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ABSTRACT 

Emmanuel Aguilar Burgoa: The Freedom of Information Act in the Mexican Higher Education System: An 
Agency Theory Framework 
Master Thesis 
Tampere University 
Master in Research and Innovation in Higher Education (MaRIHE) 
March 2021 
 

The general purpose of this exploratory and qualitative study is to understand the dynamics of FOIA 
regulations in the case of Mexican public universities, through the theoretical lenses of Agency Theory. The 
research explores the characteristics of principal-agent relationships in the system, and the costs that 
universities assume when implementing FOIA regulations. Additionally, it explores how these regulations 
encourage specific types of transparency and accountability in the relationships of the system.  

The research gathers information from interviews conducted with transparency managers in 12 
different universities of the country, and from a document analysis made to an information request and the 
strategic planning documents of those same universities. The results are divided into three main sections. 
The first section describes the characteristics of the emerging principal-agent relationships in the system, 
the information asymmetries, and the opportunistic behavior of the university managers. The second 
section describes the costs that universities assume when implementing FOIA regulations, reflected on the 
leadership, people, operation, and planning dimensions. The third section describes the types of 
transparency and accountability that emerge in these relationships, as well as their interactions in the 
system.  

This research found three goals in the system which are in conflict with university autonomy: 
horizontalization, bureaucratization, and legitimation. However, most information asymmetries are present 
in the citizens-university relationship. These two elements arise an agency problem in the HE system, 
characterized by the risk-aversion and opportunistic behavior of university agents. In turn, this problem 
creates costs that universities assume, which are related mostly to non-financial issues, particularly in terms 
of the career and the psychosocial aspects of people in the organization. Finally, this study found how 
transparency and accountability emerging from FOIA regulations interact in the forms of institutional 
answerability and sanctions. The results from this study highlight the relevance of the Agency Theory as a 
tool to understand the impact of transparency in the field of Higher Education, the need to evaluate the 
cost-benefit of FOIA regulations in HEIs, and the urgency of shifting transparency efforts towards voluntary 
transparency in universities.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Research Problem 

The Freedom of Information Act came into effect in Mexico in 2002, with stronger reforms made 

in 2014. Freedom of Information Acts (FOIA) are “laws that promise the equitable provision of timely, 

relevant, and often new information about government. They signal a commitment to transparency, 

primarily because transparency is thought to promote a fair and accountable public administration” 

(Lagunes & Pocasangre, 2019, p. 162). The objective of FOIA regulations in Mexico has been focused on 

increasing transparency of public organizations and limiting corruption.  

Mexico is classified by national and international studies as a highly corrupt country. According to 

the 2019 edition of the Global Corruption Barometer, 90% of the population in Mexico thinks that 

corruption in government is a big problem (Pring & Vrushi, 2019, p. 10). At the same time, the 2017 

Leaders Edition of the Open Data Barometer, dedicated to compare the amount and quality of public 

information around the world, rated Mexico with 69 out of 100 possible points, positioning the country 

above Japan (68), the US (64), or Germany (58) in terms of open data  (Open Data Barometer, 2021). The 

results of these studies are contradictory but at the same time, they make evident the room of improvement 

in anti-corruption and transparency policies. In that sense, an opportunity area relates to the limited 

information that there is about how FOIA regulations affect sector specific organizations, such as 

universities.  

In the context of Higher Education, corruption has become more evident in Mexican universities, 

undermining their trustworthiness, and curbing their reputation.  Corruption in HE systems was made public 

by recent research such as the “Master Scam” (Carrillo-Hinojosa, 2015a) or the study “Planning, 

Programming, and Accountability of the Budget of Universities in Mexico: Reasons, Results, and 

Challenges” (Ugalde & Mata Zenteno, 2019). Both studies present evidence on how HE legitimacy is at a 

crossroad when it comes to transparency policies.  

The legitimacy crisis that HEIs are experiencing in Mexico has been exacerbated by external 

pressures coming from the social, political, and economical context where universities are embedded (e.g., 

Globalization, marketization, massification). These external pressures, which are in constant tension with 

university autonomy, have accelerated the implementation FOIA regulations in the HE system. However, 

these regulations are focused on increasing the amount and quality of public information that universities 

provide, and little is known about how universities react to FOIA policies or their impact on HEIs dynamics. 

For instance, there is little information regarding the possible effects that transparency demands have in the 
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core activities of HEIs (teaching, research, outreach), or if accountability and transparency mechanisms in 

universities are responding accordingly to stakeholders, social demands, and global trends.  

1.2. Previous Studies 

There is an extensive range of studies in the fields of accountability and transparency focused on 

public organizations. These concepts have been widely studied in public administration and political 

science, and are considered to have a “broad range of perspectives and pervasive presence in both scholarly 

work and organizational practice” (Albu & Flyverbom, 2019, p. 2; Buendía Espinosa & Salas Durazo, 2020, 

p. 4). For instance, the large number of articles analyzed in the systematic reviews conducted by different 

studies in the field (See for instance, Albu & Flyverbom, 2019; Cucciniello et al., 2017; Lyrio et al., 2018; 

Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016) reaffirms the broad relevance of this concept in public organizations.  

Not only the number of articles and publications in this field is abundant, but also the disciplines 

behind it are diverse. For instance, some authors describe how transparency is a widespread research field, 

highly studied in diverse areas ranging from anthropology and sociology to political science  and cultural 

studies  (Fenster, 2015; Meijer, 2015; Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016) 

However, transparency and accountability remain new and emerging research topics in the field of 

Higher Education (Hazelkorn, 2012, p. 427; Jongbloed et al., 2018, p. 441; Maldonado-Radillo et al., 2013, 

p. 73). Literature shows that there is an increasing interest from scholars and practitioners in understanding 

how transparency and accountability are reflected in the HE field, and how these research topics can help 

to overcome challenges related to costs and access (Fredotovic, 2018, pp. 2–3; Horta & Vaccaro, 2008, 

p. 227).  

The emergence of transparency in the field of HE has also been motivated by globalization, 

internationalization, and the massification of HE (Hazelkorn, 2018, p. 423).These trends are changing the 

relationships between universities, society, and the state, creating an increasingly demanding environment, 

and moving the concerns of external stakeholders towards quality, efficiency, and governance  (Curaj et 

al., 2018a, p. 505).  

Some literature also shows how accountability and transparency practices in HE have changed their 

focus, moving from the efficiency in the allocation of resources to the response of social demands (Zapata 

& Fleet, 2012, p. 264). In that sense, some authors have described how universities are being encouraged 

by the government to increase the use of these concepts, as a mechanism to increase trust in HE (Bice & 

Coates, 2016, p. 1; Jongbloed et al., 2018, p. 441). 
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From the perspective of transparency as a field of study, the available literature can be divided in 

two categories. On the one hand, the first category includes those transparency studies focusing on the 

breadth of access to government information, and the information that is available about decision processes, 

operation, and the performance of government organizations. On the other hand, the second category 

incorporates transparency studies focusing on the access of different stakeholders to various types of 

information, as well as tensions, and social processes that arise from transparency (Albu & Flyverbom, 

2019, p. 272; Cucciniello et al., 2017, p. 36). 

From the perspective of HE as a field of study, literature follows a similar pattern when compared 

to transparency. A first set of studies in the context of European and Latin American Higher Education, 

focuses on transparency as a matter of information disclosure, with a strong focus on the quantity and 

quality of information (See for instance, Buendía Espinosa & Salas Durazo, 2020; Carrillo-Hinojosa, 

2015b; Cousido et al., 2017; García García & Márquez Báez, 2017; Guerra Ford, 2012; Islas, 2017; La 

Torre Torres & Torres Megloza, 2013; Maldonado-Radillo et al., 2013; Said-Hung et al., 2018; Tovar et 

al., 2013; Zapata & Fleet, 2012).  

This category also includes those studies related to the study of FOIA regulations in the impact 

they have in HEIs (Edward & McLeod, 2004; Harshman et al., 2001; Jubb, 2012; Rostiashvili, 2011; 

Swallow & Bourke, 2012). This group of studies tends to focus on the provision of information to external 

stakeholders, visibilizing quality efforts, and performance in their various fields of activity. In this case, the 

objective of information disclosure is to allow external stakeholders to form judgements and take decisions 

(Frans van Vught & Westerheijden, 2010, p. 33).  

A second set of studies focuses on transparency as a process that induces social action in HE 

systems (See for instance, Bice & Coates, 2016; Curaj et al., 2018a; Frans van Vught & Westerheijden, 

2010; Hazelkorn, 2012; Jongbloed et al., 2018; Vercruysse & Proteasa, 2012). This group studies 

transparency from the perspective of culture and people, and it deals with the rising problems that 

transparency creates in an organization. Although both categories of literature can be found in the European 

and the Latin American contexts, European scholars tend to focus on the second category, whereas most of 

the Latin American context belongs to the first category.  

In the context of Mexico, literature about transparency in HE is focused on studying three concepts 

that are intertwined and in constant conflict with universities: New Public Management (NPM), university 

autonomy, and regulations. Firstly, studies focusing on NPM refer to transparency in HE as part of the 

implementation of NPM reforms, and how an incomplete or inadequate implementation led to problems in 

the institutionalization of transparency (Moreno Arellano, 2017, p. 33).  
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Secondly, studies focusing on university autonomy analyze the emerging tensions between 

university autonomy and the institutionalization of transparency mechanisms (Carrillo-Hinojosa, 2015a, 

p. 2; Islas, 2017, p. 33). Finally, the third group of studies focuses on the legal framework in which 

universities are embedded. Research conducted from this perspective includes those studies referring to the 

inadequacy of the transparency regulations that universities must follow (Buendía Espinosa & Salas 

Durazo, 2020, p. 31). Furthermore, the differentiation between these three groups is not straightforward, 

since these three topics are intertwined and discussed —to a greater or lesser extent— in all papers.  

1.3. Research Gaps 

There are two research gaps that can be identified when it comes to transparency in the context of 

Higher Education: The limited amount of research about transparency in the Mexican HE system, and the 

limited amount of studies about the effects of FOIA regulations in HE institutions.  

The first gap has been pointed out by several authors who highlight the lack of transparency studies 

in the field of Higher Education in Mexico (Buendía Espinosa & Salas Durazo, 2020, p. 4; Fredotovic, 

2018, p. 3; Maldonado-Radillo et al., 2013, p. 73). Similarly, other scholars argue that studies about 

transparency are mostly focused on the context of Europe and the US, and more research in the context of 

Latin America should be conducted (Buendía Espinosa & Salas Durazo, 2020, p. 7; Cucciniello et al., 2017, 

p. 6; Curaj et al., 2018c, p. 455; Mabillard & Zumofen, 2017, p. 125; Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016, 

pp. 1804–1805). The available literature in the Latin American context mostly focuses on how the concept 

of transparency is in constant tension with university autonomy, and they analyze transparency from a rights 

perspective (Islas, 2017). However, they do not focus on the effects that transparency has in HE institutions, 

and they do not include citizens as emergent actors in the field.  

The second gap was identified in the literature review of this research, since there are no studies 

explicitly studying the effects that FOIA regulations have at the institutional level in universities. Some 

literature about FOIA regulations can be found regarding the Mexican public administration (Lagunes & 

Pocasangre, 2019; Torres, 2020). Similarly, some literature about the influence of FOIA regulations in HE 

can be found in the European or US context (Edward & McLeod, 2004; Harshman et al., 2001; Jubb, 2012; 

Rostiashvili, 2011; Swallow & Bourke, 2012) However, despite the wide implementation of FOIA 

regulations in many countries and institutions, research about its effects in the wide context of HE remains 

limited. Given the high level of influence that these regulations have in universities, it becomes more 

relevant to address this gap.  



 

13 

 

1.4. Research Purpose and Questions 

The general purpose of this study is to understand the dynamics of FOIA regulations in Mexican 

public universities, through the theoretical lenses of Agency Theory. From this general purpose, three 

research objectives have been established. The first objective aims to explore the principal-agent 

relationships that emerge due to FOIA regulations in HEIs. By focusing on this objective, this study aims 

to identify the actors involved in these relationships, their characteristics, as well as the different goals that 

each of them pursues. The second objective aims to identify the effects that FOIA regulations have in 

Mexican HEIs.  

When universities are pressured to be accountable by an external source of power such as FOIA 

regulations, transparency mechanisms are activated. However, there is little information about the 

institutional consequences that these mechanisms have in universities. Finally, and relying on the first two 

objectives, the third objective aims to identify if universities are focusing their transparency efforts to fulfill 

social demands, or if they respond to bureaucratic pressures. The following general research question aims 

to guide this research:  

• How is the Freedom of Information Act influencing the Mexican HE system?  

From this general question, three more specific questions arise to guide the study:  

• How do FOIA regulations connect the actors in the Mexican HE system, and what are 

the characteristics of these connections?  

• What are the effects that FOIA regulations have in Mexican HEIs?  

• How are FOIA regulations influencing accountability and transparency in the Mexican 

HE system?  

 

1.5. Relevance of the Research 

Transparency and accountability have been pointed out as relevant and emerging research topics, 

for numerous researchers and for several reasons. Some authors describe how “over recent decades, the 

concepts of accountability and transparency have taken center stage in public and policy discourse” (Gunn, 

2018, p. 505; Hazelkorn, 2018, p. 427; Jongbloed et al., 2018, p. 442) and how these elements have 

“become a symbol of good governance, both in the public and the private sector”.  
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This literature about accountability in HE explains how an increasing interest in quality assurance 

by national governments around the world has led to “a strong focus on transparency, accountability, and 

value-for-money for taxpayer-funded expenditure; people want to know how effectively students are 

learning, what they are achieving, and how personnel, institutions and the systems overall help students to 

succeed” (Hazelkorn, 2018, pp. 432–433).  

Also, some literature describes how transparency and accountability “is crucial for increasing the 

public value of HE in the years to come”, and how “there is an imperative on universities and colleges to 

start “driving the bus” if they are not to be left on the side of the road”  (Hazelkorn, 2018, p. 434; Jongbloed 

et al., 2018, p. 451). Researchers describe how there is an increasing concern about how accountability fits 

the social contract between HEIs and societies and how these concepts are in constant tension with 

university autonomy (Estermann & Nokkala, 2009, p. 9). Moreover, some authors point out that the 

traditional mechanisms of accountability and transparency in HEIs no longer seem adequate for the 

contemporary challenges that HEIs face (Hazelkorn, 2018, p. 423).  

In the context of Latin America, the lack of information about the activities conducted by HEIs is 

also increasing its relevance for researchers. Zapata and Fleet (2012, p. 260) mention that there are few 

issues in the local debate on HE that have gained such widespread consensus, as the need for more and 

better public information about the HE institutions.  These authors also question the validity, reliability, 

and insufficient amount of information regarding HEIs that is currently available for the public. On top of 

that, Buendía Espinosa and Salas Durazo (2020, p. 31) describe how transparency and accountability 

reforms implemented in Mexican public administration impact the consolidation of these concepts in the 

field of HE.  

From a theoretical perspective, this study is relevant since it contributes to the scarce research of 

transparency in the context of HE by using Agency Theory to make a theoretical exploration. Also, since 

most of the studies about transparency in HE consider universities as any other public administration 

organization, the relevance of this research also relies on incorporating the particularities of HEIs in the 

analysis.  

Also, this research is relevant since it contributes to the limited research of transparency outside 

the context of Europe and the US (Cucciniello et al., 2017, p. 6) since this research is focused on the Latin 

American context. By focusing on the context of Mexican HE, this research provides relevant input to 

policymakers about how to implement transparency initiatives in HEIs, according to their contexts. The 

information of this research can help decision makers to better understand the unique challenges universities 

face in terms of transparency and thus providing more accurate and useful information to society.  
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1.6. Organization of the Study 

This research is organized in six chapters. The first chapter introduces the problem and the general 

guidelines of this research. It presents the problem and its background and introduces the reader to some 

previous studies in the field. Also, it presents some research gaps where this research contributes, as well 

as the research questions that guide the study. The chapter ends by describing the relevance of the study for 

practitioners and researchers.  

The second chapter presents the analytical framework and how it is going to be used to interpret 

the results of this research. This section provides a general overview of the Agency Theory, as well as the 

accountability and transparency concepts. The analytical framework uses the theoretical lenses of Agency 

Theory to explain how FOIA regulations create agency problems, costs, and it describes the particularities 

of the actors involved in the principal-agent relationships. The chapter also outlines definitions and 

explanations of these concepts, as well as some typologies that will be used for the analysis. The chapter 

ends by describing the interactions that arise when accountability and transparency coexists in an 

organization.  

The third chapter describes the study case that provides context for this research. It outlines the 

characteristics of the Higher Education system in Mexico, including its governance system and the 

autonomy concept. The chapter also describes the characteristics of FOIA regulations in Mexico and in the 

HE system. The Fourth chapter presents the methodology used to conduct this study. It includes the sources 

of information, sampling method, and research procedures. It explains the rationale behind the design of 

the research and how the data is collected. The chapter finalizes by explaining some mechanisms used to 

test the reliability of the research methodology, as well as some of limitations of the study.  

Chapter five presents the findings of the research, and it is divided in three sections. The first section 

describes how FOIA regulations create agency problems in the Mexican HE system. It presents an overview 

of the actors involved in principal-agent relationships, the information asymmetries that exist between 

actors, and the characteristics of agents that make the agency problem to arise. The second section of this 

chapter describes the costs that Mexican HEIs assume from FOIA regulations. It presents the costs that 

HEIs assume related to the dimensions of leadership, people, operation, and planning. The third section 

explains how accountability and transparency interact in HEIs due to FOIA regulations. Finally, the sixth 

chapter presents some conclusions and the empirical and theoretical implications of the study. 
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2. Analytical Framework for Freedom of Information Acts (FOIA) in HE Systems 

Figure 1 shows a representation of the analytical framework that will be used for this research. This 

framework uses the theoretical lenses of Agency Theory to explore the connections —named as 

relationships under Agency Theory— that exists between actors in the HE system, as well as the 

characteristics of these connections. Kivistö and Zalyevska (2015, p. 134) describe three conditions that 

must exist in order for a principal-agent relationship to arise: “(1) government and citizens delegate tasks 

to universities; (2) they allocate resources to universities for accomplishing the tasks; and (3) they present 

interest in monitoring the accomplishment of the tasks”. By analyzing these conditions, this framework 

allows to answer the first specific research question.  

