or even covert) references to differences 
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in social class between administrators and legislators. This may 

be due to the fact that western legislators were well educated (see 

Table 3.1) and the legislature is one of the more professionalized 

state legislatures. 

Administrators seemed to appreciate the strategic 

perspective of policy discussions, whereas legislators were 

consumed with the political ramiflcations of policy discussions and 

decisions. 
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CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

This study examined administrative and legislative conceptions 

of accountability, characterizations of one another, and negotiation 

strategies to understand more clearly the dynamics related to this 

dimension of higher education policymaking and practice. I 

interviewed 14 subjects in a Midwestern state and 14 in a Western 

state. In each state, I interviewed seven state legislators and seven 

academic administrators from two public higher education 

institutions and the University System Office. 1 analyzed the data by 

identifying first- and second-order themes, completing a categorical 

analysis, and using a conceptually ordered data matrix to conduct 

cross-case analysis. 

1 approached the study from my pluralist framework which 

states that politics is based on the notion that power is broadly 

distributed smiong many interest groups that compete for control of 

public policy (Brown, 1990; Manley, 1983). Administrators and 

legislators constantly engage in conflicts based on resource versus 

knowledge power and the academy's responsibility to public service 

versus its desire to maintain institutional autonomy. 
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Legislators exercise resource power mostly through the first 

dimension by withholding appropriations (overt conflict) but also 

through the second dimension by controlling the agenda for higher 

education issues (non-decision making). The legislature controls 

public funding for higher education, therefore, from an opportunity 

cost or zero-sum perspective, legislative fiduciary decisions affect the 

academic mission, thereby influencing domains of academic work. 

The academy exerts its own form of power over legislative demands by 

the type and frequency of information it provides to external requests 

for accountability data. The financial and human resources the state 

and higher education possess and their interdependent relationship 

support Emerson's (1962) power dependence equation, "Pab-Dba, the 

power of A over B is equal to, and based upon, the dependence of B 

upon A (p. 44).' 

Summary of Findings 

Administrators and legislators had noticeably different 

conceptions of accountability, somewhat accurately perceived how one 

another conceived of accountability, and believed that when 

negotiating concerning higher education policy, they tend to use 

problem-solving strategies although members of the other group tend 

to use a contending strategy (See Table 6.1). 
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I hjrpothesized that administrators would conceive of 

accountability in programmatic and systemic terms, and that 

legislators would conceive of accountability in fiduciary and 

substantive terms. 

I expected administrators to report that legislators conceive of 

accountability in fiduciary and substantive terms, legislators to report 

that administrators conceive of accountability in programmatic and 

procedural terms, and that their reciprocal characterizations would be 

highly critical of one another and reflect the tension commonly 

accepted to exist. I also I believed, as the literature suggests, that 

each group would claim to be problem solvers and that they were 

faced with contentious strategies. 

TABLE 6.1 

Admintotrative-Legiilativc Informant Matrix 

Midwestern 
Arfniini«tratnr« 

Western 
Artminiiitrafnra Ugialfltgra 

Q1 E t̂tgrammatic Fidudaiy 
Systemic Systemic 

Fidudaiy Fidudaiy 
^stemic Procedural 

Q2 Fidudaiy 
Substantive 

Procedural 
Programmatic 

Fiduciary 
ntKedura 

Fiduciary 
nt)gr<umnatic 

Q3(a) Problem-solving Problem-aolving 

Q3(b) Contending Contending 

ftoblem-solving Problem-aolving 

Contending Contending 

Across all four groups, fiduciary and systemic were the most 

often cited conceptions of accountability. Surprisingly, none of the 
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four groups conceived of accountability in substantive terms, defined 

as responsibility to social and policy goals by responding to state 

needs and priorities. This may have been due to the fact that 

substantive and systemic dimensions of accountability are closely 

related, and some informants spoke of them as inextricably linked. 

Only after closer examination of dialogue did the actual dimension 

become clear. In addition, retention of in-state students was a critical 

issue in the midwestem state, and access to higher education was the 

critical issue in the western state. As operationalized for this study, 

both issues fall under the systemic dimension. 

Three of the four groups accurately perceived one of the two 

major dimensions of accountability for members of the other group of 

policy makers in the same state. Western administrators accurately 

perceived both dimensions of western legislators' conceptions of 

accountability. Each group reported using problem-solving strategies 

and that they were faced with contending strategies. 

Research Question - Conceptions of Accountability 

Midwestem administrators conceived of accountability in 

programmatic terms, offering quality academic programs, and 

systemic terms, the structure and system of higher education. 
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Midwestern legislators conceived of accountability in fiduciary terms, 

financial reporting requirements, and systemic terms, the structure 

and system of higher education. 

By contrast, western administrators conceived of accountability 

in fiduciary terms, financial reporting requirements, and systemic 

terms, the structure and system of higher education. Western 

legislators conceived of accountability in fiduciary terms, financial 

reporting requirements, and procedural terms, concerning 

administrative requirements and controls. 

Administrators and legislators interpreted some issues 

differently. For example, in the Midwestern state, keeping high school 

graduates in state had become the focus of administrative and 

legislative attention. However, legislators conceived retention of in

state high school graduates to be a state priority, reflective of the 

substantive dimension. Administrators conceived the retention issue 

as relating to the fundamental structure and purposes of higher 

education, the systemic dimension. In the western state, access to 

higher education was clearly a topic of concern. Administrators 

focused on entrance to higher education whereas legislators focused 

on movement within the system. 
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Research Question - Characterizations of One Another 

Midwestern administrators believed legislators conceived of 

accountability in fiduciary terms, financial reporting requirements, 

and substantive terms, responsiveness to state needs and priorities. 

Midwestern legislators believed administrators conceived of 

accountability in procedural terms, administrative requirements and 

control of daily operations primarily to protect institutional autonomy, 

and programmatic terms, ofTering quality academic programs. 

Western administrators reported that legislators conceived of 

accountability in fiduciary terms, financial reporting requirements, 

and procedural terms, administrative requirements and daily 

operations. Western legislators reported that administrators 

conceived of accountability in fiduciary terms, financial reporting 

requirements, and programmatic terms, offering quality academic 

programs. 

All groups expressed high levels of respect, but question levels 

of trust for their policy making colleagues. Mutual characterizations 

were courteous, but contained insinuations and accusations of 

inadequate knowledge and capabilities with which to perform the 

range of administrative and legislative functions. Legislators in the 

Midwestern state were particularly irked at their perception that 

administrators intentionally, if not directly, withheld institutional 



145 

data, thereby protecting institutional autonomy. Western 

administrators struggled to encourage legislators to adopt a long-term 

(strategic) policy perspective rather than a short-term (political) 

perspective. 

Both groups provided characterizations of one another that 

were partially confirmed by an examination of the dialogue. Perhaps 

the most pervasive themes were accountability ambiguity among all 

four informant groups, confirmation of administrative perceptions 

that legislators lacked an understanding of academic operations, and 

confirmation of legislative perceptions of administrative elitism. 

Research Question - Negotiation Strategies 

I hypothesized that all four groups would consider themselves 

problem solvers, and report that they are treated in a contentious 

fashion. Administrators would try to solve issues by educating 

legislators and legislators would resolve issues by defining 

effectiveness and stressing efficiency to administrators. 

All four groups reported that they used problem-solving 

strategies and members of the other group used contending 

strategies. Although administrators and legislators share a common 

goal (an outstanding higher education system), policy discussions 

seem to begin with attempts to uncover hidden agendas by first 
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discovering the issues of contention, rather than committing to 

utilitarian solutions by first discovering issues of convergence. As 

noted earlier in this study, administrators' and legislators' roles in the 

policy arena are inherently bipolar in that legislators demand evidence 

of efficiency and seek to minimize appropriations to higher education, 

while administrators resist providing additional evidence of 

performance and seek to maximize appropriations received from the 

state. They trusted their mutual commitment to create an 

outstanding system of higher education, but trust waned when details 

of divergent perspectives and policy preferences became clear. Many 

assumed that to be a natural, pervasive reaction to policy discussions, 

however, only a few policy makers were encouraged by the challenge 

of using those divergent perspectives as information with which to 

strengthen the policy arena rather than adamantly pursing their 

preferred policy for an immediate policy victory. 

Research Question - Administrative and Legislative Similarities and 

Differences 

I analyzed the first three questions by comparing and 

contrasting administrators and legislator with one another within the 

same state. In this section, I examine midwestem and western 



147 

administrators as one group, and western administrators and 

legislators as one group (see Table 6.2). 

Both groups of administrators conceived of accountability in 

systemic terms, but midwestem administrators also conceived of 

accountability in progrsunmatic terms, whereas western 

administrators conceived of accountability in fiduciary terms. 

Midwestem administrators accurately perceived one dimension of 

midwestem legislators' conception of accountability, whereas western 

administrators accurately perceived both dimensions of western 

legislators' conceptions of accountability. 

TABLE 6.2 

Comparing and Contrasting AdminUtrators and Lcgialators 

Qi 

Q2 

Midwestern 
Adminiatratora 

Western 
Ariminiittrntora 

Midwestern 
kaalatgn 

Programmatic 
Systemic 

Fiduciary 
Substantive 

Q3(a) Problem-solving 

Q3(b) Contending 

Fiduciary 
Systemic 

Fiduciary 
Procedural 

Problem-solving 

Contending 

Western 
Legislators 

Fiduciary 
Systemic 

Procedural 
Programmatic 

Problem-solving 

Contending 

Fiduciaiy 
Procedural 

Pidudaiy 
Programmatic 

Problem-solving 

Contending 

Both groups of legislators conceived of accountabiliQr in 

fiduciary terms. However, midwestem legislators also conceived of 

accountability in systemic terms while western legislators conceived of 
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accountability in procedural terms. Both groups of legislators 

accurately perceived only one dimension of administrators' conception 

of accountability. 

The policy environment in the western state seemed noticeably 

less acrimonious than the environment in the midwestem state. This 

may have been due to the fact that higher education and the state 

were pleased with the outcomes of recent discussions and agreements 

with one another. The tension in the midwestem state recendy 

thickened due to legislative requests for increased accountability and 

a policy issue conceming research that has been the source of 

profound divisions between higher education and the state. 