Also, this framework assumes that the relationships that arise in the system are characterized by 

the conflicting goals and the information asymmetries that exists between actors in the system. Literature 

shows that when these two elements are present in a relationship, an agency problem emerges, requiring 

the actors to adopt surveillance and governance mechanisms (Panda & Leepsa, 2017, p. 82) . However, the 

adoption of these mechanisms generates costs for the actors in the system. For the purpose of this research, 

the costs arising in HEIs are defined as the effects that the adoption of FOIA regulations have on these 

institutions. With the recognition of these elements and characteristics, this framework allows to answer 

the second research question. Finally, the framework incorporates the typologies developed by Mabillard 

and Zumofen (2017), Cucciniello et al. (2017), and Lindberg (2013) to explore how FOIA regulations 

influence accountability and transparency in the principal-agent relationships of the system. By building on 

this previous research, this framework will be helpful to answer the third specific research question.  

This framework involves the following components: (1) the interactions between principals and 

agents in the Mexican HE system; (2) the different types of accountability enforced by the principals in the 

system; (3) the types of transparency that emerges in the relationship between different actors; and (4) the 

interactions between transparency and accountability in the Mexican He system. In Figure 1, the black-

lined boxes and elements represent the components of Agency Theory, the yellow ones represent the type 

of accountability and its spatial direction, the interactions between the concepts are represented in red color, 

and the blue elements show the types of transparency.  
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Figure 1 Analytical Framework for Freedom of Information Acts in HE Systems 

 

 

Note: Own elaboration based on (Cucciniello et al., 2017; Kivistö & Zalyevska, 2015; Lindberg, 2013; Mabillard 

& Zumofen, 2017).  

2.1. Agency Theory and FOIA Regulations in HE Systems 

Principal-Agent Relationships 

HE systems are complex, and a multiple actors and forums coexist at different levels, where the 

principal can be a ministry of science and education, the university board, the president, a dean, or a 

department chair (Kivistö & Zalyevska, 2015, p. 133). In that sense, different authors have used Agency 

Theory to understand the different actors and relationship that exist in a HE system (See for instance, Yallew 

et al., 2018) Such is the case of FOIA regulations in HE systems, a set of policies that have pushed the 

involvement of new actors in the field, such as citizens or regulatory entities in charge of transparency 

policies (e.g., Ministry for the Cabinet Office in the UK, or Transparency Institute in Mexico).  

Currently, more than fifty countries have adopted FOIA policies, which are focused on providing 

relevant information to citizens and public officials (Kosack and Fung 2014; in Lagunes & Pocasangre, 

2019, p. 162). Authors describe that the main aim of FOIA is “to provide a channeled exchange between 

citizens and public officials that, irrespective of the citizen’s status or identity, results in the provision of 

timely, relevant, and often new information about certain policies" (Lagunes & Pocasangre, 2019, p. 164). 

In that sense, FOIA regulations allows citizens and regulatory entities to act as principals, it creates a 
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principal-agent relationship with public universities through the access of information mechanisms (See 

Figure 2). This is particularly relevant for the citizen-university relationship where FOIA regulations have 

strengthen the control that citizens have over universities.  

FOIA regulations in HE systems create multiple principal-agent relationships, which are an 

ubiquitous phenomenon arising whenever one party (the principal) depends on the action of another party 

(the agent) (Pratt and Zeckhauser, 1985; in Kivistö & Zalyevska, 2015, p. 133). This framework 

acknowledges the relationship existing between citizens, universities, and government, where citizens act 

like principals, universities are agents, and government play a double role as agents and principals. This 

relationships are build following the conditions described by Kivistö and Zalyevska (2015, p. 134); where 

(1) government and citizens delegate tasks to universities; (2) they allocate resources to universities for 

accomplishing the tasks; and (3) they present interest in monitoring the accomplishment of the tasks.  

These three conditions are also applicable in the relationship between government and citizens, 

although the chain of delegation becomes more complex. Citizens, in their role as voters, “delegate 

decision-making authority to representatives in parliament, who delegate decision-making authority to the 

government, which in turn implements policies, which, ideally, should reflect the “will of the people” 

(Rommetvedt & Veggeland, 2019, p. 662)”.  

Figure 2 Principal-Agent relationships in HE Systems 

 

Note: Own elaboration based on (Kivistö & Zalyevska, 2015) 
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Asymmetries of Information and Goal Conflicts 

Two relevant assumptions in the framework are information asymmetries and goal conflicts. These 

concepts are considered to be the two “spark plugs” of the Agency Theory (Waterman and Meier, 1998, p. 

177; in Kivistö & Zalyevska, 2015, p. 136). Information asymmetries refers to the claim that the agent 

possesses more or better information about his or her capacity to perform the task assigned to him than the 

principal; thus, implying that the principals have imperfect information of the agents (Miles, 2012, p. 34).  

However, different conceptualizations about information asymmetry have been developed by 

authors of different fields (for an exhaustive review, see Bergh et al., 2019). For instance, Clarkson et al. 

(2007, p. 829) describe how “some information asymmetries are due to deliberately withheld information, 

others to habits of information use, still others to insufficient incentives to share information. Whatever the 

cause, the effect of information asymmetry creates a weaker position for those who does not own enough 

information to negotiate contracts”. 

In the context of FOIA in HE, information asymmetries are present at both government-university 

and citizens-university relationships. For government-university relationship, the assumption is that latest 

possess more and better information about their tasks than the government and thus, surveillance and 

contractual mechanisms must be imposed. These control mechanisms can be materialized through specific 

rules that limit discretion, and performance mechanisms (Enders et al., 2013, p. 9). In that sense, FOIA 

regulations create a set of specific rules that oblige universities to publish information about their financial, 

administrative, and academic activities. At the same time, the publications of this information must 

accomplish certain standards regarding time, quality, and content. 

For the citizens-university relationship, same assumption applies. Universities have better 

information than citizens do about its activities and therefore, contractual mechanisms are imposed. In that 

sense, FOIA regulations give authority to the members of the public to request information from public 

authorities, as a mechanism to reduce information asymmetries. However, the citizens-university 

relationship has some particularities since both government and universities are agents to the citizens. This 

means that transparency in HE systems is agent-controlled; those being supervised manage at the same time 

the transparency (Lagunes & Pocasangre, 2019, p. 164).  

Since government and universities belong to the public sphere, and FOIA reduces the scope for 

action for government and their agents, both government and universities have more incentives to increase 

asymmetries of information by neglecting or underfunding the implementation of FOIA regulations 

(Stiglitz, 2001; in Snell, 2006, p. 302). The “judge and jury” situation that universities and regulatory 
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agencies have, increases the relevance of citizens as key players to face the particular challenges in public 

organizations compliance (Lagunes & Pocasangre, 2019, p. 164). 

On the other hand, goal conflicts are understood as differences or conflicts in a principal’s and an 

agent’s desires and interests (Kivistö & Zalyevska, 2015, p. 135). Authors have pointed out how 

“universities are supposed to act as social entities that possess a certain degree of autonomy, with self-

interested goals as well as with independent resources” (de Boer et al. 2007; in Enders et al., 2013, p. 9). 

However, in order to reduce conflicting goals in the government-university relationship, the firsts stimulate 

closer monitoring in universities, incentivizing HEIs to “make strategic choices aligned with government’s 

goals”, and promoting the administrative homogenization of HE systems (2013, p. 15). In that sense, FOIA 

regulations act as a framework that oblige universities to adopt the transparency and accountability goals 

that governments have. It might be the case that HEIs are not prepared, do not consider these goals as a 

priority, or argue that they represent conflicting goals with university autonomy. However, the regulatory 

enforcement as well as reputational issues, oblige universities to adjust to these goals.  

The citizens-university relationship also presents conflicting goals. Citizens are “increasingly 

suspicious of the performance of traditional publicly funded service systems and from this perspective, 

Higher Education is no different from other publicly funded organization” (Van der Meulen, 1998; in Ferlie 

et al., 2008, p. 328). Authors also point out how the “democratization of HE systems are increasing 

stakeholder’s participation in the governance of these institutions. This leads to a stress on the social 

function of universities, as a key part of strong interactions with diverse stakeholders” (2008, pp. 333–334). 

The direct influence that FOIA regulations are providing to citizens in the agenda setting of HEIs, have 

challenged in recent years the goals and autonomy of universities.  

Agency Problem and Costs 

When information asymmetry and goal conflicts are taken together, they constitute the agency 

problem; which stands for the possibility of opportunistic behavior on the agent’s part that works against 

the welfare of the principal (Barney & Hesterly, 1996; in Kivistö, 2008, p. 342). Since information 

asymmetries and conflicting goals exist in both above-described relationships, the agency problem is 

expected to arise in both cases.  

However, this framework stresses the possibility of opportunistic behavior in the citizens-university 

relationship, due to the broad nature of information requests that citizens can ask for. Since the nature of 

information of universities is public, citizens can request any information that is non-well-documented in 

universities. Those requests are later interpreted by university agents, who have discretionary power to 

decipher them in their favor. Moreover, the information that university agents possess about legal lagoons, 
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and administrative procedures, put them in an advantageous situation. In that sense, the agency problem 

arising from citizens-university relationship become more complex since university agents are risk-averse, 

they do not have enough incentives to engage with citizens, and they possess a high level of autonomy and 

independency. (Cheng, 2014, 583; in Yallew et al., 2018, p. 91). 

The agency problem arising in HE because of FOIA regulations generate costs for principals and 

agents. Jensen and Meckling (1976) described the agency cost as the aggregate of the monitoring cost, 

bonding cost, and residual loss. Monitoring costs are those associated with the monitoring and assessment 

of the performance of the agents in the firm; bonding costs are those related to setting up and operating a 

monitoring system in the firm; and residual loss is the outcome produced by inefficient decisions taken by 

the agents, which does not maximize the wealth of the principals (Panda & Leepsa, 2017, pp. 83–84).  

Additionally Kivistö and Zalyevska describe how in the context of HE, “the cost of governance 

procedures could be evaluated indirectly as the amount of planning they require to be established and to 

operate, the number of new employment positions required or new hierarchies their application creates and 

the observable or estimated dysfunctions (including administrative burdens) they inflict on the production 

behavior of the universities” (2015, p. 139). 

For this framework, monitoring costs are assumed by the government as a principal, whereas 

bonding costs and residual losses depend on universities as agents. The rationale behind this is that on the 

one hand, ministries in charge of FOIA regulations create a surveillance system that includes administrative 

procedures, technologies, and skills development. On the other hand, universities assume costs related to 

the operation of the surveillance system in the institution, as well as any other possible outcome produced 

by their decisions. Particularly in the case of universities, boding costs and residual losses have an impact 

not only in their organizational capacities, but also in their leadership, people, and strategic planning.  

2.2. Accountability and FOIA Regulations in HEIs 

Literature shows how “principal–Agent theory has proven to be a flexible and useful approach for 

interpreting the effects of institutional arrangements on accountability of public decision-makers and public 

policy” (Gailmard, 2014, p. 101). The well-stablished accountability typology developed by Romzek and 

Dubnick (1987, in (Greiling & Spraul, 2010, p. 340) is based on the sources of agency control and the 

degree of control over agency actions.  

These authors highlight how accountability rely mostly on two simple ingredients: an organized 

and legitimate relationship between a superior and a subordinate (principal-agent relationship); and a close 

supervision of standard operating procedures (reduction of information asymmetries). Based on Romzek 
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and Dubnick (1987), Bovens et al. (2014a) elaborates on these two simple ingredients, and describes three 

characteristics of accountability: (1) agents are forced to account for their conduct; (2) principals can 

question the actor and set its reading of the situation against that of the agent; and (3) principals can decide 

whether it is satisfied with the actor’s response.  

The purpose of new regulations emerging from FOIA is making universities more transparent and 

thus, more accountable to the public officials and citizens. Therefore, the accountability mechanism in HEIs 

can be interpreted using the three characteristics described by Bovens et al. (2014b). Firstly, principals —

in the form of citizens and FOIA regulations— force universities to be accountable for their conduct, 

pushing them to adapt their structures to provide the requested information. Secondly, citizens and 

governments set in a surveillance system in universities structures that allows them to monitor and question 

universities performance in terms of information disclosure. Thirdly, citizens and the government can 

decide if they are satisfied with universities’ responses. In case the information that universities provide do 

not fulfil principals’ expectations, sanctions are applied to universities.  

FOIA regulations make universities agents react differently according to the principal, and 

therefore it is relevant to understand the types of accountability that are enforced, accordingly (See Figure 

3). Based on Lindberg (2013) classification, three types of accountability emerge from FOIA regulations, 

where two of them —legal and social accountability— affect directly HEIs, and one of them —

representative accountability— is related to the citizens-government relationship.  

Legal accountability —sometimes classified as administrative accountability— (Bovens et al., 

2014b, p. 12) happens in the government-university relationship. In this case, the source of control is 

external since the government as a principal imposes accountability mechanisms to the university agents. 

Since FOIA regulations are very much detailed and embedded in the legal and administrative processes of 

universities, the degree of control that principals have over university agents is very high. Also, the direction 

of the accountability mechanisms follows a vertical-downward direction, where state bureaucracies holds 

an implementing agency -in this case universities- accountable (Lindberg, 2013, p. 215).  
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Figure 3 Types of Accountability emerging from FOIA in HE systems 

 

Note: Own elaboration based on Lindberg (2013) 

Social accountability happens in the citizens-university relationship. In this case the source of 

control is also external as in the legal accountability case. This type of accountability is characterized by 

actions taken by civil society aimed at forcing political, bureaucratic, business and legal decisionmakers to 

give information on, and justifications for, their actions (Lindberg, 2013, pp. 215–216). The strength of 

control is typically weak but since FOIA regulations require university agents to provide an answer to 

citizens with specific criteria, the strength of control becomes higher.  

However, since social accountability relies on the “right” of the principals to hold agents 

accountable, “the boundaries of the strength of control are sometimes defined as diffuse” (Lindberg, 2013, 

p. 216). This diffusion of the boundaries is described by authors like Hevia and Vergara-Lope (2019, p. 13) 

as a diagonal oversight, which “represents the extent to which citizens are able to hold a government 

accountable outside of format political participation”. A diagonal oversight represents an accurate 

description of FOIA regulation in HEIs since universities can demand information directly to universities, 

or they can choose to do it through the regulatory agency.  

Finally, representational accountability happens in the citizens-government relationship. (Bovens 

et al., 2014b, p. 6) describes that representational accountability generally “denotes a relationship between 

elected politicians and their voters, sometimes mediated by parties, government representatives, or 

bureaucrats”.  In this case citizens as principals and governments as agents are involved in an upward-

vertical relationship, where the degree of control is relatively high. (Lindberg, 2013, pp. 214–215). This 

type of accountability is not directly related to the role of universities as agents, but the decisions that 

emerge from it have an indirect impact on HE systems.  
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2.3. Transparency and FOIA Regulations in HE 

Transparency in HE systems relates to the need to provide information on Higher Education 

institutions' efforts, performance, and quality in their various fields of activity to external stakeholders. 

(Frans van Vught & Westerheijden, 2010, p. 33) The information that universities provide can range from 

students choosing between specific educational programs to public or private agencies awarding research 

contracts and governments deciding on accountability issues relating to funding.  

Similarly and arguably, FOIA regulations are enablers of transparency in public organizations that 

“promise the equitable provision of timely, relevant, and often new information about government” 

(Lagunes & Pocasangre, 2019, p. 162) and they “signal a commitment to transparency, primarily because 

transparency is thought to promote a fair and accountable public administration” (Kosack & Fung, 2014, 

p. 66).  

Despite the fact that transparency is a complex concept that can be analyzed from different levels, 

perspectives and disciplines, there are two predominant perspectives: transparency as a mechanism and 

transparency as a social process (Cucciniello et al., 2017, p. 36). In that sense, citizens and governments as 

principals can exert their power over university agents to activate information disclosure mechanisms, using 

FOIA regulations. Then, university as an agent is obliged to “inform the principal about current or planned 

behavior and actions to reduce information asymmetries” (Greiling & Spraul, 2010, p. 350).  

By implementing transparency mechanisms in HE systems, government as principals “reduce 

uncertainty about the agents’ behavior in situations characterized by moral hazard, thereby making the 

principal more confident in delegating powers to the agent” (Fine Licht et al., 2014, p. 114). As with 

accountability, the implementation of transparency mechanisms generates costs that have an impact in 

different HEIs dimensions, ranging from people and leadership, to limitations in the organizational capacity 

(Albu & Flyverbom, 2019, p. 272).  

2.4 Transparency and Accountability Interactions in HE Systems  

Transparency and accountability are frequently used as synonyms and literature shows how 

transparency is sometimes considered as a tool to achieve accountability. However, the relationship 

between these concepts is not static, and the interaction between both concepts has different outcomes. 

Mabillard and Zumofen (2017, p. 115) describe how “transparency may reinforce so-called horizontal 

accountability, which means accountability from public organizations towards citizens and other 

stakeholders. It follows a growing trend of horizontalization in government, in which administrations have 



 

25 

 

opened and moved closer to citizens […] Through their access to data, citizens can be aware of 

administrative practices and denounce dysfunctions. They thus have an opportunity to send signals to the 

authorities concerned and activate the vertical accountability chain”. Based on the classification of 

Mabillard and Zumofen (2017) showed in Table 1, when FOIA regulations enforce transparency and 

accountability in HE systems, these concepts interact in the form of two categories: institutional 

answerability and access to information and sanctions.  

For the government-university relationship, institutional answerability involves those situations in 

which transparency takes a passive role and accountability is reflected in the form of answerability. 

Mabillard and Zumofen (2017, p. 121) explain that institutional answerability “concerns any instance of 

the use of a transparency law for which a public entity must be answerable, without creating any 

enforcement in the case of accountability”.  

The authors also point out that by passive transparency they refer to the constrained release of 

information, and it can be related to an information request submitted by citizens to university agents 

through FOIA laws. In this case, universities are usually “forced to disclose data that was not available to 

the general public beforehand” (2017, p. 120). Answerability on the other hand, is conceptualized as an 

activity in which university agents “called to account are obliged to respond to questions from citizens or 

public officials. These questions might be designed either to uncover a dysfunction or to insure that the 

mission the officials were entrusted with was carried out properly” (2017, p. 121).  

For the case of citizens-university relationship, this interaction is reflected in the form of access to 

information and sanctions. This category “involves passive transparency and accountability in the form of 

enforcement. Enforcement refers to the idea that university actors called to account are not only required to 

explain themselves but can also be punished if their behavior has been inappropriate. Enforcement here 

could be synonymous with rewarding good and sanctioning bad behavior” (2017, p. 121).  