Midwestem legislators felt strongly that administrators should 

be more open about higher education and were troubled and even 

resentful about their lack of understanding of academic operations. 

Westem legislators seemed relatively indifferent toward a more 

profound understanding of academic operations. 

Gioia and Thomas (1996) spoke about strategic and political 

orientations of academic administrators during conditions of strategic 

change. For this analysis, I equate administrative strategic 

orientation with legislative long-term perspective, and administrative 

political orientation with legislative short-term perspective. 
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Midwestern administrators were quite political in their 

orientation given the order of magnitude of current issues. The 

ongoing conflict over appropriate research practice strikes at the heart 

of the institution, so they were forced into a political orientation—a 

campaign to gain stakeholder confidence in the management of 

competing interests, and approval of their interpretation of issues. 

The midwestem state continues to experience a reduction in 

population, and an exodus of high school graduates, yet Midwestem 

legislators were quite concerned with the long-term performance and 

health of the public higher education system. 

Western state administrators constantly focus energies on both 

the political and strategic orientations. However, the strategic 

orientation takes on added importance due to the complexity of 

demographic and social issues. In addition, an inadequate strategic 

orientation causes difficult political consequences. The western state 

is expected to see significant growth, yet western legislators remain 

relatively short-term in their accountability expectations and 

demands. 
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Discussion and Analsrsis of the Policy Bnvironment 

Pluralism / Power 

Most informants seemed to support an approach that is a 

hybrid of the corporate and public pluralist models. They seemed to 

promote a small group that significantly shapes the system, but 

appreciate the value of widespread input from all stakeholders. 

Pratte (1979) addressed the balancing effect of cultural and 

political pluralism on education and how those concepts can be used 

to affect the policy arena. Administrators have at their disposal a 

range of resources with which to use power in a pluralist fashion to 

influence and shape policy. However, they appeared to rely mostly on 

the knowledge power they possess. It appeared as though they only 

loosely coupled themselves with industry relationships and alliances, 

particularly in the Midwestern state, that could be used to leverage 

legislative influence. Furthermore, the iron triangles that typiceilly 

form to strategically influence industry directions did not appear to 

exist relative to higher education, thereby precluding administrators 

from working the system and fully capitalizing on their political and 

strategic orientations outlined by Gioia & Thomas (1996). 

Administrative compliance with accountabiliQr standards 

generally is the result of a quid pro quo relationship with the 

legislature. Each exerts power on the other in an attempt to 
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eventually instill a third dimension of power over the most critical 

issues to each group. Administrators and colleges and universities 

tend to use referent and expert power when dealing with one another; 

however, they use expert and legitimate power when dealing with 

external bodies. Among themselves, legislators use referent and 

expert power, and when dealing with administrators, they tend to use 

coercive and reward power. 

Although higher education receives discretionary funding, 

historically it has succeeded in discouraging increasing levels of 

legislative accountability and intrusion. This could be the result of 

legislators feeling powerless to affect the academy signiflcandy or 

legislative futility at understanding academic operations. In either 

case, higher education seems successfully to have established third 

dimension power, evidenced by a credentialized society and its 

acceptance of higher education's contribution to economic 

development. 

Resource Dependency 

As representatives of the public, legislators are entrusted with 

ensuring administrative compliance with accountability standards by 

exerting financial pressure. The academy depends on legislative 

appropriations yet continually strives to gain control of their 
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resources to reduce their dependency on and minimize the power of 

external resource providers (Leslie, 1995; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; 

Slaughter and Leslie, 1997). 

Administrators acknowledge fiduciary accountability mostly 

because of the increasing scrutiny leveled upon them by the 

legislature, not because they agree with the accountability movement. 

Leslie and Slaughter (1997) stated that the academy typically 

responds to financial pressures by adopting a more entrepreneurial 

posture, entertaining internal reallocations, and engaging in revenue-

generating activities to minimize the effects of fluctuating state 

appropriations. In some cases, the state has frowned upon such 

activities, yet the jockejring for resource control and resource 

independence continues. 

Legislators view higher education as a part of the state's 

economic policy and increasingly are insisting on efficient use of 

public resources. They are increasingly asking higher education 

administrators to be more accountable and discover ways to do more 

with less (McGuinness, 1995). Administrators are grudgingly, yet 

increasingly accepting accountability's role as a mechanism to 

demonstrate that taxpayer dollars are being used efficiently and 

effectively. In the meantime, higher education is seeking to diversify 
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its resource base, thereby reducing its dependence on the legislature 

and the accountability pressures that accompany public funding. 

Professional Ideology and Social Class 

As is typical of professionals, administrators and legislators 

want monopolistic control over their domain of work and strongly 

resist any efforts by external agents to influence their work and work 

conditions (Dureuit, 1995). Defining the domain of work within which 

accountability falls is the topic of much ambiguity. Clearly, both 

groups maintain some responsibility for all dimensions. 

Administrators vehemently oppose external attempts to modify 

academic traditions and operations. Meanwhile, legislators take 

offense to members outside the legislature threatening to hamper 

legislative authority to exercise resource power over state entities. 

Professional ideology and social class are linked because of the 

common criteria of level of education, occupation, and income as 

criteria for both constructs. A larger difference in social class criteria 

existed between administrators and legislators in the Midwestern 

state than in the western state. Ironically, the policy environment in 

the Midwest was significantly more tense and contentious than in the 

western state. 
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Issue Interpretation and Negotiation Theory 

Policy positions are predominantly the result of the multiple 

frameworks used to interpret phenomena. Administrators and 

legislators desired excellent systems of higher education, often held 

different levels of knowledge about policy issues, viewed 

environmental factors and phenomena differently, and had different 

opinions of how best to achieve their mutual goals, leading to difficult 

negotiations with inadequate or inaccurate reciprocal 

conceptualizations. 

Both groups expressed a frustrating amount of ambiguity 

concerning accountability and particularly legislative frustration at 

not understanding higher education operations. Neither 

administrators nor legislators are comfortable with the term 

accountability, which was repeatedly described as ambiguous and 

nebulous. 

More often than not, administrators understood the legislative 

process and culture more than legislators understood the 

administrative process and culture. Legislators had diiUculty 

appreciating administrative concerns and recdities because due in 

part to the unique organizational complexities of academic 

institutions. Legislators tended to view issues in terms of taxpayer 
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accountability while administrators viewed issues based on how they 

affected their ability to create, disseminate, and ev£iluate knowledge. 

Implications for Practice and Reaearcli 

One of the strengths of this study is that the informants were 

legislators and administrators, not (with all due respect) their 

designees or staff. This study contributes to the literature by more 

clearly explaining policy maker conceptions and characterizations 

that ultimately frame and significantly guide policy dialogue. In 

addition, the interaction model (see Figure 6.1) can assist 

policymakers to assess the critical components of policy debates. 

This research informs and provides research opportunities for 

public higher education policy dialogue, institutional theoiy, and 

academic-state relations. Other researchers are encouraged to 

expand this study of accountability to include other states, focus on 

specific dimensions, or to conduct a more quantitative and qualitative 

examination of the policy environment. 

This study could serve as a model for examining conceptions 

between and among interdependent entities internal and external to 

higher education. The joint products of academic work increase the 

difficulty of conceiving terms such "quality" or "efficiency." Perhaps a 
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Study similar to this one can encourage unique conceptualizations of 

those terms as applied to higher education. 

Academic Adminlatraton State Leglalaton 

laaue Intefpfetation 
Political 
Strategic 

laaue Interpretation 
Short-term 
Long>term 

Naqotiation Strategy 
Contending 
Problem-solving 

Negotiation Strategy 
Contending 
Problem-aolvirtg 

Higher 
Education 
Policy Arena 

Environment 
Pluralism 
Resource Dependency 
Profesaionaiization 
Social Class 

Enviionment 
Pluralism 
Resource Dependency 
Professionalization 
SodalClasa 

Accountability 
Fiduciaiy 
Procedural 
Programmatic 
Substantive 
Systemic 

AccountabiMtv 
Fiduciaiy 
Procedural 
Programmatic 
Substantive 
Systemic 

PoUeymakef Fiamewortc 
Campus dimate 
Polî  Participant 
Knowledge Power 
Reseaicb Mission 
Institutional Prestige 

Prttevmilttr FramtwoTh 
Constituent sentiment 
Policy Evaluator 
Resource Power 
Undergraduate Education 
Re-election 

FIGURE 6.1. Admiiii*trmtive*L«gislativ« Interaction Model 
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Recommeadations 

Although competing perspectives can stimulate creative 

thinking about the policy environment, most researchers c£dl for 

improved relations, more S3mergy, and higher levels of trust between 

the state and higher education. Recognizing that trust exists to the 

extent that administrators and legislators seek utilitarian policies, 

they should not allow trust to wane while sharing the details of their 

proposals and positions to ensure outstanding systems of public 

higher education. 

Administrators must accept the fact that persistent, unyielding 

resistance to new external requests for accountability may jeopardize 

the autonomy they seek (Newman, 1987; Zumeta, 2001). Legislators 

need to understand more clearly the degree to which academic 

products are jointly produced to gain a better appreciation of the 

complexity of the academic enterprise and of the constraints within 

which administrative decisions must be determined. Perhaps the key 

to stronger, more effective state/higher education relations depends 

on the respective players' ability to consider and clarify the 

dimensions of accountability that most affect specific policy issues. 

Policy makers must monitor and control the degree to which ego 

and personal agendas influence policy and they must commit to 

creating greater synergy in state/higher education relations. This 
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requires obtaining more than anecdotal information and making 

policy decisions based on logic, rationale, and utilitarian motives 

rather than individual ideologies and idiosyncratic stories. 

The literature typically proposes remedies that recommend 

sweeping changes to longstanding policy dynamics and structures 

and challenges to assumptions that have formed the foundation of 

higher education. In addition to those systemic, overarching 

observations about the policy climate, researchers must propose 

specific programs and actions that will serve as objectives toward the 

goal of a less tense more amicable arena. Academic initiative toward 

realization of the following recommendations would encourage 

legislative familiarity, understanding, and trust of higher education 

which might induce more serious legislative consideration of 

willingness to support, rather than monitor and critique higher 

education. 