Table 1 Relationships Between Transparency and Accountability 

Content of 

Information 

Active 

Transparency 

Passive 

Transparency 

Accountability as 

Answerability 

Accountability as 

Enforcement 

Non-compromising Dissemination  Responsibility  

  Institutional Answerability  

Compromising  Access to 

Information 

 Sanctions 

 Disclosure  Remediation  

Note: From Mabillard and Zumofen (2017). 
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3. Case Study: The Higher Education System in Mexico 

This chapter describes the context of Higher Education System in Mexico, which will be used for 

this research. It provides an overview about the characteristics of governance in the Mexican HE system, 

and the relevance of the autonomy concept for national universities. The chapter finishes outlining how 

FOIA regulations work in public institutions, its components, and how it is applied in the context of 

Mexican HEIs.  

3.1. Governance of Higher Education in Mexico 

Mexico has a federal system, and its political arrangement has implications for the governance of 

the national Higher Education system (OECD, 2019b, p. 13). The country is a constitutional and 

presidential republic composed of an executive branch, a legislative branch, and a judicial branch at the 

federal level. These branches are represented by the president, the Congress of the Union, and the supreme 

court, respectively.   

The Congress of the Union is bicameral, consisting of the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate. 

Because of its federal system, governing power is shared between the federal government and the 32 

subnational entities or states, each of one of them having an executive, legislative, and judicial branches as 

a “mirror” of the federal system. The level of centralization of the power varies according to the policy 

area. 

In the case of Higher Education, policy implementation is a competence of both the Federation and 

the subnational states, which means that HEIs in Mexico is oversaw either by the Secretariat of Public 

Education at the federal level (federal universities), or by one of the 32 Secretariats of Public Education at 

the subnational level (subnational universities).  

Federal universities are created and legislated by the Congress of the Union, whereas subnational 

universities are the responsibility of subnational congresses. In all cases, Higher Education subsystems in 

Mexico are highly controlled by the Federal Government, which has a robust managerial-bureaucratic 

tradition. This tradition has been reflected in weak and limited consultation about policies in the field, 

between Federal administration and subnational governments. 

As in most of the Latin American countries the NPM movement has had a notorious influence in 

public governance. Since 1990, different governments from the local, subnational, and national sphere, 

announced the implementation of strategies and plans adhered to the principles of the NPM. Similarly for 

HEIs, the paradigm of expanding universal access through increases in the budget was changed by a new 
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one based on economic goals and a generalized improvement in the performance of universities (Moreno 

Arellano, 2017, p. 33). Authors argue that this situation can be seen in the rise of policies, programs, and 

tools focused on the implementation of new funding models, improvements in the government-university 

relationship, changes in the evaluation and accreditation, as well as in the governance structures of HEIs 

(2017, p. 33).  

The incorporation of NPM in Mexican HEIs has contributed to increase their levels of transparency 

and accountability. Nevertheless, scholars believe that the NPM reforms in the field of HE were never fully 

implemented. It has also been argued that universities were able to master the technical jargon imposed on 

public administration, which has resulted in simulation problems and mistrust in universities (Moreno 

Arellano, 2017, p. 36; Tovar et al., 2013, pp. 30–31).  

The lack of a systemic reform in HEIs led to the centralization of the decision making inside HEIs 

(Moreno Arellano, 2017, p. 39), and to the overestimation of financial and administrative dimensions of 

the university, leaving aside other relevant fields such as the academic performance (Buendía Espinosa & 

Salas Durazo, 2020, p. 14).  

3.2. University Autonomy in Mexico 

University autonomy is particularly relevant for the Latin American context of Higher Education, 

where universities are deliberately named “autonomous” as a formal recognition of their autonomy status, 

a situation that does not happen in other countries of the democratic world (Islas, 2017, p. 138). When 

universities are deliberately named “autonomous”, policymakers ensure —at least formally— that political 

power will not interfere in university governance and its inherent activities.  

The autonomous status is not granted to all universities, and this special status must be approved 

by the local or federal congresses. In that sense, Mexico has 13 subsystems comprising 2,693 private 

universities and 948 public universities. From this universe, only 35 universities have formal or de jure 

autonomy status (OECD, 2019a, pp. 52–53).  

The “title” of autonomy that Mexican —and some Latin American— universities have, can be 

understood through the historical evolution and the moments of crisis that universities in the region have 

experienced. There are historical records about how the government has tried to increase its influence in 

the academic field and therefore, universities have fought to ensure that political power will not interfere in 

the development of university activities (Islas, 2017, p. 22). The student movements in Argentina (1918), 

Brazil (1968), Chile (2011), and Mexico (1968) are some examples. Historical events like student 
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movements played a major role in shaping HE in Latin America, and therefore, the concept of university 

autonomy and its defense is deeply rooted in the culture and traditions of Mexican public universities.  

Regarding its conceptual definition, university autonomy in Mexico is interpreted differently 

according to the author; sometimes it is defined as a right, a guarantee, or a responsibility (La Torre Torres 

& Torres Megloza, 2013, p. 44). For instance, Olvera (2009; in Carrillo-Hinojosa, 2015a, pp. 10–11) 

defines the concept of autonomy as “the power that universities have to govern themselves, to have their 

own rules within the framework of their organic law, to designate their authorities, to determine their plans 

and programs within the principles of academic freedom, to research, and to freely administer their 

patrimony”.  

Similarly, Islas (2017, p. 119) implies that the principle of university autonomy entails that the 

Mexican State is committed to offering public, secular, and free Higher Education through institutions that 

are independent of the executive branch of government —the president or any of its secretariats—  granting 

them specific attributions for that purpose.  

The concept of university autonomy has been in tension with transparency for a long time. On the 

one hand, many scholars have argued that transparency and accountability policies threaten the autonomy 

of universities, and these mechanisms are frequently seen as an intromission of government in academic 

affairs. In this context, autonomy has been described by some academics as a “shield” that impedes the 

implementation of efficient transparency and accountability mechanisms, arguing that university autonomy 

grants them freedom to act and manage their own resources (Carrillo-Hinojosa, 2015a, p. 2).  

Some scholars argue that transparency is a tool that improves university autonomy, since 

autonomous universities are part of a social context, and both concepts are needed to solve some of the 

most crucial national problems. In that sense, transparency is described by some scholars as “an 

indispensable tool for guaranteeing the autonomy of public institutions, since [...] citizens can learn how 

university autonomy is exercised [...] at the academic and budgetary levels” (Carrillo-Hinojosa, 2015a, 

p. 49; Islas, 2017, p. 33). 

3.3. FOIA Policies in Mexican Higher Education 

Transparency in Mexico has been a relevant issue for citizens and policymakers mainly because of 

the high levels of corruption in the country. According to international rankings, Mexico is one of the most 

corrupt countries in the world. For instance, the country holds the 66th position in the 2017 Democracy 

Index developed by the Economist Intelligence Unit. It also ranks 135 out of 180 countries on the 

Corruption perception Index developed by Transparency International (OECD, 2019b, p. 45). 
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Some scholars have referred to corruption in Mexico as a complex, systemic, structural, transversal, 

multicausal, and linked to power phenomena (Farías-Bautista, 2018, p. 113). Other authors have gone 

further by stating that “corruption is not an unpleasant characteristic of the Mexican political system: 

corruption is the system itself” (Zaid, 1986; in Farías-Bautista, 2018, p. 113). Fighting corruption in the 

country has been a priority of national and subnational governments, mainly because corruption is an 

obstacle for development since it undermines economic growth and spreads organized crime and insecurity 

(Vera Martinez et al., 2019, p. 540) 

As an attempt to solve this problem, Mexican policymakers have implemented in the last 20 years 

a group of legal reforms focused on developing a new transparency framework in the country (See Figure 

4). Mexico enacted its FOIA in 2002 with the aim of empowering citizens to submit information requests 

that keep pace with the country’s dynamic policy context (Lagunes & Pocasangre, 2019, p. 162). To 

reinforce this act, in 2007 Mexican policymakers approved the Freedom of Information Act that established 

the access to public information not only as a regulation but also as a right beheld by citizens, as well as the 

principles and foundations for the implementation of transparency at a Federal level.  

Later in 2014, FOIA regulations were strengthen through additional constitutional amendments. 

These last reforms included not only institutions of the executive branch at the Federal level, but also the 

legislative and legislative branches. Also, autonomous institutions like courts and universities were 

included in this reform. The constitutional reform of 2014 was more explicit about the nature of public 

information, describing how all information coming from any public institution at any government level, is 

subject to public scrutiny, and it is an obligation of public institutions to provide such information (Martínez 

Loredo, 2016, p. 15).  

 

Figure 4 Timeline of Transparency Reforms in Mexico 

 

2002

• Federal Act for 
Transparency and 
Access to Public 
Information

2003

•Creation of the 
Federal Institute for 
Information Access

2007

•Constitutional reform. 
Access to information 
as a fundamental 
right. 

2014

•Constitutional reform. 
Creation of the 
National Institute for 
Information Access

2015 -Today

• Publication of the 
General Transparency 
Law. Transition time 
for public institutions.
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As a result of these constitutional reforms, in 2015 the congress published the General 

Transparency and Access to Public Information Act (Ley General de Transparencia y Acceso a la 

Información Pública). Among its wide legal attributions, this act mandated the creation of transparency 

units inside all public institutions, including universities (Martínez Loredo, 2016, p. 18). These units inside 

universities have the responsibility to provide information to citizens using three different mechanisms: 

Mandatory Information, Information Requests, and Proactive Transparency (See Table 2).  

Table 2 Mechanisms to Access Information in Public Institutions 

Mandatory 

Information 

Public information is accessed by citizens through the website of the institutions. This 

information is explicitly required in law. (See  

Annex 4: FOIA Obligations for HEIs) 

Information 

Request 

Public information is accessed by citizens through a formal request to institutions. This 

information is not explicitly required by law.  

Proactive 

Transparency 

Public information that is considered to be of public interest, is voluntarily published by 

institutions. This information is not required to be published by law.  

Notes: Based on Islas (2017). 

Mandatory information makes references to the information that the government establishes in the 

FOIA regulations. The nature of this information is static and pre-defined, the law considers a list of 

information —mostly related to budgeting and expenditures — that universities must make public (See 

Annex 4: FOIA Obligations for HEIs). Additionally, universities have a list of information related 

particularly to teaching activities as well as with academics. FOIA regulations also considers the publication 

of information in a voluntary basis. This is named in the regulation as proactive transparency, as it acts a 

discretionary tool that organizations can use to put socially relevant information to public disposal. The 

nature of this information is dynamic, and it is highly dependent on the context.  

Finally, FOIA regulations also included Information Requests as a mechanism used by any citizen 

to make a petition of public information to any government institution. The nature of this information is 

dynamic since organizations does not know in advance what information are citizens going to request. 

Figure 5 shows the procedure that citizens must follow to request information.  
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Figure 5 Flowchart for information requests in Universities 

 

 Notes: Own elaboration based on the Liaison and Transparency Unit Procedures Manual. 

 

The publication of a General Transparency Act in Mexico had important consequences for HEIs. 

It established the transparency standards and procedures at the national level, homogenizing transparency 

mechanisms and creating a common ground between universities. Also, the General Transparency Act 

recognizes in the mandatory information the specific nature of HEIs, by specifying three types of 

transparency obligations that universities have: the ones related to the service provision, those regarding 

academic bodies, and those focused on university administration (Islas, 2017, p. 89).  

Some authors have highlighted the relevance of including in the legislation the specific activities 

carried out by universities. Still, these academic obligations are very limited when compared with the 

amount of administrative transparency obligations that universities must fulfill. On top of that, some studies 

describe how the new transparency legal framework promotes homogenization between universities and 

other institutions of the public administration, emphasizing their characteristics of government institutions 

instead of highlighting the specific activities of an institution dedicated to teaching and research (Buendía 

Espinosa & Salas Durazo, 2020, p. 31).  
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4. Research Methodology 

4.1. Research Design 

This research proposes an exploratory and qualitative type of design to answer the research 

questions. Qualitative research often explores “areas that are understudied and searches for emergent 

theory” (Baxter & Jack, 2008, p. 548), as opposed to the quantitative research which tries to test a well-

established theory (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 99). Exploratory questions are aimed at investigating a 

phenomenon that is little understood (Creswell, 2007, p. 107) and when researchers “face situations in 

which the intervention being evaluated has no clear, single set of outcomes” (Baxter & Jack, 2008, p. 548). 

The characteristics of a qualitative and exploratory study fit the research field of transparency in 

Mexican HE. On the one hand, studies measuring the quality and amount of information in HEIs have been 

used to some extent in scholarly research, but studies measuring the costs of information that organizations 

assume in HE systems have not been extensively conducted in the context of Mexico. Moreover, the study 

of accountability in the context of Mexican HE and the relationships that exist with transparency, are also 

understudied. Because of the unexplored state of these concepts in the context of Mexican HE, a qualitative 

and exploratory approach is more suitable.  

The approach that this study takes is a case study. Creswell (2007, p. 73) defines a case study as 

“an exploration of a bounded system over time, through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple 

sources of information, and a case description”. Also, researchers should use the case study approach when 

contextual conditions are relevant to a certain phenomenon (Baxter & Jack, 2008, p. 545). The case study 

for this research is built on Mexican HEIs with autonomy —which is highly complex and context 

dependent— as well as the FOIA regulations that they must follow. To have an overview of the research 

procedure, a flowchart is presented in Figure 6 with the different research stages.  

Figure 6 Research Procedure Flowchart 

 

Notes: Own elaboration 
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4.2. Data Collection 

4.2.1. Sampling 

This qualitative case study is focus on the Transparency Units managers, working in 12 universities 

with Autonomy in Mexico (See Figure 7). The rationale behind this selection is that first, subnational 

universities represent the largest HE subsystem in Mexico, serving most of the students enrolled in public 

universities in the country. Accordingly, the high importance of these universities for regional and national 

development reinforces the relevance of this research. The second reason is related to the autonomy status 

that subnational universities enjoy. Literature shows that the concept of transparency in Mexican HE is in 

constant tension with the concept of university autonomy and therefore, it highlights the relevance of 

focusing on this subsystem.  

Figure 7 Geographical Location of HEIs used for the Sample. 

 

 

For this purpose, a convenience sampling is used. In a convenience sample, participants “are chosen 

based on their convenience and availability” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 212). The rationale behind is 

given by the difficult to reach managers working in Transparency Units, since in many cases they are 

unwilling to cooperate, showing a secretive behavior and feelings of discomfort or fear. The 13 HEIs that 

are part of the sample, are distributed in different geographical positions of the country, and were chosen 

based on the availability and willingness of Transparency managers to work on this research.  
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4.2.2. Interviews 

The data collection methods that this study proposes are semi-structured interviews and document 

analysis. Regarding interviews, these are frequently used as a data collection method for case studies, in 

combination with other data sources (Yang, 2014, p. 166). The objective of conducting interviews is to 

obtain a deeper and fuller understanding of a phenomenon, and to understand how a particular group of 

people think about a specific issue with better penetration, exploration, and explanation (2014, p. 166).  

Before the interviews, this research prepared open-ended questions using the analytical framework. 

A list of questions was prepared and presented to the research supervisor and to an expert in the field of 

Governance of Higher Education. Right after, corrections were made based on their feedback. Once the 

questionnaire was adapted, the researcher contacted and conducted a pilot interview with a university from 

the sample. With the information from the pilot interview and the feedback of the professors, a final 

questionnaire consisting of six questions was structured (See Annex 1: Interview Protocol). 

Interviewees were reached using electronic mail in two different stages. A first group of emails 

requesting an interview were sent to 40 universities. From this group, nine candidates answered and eight 

of them scheduled an interview. A second group of emails was sent requesting an interview for the 

remaining 32 universities. During this second stage, five candidates answered, and an interview was 

scheduled, for a total of 13 interviews conducted (See Annex 2: Recruitment Script).  

The length of the interviews varied, lasting between 30 to 60 minutes. Also, they were conducted 

in Spanish language and using Google Meet as the communication platform. During the interview, the 

interviewer recalled the topic and objectives of the research, as well as the anonymity and personal data 

protection policies. All the interviewees agreed on being audio recorded for study purposes. Once the 

interviews were finished, recordings were transcribed using Google Docs. 

4.2.3. Document Analysis 

Document analysis can be defined as a set of methodological tools, in constant improvement, based 

on the analysis of different sources of information, which lead the researcher to interpret both subject and 

objective information (Hennig-Silva & Trevisan-Fossá, 2015, p. 3). There are three phases in the content 

analysis process. The first one, pre-analysis, looks for the systematization of ideas by using conceptual 

frameworks and indicators. The second is named as material exploration, focuses on the codification, 

classification, and symbolic categorization of themes, using a set of precise rules. Interpretation is the name 
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of the third phase, and it consists in the comparative analysis of overlapped categories, focusing on 

similarities and differences (2015, p. 4).  

The rationale for using document analysis as a complement to the interviews, is that the use of 

interviews is limited when individuals are reluctant to speak and share ideas, and when the central 

phenomenon is sensitive to explore (Creswell, 2016, p. 272). In the context of Mexico, accountability and 

transparency are complex and sensitive themes in the public sphere, and the cases where public servants 

refuse to be interviewed are frequent. Also, due to the sensitive nature of the information, it is possible to 

find biases in the data provided by the interviewees. To minimize the above situation, this research contrasts 

the data from interviews with the information found in the document analysis.  

This research conducts a document analysis of the Institutional Development Plans (IDP) of the 13 

HEIs that are part of the sample. The IDP represents the strategic planning of HEIs in the mid and long 

term, and it gathers information related to the context, assessments, vision, policies, goals, actions, and 

indicators of all departments inside the organizations. The analysis of the IDP provides input about how 

universities incorporate FOIA regulations in their strategic planning, and how they perceive transparency. 

Additionally, this research analyses the documents gathered from a request for information made to 31 

universities. This data gathered from this request provides information about the different methods and 

interpretations that universities use provide information to citizens.  

4.3. Data Analysis 

For organizing the information from these documents as well as from the interviews, the 

transcriptions of the interviews and the documents for the analysis were uploaded to the Citavi software. 

To organize the information in the software, concept-driven coding was used based on the analytical 

framework, particularly on the Agency Theory. Concept-driven or deductive coding is used when categories 

are derived from a theory, literature or research question (Kaiser & Presmeg, 2019, p. 185). The information 

from interviews and documents was coded in 5 categories derived from theory: (1) principal-agent 

relationship, (2) information asymmetries, (3) goal conflict, (4) risk aversion, and (5) costs.  

The first code contains evidence about the establishment of a principal-agent relationship in the 

system, as well as about the characteristics of these relationships. The second code contains evidence about 

the information asymmetries that exists between actors and the discretionary power that some agents hold. 