Closing the Continental Divide 

Clearly communication gaps exist between the academy and 

legislature. Most state/higher education dicdogue is in response to a 

request or crisis, which immediately increases tension. The academy 

should provide regular, unsolicited, issue or policy summaries to 

assist legislators in understanding the more misunderstood 
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components that contribute to the complexity of university operations. 

The tone and purpose of these bulletins, which could take the form of 

a one-page "Did You Know," and should be objectively informational 

rather than subjective efforts to persuade. 

Power Networks 

Many organizations, particularly private industry, rely heavily 

on the ability to form alliances and coalitions and influence legislators 

to achieve their purposes. Although university/industry 

collaborations appear to be gaining momentum, as mentioned earlier, 

the notion of an iron triangle gamers little attention in higher 

education. The academy should seriously consider a more proactive 

approach to building connections and relationships with external 

entities to consistently influence legislative agendas and policy 

development. 

State/higher Education Clearinghouse 

Many institutional, state, and national organizations gather 

data on major educational issues. However, compiling data on 

programs designed to improve state/higher education relations is 

somewhat fragmented. It would behoove the effort to improve 

relations to identify a national organization that would maintain an 
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easily accessible database detailing the components of state initiatives 

and programs designed to improve state/higher education relations. 

Lobbying 

Many organizations and industries call upon a team of lobbyists 

to promote their interests. Higher education institutions typically rely 

on a small staff including one or two governmental affairs officers who 

frequent the state capitol. The notion of one or two lobbyists 

protecting rather than promoting the interests of higher education for 

legislatures that consist of over 100 members seems curious and 

potentially inadequate given the magnitude of what hangs in the 

balance. It's not difRcult to see how a more concentrated effort to 

promote educational interests similar to the effort expended by 

industry would be beneilcial to higher education. 

Legislative Engagement 

Existing internship programs in state legislatures are designed 

to provide young professionals with legislative experience. However, 

relations could be strengthened by a program providing legislators 

with on-site access to a loaned academic executive or faculty^ fellow 

knowledgeable about the range of academic resources. 
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To strengthen academic and legislative ties, university faculty 

could consider integrating legislators in core university functions. 

Faculty could further develop existing political science, public 

administration, public policy, and governmental affairs courses for 

which legislators would regularly serve as guest lecturers. 

Annual Meeting 

Each year a select group of system and campus administrators 

should meet with the key legislators to share information about one 

another's institutions, discuss key issues, and lay the foundation for a 

productive legislative session. Theses should take place outside the 

budget process. Orientations for newly elected legislators may 

present an opportunity for academic administrators to build and 

strengthen relationships with state legislators. 

St. John, Kline, & Asker (2001) propose an accountability 

approach that works toward social and economic goals, encourages 

collaboration between states, attempts to link undergraduate 

education and the labor market, and ultimately addresses the 

employability of graduates, all of which are critical outcomes of any 

higher education system. However, policy makers must constandy 

recognize and acknowledge that desired changes succeed only if a 

critical mass of institutional and legislative leaders with commitment 
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and courage step forth to lead efforts to affect policy, the process, and 

the public higher education system for which they maintain primary 

responsibility. 
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APPENDIX A 

ACADEBHC ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

1. How do you and other administrators conceive or talk about 
accountability? 

2. How do you think state legislators conceive or talk about 
accountability? 

3. What approach do you take when negotiating higher education 
policy with legislators when differences exist on an issue or topic? 

4. What approach do you think legislators take? 

5. How would you characterize legislators? 

Additional questions; 
a) If a gap exists in how you're approaching a policy issue, how do 

you close that gap? 
b) Do you think that an understanding of research (or lack thereof) 

plays a role in interactions with legislators? 
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APPENDIX B 

STATE LEGISLATOR INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

1. How do you and other legislators conceive or talk about 
accountability? 

2. How do you think academic administrators conceive or talk about 
accountability? 

3. What approach do you take when negotiating higher education 
policy with administrators when differences exist on an issue or 
topic? 

4. What approach do you think administrators take? 

5. How would you characterize administrators? 

Additional questions: 
a) If a gap exists in how you're approaching a policy issue, how do 

you close that gap? 
b) What do you think is the most important factor to improve the 

policy arena? 
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APPENDIX C 

CONTACT SUMBfARY FORM 

NOTE; This summaiy form has been edited for confidentialî  reasons. 

Name: 
Title: State Legislator 
Inst.: 

Gender: Male 
Race: Caucasian 

Type: Site/Recorded 
Date: Sept. 29*̂ , 8:45 
Time: Approx. 30 min. 