The third code is used to classify evidence about the conflicting goals that actors in the system have, as well 

as evidence of autonomy as an enabler or disabler of transparency. The fourth code classifies evidence 

regarding the risk aversion nature that some agents show, as well as psychosocial elements that might 



 

36 

 

influence this behavior. Finally, the fifth code contains information about the costs that universities assume 

when implementing FOIA regulations.  

However, due to the rich data that the interviewees provided, some data-driven codes derived from 

the analysis were also considered. Data-driven or inductive coding is used when there is a need to 

continuously organize and systematize codes, and where there is a need to keep the codes open until 

saturation occurs (Kaiser & Presmeg, 2019, p. 184). To better understand the perspective and type of 

transparency implemented in universities, as well as to contrast information from the interviews, it was 

necessary to use additional codes particularly for the document analysis. These codes are concept and data 

driven, and it is aligned with the classifications of transparency developed by Cucciniello et al. (2017) and 

Albu and Flyverbom (2019). A summary of the coding used for the interviews and the document analysis 

can be consulted in Table 3.  

 

Table 3 Codes and Sub-codes used for the Analysis 

Method Code (Derived from Theory) Sub-code (Derived from the Analysis) 

In
te

rv
ie

w
s 

an
d

 D
o

cu
m

en
t 

A
n
al

y
si

s 

Principal-Agent relationship 

Horizontalization 

Political Accountability 

Legitimation 

Information asymmetry 
Information Asymmetry 

Discretionality 

Goal Conflict 

Evidence of goal conflict 

Lack of evidence of goal conflict 

Autonomy 

Adequacy of Regulations 

Inadequacy of regulations 

Risk Aversion and communication 
Risk aversion 

Emotions: Fear, discomfort, distrust 

Costs 

Adverse Selection 

Incentives 

Residual loss 

Monitoring Costs 

Transparency as a social process 

teaching and research 

Leadership 

People 

organizational capacity 

planning 

D
o

cu
m

en
t 

A
n
al

y
si

s 

Level of Implementation of 

transparency 
Recognition but no integration 

Integration at the mission and vision level 

Operationalization using goals and actions 

Perspective of transparency Transparency is an organizational value 

Transparency is a mechanism 

Type of transparency Transparency is focused on financial issues 

Transparency is focused on non-financial issues 

Notes: Own elaboration. Codes are inductive and deductive.  
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4.4. Validity and Reliability 

Qualitative validity is based on “determining whether the findings are accurate from the standpoint 

of the researcher, the participant, or the readers of an account” (Creswell & Miller, 2000, p. 273), whereas 

qualitative reliability indicates that “the researcher’s approach is consistent across different researchers and 

among different projects” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

This research applies different validity methods. The first one is method triangulation. 

Triangulation refers to “the use of multiple methods or data sources in qualitative research to develop a 

comprehensive understanding of phenomena” (Carter et al., 2014, p. 545). Particularly, method 

triangulation “involves the use of multiple methods of data collection about the same phenomenon” (2014, 

p. 545). This type of triangulation, frequently used in qualitative studies, may include interviews, 

observation, and field notes. In that sense, this research incorporates two data collection methods —

interviews and document analysis— to examine evidence from different sources and build a coherent 

justification.   

A second validity method used in this research is peer debriefing. Peer debriefing is used to enhance 

the accuracy of the account, and it involves locating a person who reviews and asks questions about the 

qualitative study so that the account will resonate with people other than the researcher (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018, pp. 273–274). In this case, coding was discussed with a colleague working in the field of 

governance in HE. Additionally, the possible limitations of the analysis and the results are clarified through 

a self-reflection process. Creswell and Creswell (2018) describe self-reflection as a core characteristic of 

qualitative research that “creates an open and honest narrative that will resonate with readers”. 

In terms of reliability authors like Gibbs (2007; in Creswell & Creswell, 2018, 274-275) suggest 

several qualitative reliability procedures such as checking transcripts to make sure that they do not contain 

obvious mistakes made during transcription and making sure that there is not a drift in the definition of 

codes during the process of coding. Following these guidelines, the researcher performed cross-checking 

of the codes with the support of a professor in the Field of HE.  
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5. Results 

This chapter presents the results of this research and it is divided in three sections. The first section 

It focuses on answering the first research question: How do FOIA regulations connect the actors in the 

Mexican HE system, and what are the characteristics of these connections? To answer the question, the 

section provides an interpretation of the FOIA regulations through the theoretical lenses of Agency Theory. 

It outlines the findings about the characteristics of the government-university and the citizens-university 

relationships that exists in the system. Then, it points out findings related to information asymmetries and 

conflicting goals that exist in both relationship and finally, the section concludes by explaining the 

opportunistic behavior and risk aversion nature that characterize university agents.  

The second section of this chapter focuses on answering the second research question: What are 

the effects that FOIA regulations have in Mexican HEIs? This section is divided in four subsections based 

on the university dimensions that assume costs from FOIA regulations: (1) Costs in Leadership, (2) Costs 

in People, (3) Costs in Operation, and (4) Costs in Planning and Monitoring. Finally, the third section of 

this chapter focuses on answering the third research question: How are FOIA regulations influencing 

accountability and transparency in the Mexican HE system? This section focuses on using the theoretical 

lenses of Agency Theory to explain what type of accountability and transparency arises in the principal-

agent relationships of the system, as well as their characteristics.  

5.1 FOIA in the Mexican HE System: Characteristics of the Relationships 

5.1.1. Principal-Agent Relationships in Higher Education 

As established in the analytical framework, Mexican HE institutions are involved in two principal-

agent relationships: the government-university and the citizens-university relationships. In the first one, 

government (through transparency institutions at the state and national levels) act as principals whereas 

universities act as agents. Government engage universities to perform tasks arising from FOIA regulations 

on their behalf and, since transparency institutions depend on the actions of universities to operate FOIA 

regulations, an agency relationship is established (Kivistö & Zalyevska, 2015, p. 133).  

In that sense, the control that transparency institutions exert on universities is based on legal 

regulations that universities must follow to avoid sanctions. Evidence about the adoption of FOIA 

regulations in HEIs can be identified in their Institutional Development Plans (IDP), where universities 

include policies, objectives, and actions in an effort to increase transparency and accountability (See Table 

8).  
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The first relationship between government and university is characterized by a low level of tensions 

between principals and agents. The main reasons behind this are two. On the one hand, universities have 

had time and incentives to adapt their processes to transparency regulations. A university agent explained 

that “they already overcame the resistance stage from FOIA regulations, and it can be seen in the fact that 

all universities have a transparency department”. Also, the information that government demands is static, 

clearly described in FOIA regulations, and disclosed periodically, which gives universities the opportunity 

to adapt their processes to legal requirements. 

In the second relationship, citizens act as principals and universities as agents. In principle, FOIA 

regulations give citizens the right to request public information directly to universities, without government 

institutions as intermediaries. Therefore, citizens use their right to information to engage universities to 

perform transparency tasks —mostly related to information disclosure— on their behalf. Since citizens 

depend on the actions of universities to have the information they request, an agency relationship is also 

established in this case. The Citizens-University relationship must be highlighted since it is characterized 

by multiple tensions, information asymmetries, and conflicting goals. In this case, the information 

demanded by citizens is dynamic and without predefined timelines, meaning that agents do not know in 

advance neither when are citizens going to make a request nor the nature of it. This creates uncertainty in 

HEIs about the amount of administrative work that might arise, as well as about the information that citizens 

want.  

Principal-agent relationships in the system are characterized by a disconnection between action and 

discourse. Although changes in the operation of universities tend to respond more to government 

regulations than to the demands of citizen, citizens are recursive in the discourse of universities. For 

instance, when university agents were asked about the main beneficiaries of the transparency actions that 

the university performs, all of them respond that their main priority is to respond to the needs of citizens, 

and none of them mentioned the government as a beneficiary of their actions. A university agent described 

the following:  

“Society, without a doubt, our target is society. Society is the main beneficiary because we are a 

public university, and that status obliges us to be a transparent university. To the extent that this is achieved, 

we will undoubtedly be moving forward to be recognized as such. I could say “the university community” in 

short, because within the actions of transparency and accountability, the entire university community, 

including the students, are an important part for this to happen”.  

However, when asked about their main activities and goals, university agents answered that 

regulations are their main drivers for change, and almost none of them make a reference to the citizens-
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related activities. Moreover, although citizens are seen as the main beneficiaries, many university agents 

query the legitimacy of their information requests. This shows a disconnection between the actions taken 

by universities (driven by their relationship with government), and their discourse (driven by their 

relationship with citizens).  

“The regulatory framework has been changing in recent years [...] The issuance of the general 

guidelines and their modifications [...] means once again training ourselves, adapting to new requirements 

and in turn transmitting these issues to staff and managers. Adapting to a changing regulatory framework is 

our main challenge”.  

5.1.2. Information Asymmetries and Conflicting Goals 

FOIA regulations create information asymmetries in both relationships. However, in the case of 

the government-university relationship these asymmetries are limited. One of the reasons is related to the 

static nature of the information that the government request, meaning that there are information cycles 

where universities must provide the same information but in different periods of time. For instance, it might 

be the case that according to FOIA regulations, a report about the salaries of the academic staff has to be 

submitted once every three months, which means that universities know in advance what information 

should they provide and when to do it.  

This recurrent information cycles were established since 2014, which has given universities time 

to adapt their structures to FOIA regulations (See Annex 4: FOIA Obligations for HEIs). This does not 

mean that at the beginning of the implementation there were not information asymmetries, but rather that 

the stage of “resistance” to provide information to the government has been overcame. A university agent 

described it as follows:  

“When a constitutional reform came in 2014 enforcing with much more power and describing 

precise obligations for public entities, it forced all universities to incorporate and establish a Transparency 

Unit in charge of these matters. [...] It has been something like a reality check, because historically, it is 

something we were not used to in universities”. 

During the past seven years, government has successfully forced universities to adapt and 

established new processes and mechanisms to provide public information and reduce information 

asymmetries. It must be pointed out that the above is not a generalized situation for all universities and still, 

some of them face difficulties to provide complete and timely information to the government. One of the 

agents describe the situation as follows:  
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“Every three months we have to upload certain type of information, every six months other type of 

information and in the last external evaluation we received a 9 out of 10 in the national transparency platform 

rating […] I believe that the university has published […] absolutely everything related to money, all this 

information is uploaded by the university”.  

However, the citizens-university has a different dynamic. As described in the case study section, 

one of the mechanisms that FOIA regulations give to citizens is the possibility to ask directly and 

anonymously to university agents without the initial intervention of government (See Table 2). However, 

the nature of the information that citizens request to universities is dynamic and in some cases is not 

published or digitalized by universities.  

This situation creates information asymmetries in this relationship since university agents possess 

more and better information about the activities they perform, the information they can provide, the 

transparency legal framework, and even the technical jargon, putting the citizens in a disadvantageous 

situation. This situation is argued by (Moreno Arellano, 2017, p. 36) who describes how “universities have 

been able to master the technical jargon imposed on public administration, which has resulted in simulation 

problems and mistrust in universities”. For instance, two university agents commented:  

“[...] we do not have data on who is asking what information, but from citizens’ requests we can get 

an idea of what are people interested in and maybe even who is asking. Although the request may be 

anonymous, we can get an idea”.  

“There are a lot of students who ask for information and sometimes very strange things [...] there 

are things about how many times in our regulations the word “gay” or the word “transgender” is used, [we 

also] have information about how many people smoke marijuana in schools, of course we have a system to 

detect who is subject to an addiction and we have that information, but there are also confidential issues 

here”.  

Conflicting goals also exists in both principal-agent relationships since each actor in the system 

uses FOIA regulations to pursue different agendas. Theory describes how conflicting goals are understood 

as differences in a principal’s and an agent’s desires and interests, which consequently leads agents to 

pursue different courses of action than expected by their principals. (Kivistö & Zalyevska, 2015, p. 135). 

In that sense, three different cases can be identified in the Mexican HE system, as shown in Table 4. 
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 Table 4 Conflicting Interests between Actors regarding FOIA regulations 

Actor Interest 

Citizens  Horizontalization: Exert information right declared in the Political Constitution.  

Government Bureaucratization: Steering HEIs at a distance.  

Universities Legitimation and Autonomy: Encourage a good reputation with the public while protecting 

Administrative and Financial Autonomy.  

Note: Own elaboration based on interviews. 

  

Citizen Interests 

When citizens engage in a principal-agent relationship with universities, they are interested on 

exerting their information right directly from universities to gather public information. A university agent 

described: 

“Our main function is to ensure that the University as a public entity, observes the legal provisions 

regarding transparency, and guarantees the exercise of two fundamental rights for citizens: access to public 

information and the protection of personal data within the university. So, we have to watch over and help all 

the agencies to comply with the established procedures, and try to guarantee that any citizen can exercise 

these rights here at the university”.  

 The interest of the citizens is mostly focused on financial issues, meaning that they want to know 

where and how is public budget allocated. However, citizens are also interested to a lesser extent in human 

resources, planning, and public contracting. The interest that citizens have in exerting their information 

right to gather financial information is visible in the number and type their information requests that 

universities receive. A university agent described that “in the broad sense, all citizens are interested to know 

where does financial resources are invested”.  

Although most of university agents acknowledged that citizens are interested in financial resources, 

the specifics of the information are highly contextual, and it is related to the social environment in which 

the university is embedded. For instance, some of the interviewees highlighted the implementation of 

anticorruption strategies inside their university to decrease the spread of this phenomena, while others 

described how the in-debt situation of their university is their main focus. A university agent described it 

as follows: 
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“The Transparency law seeks the empowerment of society through the tool of the right of access to 

public information. It also looks to generate mechanisms of Requests and Access to Public Information, and 

proactive transparency. In short, I believe that the target audience is of our activities is the society as a whole, 

who at the end of the day are the direct beneficiaries of the resources”. 

“Making a balance of information requests, in short, the interest in University issues lies in financial 

and administrative issues; it is where society asks the most questions, and this perhaps has to do with the 

context of public debt. There are questions about educational programs, but they are limited when compared 

to financial issues”. 

The direct communication that citizens seek through FOIA regulations is related to a trend in public 

administration called “horizontalization” which refers to how transparency reinforce “horizontal” 

accountability, which means “accountability from the administration towards citizens and other 

stakeholders” (Mabillard & Zumofen, 2017, p. 115). In that sense, transparency units in HEIs play a pivotal 

role as enablers or disablers of communication between citizens and universities. As described by one of 

the university managers:  

“There is a very interesting article that talks about artificial transparency1 [...] suddenly we have to 

start moving from just having the information for the sake of having it, to really think that information allows 

citizens to make decisions in which they can collaborate with all government agencies”. 

Government Interests 

When Government engages in a principal-agent relationship with universities, they are interested 

in steering HE systems. The motivations to steer HEIs are varied, but in the context of FOIA they are related 

to the fight against corruption. Fighting corruption is a priority of the Mexican government, because 

corruption has undermined the government ability to promote economic growth, and has become one of the 

main causes of the spread of drug trafficking, organized crime, and insecurity in our country today (Vera 

Martinez et al., 2019, p. 540). Moreover, the systemic problem of corruption is embedded in the institutional 

apparatus of the country, and it found fertile ground in a bureaucracy that took advantage of hidden areas 

in the use and abuse of State resources (2019, p. 537). 

As an effort to stop the spread of corruption in the country, in 2015 the government published the 

decree by which various provisions of the Political Constitution to fight corruption were amended. Among 

these reforms, four stand out: the creation of the National Anticorruption System (which includes the 

 

1 The referred article is Mexico: Between Open Government and Artificial Transparency (Sandoval-Almazán, 2018). 

Artificial transparency is a concept referring to how public institutions promote transparency in “superficially and in appearance”. 
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strengthening of FOIA regulations); the recognition of the power that Congress have in the Anticorruption 

System; the establishment of the responsibilities of public servants who commit acts of corruption; and the 

expansion of the powers of control of the Superior Audit of the Federation. (Vera Martinez et al., 2019, 

p. 539).  

As a result, universities have been forced to adapt their legislations and processes to fit into the 

national anti-corruption system. This adoption has been intensified because of the involvement of some 

public universities in situations of corruption2. Changes in the regulations of universities can be seen in 

their strategic planning documents, where they have explicitly included actions to operate anti-corruption 

policies. For instance, one university in the north of the country included three points related to the anti-

corruption system: (1) To make the necessary adjustments for the adoption of the General Law of the 

National Anticorruption System, as well as the Law of the Anticorruption System of the State of Sonora; 

(2) Create mechanisms to facilitate public denunciation of officials who incur in illicit practices, and (3) 

Prevent possible acts of institutional corruption through an approach aimed at strengthening institutional 

functioning and trust, based on the establishment of anti-corruption campaign programs. 

The steering of HEIs towards the adoption of FOIA is related to the trend of bureaucratization in 

the field of HE. This concept makes reference to the increasing number of administrative positions and the 

increasing time that faculty spend on administrative matters (Gornitzka et al., 1998, p. 22). In that sense, 

the adoption of FOIA regulations have pushed universities to create new administrative processes and make 

their academic and administrative bodies to spend more time in tasks related to FOIA.  

Universities Interests 

When universities engage in a principal-agent relationship with citizens and government, they are 

interested in legitimating their actions and protect their autonomy. University managers recognize that 

FOIA regulations are a power tool for the legitimation of HEIs. When universities are transparent, they 

legitimate themselves and generate a trusting bond with the broader society, which benefits universities in 

strengthening their social position and attract more financial resources.  

When universities use transparency to legitimate themselves, they decrease information distortions 

with the citizens, and they avoid being seen as “opaque” organizations. Moreover, universities look for 

different opportunities where they can position themselves as accountable and transparent organizations, 

 

2 A detailed analysis can be consulted in Moreno Delgado, D. P. (2019). Las Universidades Públicas dentro de la Estafa 

Maestra (The Role of Public Universities in the Master Fraud) 
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like transparency prizes, public recognitions, or institutional evaluations. An interviewee describe it as 

follows:  

“Transparency affects the image of a public university because a distortion of the information or the 

lack of information generates a different language. Society can perceive an opaque university when it fails 

in showing, or inviting, or attracting citizens to consult it. Then transparency has an impact, because at the 

end of the day the effects of this in society ... unfortunately negative comments make you sink faster, it is 

easier for negative news and discredit to be tendency when compared to a positive comment”.  

Reputation not only affects the legitimacy of universities, but it also has consequences in the 

attraction of students and financial resources. With a good reputation in terms of transparency, universities 

can guarantee a smoother budget discussion with decision makers and therefore, there is a strong demand 

for transparency to be consolidated. An interviewee pointed it out as follows:  

“Transparency and accountability are contemporary demands; without these figures, the budget can 

hardly be guaranteed and much less will legislators want to give you more resources to subsist and operate. 

Therefore, there is a strong demand for these figures to be consolidated. [the lack of transparency] can 

generate certain ideas in legislators [...] if there are low levels of trust they don’t want to provide more budget, 

because there is the uncertainty of  “if I give you more, what are you using it for?, but why is the budget 

running out?”, and they are thinking that maybe there is a leakage that you are not reporting and that is why 

you’re running out of money”.. 

Although legitimation is highly important for universities, at the same time universities are 

interested in protecting their autonomy. The defense of university autonomy is in direct conflict not only 

with the legitimation that universities seek, but also with the horizontalization and the steering that citizens 

and government look for. This argument was brought by some of the interviewees who declared:   

“There is a fear that the more intrusion exists, the more harmful it is to the university's governance; 

and in an attempt to “defend my autonomy”, transparency is sometimes restricted, and the university argues 

that with this [transparency] we are not being autonomous”. 

University autonomy is in tension with the interests of citizens, because when they try to exert their 

right to information, universities frequently use their autonomy as a defense mechanism against the 

information requests of citizens. This tension is evident in the arguments of some agents who described the 

rising concerns that universities have regarding the anonymity of information requests, since citizens do 

not require to clarify who is asking the information and for which purpose. A university manager described 

it as follows: 
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“I think that in any case there is still some resistance [...] the fear of what you are going to do with 

this information, what they could do, how they can use it, is not removed. Of course, what the petitioners do 

with the information is beyond our sphere of competence, but I believe that this doubt remains”.  

Also, autonomy is in tension with the interest of government because when it tries to steer HEIs 

through legal mechanisms and sanctions, universities argue that their autonomy is being violated. The 

bureaucratic approach that the government wants to impose is seen by universities as a “template” observed 

by all public entities which not consider sector-specific activities that universities perform. A manager 

described that:  

There are certain discrepancies between the universities and the transparency institutes, because 

they ask us to comply with some sections and formats of the law, but they are formats that are made more 

for a public entity, a public organization, and we are an organization that, although it is true that we belong 

to the public, we are educational and have legislative autonomy”. 

Moreover, some managers argued that when trying to steer HEIs, government implement 

contradictory policies. While universities are asked to disclose public information including salaries and 

positions of both academics and administrative staff, they are also asked to safeguard patents, copyrights, 

and the privacy of workers. In that sense, universities develop research that is subject to copyright, and they 

manage personal information from students, professors, and staff that is protected under the privacy laws. 

A manager described the situation as follows:  

“If a professor is conducting research and another person also wants to do research on the same 

topic, then he will tell you "I want to know what research he is doing and how he has developed it, because 

it was done with public resources". Wait no! That research is mine and it is private, regardless of whether or 

not I have obtained a public resource, that is where the copyright comes in”. 

“The same law for the protection of personal data tells us that we have to be careful with the 

information of the employees from the institution. So, I consider that there is a discrepancy between the 

transparency law and the law for the protection of personal data”.  

The rising conflicts between government, citizens, and university autonomy in Mexico is part of a 

phenomena happening in the HE field around the world. Literature shows that tensions exist “when 

implementing onto autonomous institutions a national framework designed to provide public scrutiny and 

therefore, a balance needs to be struck between these two imperatives” (Curaj et al., 2018b, p. 520).  

This balance is required to preserve the Higher Education ethos since too little accountability to 

citizens and government decreases the legitimacy of HEIs, and too much produces dependent, acquiescent 
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and controllable institutions. (Horta & Vaccaro, 2008, p. 230). Authors have pointed out how “these 

concerns have re-focused attention on the “social contract” between Higher Education and the society of 

which it is a part sometimes portrayed as emergent tensions between university autonomy versus social 

accountability” (Curaj et al., 2018b, p. 429).  

5.1.3. Agency Problem: Opportunistic Behavior and Risk Aversion 

The information asymmetries and conflicting goals that exists between citizens, government, and 

universities create an agency problem in both relationships. Agency problem refers to the possibility of 

opportunistic behavior on the agent’s part that goes against the principal’s interest. (Kivistö & Zalyevska, 

2015, p. 136). Universities demonstrate this opportunistic behavior particularly in their relationship with 

citizens when they use their discretionality and advantageous information to interpret regulations to the 

favor of universities. In this case, agency problem manifests itself at a post-contractual stage, meaning that 

citizens try to force university agents to behave according to their goals, but the latest acts according to 

their self-interest.  

To provide evidence on the opportunistic behavior that universities have in their relationship with 

citizens, this research analyzed the documents from an information request made to 31 Mexican universities 

with autonomy. The request was made identically to all universities through the national transparency 

platform, on November 22nd, 2020 and it asked for the information described in Table 5:  

 

Table 5 Information Request Made to Universities 

Request “I request the number, breakdown, and detail of the information requests that the university has received 

during 2019 and the first half of 2020 (January-June).  

 

Specifications 

of the request 

1. Include the request for information that the petitioner made to the university and the date on which it 

was made. 

2. Include the response provided by the university to the petitioner and the date on which the response 

was provided. 

3. Describe If the petitioner filed a complaint with the National Transparency Institute (INAI). 

4. Include the response granted by the National Transparency Institute and the date on which the response 

was granted to the petitioner. 

5. Include if the petitioner is an individual or a legal entity. 

6. Include the field to which the petitioner belongs (academic, business, governmental, communication or 

civil society). 

Note: Own elaboration 
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Despite the fact that all universities follow almost the same FOIA principles and regulations, and 

the request was identically made in the same date and hour, only 19 universities responded to this 

information request. Furthermore, they interpreted the research request differently, and they used different 

methods to deliver the information (summarized in Table 6). In terms of interpretation, some universities 

provided only a numerical reference to the amount of requests, while some others provided more context 

and explicit information.  

Also, some of them provided only the identification folio of the request, while others provided 

explicit documents with the quotation that citizens were requesting. Some universities reply but they 

provided incomplete information; they included petitioners requests but no university responses, or they 

provide university responses but no petitioners requests. Some universities included statistical information 

about the legal entity and sector of the petitioners, while most of them did not include this information. In 

some cases, universities replied that they do not have the information in a digital format. Some of the 

universities also referred to privacy and data protection policies as an argument for not delivering the 

information while some of them included personal information from the petitioners that should not be 

included according to data protection regulations. 

In terms of the methods used for delivering the information, most of universities included a link to 

the transparency institute, where they storage the information requests from petitioners as well as the 

responses provided by university. However, some universities went a step further and they provided 

attachments with the requested information as well as additional statistical information regarding the 

classification of the requests.  
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Table 6 University Responses to Information Requests 

University Response 

Universidad de Aguascalientes -Email with a PDF document including a link to the State Transparency Agency to consult information.  

Universidad de Baja California -Link to Google Drive with individual PDF documents with the petitioners’ requests and the responses provided 

by the university. The link included reports in Excel format with the details and analysis of the information requests.  

Universidad de Baja California 

Sur 

-The information was not provided. The university via email in a PDF document that they do not have the 

information in digital formats, but it can be consulted via an appointment in the university. If petitioner want the 

digitalized information, a fee of $1,600 MXN should be covered.  

Universidad de Chihuahua -Link to Google Drive with individual Word format documents with the petitioners’ requests and the responses 

provided by the university. 

Universidad de Coahuila -Email with a PDF document including a link to the State Transparency Agency to consult information. 

Universidad de Colima -Email with PDF document including the petitioners’ requests, but without the response that the university 

provided.  

Universidad de Campeche -Email with PDF and Excel format documents including the petitioners’ requests, the responses that university 

provided. Additionally, reports and statistical information was provided.  

Universidad de Durango -Email with a PDF document including only the number of requests and answers. University argued that statistical 

information is included because the law does not demand it.  

Universidad del Estado de 

México 

-Email with an Excel document including the registration number of the petitioners’ request, but no information 

about the requests or the response from university was included.  

Universidad del Carmen -The information was not provided. University responded via email with a Word document including only the 

number of information requests made to university. University argued that details of information requests are not 

in the interest of third parties.   

Universidad de Guanajuato -Email with a PDF document including a link to the State Transparency Agency to consult information. University 

argue that they do not have statistical information and therefore, it cannot be provided.  

Universidad de Guadalajara -Email with a Word document including petitioners requests, but no information about university responses was 

included. University argue that they do not have statistical information and therefore, it cannot be provided. 

Universidad de Hidalgo -Email with PDF format documents including the petitioners’ requests, the responses that university provided. 

Additionally, reports and statistical information was provided.  

Universidad de Querétaro -Email with a PDF document including only the number of requests and answers. Statistical information and 

analysis were included.   

Universidad de San Luis Potosí -Email with a PDF document including a link to the State Transparency Agency to consult information.  

Universidad de Sonora -Email with a PDF document including a link to the State Transparency Agency to consult information about 

university responses. An Excel format document with the petitioners’ information requests was included.  

Universidad de Tabasco -Email with PDF format documents including the petitioners’ requests, but the responses from the university and 

statistical information were not provided.  

Universidad de Veracruz -Email with a PDF document including a link to the university transparency website to consult information about 

university responses. An PDF format document with the petitioners’ information requests and statistical 

information was also included. 

Universidad de Zacatecas -Email with a PDF document including a link to the State Transparency Agency to consult information about 

university responses. No statistical information was provided.   

Note: Own elaboration based on information request 
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Interviews also showed evidence of the opportunistic behavior of university agents. For instance, 

some managers describe how a rigorous interpretation of FOIA regulations only consider requests made 

using the tools described in the law, while they might ignore information requests submitted using other 

communication channels like social media. Additionally, managers pointed out how the language plays a 

relevant role for interpreting citizens requests. A citizen without knowledge of transparency regulations, 

might ask information to a HEIs in a non-technical language and with grammar misspellings. When 

universities receive these types of requests, they have discretional power to interpret the information to their 

favor, as some of the managers explained: 

“If we get too technical and put a high degree of complexity and the person does not handle that 

level, he/she will not understand, that is why we often try to make it simpler”. 

The law itself establishes that we must have the best willingness to understand the requests and do 

not pretend that we don’t understand, but this happens because there are some questions that are wrong, so 

sometimes people that owns the information in the university tell us "I do not understand the question", and 

then we tell them "no look, do not pretend that you do not understand, this is so and so”.  

The different responses that a citizen can get from university agents and the diverse interpretations 

than university agents can give, show how they use the advantageous information and their discretionality 

to act according to their self-interest and not according to what citizens demand.  

The arising agency problem in the citizens-university relationship is exacerbated by the risk-

aversion nature of university agents. Theory explains that the owners of a firm take the risk “to acquire 

benefits, whereas the agents who manage the firm are risk averse and concerned in maximizing their private 

benefits”. (Panda & Leepsa, 2017, p. 77). In this case, university agents do not take risks with any of the 

principals since the do not provide government or citizens with more information than the explicitly dictated 

in law.  

This is evidentiated by the limited proactive transparency initiatives that universities have, which 

refer to the voluntary disclosure of information that universities do to the public. Only large universities 

have a well-developed proactive transparency system, while the amount of voluntary information that the 

rest of universities disclose vary in quality and amount. The reticence that university agents have when it 

comes to engage with citizens beyond the law is evidentiated in some of the interviews: 
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"In all universities citizens may comply about some information. And then the citizen will say “the 

university is not providing answers in the way I require” and well, in these cases what the university does is 

to answer according to what we are obliged to answer, and no more”. 

What happens if as a university I am being accountable, and from my accountability you have more 

questions? Well, by being accountable I accomplish my goals with the State Superior Audit Office and the 

transparency law, and I am legally complying with my obligations. But you possibly have more questions 

that are not necessarily established in the law, and if they are not explicitly described, universities will limit 

themselves to comply what law requirements”.  

 The reasons for this behavior have different explanations. One of them is related to the lack of 

incentives that university agents have to engage with citizens. Transparency performance in universities is 

measured by the number of responses that universities provided to the citizens, but they do not measure the 

quality or amount of information provided. This vision of transparency as a mechanism has permeated in 

the operationalization of transparency in most of the universities.  

A second reason for risk-averse behavior in university agents is related to fear. University agents 

showed how negative feelings like fear, discomfort, and distrust influence their interpretations of 

information requests and their resistance to engage with citizens. Some of the university agents described 

how suspicious they are about the information that citizens requests, since they do not know who is asking 

or with what purpose they want the information.  

"Inside universities there is resistance and fear to give information. For example, with this interview 

that you asked me for, I could have answered "no, I don't have time", that would demonstrate the fear to show 

what I do". 

“Where does my right to the protection of my personal data begins, and what is the limit for the 

citizen who is asking for information? Besides, I do not even know what the citizen wants that information 

for. Because in fact, there have been situations of extortion here at the university, so the transparency law is 

leaving us in a state of defenselessness”. 

5.2. Emerging Costs from FOIA Regulations in HE Institutions 

In the above chapter of this research, it was explained how the principal-agent relationships in the 

HE system are characterized by information asymmetries and conflicting goals between principals and 

agents. This situation arises agency problems characterized by the opportunistic behavior of agents. The 

second research question of this research is focused on exploring the costs that emerge from the agency 

problem. Jensen and Meckling (1976; in Chrisman J et al., 2004, p. 335) “coined the phrase agency costs 
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to represent the costs of all activities and operating systems designed to align the interests and actions of 

agents with the interests of principals”.  

The agency problem that arises in these relationships raises ex-ante (before establishing a contract) 

and ex-post (after establishing a contract) costs for all actors involved in the system. However, this research 

focuses only on ex-post costs that universities assume for adapting their structures to FOIA regulations (See 

Table 7). The results are presented in four categories: Leadership; People; Organizational Capacity; and 

Planning and Monitoring.  

Table 7  Emerging Costs in HEIs from FOIA Regulations 

Category Cost Benefit 

Costs in 

Leadership 

Autonomy Reduction 

Economic Costs 

 

 

Increase 

legitimacy and 

avoid sanctions 

Costs in 

People 

Career Costs: Productivity, skills, and Power. 

Psychosocial Costs: Administrative burden, negative feelings, ethical issues.  

 

Costs in 

Operation 

Economic Costs 

Technological Costs 

 

Costs in 

Planning 

Autonomy Reduction 

Economic Costs 

 

Note: Own elaboration based on interviews and document analysis 

5.2.1. Costs in Leadership  

Leadership in universities assume bonding costs related to the adoption of FOIA regulations 

because they want to legitimize themselves in the eyes of government and citizens. This does not mean that 

they agree on the relevance of transparency, but they acknowledge that the topic will be present in 

universities permanently. University managers described how leaders are more conscious about the benefits 

and downsides of transparency, making it a priority for institutional regulations. Paraphrasing an 

interviewee:  
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“Because leaders feel every time more pressure, coming from society and from regulatory 

institutions that audit us, we are more and more pressured to follow regulations. So, I feel leaders are feeling 

this pressure. When you talk with managers or decision makers, they are every time more conscious about 

how this cannot be neglected [...] this movement came to stay, and universities have to comply with it”.  

The costs that leaders assume when looking for legitimacy are financial and non-financial costs, 

which include giving up the autonomy they have regarding financial and administrative issues. This 

situation represents a tipping point for universities administration, since operationalizing transparency 

represents the loss of control in budget oversight, professional training, and planning. Also, non-financial 

costs include the psychosocial costs inside the organization, such as burnout or anger in the administrative 

bodies, an issue affecting people directly but leaders indirectly.  On the other hand, financial costs for 

leaders are related to budget constraints, which emerge due to the new departments and personnel needed 

to respond to FOIA regulations.  

Leaders minimize these costs by limiting the support they provide to transparency departments and 

their hierarchical position. For instance, the hierarchical level of transparency departments varies from one 

university to another; in some cases, they are part of the rectorate’s office, and in some others, they are 

embedded in departments like communication, social outreach, or auditing.  

Similarly, interviewees described how some universities have managers in these departments 

without a suitable academic or professional background related transparency. When transparency 

departments are not high on the hierarchy and they are not provided with an independent budget, the scope 

of their actions is limited. By encouraging this situation, university leaders use transparency as a discourse 

to comply with social demands (as can be seen in the strategic planning of universities in Table 8), without 

assuming the full costs of transparency. In this regard, some interviewees pointed out: 

“It also influences the fact of having a well-established structure of the transparency unit. For 

example, there are many universities that have a Transparency Unit, but at the same time they have other 

functions. So, they are not given the responsibility and the sole objective that they should have to maintain 

institutional transparency”. 

“Universities have already overcome the stage of resistance. Whether you want to provide a group 

of specialists to manage transparency units, well that is a decision of each rector and that is where the 

differences between universities begin. Factors such as who the unit depends on, or if it has a coordination 

level, that has an impact on the unit's budget”. 



 

54 

 

5.2.2. Costs in People 

People in management positions inside universities assume bonding costs related to the adoption 

of FOIA regulations because they want to avoid sanctions and legitimize themselves in the eyes of leaders, 

government, and society. The opinion that people have about FOIA regulations have changed gradually, 

and it has moved from resistance to a more agile and open adoption. As in the case of leaders, some of the 

people inside the organizations does not agree on the relevance of transparency regulations, but they 

recognize the obligation to respond to the public. An interviewee described:  

Some people say "why do they care, or why do they want to know about this" is the main challenge, 

in terms of people's attitude. Little by little, we have seen that people understand more, either because they 

say "hey, it is useful to know" or because it is something we have to comply with, and the public is always 

asking for it, so we have to start doing it. I believe that the main challenge is people's attitude”.  

To avoid sanctions and legitimize themselves, people in HEIs assume two types of bonding costs: 

those related to the career dimension and those related to the psychosocial dimension. The career dimension 

makes reference to those tangible risks and problems, while psychosocial costs relate to the emotions that 

people experience when investing time and efforts in an activity. (Lunsford et al., 2013, p. 136) 

Career Costs 

Career costs are related to three elements: productivity, skills, and power. Productivity refers to the 

time people have to devote in preparing the information and disclosing it. People in management positions 

—especially those in financial departments— usually face time constrains with their daily activities, and 

they consider transparency-related activities as something “additional” to their jobs, representing more 

workload. Also, people then assume costs related to time and productivity since they have to be involved 

in professional development and sensibilization strategies for them to acquire a new perspective about the 

relevance of transparency regulations. 

The skills element relates to the ability or training that people must developed in order to achieve 

transparency objectives. FOIA regulations have evidentiated the lack of skills that people in HEIs have 

regarding soft and hard skills. For instance, many managers mentioned how people inside universities are 

not willing to communicate between departments, making goal achievement difficult.  