Fint-Ord«r Concepts 

Concsotton of AceonntabflltT I8L-ACI 
Honesty regarding research practices/principles 
Appropriate resource allocation 
Student access to higher education institutions 
We veiy seldom ask for information on success of programs, cost of programs. We just never 

Pofceatton of Admlntotiatora' ConcoBtlon of AccouatabiUtT IP-AA-ACI 
Resist our meddling in their affairs; give money, don't meddle 
Being accountable to external bodies isn't high on their agenda 

Negotiation Strategy (SL-NSl 
If you can't get it done. 111 get it done for you 
There's no reason to beat around the bush 

PorcooUon of Admlntotiatora' WoaottoUoa Stnif gr IP-AA-MSI 
If it's something they don't want to do or think isn't a gpod idea, they won't do it. 

of Admlntotratof IC-AAt 
Impenetrable 
La  ̂bureaucracy 
No power to make the faculty do anything. 

Rhotoriol ̂ rnilTTlf Tf ftcad«mlc.f .ortilaHw R»latk>ii« IRA-ALRI 
• The legislature is poor place to set educational objectives; we're not equipped to do that. 
• I can't focus on higher education enough to make decisions. 1 favor a strong coordinating 

commission 
• Univ. thinks commission asks irrationcd, duplicative questions that aren't productive— 

too much micromanagement 
• They (administrators) have no power to make the faculQr do anything. 1 don't know how 

they get things done. 
• Vast amounts of decision making in the universiQr system occur in an obscure fashion. 
• People in my position find it impractical and impossible to make decisions about 

individual activiQr over there. 

ask. 
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CONCEPTUALLY ORDERED DATA MATRK 

This summary form has been edited for confidentiality reasons. 

AA-AC P-8L-AC AA-N8 P-8L-If8 C-SL RA-ALR 
• Veiy 

complicated 
• Praple get 

nervous re 
whether it's a grey 
area 

• We gave you $$; we 
want results 

• Care for students; 
offer classes in timely 
fashion 

• Some SLs have clear 
ideas; others don't 

• mutual 
agreement 

• understand 
what SLs are really 
after 

• build personal 
and 
communication 
bridges 

• Happy to work to 
come up w/ 
acceptable agreement 

• Reasonable • SLs struggle w 
grad. Ed & its role 
in rsch 

• AC is AA 
cultural ethic 

• SLs constituents 
rarely talk about 
AC 

• Can't let 
undergrad. ed 
overwhelm campus 

• General level: 
land-grant 
responsibilities 

• Specific level: 
AC measures in 
compact 

• Varies by SL 
• Transfer system to 

work well 
• Budgetaty concerns 

& responsible spending 
• Rsch leading to 

economic / social 
results 

• Vet & gain 
support from 
internal structure 

• Catch things 
early & be 
proactive 

• pretty positive 
• misunderstand 

value of research 
• reflective of the 

public 
• concerned w re

election & broad 
appeal 

• issues of 
disagreement are 
couched in 
controversy 
surrounding the 
budget 

• Good product is 
the ultimate AC 

• AC pervades 
the university 

• AC is in 
everything, not in 
a measuring 
sense; no 'there* 

• AC measures we rail 
against 

• Stupid measures 
• Requiring responses 

to measures th  ̂don't 
understand 

• Make them 
understand 
institutional 
identity & 
operations 

• Educate SLs re 
revered culture of 
the academic 
enterprise 

• demand rpts on 
parts of institution 

• 'state mandated 
tests & other stufT 

• build trust 

• need to deflne & 
discuss high 
quality ed 

• define 
effectiveness 

• centralized 
lobbying is 
disadvantageous to 
cuz of the 
disconnect 
between 
campus/state 
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APPENDIX B 

Categorical Analsrtis: Midwestem Administrators 

Flnt-Ord«r Coacspts (laforiBaiita) Sacoad-Ordar Thamaa (Raaaarcharl 

Coacaottoaa of AccouatabUlty lAA-ACI 

Responsibility to central administration 
regents, taxpayers, state legislature 
students 

Do what you say youU do 
Full disclosure 
Communicate with community 

Systemic Accountability 

Outstanding teaching, research, service 
Quality programs (to keep students in-state) 
Responsibility to disciplines 

Fiscal responsibility 
Good stewards of public funds' 

Roles/outcomes not clearly defined 
Term not used often, ambiguous 

Programmatic Accountability 

Fiduciary Accountability 

Accountability Ambiguity 

PsfcaBtion ItffalltW' InterawUtloa of AeeoimtabflttT IF-«L.ACI 

What the university is doing with public money 
How resources are spent 
How public funds/appropriation are expended 
Financially focused 
H Ed is black hole with resource surplus 
H Ed is not AC for how it spends its resources 

Anecdotal interpretations baaed on constituent issues 
Keeping best students in-state 
Resource to provide solutions to state's problems 

Offer outstanding programs 

Efficient business practices 

Fiduciary Accountability 

Substantive Accountability 

Programmatic Accountability 

Rocedural Accountability 

Btntwar <AA-IIW 
Explain the benefits that the state will receive 
Give examples of the importance of research 
Straightforward, educational, share position 
Explain rationale for request 
Determine concerns and work to eliminate thei 

Situation specific 
Build partnerships, trust, and familiarî  
One-on-one interactions on neutral turf 

Problem-Solving Strategy 

Policy Environment 
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g«ic*BUon Tf ItrttUtTf' •—nttotkm Btiatw ff-aL-MI 
Situation specific i Dynamic, Organic 