This lack of communication skills is also evident with external stakeholders since many managers 

argue about how people in HEIs are not willing to communicate and be open with citizens. This lack of 

skills can be perceived at different levels and areas, ranging from administrative to academic and leadership 

bodies, making evident the lack of experience and misalignment in the professional profile of people.  
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Similarly, people assume costs related to the acquisition of new hard skills related to the use of 

technology. FOIA regulations require universities to comply with a set of digital documents and formats, 

as well as to upload the public information to digital platforms. In that sense, people have to invest time to 

understand technical procedures and the use of these platforms.  

“Therefore, one person oversees the subject [transparency] and not a group of people; and this also 

goes hand in hand with the fact that the personnel responsible for the subject is not specialized in the field. 

This does not mean that they cannot do a good job, but the level of specialization, especially in a university, 

should be, if we talk about the university being a seedbed of professionals, for you not to have a specialist in 

the subject in one of your coordinations is a little contradictory for a university”.  

Career costs are also related with a decrease in the discretionary power of administrative bodies. 

FOIA regulations made evident the discretionary power that some managers and leaders have, and how in 

many cases they use it to interpret the citizens' demands for their own benefit. This discretionality is based 

on the generalized belief that public servants own the public information. However, transparency 

regulations remove the “ownership” of information from managerial bodies and reduces their decision-

making power.  

Psychosocial Costs 

People in HEIs adopting FOIA regulations must assume psychosocial costs. Three elements are 

particularly relevant: the administrative burden, the raise of negative feelings, and the ethical issues.   

Administrative burden is defined as “an individual’s experience of policy implementation as 

onerous and highlights the costs that individuals experience in their interactions with the state” (Moynihan 

et al., 2015, p. 45). People involved in the operation of FOIA regulations in HEIs experience and 

administrative burden because of the time and effort they have to allocate to these activities. For instance, 

universities lack of personnel, training, and resources to help people to implement these regulations. In 

most of the cases, transparency activities rely on a small group of people that tend to rotate frequently, 

making it difficult for them to operationalize and consolidate transparency.  

Moreover, the activities that people must perform are considered non-priority, unnecessary, and an 

additional workload that interrupts their duties. This situation is exacerbated by the complex and time-

consuming reports that transparency agents must prepare, which are not considered to fit the needs of 

neither the organization nor the citizens. Agents also believe that the administrative burden will remain the 

same or even get worse, since social demands for public information are raising in number and are becoming 

more complex with time. A transparency agent described it as follows: 
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“... there is a little bit of resistance due to administrative flaws. There are people to whom perhaps 

answering a request for information or having to comply with transparency obligations implies more work 

than they already have, so transparency is not always seen as something important”. 

A second dimension is the raising negative emotions that emerging due to FOIA regulations. These 

emotions are present in the form of fear, discomfort, and distrust. These emotions paralyze the work of 

people inside the organization and make them prone to react in negative ways. People inside HEIs are afraid 

of being observed and of providing information, and this fear is fed by the uncertainty about what citizens 

could do with the information or how they can use it. Some university agents still believe that society wants 

public information to hurt universities or because there are some bad actions happening in the organizations 

that need to be pointed out. In some specific contexts, people inside HEIs are afraid of providing their 

financial information because of the highly insecure, corrupted, and violent context in which some HEIs 

are embedded.  

A third dimension is the related to ethical issues and mindset. The mindset and values that people 

show inside the organizations are paramount for the accomplishment of transparency in the organizations 

but in many cases, people do not show any positive mindset and they only act “because regulations demand 

it”. Measuring the costs that the ethical issues is a complex task, and people tend to adhere to them because 

of reputation and legitimacy. Transparency managers believe that people in the university must show a 

mindset that helps to solve problems and provide a good service, instead of a mindset that looks how not to 

deliver public information. Some managers described how there is a generational barrier that improves or 

worsens transparency. One of the interviewees described it as follows:  

“There are certain areas that see how not to give the information instead of how they can do it, and 

for me this represents an additional effort because it means to change the “chip” and thus I dare say it is a 

generational chip. Sometimes I have to do a greater job of convincing certain managers that belong to 

generations that are completely different from mine”.   

5.2.3. Costs in Operation 

When adopting FOIA regulations, universities also must deal with operational costs. These costs 

are related to tangible elements such as financial resources, technology, and administrative capacities that 

facilitate or impede the operationalization of transparency. For most of the interviewees, budget is the most 

relevant element for the operation of transparency activities in HEIs.  

The transparency budget that transparency departments have is relatively low when compared to 

other areas inside universities, and this represents a barrier for the operation. For instance, some universities 
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have campuses in different cities, but the limitations in budget make transparency managers to be usually 

centralized in the main campus, making it difficult to permeate transparency values and mechanisms to all 

the organization.  

Another element that represents a high organizational cost is related to technology infrastructure. 

In many cases, universities do not have a fully operative technological infrastructure, or the specialized 

personnel needed to host public information. For instance, some managers described how the digitization 

and homogenization of archives represent a costly activity in time and effort and in many cases, this limits 

the amount of information that ca be provided to the public.   

5.2.4. Costs in Planning and Monitoring 

When universities adopt FOIA regulations they assume costs related to their planning and 

monitoring strategies. To respond to society and government demands, universities must align their internal 

regulations and plans with the existing legal frameworks. The establishment of a coherent legal framework 

in HEIs strengthen their legitimacy and provide evidence about their commitment to transparency. 

However, to achieve this objective universities must invest time, people, and financial resources to elaborate 

the policies, goals, actions, and monitoring strategies to be included in these documents.  

Some of the changes in the strategic planning of universities can be identified in their Institutional 

Development Plans (IDP). The IDP is a document used by HEIs to present their strategic planning and 

information concerning policies, objectives, and actions. Table 8 shows a summary on how transparency 

has been incorporated into the strategic planning of universities, and the detailed analysis can be consulted 

in Annex 3: IDP Document Analysis.  

The first column of Table 8 shows the universities whose IDP was analyzed. The second column 

describes the level to which transparency is integrated in the institution and includes three different levels: 

(1) HE challenges; (2) Mission Vision, Policies; and (3) objectives programs, actions. The first level refers 

to the recognition of transparency as a challenge for the HE field and social development, which does not 

imply an integration to the management of institutions. The second level refers to the integration of 

transparency at the organizational level. Here, the concept is integrated to the mission and vision of 

universities, as a principle that guides the operation. The third level indicates the integration of transparency 

at the operational level. This means that transparency is translated into specific objectives, programs, 

actions and in some cases, indicators. Finally, the analysis column describes how universities interpret 

transparency in their organizations.  
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Table 8 Transparency Integration in the Institutional Development Plan of HEIs 

University Level Analysis 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 
Baja California 

HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as a highly relevant topic for the future of HE in the country 

and as a legitimate social demand. It relates transparency with corruption and financial issues. 
Identifies differences between financial and academic transparency.  

Objectives, 

Programs, actions. 

At this level, university considers transparency as a principle coming from regulation. The 

university operationalizes transparency in their institutional objectives and strategies (actions), 
however there it does not include indicators.  

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja California 
Sur 

HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as a topic that changes paradigms in HE and that responds to 

social demands. Transparency is seen as a value focused on financial and non-financial issues, 

deeply influenced by regulatory organizations.  

Mission Vision, 

Policies  

The university operationalizes transparency as an institutional value.  

Objectives, 

Programs, actions. 

The university operationalizes transparency through objectives, indicators, planning mechanisms 

and outcome evaluations. The concept is seen as a financial mechanism. 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 
Campeche 

Objectives, 

Programs, actions. 

The university operationalizes transparency through objectives and actions, but indicators are not 

included. Transparency is seen as a financial mechanism framed by legal regulations.  

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Chihuahua 

HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as a relevant topic for the HE sector, institutional planning, 

and as a strength of the organization.  

Mission Vision, 

Policies  

The university operationalizes transparency through the institutional values. At this level, the 

concept is seen as a value focusing on financial issues.  

Objectives, 

Programs, actions. 

At this level, the university operationalizes transparency through institutional strategies and actions 

that are described very vaguely. Transparency is seen as a financial mechanism.  

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Ciudad Juárez 

HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as a relevant topic in the organization and considers Both a 

value and a mechanism.  

Mission Vision, 

Policies  

the university operationalizes transparency through the institutional vision and values. It is seen as a 

financial and non-financial mechanism.  

Objectives, 

Programs, actions. 

the university operationalizes transparency through general and specific objectives, goals, actions, 

and indicators. It is considered a value and a mechanism, both financial and nonfinancial.  

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Querétaro 

HE Challenges the university recognizes transparency as a national priority for HEIs that responds to social 

demands, with particular relevance in the evaluation activities.  

Mission Vision, 

Policies  

The university operationalizes transparency through the institutional vision and policies. 

Transparency is seen as a management tool responding to internal needs, which is based on financial 

and evaluation mechanisms. Is perceived as a mechanism and a value.  
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Objectives, 

Programs, actions. 

The university operationalizes transparency through indicators and commitments responding to 

internal and social needs. At this level transparency is seen as a value and a mechanism. 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Yucatán 

HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as relevant for the context of HE and as an element of social 

responsibility.  

Mission Vision, 

Policies  

The university operationalizes transparency through institutional principles and policies related to 

management and social responsibility. At this level transparency is seen as a value.  

Objectives, 

Programs, actions. 

Transparency is operationalized through the strategic objectives of the university, but no indicators 

are included. Transparency is considered a value.  

Universidad de 

Guadalajara 

HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as relevant for the HE field, and for national and local 

planning. It acknowledges no contradiction between transparency and autonomy and recognizes 

society as the target of transparency. It recognizes transparency as a mechanism that improves 

governance and operation.  

Mission Vision, 

Policies  

At this level, the university operationalizes transparency through its mission, the institutional 

management principle, and as a core activity of the university. It describes transparency as a value 

that is necessary for adequate management, responding to society but also to other stakeholders.  

Objectives, 

Programs, actions. 

At this level, the university operationalizes transparency through the use of institutional goals, 

indicators, and evaluation systems (results-based budgeting and Matrix of Indicators) that respond to 

regulations and internal management needs.  

Universidad de 

Guanajuato 

HE Challenges University recognizes transparency as a relevant topic in national planning policies but does not 

incorporate the concept at any institutional level.  

Universidad de 

Sonora 

Mission Vision, 

Policies  

University operationalizes transparency through vision and as an institutional value. Transparency is 

seen as a value focus on non-financial issues. 

Objectives, 

Programs, actions. 

At this level, transparency is operationalized through general, and specific goals, actions, and 

objectives. Transparency is transversal to other areas and objectives. It is considered a value and a 

mechanism focusing on financial and non-financial issues. 

Universidad 

Veracruzana 

HE Challenges Transparency is recognized as a relevant element for the management of the organization. 

Mission Vision, 

Policies  

At this level transparency is operationalized through the mission and specific commitments of the 

university, that respond to social demands.  

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Zacatecas 

Challenges for 

HEIs 

University recognizes transparency as a relevant topic for HE. 

Objectives, 

Programs, actions. 

University operationalizes transparency through institutional transversal objectives and actions, but 

they are not specific. It is seen as an institutional management mechanism with a financial 

perspective. 

Note: Own elaboration based on the document analysis of Institutional Development Plans 
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Table 8 shows how most of the universities recognize transparency as a relevant topic for national 

planning and the HE system, describing it as a challenge that universities face, or as a social demand arising 

locally or globally. This indicates that universities are aware of the arising transparency demands and the 

possible effects it can have to HEIs. However, this does not indicate if or how universities are integrating 

transparency in the organizations.  

Similarly, most universities integrate transparency at the vision, mission, and policies level. They 

describe the concept as an institutional value responding to internal (management principle) and external 

(society) stakeholders. At this level, transparency also has different priorities and interpretations. For 

instance, Universidad de Guadalajara sees transparency as a core activity of the university, at the same 

level as teaching or research while Universidad Autónoma de Yucatán sees the concept as part of their 

social responsibility.  

Also, most of the universities integrate transparency to the objectives, programs, and actions level. 

However, the operationalization of transparency is not homogeneous since some universities describe goals 

but not specific programs or actions. Moreover, most of the universities at this level do not specify any kind 

of indicators explaining how they will achieve those goals.  

5.3. Transparency and Accountability in Principal-Agent Relationships 

In the chapters above Agency Theory was used to explain how FOIA regulations create principal-

agent relationships and agency problems in HE systems. Also, some of the costs that arises due to the 

agency problem were described. However, the objective of FOIA regulations is to be a signal of 

advancement in the commitment to promote a fair and accountable public administration (Lagunes & 

Pocasangre, 2019, p. 162).  

In that sense, the agency problem that arises in both relationships where universities are involved, 

are directly related to the concepts of accountability and transparency. When a principal-agent relationship 

is established due to FOIA regulations, principals hold agents accountable using different mechanisms. In 

the broader sense, government impose to universities a surveillance system to oblige the latest to be 

accountable to citizens and government.  

Regarding transparency, university agents use it as a mechanism to be accountable to government 

and citizens demands. In literature, two perspectives about transparency can be found: transparency as a 

value and transparency as a mechanism. The transparency as a mechanism perspective is dominant in 

Mexican universities since their strategic plans are focused on information disclosure. However, the 

boundary between these two types of transparency is rather diffuse, and they are intertwined in regulations.  
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The type of transparency that universities focus on, can be identified in Table 9. This table shows 

a summary of the transparency perspective that has been incorporated into the strategic planning of 

universities, and the detailed analysis can be consulted in Annex 3: IDP Document Analysis. The first 

column of Table 9 shows the universities whose IDP was analyzed. The second column describes the level 

to which transparency is integrated in the institution and includes three different levels: (1) HE challenges; 

(2) Mission Vision, Policies; and (3) objectives programs, actions.  

The first level refers to the recognition of transparency as a challenge for the HE field and social 

development, which does not imply an integration to the management of institutions. The second level 

refers to the integration of transparency at the organizational level. Here, the concept is integrated to the 

mission and vision of universities, as a principle that guides the operation. The third level indicates the 

integration of transparency at the operational level. This means that transparency is translated into specific 

objectives, programs, actions and in some cases, indicators.  

The third column refers to the perspective used by HEIs to interpret transparency, which can be 

seen as a mechanism —processes and regulations that rely heavily on institutional needs—; or as a value 

—culture, principles responding mostly to the broader society—. Finally, the fifth column refers to the type 

of transparency universities focus on, which can be financial or nonfinancial.  

Table 9 Perspectives and Type of Transparency in Strategic Planning of HEIs 

University Level Analysis Perspective Type 

Universidad 

Autónoma de Baja 

California 

HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as a highly relevant topic for the future of HE 

in the country and as a legitimate social demand. It relates transparency with 

corruption and financial issues. Identifies differences between financial and academic 

transparency.  

Mechanism Financial 

Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

At this level, university considers transparency as a principle coming from regulation. 

The university operationalizes transparency in their institutional objectives and 

strategies (actions), however there it does not include indicators.  

Mechanism 

and value 
Not 

specified 

Universidad 

Autónoma de Baja 

California Sur 

HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as a topic that changes paradigms in HE and 

that responds to social demands. Transparency is seen as a value focused on financial 

and non-financial issues, deeply influenced by regulatory organizations.  

value Both  

Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

The university operationalizes transparency as an institutional value.  mechanism non-

financial 

Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

The university operationalizes transparency through objectives, indicators, planning 

mechanisms and outcome evaluations. The concept is seen as a financial mechanism. 
mechanism financial 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Campeche 

Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

The university operationalizes transparency through objectives and actions, but 

indicators are not included. Transparency is seen as a financial mechanism framed by 

legal regulations.  

mechanism financial 
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Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Chihuahua 

HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as a relevant topic for the HE sector, 

institutional planning, and as a strength of the organization.  
mechanism financial 

Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

The university operationalizes transparency through the institutional values. At this 

level, the concept is seen as a value focusing on financial issues.  
value financial 

Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

At this level, the university operationalizes transparency through institutional strategies 

and actions that are described very vaguely. Transparency is seen as a financial 

mechanism.  

mechanism financial 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Ciudad Juárez 

HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as a relevant topic in the organization and 

considers Both a value and a mechanism.  
Both Both  

Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

the university operationalizes transparency through the institutional vision and values. 

It is seen as a financial and non-financial mechanism.  
Mechanism Both  

Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

the university operationalizes transparency through general and specific objectives, 

goals, actions, and indicators. It is considered a value and a mechanism, both financial 

and nonfinancial.  

Both Both  

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Querétaro 

HE Challenges the university recognizes transparency as a national priority for HEIs that responds to 

social demands, with particular relevance in the evaluation activities.  
mechanism non-

financial 

Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

The university operationalizes transparency through the institutional vision and 

policies. Transparency is seen as a management tool responding to internal needs, 

which is based on financial and evaluation mechanisms. Is perceived as a mechanism 

and a value.  

Both financial  

Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

The university operationalizes transparency through indicators and commitments 

responding to internal and social needs. At this level transparency is seen as a value 

and a mechanism. 

Both non-

financial 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Yucatán 

HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as relevant for the context of HE and as an 

element of social responsibility.  
value not 

specified 

Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

The university operationalizes transparency through institutional principles and 

policies related to management and social responsibility. At this level transparency is 

seen as a value.  

value non-

financial 

Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Transparency is operationalized through the strategic objectives of the university, but 

no indicators are included. Transparency is considered a value.  
value not 

specified 

Universidad de 

Guadalajara 
HE Challenges The university recognizes transparency as relevant for the HE field, and for national 

and local planning. It acknowledges no contradiction between transparency and 

autonomy and recognizes society as the target of transparency. It recognizes 

transparency as a mechanism that improves governance and operation.  

mechanism financial 

Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

At this level, the university operationalizes transparency through its mission, the 

institutional management principle, and as a core activity of the university. It describes 

transparency as a value that is necessary for adequate management, responding to 

society but also to other stakeholders.  

Both Both  

Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

At this level, the university operationalizes transparency through the use of 

institutional goals, indicators, and evaluation systems (results-based budgeting and 

Matrix of Indicators) that respond to regulations and internal management needs.  

value Both  

Universidad de 

Guanajuato 
HE Challenges University recognizes transparency as a relevant topic in national planning policies but 

does not incorporate the concept at any institutional level.  
not specified not 

specified 
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Universidad de 

Sonora 
Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

University operationalizes transparency through vision and as an institutional value. 

Transparency is seen as a value focus on non-financial issues. 
value Both  

Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

At this level, transparency is operationalized through general, and specific goals, 

actions, and objectives. Transparency is transversal to other areas and objectives. It is 

considered a value and a mechanism focusing on financial and non-financial issues. 