Focus on specific financial expenditures and concern  ̂
Utilize big hammer in terms of resources 
Insist on responses to constituent issues 

Contending Strategy 

CharaetMteation of 8Uf Urtslatois 

Range of intellectual ability 
Pew have broad knowledge of government 
Diverse ci4>abilities 

Committed to constituents 
Good people trying to do good things 
Good cross section of the population 
Reasonable, dedicated, serious-minded, well-meaning 

Intellectual Variability 

Dedicated Public Stewards 

View H Ed as extension of litde red schoolhoui 
lliink H Ed has resource surplus 
Few understand H Ed and its role in the state 
Dont understand H Ed finances related to research 

Academy as Enigma 

Rhatorieal AntlTlh "f A^<amic-I.aglalathw RsUttona IKA-ALRl 

H Ed has unclear measures, mission, operations 
H Ed data shift and can be irrelevant to operations 
'...huge disconnect between H Ed and the external world.̂  Amorphous Enterprise 
The state has little knowledge of H Ed (and finances)  ̂
Point person for AC cant be found / 
H Ed doesnt communicate in lay terms, how it is doing / 

State is committed to H Ed, but underfunds it Resource Incongruity 

Must defend operations/activities 
H Ed should be proud of itself and its stories 
AC difficult with competing demand/interests 

Institutional Image 
(Trqectoiy, Strategic, etc.) 

Formal dialogue on AC is rare 
Focus H Ed workforce preparation, not on how 
Higher Ed has not been a^ed to be accountable 
Accountability involves delusion 

Institutional Autonomy 

SLs have constraints on time and therefore informatioiN .̂ 
SL interests are diffuse except on controversial issue 
SLs dont think globally about H Ed in service to the naur 

Need to build mutual trust 
Communication is the key to good policy arena 
'If they (SLs) want to punish you, th  ̂punish you.* 
Legislators may pull the rug from underneath  ̂

Political Orientation 
(not strategic) 

Trust/Policy Environment 
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APPENDIX F 

Categorical Analytis: Midwestern Legislators 

Plnt-Ordar Coacapta (Inftomunta) a«coad-Ofd«r ThsoMS (RaM«rclMr| 

ConcontloM of AcconnUbflUr tSL-ACI 

Appropriate & efficient uae of iq>prapriation 
Fiscal spending for students 
Fiscal impact 
Fiscal expenditures 
Fiscal responsibiUty 
Financial aspect 

Caliber of universiQr graduates _ 
Keep quality (high school) graduates in state 
Access to H ̂  
Serving the citizens of the state 
Quality of education 

Accountability is nebulous, no black & whitr 
Overall accountability is weak 

Honesty re research practices 
Gender & minority hiring 

Fidudaiy Accountability 

Systemic Accountability 

Accountability Ambiguity 

Procedural Accountability 

HicoDtlon of AiiiH«t«Hator»' ConeoaUon of Acceuntabflity IF-AA-AO 

Peer perceptions are important 
Research productivity & scholarly 
Achieving tenure 

Good teaching 
Outstanding overall education for studem 
Prioritize quality programs  ̂

Resist meddling in our affairs 
Appropriate funds, dont meddle 
Integrity and self-policing 
No need for micromanagement 
External accountability not important 
They think theyVe above it all.* 

Procedural Accountability 

Programmatic Accountability 

Institutional Autonomy 

Woaotlatton StiateCT ISL-IWI 

Gather parties and find common groun 
Mediator 
Consensus style 
Understand each other 
Use data and policy analysis to make decision 

Problem-Solving Strategy 
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Contending Strategy 
Do it or well do it for yov 
Dont beat around the bush 
Withhold appropriation 

"fAiiitwi-tratow' W*«otlaUon StftMty IF-AA-WSI 

If it's their idea, it's good; if not, it's bad 
We educate you; you give us the money we need to < 
We say we need it, so we should have it 
Satisfy our needs de îte your processes 

Contending Strategy 

Build rapport by hiring former senators and lobbyists-
Identify allies and open dialogue 

Problem-solving Strategy 

ChMacteri—tion of Aead«mfe ^C.AA| 

Impenetrable 
(Very) arrogant 
(Very) defensive 
Insincere about attempts to provide data 

'Uneasy Partnership' 

Fundamentally unrealistic 
'Ivoiy towers cloud their perception of the world.' Self-Con tained 

Bright and knowledgeable 
Amicable 
Persistent 
Bureaucratic 
Hard working 
Well-intentioned 

Knowledgeable and Capable 

Powerless against the faculty Organizationally Handcuffed 

Rhetorical Ar"'T**T ''f Ac«d«mic-L—Islathw RolatloM IRA-ALW 

Legislators lack knowledge of institutional operations 
Legislators lack expertise to set educational objectives 
Legislators lack knowledge about faculty activity 
Universities are reluctant to provide requested 

Academy as Enigma 

Universities will no longer receive a blank check 
High trust among veteran policymakers 
New policy players must earn others' trust 