Both Both  

Universidad 

Veracruzana 
HE Challenges Transparency is recognized as a relevant element for the management of the 

organization. 
value non-

financial 

Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

At this level transparency is operationalized through the mission and specific 

commitments of the university, that respond to social demands.  
not specified not 

specified 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Zacatecas 

Challenges for 

HEIs 
University recognizes transparency as a relevant topic for HE. not specified not 

specified 

Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

University operationalizes transparency through institutional transversal objectives and 

actions, but they are not specific. It is seen as an institutional management mechanism 

with a financial perspective. 

mechanism Financial 

Source: Own elaboration based on the Institutional Development Plan of Universities.  

Table 9 shows how most universities follow a mechanism perspective, relying heavily on 

administrative processes and regulations. This highlights how institutions focus their attention on outcomes 

such as information disclosure, breadth of access, and provision of information. However, it is important 

to highlight that this does not mean that universities do not include transparency as a value, but rather they 

rely more heavily on the mechanism perspective. Similarly, most of universities rely on financial 

transparency, focusing their attention to the disclosure of budgeting information. The attention to budgeting 

information is influenced by the context of universities and the information that citizens request.  

The perspective that universities have regarding transparency influence the type of accountability 

that rises in the principal-agent relationships of the system. The government-university relationship is 

characterized by the rise of legal —sometimes referred ad administrative— accountability, where the 

surveillance mechanism put in place by government give no discretion to universities to decide what 

information is disclosed or under which conditions; government require financial information to be 

published.  

This “mandatory” accountability arises because there is an external source of control and a 

hierarchical relationship between government and university, giving government formal control over the 

latest. Also, government has a formal authority to oblige university agents to give account and, if the 

information requirements does not meet the requirements specified by the law, university agents are subject 

to sanctions.  
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Despite the tensions that might still exist between university autonomy and legal accountability, 

this type of accountability is already consolidated for several reasons. Historically, universities have been 

used to be accountable to government agencies in different areas. For instance, political accountability —

the action of being accountable to the congress — has been in place for many years, and it has given 

universities the opportunity to adapt to them.  

There has always been accountability, we have always had to render a report either to the state 

government, submit accounting, financial, budgetary, and other information; this has always been done. With 

the novelty that now everything is public, and anyone can at least try to access this information”.  

On the other hand, social accountability rises on the citizens-university relationship, and it 

concentrates most of the tensions with universities. This type of external accountability is characterized by 

actions taken by civic society aimed at forcing universities to give information on an justification for their 

actions (Lindberg, 2013, p. 215). Although FOIA regulations provide citizens with tools to enforce their 

information right and to force universities to respond, the strength of control that citizens exert over 

universities is weaker than legal accountability and is highly dependent on the context and the discretionary 

power of university agents. This is evident in the different responses that university agents provide to 

citizens, and how they take advantage of the technical jargoon and legal lagoons to interpret different 

responses.  

Also, a key factor in this lack of control are the sanctions that social accountability exert. A lack of 

sanctions removes any obligation of agents to inform, justify, and explain their actions beyond what they 

themselves are comfortable or feel obliged to disclose. This reduces the notion of accountability to mean 

little if anything in terms of holding to account since the decision-makers then are holding themselves to 

account only as much as they like (Lindberg, 2013, p. 210). In some cases, the lack of sanctions (and 

incentives) in the citizens-university relationship make it difficult for citizens to hold university agents 

accountable, as an interviewee commented:  

When you do not comply with the law, the Internal Control Office, which is within the university, 

is notified so that it can initiate the investigations as an administrative responsibility. In this case it may not 

be serious, because he is not complying with the delivery of information, but an administrative record must 

be issued. What does the control organ do? it does not issue the administrative records. So that is as far as we 

are left. I feel that the process is not carried out as it should be to force people to comply”.  

In the context of FOIA regulations, when transparency and accountability are taken together, they 

have different outcomes in the principal-agent relationships of the system. In the citizens-university 

relationship, these two concepts take the form of access to information and sanctions (Mabillard & 
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Zumofen, 2017, pp. 121–122). This means that FOIA regulations force the release of information that was 

not available before hand, and that public officials are not only required to explain themselves, but they can 

also be punished for misbehavior, something that in the case of Mexican HEIs is rarely enforced.  

The access to information and sanctions that exist in the citizens-university relationship barely 

reduces the information asymmetries and conflicting goals between principals and agents, since it does not 

limit the discretionary power that university agents have, and it does not provide clarity about the 

expectations of the citizens. In this case, universities still use autonomy as an argument to stop disclosing 

information, a situation that is exacerbated by the discretionary power that university agents hold and the 

lack of sanctions.  

In the government-university relationship, transparency and accountability respond in the form of 

institutional answerability. Institutional answerability makes reference to forced disclosure of information 

that universities must comply with, and the obligation that university agents have to respond to questions 

from inquirers represented by government officials. (Mabillard & Zumofen, 2017, p. 121). The institutional 

answerability form that exists in government-university relationship reduces information asymmetries, but 

it does not solve conflicting goals. Since regulation are also pre-established beforehand, the opportunistic 

behavior of agents is limited. However, the stiffness and sanctions of this legal framework increases the 

risk-aversion nature of agents.  

At the beginning of this research, it was described how the large amount of financial transparency 

that FOIA regulations force, evidentiated the strength that legal accountability has in HEIs, when compared 

to social accountability. However, this argument is debatable since the time frame for the adoption of legal 

and social accountability is different. Universities have had more time to transition towards legal 

accountability and they have been historically accountable to different government bodies.  

This in turn, has given universities the opportunity to establish rules, expectations, and 

communication channels with government principals. On the other hand, social accountability emerging 

from FOIA regulations is a new phenomenon —since 2014— to which universities are adapting. This in 

turn, creates new tensions that were not in place beforehand, but it does not mean that universities are not 

addressing it or that they eventually will adapt to these emerging citizens demands.  
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6. Conclusions and Recommendations 

6.1. Main Findings 

The purpose of this research is to answer the question: How is the Freedom of Information Act 

influencing the Mexican HE system? Through this question, this analysis looks to explore the agency 

problem and costs that arises in the system, and how the concepts of transparency and accountability 

interacts differently in each relationship. This research relies on an analytical framework based on the 

Agency Theory, and it shows how the interaction of FOIA regulations in the HE system can be represented 

through principal-agent relationships. The opportunistic behavior of university agents and the conflicting 

goals that actors in the system have, create agency problems characterized by information asymmetries and 

conflicting goals.  

Also, this research uses an exploratory qualitative approach based on interviews as the main source 

of information and document analysis as a complement. Interviews were conducted to transparency 

managers in 12 universities with autonomy in Mexico. Document analysis was conducted to the 

Institutional Development Plans (IDP) of the same universities, with the intention to explore how 

universities integrate transparency in their strategic planning. Additionally, the study complements the 

document analysis by collecting information from an information request made to 31 HEIs. The purpose of 

this the information request was to gather information about how universities respond differently to the 

information demands of citizens.  

The first specific question that is answered with this research is: How do FOIA regulations connect 

the actors in the Mexican HE system, and what are the characteristics of these connections? Using the 

theoretical lenses of Agency Theory, this study finds evidence about how FOIA regulations connect the 

actors in two principal-agent relationships in the system: citizens-university and government university 

relationships, both of them with different characteristics. In the case of the government-university 

relationship, information asymmetries are limited between actors, due to the static nature of information 

that the government requires and the adaptation that HEIs have done to government requirements. However, 

conflicting goals between actors are evident since government intends to use FOIA regulations to steer 

universities, and the intention of the universities is to protect their autonomy.  

In the case of the citizen-university relationship, information asymmetries are high due to the 

dynamic nature of information that citizens require, and the advantageous information that university agents 

have about their operation and the applicable regulations. In this citizen-university relationship, conflicting 

goals are based on the citizens intention to use FOIA regulations to access information directly, and once 
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again, the universities’ intention is to protect their autonomy. The autonomy that the universities protect is  

also in conflict with the intention to use FOIA as a tool to legitimate themselves. In all cases, autonomy 

represents a shield that universities use to resist to the implementation of FOIA regulations. 

Also, this research finds evidence about how information asymmetries and conflicting goals create 

an agency problem in both relationships, characterized by the opportunistic behavior and the risk-aversion 

nature of university agents. Opportunistic behavior is more evident in the citizens-university relationships 

since university agents have enough discretionary power to interpret regulations and citizens request 

differently and, in many cases, for the benefit of the organization. University agents also show a risk-

aversion to go beyond the mandatory requirements, meaning that they do not provide any further 

information beyond the strictly described by law. This is also evident in the lack of voluntary disclose of 

information and the aversion to communicate directly with citizens.  

The second specific questions that is answered in this study is: What are the effects that FOIA 

regulations have in Mexican HEIs? Using the theoretical lenses of Agency Theory, this research finds 

evidence about how the agency problems that arises in both relationships, have effects in the form of boding 

costs for universities. Bonding costs are those related to setting up and operating a monitoring system in 

the university (Panda & Leepsa, 2017, pp. 83–84).  Although costs are usually associated with the market, 

a large amount of the costs that HEIs must assume from FOIA regulations are non-market and they arise in 

four different institutional dimensions: Leadership, People, Operation, and Planning and Monitoring.  

As the head of universities, the role of Rectors in the implementation of FOIA regulations is crucial 

for the regulations to operate properly, and the consequences of a deficient implementation are assumed in 

terms of legitimation costs. However, many of them decrease these costs by pushing the alignment of FOIA 

regulations with the institutional development plans but limiting the support and influence of transparency 

departments. At the same time, universities assume bonding costs related to their planning and monitoring 

strategies, since they have to adapt to new values, policies, actions, and performance indicators.  

The change in the strategic planning of universities have a consequence at the operational level, 

where universities must assume costs related budget constraints and the lack of technological infrastructure. 

However, evidence shows that the People dimension is the most affected one by FOIA regulations and it 

plays a crucial role for the sustainability of these regulations. In that sense, people experiment costs in terms 

of their career (decrease of productivity, skills, and power) and psychosocial aspects (increase in 

administrative burden, negative feelings, and ethical issues).  

The third specific question that is answered in this study is how are FOIA regulations influencing 

accountability and transparency in the Mexican HE system? In that sense, this research explains how FOIA 
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regulations push a specific type of transparency and accountability in each relationship of the system. 

Universities use transparency predominantly as a mechanism, and evidence of this can be found in their 

Institutional Development Plans. This perspective of transparency is defined as “an institutional relation or 

arrangement in which an agent can be held to account by another agent or institution” (Bovens et al., 2014b, 

p. 9). Since universities rely mostly on this perspective, transparency as a value is loosely identify in their 

plans. Also, universities tend to respond more clearly to legal accountability in comparison with social 

accountability, looking closely to government requirements and not to citizens demands.  

However, it is not precise to assume that one category of transparency of accountability is 

completely dominant in HEIs, since these concepts and their categories are intertwined in the development 

plans of universities. Although identifying the dominant types of transparency and accountability in HEIs 

provides an overview about the current situation of these terms in universities, a transition towards 

transparency as a value and social accountability can be expected.  

The different combinations that exist in HEIs between transparency and accountability create these 

two concepts to interact differently in each relationship of the system. In the government-university 

relationship, these two concepts interact in the form of institutional answerability, meaning that universities 

must be answerable according to FOIA, but in this case regulations do not create any type of enforcement. 

In the citizens-government relationship, transparency and accountability interact in the form of access to 

information and sanctions, mainly because the nature of the information that citizens request is 

compromising for university agents, and they can be punished if they comply with citizens expectations.  

From a broader perspective, the results from this research make three contributions to the field of 

HE studies. To begin, this study highlights the relevance of Agency Theory to understand the impact of a 

policy in the context of HE. Researchers have pointed out the use of Agency Theory in the field of system 

policy and institutional management, and how it allows the categorization of different governance 

conditions that cause the agency problem (Yallew et al., 2018, p. 95). In that sense, this research contributes 

to scholarly research by incorporating the citizen as a principal, expanding the use of the Agency Theory 

with new actors and different social contexts. 

In addition, this research also highlights the role that university autonomy has in the implementation 

of new policies. This research shows evidence about how university autonomy is seen as a “protection 

shield” against the implementation of new policies. The question is how long this protection shield can last, 

and how the tensions that arise between autonomy and the different goals of the actors can lead to a new 

conceptualization of the term.  This is consistent with some authors who have pointed out how “the 



 

69 

 

dominant narrative of political reform is moving away from traditional beliefs in university autonomy that 

are built on institutional trust and linked to professional autonomy” (Enders et al., 2013, p. 20).  

The final contribution to the broader discipline of Higher Education studies, is that this research 

highlights the trends of horizontalization and bureaucratization affecting HE systems. This research shows 

how external stakeholders can access universities information —in most of the cases— without the 

intervention of any government institution. By studying how FOIA regulations allow university 

stakeholders to steer or influence decision making in HE institutions contributes to the studies of 

horizontalization in HE. Horizontalization is a growing trend in public organizations “in which 

administrations have opened up and moved closer to citizens”wherea (Mabillard & Zumofen, 2017, p. 115). 

Similarly, this research shows evidence about the increasing administrative bureaucratization in Mexican 

universities, and it provide empirical evidence for research in this field.  

6.2. Observations and Recommendations for Future Research 

Some relevant observations and recommendations for future research can be draft from this 

research. One first observation, which was not linked to the main focus of the study, is the relevance of 

straightforward and honest communication when interviewing managers, particularly from public 

organizations. When managers were contacted and invited to the interview, many of them did not answer 

or many of their responses demonstrate doubts and anxiety.  

However, when more details about the goals of the interview were provided and when doubts were 

clarified during the interviews, managers were very much motivated and open to participate. In many cases, 

they provided further information, databases, and reports to compliment this research and in direct 

communication via email. This shows how relevant it is for researchers to empathize and create a “safe 

space” for interviewees, and how this clear communication can indeed, influence the results and provided 

further and richer information.  

A second observation is related to the limited impact that FOIA regulations have in the academic 

dimension of universities. When this research was first drafted, it was assumed that transparency procedures 

could affect the daily activities of researchers and professors. However, regardless the sector specific 

activities that the university conducts, the impact of FOIA in this regard seems very limited. This might be 

related with the similitudes of transparency units in all public organizations and the trend of 

“bureaucratization” in universities. However, these are assumptions that in this case, were out of the scope 

of this research. Further studies on this field could —and should— be done to better understand the effects 

of transparency in universities.   
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Furthermore, this exploratory study provides a good overview and recommendations for future 

research that can be pursued in this field. For instance, there is more information needed about the ex-ante 

contracts in transparency regulations, and how adverse selection is pervasive and influence the quality 

outcomes of transparency in universities. Later, it would be interesting to use an alternative theory to 

analyze the same problem but from a different theoretical framework —e.g., Institutionalism, Complex 

Theory, Stakeholder Theory. Moreover, It would be interesting to explore the role that social media has as 

a tool for transparency and accountability in universities. Researchers can ask themselves: How does social 

media is used as a tool for transparency in HEIs? Are HEIs following a trend towards the use of social 

media as a transparency tool? With the exploration of these questions, researchers would provide valuable 

insights about the increasing role and relevance of social media in universities.  

Finally, researchers could focus future studies on understanding the influence of Open Government 

in public universities. Open government is a global trend that encourages public organizations to be more 

horizontal towards citizens, and to establish a direct connection between institutions and stakeholders to 

solve the most pressing issues. This umbrella concept is based in four pillars: transparency, accountability, 

civic engagement, and innovation. Since these four elements are present in most of universities, does that 

mean that they are following an Open Government approach, perhaps unconsciously? What are the 

boundaries between accountability, transparency, and Open Government in HE? Is it important for 

universities to be part of this trend? This last topic raises indeed many questions and opportunities for 

researchers to explore the ever-shifting boundaries between Higher Education and Public Administration 

studies, and by following these recommendations, researchers can complement and “put the puzzle 

together” in the complex field of transparency in universities. 

6.3. Recommendations for Practitioners  

From the diverse challenges mentioned in this research, two recommendations for practitioners can 

be suggested. On the one hand, policymakers and HE leaders must weight and carefully analyze the costs 

and benefits of FOIA regulations. Operationalizing transparency policies have enormous costs for 

government and universities, both financial and nonfinancial. In contrast, the benefits that citizens have 

from these regulations remain ambiguous. This has been a constant criticism to FOIA regulations in the 

context of Mexico, since academics and journalists remain as the main users of this system, and a vast 

majority of the citizens in the country does not exert their information right. Therefore, policymakers and 

universities have to reflect on how to decrease these emerging costs. It is necessary to review the 

procedures, goals, and mandatory information that universities must adopt to avoid the administrative burn 

of universities and guarantee that the information that universities publish is indeed of public interest.  
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On the other hand, universities should focus more on the voluntary disclosure of information. 

Universities assume that the information that government request is aligned with the desires of citizens. 

However, in most of the cases they do not implement any measurement of feedback tool to understand what 

information citizens want and why. In that sense, the lack of communication between citizens and 

government plays a major role. Both actors should implement incentives to open new communication 

channels between the university and citizens, that rely more on trust and less on administrative procedures.  

6.4. Limitations of the Study 

There are three main limitations on this study related to the research method, the interviews, and 

the analytical framework. Firstly, a more comprehensive research method (e.g., mixed methods) could have 

been applied. There is still a lack of information about the market costs that universities and government 

assume when implementing FOIA regulations and in that sense, a qualitative analysis could have improved 

the results. Also, a closer analysis to the information disclosed by universities can have been addressed 

through a mixed method approach, and by developing a scale to measure the quality of information would 

have provided a more comprehensive understanding about how universities react to FOIA regulations, and 

the differences in the quality assurance between universities.  

 Secondly, interviews present limitations since they rely on the personal opinion of interviewees. 

Despite the preparation and the efforts to create a neutral environment, interviews might have raised 

feelings of distrust or fear in the interviewees, creating biases in their answers. This can be explained 

because some HEIs have been involved in corruption or security3 issues and therefore, many of them are 

reluctant to speak with reporters or external academics. Additionally, the sample might offer a limited 

perspective of reality, since it is focused only on the opinion of transparency managers.  

Transparency in universities is a complex phenomenon deeply interconnected with different 

departments and people —e.g., communication department or financial department—, and in order to have 

a more holistic view, it would have been needed to include a more diverse sample. Moreover, it would have 

been valuable to incorporate the perspective of external stakeholders such as citizens or government agents, 

to deliver more comprehensive results. Similarly, HEIs publish an important amount of financial, 

administrative, strategic, and academic reports that respond to different stakeholders. In that sense, 

 

3 Very recently, criminal groups attacked the Rector of a university in the south of Mexico, a situation that 

has happened in the past. https://www.animalpolitico.com/2020/06/asesinan-rectora-universidad-valladolid-veracruz/ 

https://www.animalpolitico.c/
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analyzing the Strategic Planning of HEIs provides a limited point of view. To improve this, a larger number 

of documents should have been included.  