Trust/Policy Environment 



APPENDIX G 

Categorical Analysia: Western Adminiatrators 
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nist-Ordcr Coneapts (laftornuats) 

Conc«Pttoa of AcconnUbflUr lAA-ACI 

Folks are nervous about this gray area 
Very complicated 
Rules of the game are unclear 
Unclear of how to measure it 

General level: land-grant reqiwnsibilities 
Greater societal issues are important 
AC should pervade the institution 
Access and pipeline 

Saeond-Oidar TbsoMS (RMcarebar) 

Accountability Ambiguity 

Systemic Accountability 

Specific level; outcome measures' 
Outcome measures 

Type and quality of programs 

Procedural Accountability 

Financial issues 

Programmatic Accountability 

Fiduciary Accountability 

•' ConcsBtlott of Aecountabaity IF-SL-ACI 

We gave you $$$; we want results 
Budgetary & expenditure concerns 
Financial issues 
Use of tajqpayer funds 
Related to efficiency with fund: 

Care for students; offer students classes in timely fashioB 
Ensure effectiveness of the transfer i 
Outcome measures 

Fiduciary Accountability 

Procedural Accountability 

Vaiying levels of understanding of the concept 

Research leading to economic & social results 

Wantlatlan at»atMir lAA-MBI 

Understand legislative concerns 
Mutual agreement % legislative buy-in 
Educate SLs on culture, identity, and operations 
Communication bridges & constant dialogue 
Gain internal support for institutional position 

Accountability Ambiguity 

Substantive Accountability 

Problem-Solving Strategy 

Investment and long-term approacli -
fttimote institutional activities 
Show centrality to state economic structure 

Empirical Benefits 
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P»ie«ti0B ''Tlftflilitirif' llMottotion Stiatw IF-aL-W8l 

Happy to find mutually agreeable solutions (particularly 
on issues of lesser importance 

Demand reports on specific parts of the institution 
State mandated tests and other accountability reports 
Demand short-term results 
Their way or no way; unwilling to buds 

Charactagteation of SUtt lfgllllt?n ITTll 

ftetty positive. 
Reasonable 

Contending Strategy 

Reasonable, rational 

Misunderstand the value of research 

Concerned with re-election & broad appeal 

Constrained by term limit: 

Political Orientation 

Dedicated 
Committed to public service 
Reflective of the 

Dedicated Public OflBcials 

BtttfffKll lUialnlt fff lUlatioBa IIU-ALRI 

Legislators struggle with grad ed. & its role at research institution 
Legislators are confused by the variable affecting AC discussion 
Legislators' constituents rarely talk about accountability  ̂
Centralized lobbying causes disconnect between 

campus/legislature 

Ideological Incongruendes 

Issues of disagreement are couched in controvert over the budget 

Need to build trust between the two groups 

Most SLs care about only a few issues; ignore impact of others 

Hard to persuade SLs that AC takes time 
Policy development is inefficient due to 

legislative turnover 
Temporal Divergence 
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APPENDIX H 

Categorical Analysis: Western Legislators 

Flnt-Otdw CoBMpts (Infoimuits) 8«coad-Oi4«r Thama* (HMMwclMr) 

laf raw f tion of AeeomitoblUty ISL-ACI 

Fiscal impact 
Fiscal accountability 
Expenditure of money for a program 
Whether money is spent in good & beneficiai wm 

Fidudaiy Accountability 

Show results of appropriation 
Accountable for program and how funds expended 
Show results; students meeting basic standard  ̂
Synonym is responsibility of information " 

Access to higher education is important 
Minorities dont get fair share due to access i: 

Procedural Accountability 

Systemic Accountability 

fafcaattoa of AA—intotwitoim' lateraf tatton of AccountsbOitT IF-AA-ACI 

Fidudaiy Accountability 
Justify to constituents how money was speni 
Explain expenditures to constituents 
Fiscal aspect — 

Worry about program offerings 
Evaluates programs rather than need for them 
Quality programs 

Productivity/performance measures 

Programmatic Accountability 

Procedural Accountability 

Waaotiatlon Stiat—r ISL-Wai 

Wait for evidence that students will be served 
Wait for them to present a case 
Consensus approach 
ftoblem-solver 
Request justification for funding r̂ uests 
Like to please and looks for win-win 
Blank ̂ te to try to understand others . 

Problem-solving Strategy 

Deal within qiecific parameters Contending Strategy 
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PwfcsDtiea iff *ifn1n1tfr»te»»' Wwaottotioa ati«t««r IF-AA-WSI 

Know they must present a good case to get buy in 
They look for their role or a middle ground. 

Problem-aolving Strategy 

Here is what we want done 
[}eal within specific parameters 
Bureaucrats say 'no* 
Request money to throw at programs 

Contending Strategy 

CharaetoriMtioa of Aeaii«ite A îmintetfatois IC-AAl 

Arroganl_ 
Elitist 

Upper Class 

Businesslike 

Good public servants. Dedicated Public Officials 

Comfortable with the status quo 
Struggle to kick institutionalization of status quo- Complacent 

Poor managersT 
Very poor in economics 
Very poor knowledge of value & application of money 

Inefficient & Ineffective 
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