Thirdly, the analytical framework also presents limitations. The analytical framework is based on 

Agency Theory and scholarly research in the field of transparency and accountability. However, multiple 

researchers have pointed out the downsides of Agency Theory. Researchers claim that this theory is 

minimalist, lacks rigor, and its assumptions do not reflect the real-world business environment or human 

behavior (Kivistö & Zalyevska, 2015; Miles, 2012).  

Also, Agency Theory does not consider new changes and trends in organizations. For instance 

Bendickson et al. (2016, p. 186) argues that “modern topics such as continued technological improvements, 

the entrepreneurial mindset, differences in education, and ever-changing media and government 

relationships with business pose potential threats to the long-term viability of Agency Theory as a means 

of explaining complex principal-agent relationships.”  

Finally, the concepts of transparency and accountability are diffuse and present limitations. 

Lindberg (2013, p. 218) argues that “each type of accountability has its designated functions and is 

compatible with certain situations only; no one is a panacea for all kinds of problems of restraining power. 

Moreover, the author claims that it is crucial not to assume that a measurement instrument, used for one 

type of accountability is necessarily very useful for gauging levels of accountability in another type, since 

in most societies various accountability relationships have been established at various points in time (2013, 

p. 218). Finally, researchers in the field of transparency have also described the particular limitations of the 

concept. Cucciniello et al. (2017, p. 34) have described how classifying transparency into administrative, 

political, and budget, is not a perfect option, since different types of transparency coexist in an organization, 

and these types that seem different, are intertwined, connected, and overlapped.  
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Annex 1: Interview Protocol4 

Overall Information:  

❏ Interviewer: Emmanuel Aguilar Burgoa 

❏ Academic Affiliation: Student at Tampere University, Finland. 

❏ Name of the Research Project: Transparency in Mexican Universities. 

❏ Number of questions: 6 

❏ Estimated time for the interview: between 30 to 60 minutes.  

❏ General research question: How are the concepts of transparency and accountability reflected on 

Public Subnational Autonomous Universities in Mexico? 

Thank you for participating in this Research Project on Accountability in Mexican Universities, for the 

Erasmus Mundus Master in Research and Innovation in Higher Education, at Tampere University. The objective of 

this research is to understand how the concepts of transparency and accountability are reflected on Mexican 

universities. To do so, this study collects information from the relevant stakeholders of universities.  

Your answers to this interview, as well as any additional comments are confidential. No confidential 

information (i.e., names) will be disclosed in any report generated from this study. The interview includes six questions 

but if necessary, clarification questions may be asked. If you have any question, please feel free to contact Emmanuel 

Aguilar Burgoa, who is the responsible of the project, at emmanuel.aguilarburgoa@tuni.fi or 

e.burgoa0626@gmail.com .Thank you very much for your time.  

Guiding Questions 

1. Can you share some of the objectives and activities that your area conducts in the university?  

2. How do you think that transparency affects your university positively or negatively? 

3. What are some of the internal and external challenges that your area faces in terms of transparency?  

4. Do you think that regulations respond to university goals? 

5. What do you think is the main interest of citizens in terms of transparency? 

6. Who do you believe are the main beneficiaries of transparency?  

7. Ideally, how do you believe that transparency should be reflected in the university?  

 

4 This is the original protocol presented to this research supervisor and the peer reviewers. Later, it was 

translated to Spanish for the purpose of the interview. It also includes a previous version of the research question.  

mailto:emmanuel.aguilarburgoa@tuni.fi
mailto:e.burgoa0626@gmail.com
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Annex 2: Recruitment Script 

(Translated English Version) 

Dear sir/Madam: 

 

I hope you are feeling excellent. My name is Emmanuel Aguilar, I am a student of the master’s program in 

Higher Education Research and Innovation at the University of Tampere, Finland (I attach proof of 

affiliation). Currently, I am developing my thesis about accountability in autonomous universities in 

Mexico. I am particularly interested in the effects of transparency policies within these universities. 

 

In this sense, I would like to know if it is possible to schedule a 30 to 45 minutes interview with you during 

the course of the following week to know your opinion and perspective on this topic. If you have space in 

your agenda, I can adapt to the time and day you indicate. I am also attaching a document with some guiding 

questions for the interview, in the hope that you will be able to participate in this research. Thank you in 

advance for your time and I look forward to hearing from you. 

 

Best regards and excellent weekend. 

 

Emmanuel Aguilar 

 

 

 

(Original Spanish Version) 

Estimada Lic. Ely Ruano Escalante, 

 

Espero que se encuentre excelente. Mi nombre es Emmanuel Aguilar, soy un estudiante del programa de 

maestría en Investigación e Innovación de la Educación Superior, de la universidad de Tampere, en 

Finlandia (adjunto comprobante de afiliación). Actualmente, estoy desarrollando mi tesis acerca de la 

rendición de cuentas en las universidades autónomas en México. Particularmente, me interesa conocer los 

efectos que tienen las políticas de transparencia dentro de estas universidades. 

 

En este sentido, me gustaría saber si le es posible agendar una entrevista de 30 minutos durante el transcurso 

de la siguiente semana para conocer su opinión y perspectiva acerca de este tema. En caso de que tenga 

espacio en su agenda, yo me puedo adaptar al horario y día en que usted me indique. También adjunto un 

documento con algunas preguntas guía para la entrevista, esperando que pueda participar en esta 

investigación. De antemano le agradezco su tiempo y quedo en espera de su respuesta. 

 

Saludos y excelente fin de semana. 

 

Emmanuel Aguilar 
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Annex 3: IDP Document Analysis
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Document Analysis: Institutional Profiles in Institutional Development Plans 
      

State University Source Level of 

Analysis 

Description Interpretation Perspective Type 

Chihuahua Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Chihuahua 

Compendium University 

Objective 

La Universidad Autónoma de Chihuahua tiene como objeto impartir la educación superior para formar 

profesionistas, académicos, investigadores y técnicos que contribuyan al desarrollo social, científico, 

tecnológico, económico y cultural del estado y de la nación, respetando el principio de libertad de 

cátedra e investigación; proporcionar a sus miembros una sólida formación integral orientada por los 

valores más elevados: la justicia, la democracia, la honestidad, la solidaridad y el bien común, el 

respeto a la pluralidad de las ideas y el espíritu de servicio a la comunidad; participar en la 

conservación y transmisión de la cultura; fomentar la investigación científica, tecnológica y 

humanística; promover el desarrollo y transformación sociales; fomentar la conciencia cívica, así como 

la transparencia y acceso a la información pública; coadyuvar con organismos públicos, sociales y 

privados en actividades dirigidas a la satisfacción de necesidades de la comunidad, especialmente las de 

carácter educativo; promover la conservación y sustentabilidad de los recursos naturales, y la 

protección del medio ambiente; y actuar conforme a los principios de transparencia y acceso a la 

información pública, como medio para el logro de una educación superior democrática e incluyente 

( , art. 3). 

The promotion of transparency 

and accountability is considered a 

core activity of the university and 

is described as a principle (value) 

that guides the behavior of the 

university. Transparency is see 

seen as a tool for the achievement 

of a democratic and inclusive 

Higher Education.  

not 

specified 

not 

specified 

Guerrero Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Guerrero 

Compendium University 

Objective 

La Universidad Autónoma de Guerrero tiene como objetivos prestar servicios en educación media 

superior y superior; realizar investigación; fomentar el desarrollo tecnológico e innovación; contribuir 

al desarrollo del entorno mediante la extensión de sus servicios; coadyuvar al estudio, preservación, 

acrecentamiento y difusión de la cultura; así como vincularse con la sociedad para responder a sus 

necesidades y demandas de orden social, económico, cultural y ambiental. Dará prioridad a la 

problemática estatal, atenderá a los sectores más desfavorecidos y contribuirá por sí o en coordinación 

con otras entidades de los sectores público, social y privado al desarrollo nacional. Promoverá y 

respetará los derechos humanos, dentro y fuera de la Universidad, de conformidad con los principios 

de: universalidad, interdependencia, indivisibilidad y progresividad, en particular el valor de la justicia, 

la solidaridad, la observancia a la ley, la igualdad de los individuos ante ésta, la democracia y la cultura 

de paz, certeza, legalidad, imparcialidad, objetividad, eficiencia, racionalidad presupuestaria, 

profesionalismo, responsabilidad, transparencia, máxima publicidad y rendición de cuentas, así como 

aquellos principios consustanciales a su específica función, en el marco de las leyes orgánicas y 

secundarias respectivas ( , art. 7). 

Transparency is seen as a guiding 

principle (value) of the 

university, at the foundational 

level. Is not very explicit and 

very much generic with other 

many values.  

value 

not 

specified 

Hidalgo Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Hidalgo 

Compendium University 

Objective 

organizar, impartir y fomentar la educación de bachillerato, profesional-media, profesional y de 

posgrado; fomentar y orientar la investigación científica, humanística y tecnológica, además de difundir 

la cultura en toda su extensión con elevado propósito social ( , art. 3). Son normas permanentes en el 

quehacer de la Universidad los principios de libertad de cátedra, investigación y libre manifestación de 

las ideas, en un marco permanente de respeto a la pluralidad de pensamiento y a la tolerancia que deben 

guardarse entre sí los miembros de la comunidad universitaria, la tutela de los derechos humanos, la 

observancia de la equidad de género y el fomento de los valores de respeto, honestidad, transparencia, 

lealtad y responsabilidad, con especial atención a la prevención de adicciones y de distribución y 

consumo de estupefacientes ( , art. 4). 

Transparency is not seen as a 

core activity, but as a value that 

the university has promote 

permanently. It does not seem 

that it refers to financial 

transparency.  

value 

not 

specified 

Morelos Universidad 

Autónoma 

del Estado de 

Morelos 

Compendium Institutional 

Model 

La Universidad basará su organización, entre otros, en la transdisciplinariedad del conocimiento; la 

articulación entre las unidades académicas apoyadas por las dependencias administrativas para el 

desarrollo de sus actividades sustantivas y adjetivas; la pertinencia, innovación y evaluación para la 

mejora continua de las estructuras académica y administrativa; la vinculación entre docencia, 

investigación, difusión de la cultura y extensión de sus servicios; la descentralización administrativa y 

racionalidad financiera; la viabilidad financiera, rendición de cuentas y transparencia; y la 

participación del personal y del alumnado en los órganos formalmente reconocidos en la legislación 

universitaria ( , art. 6). 

Transparency and accountability 

are considered not in the 

foundational documents but in 

the institutional model. They are 

seen as concepts in which 

university should base their 

organization. But is does not 

describe if it is a value or 

something different.  

not 

specified 

not 

specified 
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Querétaro Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Querétaro 

Compendium University 

Objective 

La Universidad Autónoma de Querétaro tendrá por objeto impartir, con validez oficial, educación 

técnica, media superior, superior de licenciatura, especialización, maestría y doctorado y cursos de 

actualización, en sus modalidades escolar y extraescolar, procurando que la formación de profesionales 

corresponda a las necesidades de la sociedad; organizar y desarrollar actividades de Investigación 

humanística y científica, atendiendo primordialmente a los problemas estatales, regionales y nacionales 

y en relación con las condiciones del desenvolvimiento científico e histórico; preservar y difundir la 

cultura; prestar servicios a la comunidad de acuerdo con sus posibilidades; y actuar como agente de 

cambio y promotor social a través de sus tareas sustantivas ( , art. 6). 

La autonomía implica la facultad y responsabilidad de gobernarse a sí misma, bajo los principios de 

libertad de cátedra, libertad de investigación, libertad de difusión de la cultura y libertad para prestar 

servicio social a la comunidad ( , art. 5). La facultad y responsabilidad de gobernarse a sí misma, 

comprende el respeto a las diversas ideologías que en la Universidad convergen, utilizando los recursos 

humanos, materiales y financieros disponibles en forma transparente, democrática, responsable y 

honesta ( , art. 6). 

Transparency is seen not as a 

value, but as a process to manage 

human and financial resources 

efficiently and is seen as part of 

the responsibilities that comes 

with autonomy. This is important 

because they clearly state no 

conflict between autonomy and 

transparency.  

mechanism financial 

Baja 

California 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja 

California 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

La nueva gestión pública fue uno de ellos y, en ese contexto, tuvieron lugar las primeras 

aproximaciones hacia la transparencia y la rendición de cuentas en la educación superior. Para valorar 

el alcance de las ies en este ámbito se han utilizado recursos como la rendición de cuentas basada en el 

desempeño (performance-based accountability) y el financiamiento basado en el desempeño 

(performance-based funding) (unesco, 2017). (Universidad Autónoma de Baja California, 2019, p. 23) 

Recognizes transparency as a 

highly relevant topic for the 

future of HE in the country. It 

relates the concept with financial 

transparency.  mechanism financial 

Baja 

California 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja 

California 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

A la par de estas cuestiones han emergido un conjunto de demandas sociales que propugnan por el 

aumento en la cobertura educativa, la transparencia y la rendición de cuentas en el ejercicio de las 

instituciones y los organismos tanto públicos como privados, así como por una mayor participación 

ciudadana en todos los ámbitos de la vida social. (Universidad Autónoma de Baja California, 2019, p. 

13) 

Recognizes transparency as a 

highly relevant topic related to 

social demands.  

not 

specified financial 

Baja 

California 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja 

California 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

Las sociedades democráticas tienen como principio la rendición de cuentas y el acceso a la 

información pública. Desde hace casi dos décadas el país emprendió el camino para contrarrestar la 

opacidad en el ejercicio gubernamental. En las universidades públicas Mexicanas, la transparencia y la 

rendición de cuentas comprenden el ámbito financiero y el académico (Buendía & Salas, 2019). El foco 

de atención de la opinión pública ha estado en el plano financiero y se ha intensificado a raíz de la 

participación de algunas universidades públicas en situaciones de corrupción. En el ámbito académico, 

la rendición de cuentas ha generado tensiones y cuestionamientos sobre el rol que juegan los 

organismos externos en la definición de las funciones sustantivas de la universidad. La rendición de 

cuentas ha significado un cambio sustancial en los valores sociales alrededor del funcionamiento de 

las universidades. Si bien se asume que estas difieren sustancialmente de otros organismos que también 

son subsidiados por el Estado —a partir de la recaudación de recursos vía la política fiscal—, hay 

acuerdo en que un alto grado de autonomía favorece su desempeño. (Universidad Autónoma de Baja 

California, 2019, p. 33) 

Recognizes transparency as a 

highly relevant topic for the 

future of HE in the country. It 

clearly relates transparency with 

financial and corruption issues in 

HE. It differentiates between 

ACADEMIC AND FINANTIAL 

TRANSPARENCY.  

both both  

Baja 

California 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja 

California 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Objetivo: Promover relaciones intra e interinstitucionales necesarias para la conducción y el desarrollo 

de las funciones sustantivas de la universidad en un marco de respeto y colaboración, en apego a los 

principios de transparencia y rendición de cuentas. 

Transparency is Seen as a 

principle (maybe according to 

regulation).  

Operationalize transparency as 

institutional objectives and 

strategies (actions). 

Still there are no indicators.  value 

not 

specified 

Baja 

California 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja 

California 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Estrategia 12.2. Reforzar los mecanismos institucionales en materia de transparencia y rendición de 

cuentas. (Universidad Autónoma de Baja California, 2019, pp. 120–121) 

Transparency is seen as a 

mechanism.  

Operationalize transparency into 

objectives and strategies 

(actions). 

There are no indicators.  mechanism 

not 

specified 

Baja 

California 

Sur 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja 

California 

Sur 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

Pero este cambio de paradigma requiere, necesariamente, la participación de todas las personas que 

integran la comunidad universitaria […] La universidad, por su parte, debe mantener y fortalecer su 

compromiso de transparencia y rendición de cuentas, tanto en sus áreas académicas como de gestión. 

(Universidad Autónoma de Baja California sur, 2019) 

Recognition of transparency as 

relevant for a change of paradigm 

in HE 

value both  
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Baja 

California 

Sur 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja 

California 

Sur 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

Transparencia: Garantizamos el libre acceso a la información conforme a la normatividad establecida, 

de acuerdo con la naturaleza de nuestros cargos y funciones institucionales; aplicamos los recursos 

universitarios de manera responsable. (Universidad Autónoma de Baja California sur, 2019) 

Operationalization of 

transparency as an institutional 

value 

mechanism non-

financial 

Baja 

California 

Sur 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja 

California 

Sur 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

En suma, se trata, aprovechando el sólido posicionamiento externo actual de nuestra institución de 

reforzar el trabajo interno para fortalecer a nuestra casa de estudios a través del paradigma de 

responsabilidad social universitaria, de modo que sea pertinente, crítica y propositiva, humanista, 

transparente, comunicada y vinculada hacia dentro y hacia fuera, de calidad, e incluyente y receptiva al 

entorno y a las voces universitarias. (Universidad Autónoma de Baja California sur, 2019) 

in the internal diagnostic, 

transparency is seen as a 

paradigm that responds to 

society. 

value not 

specified 

Baja 

California 

Sur 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja 

California 

Sur 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

La UABCS entrega cuentas muy detalladas a dos organismos fiscalizadores: la Auditoría Superior de la 

Federación, y a la Auditoría Superior del Estado de Baja California Sur dependiente del H. Congreso 

del Estado. El reto en materia de rendición de cuentas y transparencia es informar y comunicar con más 

detalle, a la comunidad universitaria y a la sociedad sudcaliforniana, de estos procesos permanentes de 

rendición de cuentas que no sólo se refieren al aspecto económico. En una universidad todo lo 

relacionado con sus funciones sustantivas tienen un costo real en dinero y la sociedad entera merece 

conocer con precisión estos aspectos. (Universidad Autónoma de Baja California sur, 2019) 

Transparency is focused to 

regulatory organizations, but 

transparency to the broader 

society is also seen as a relevant 

challenge. they refer not only to 

financial issues. 

both both  

Baja 

California 

Sur 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja 

California 

Sur 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Fortalecer la gestión institucional, el aseguramiento de la sostenibilidad financiera, la articulación de los 

procesos de planeación, organización, dirección y control para el mejor aprovechamiento de los 

recursos universitarios, mediante el uso eficiente de tecnologías de la información y la comunicación, 

de una normatividad actualizada que regula las conductas y los procesos internos, con impacto en 

indicadores que, mediante la evaluación del desempeño, contribuyen a la responsabilidad social 

universitaria, la transparencia y la rendición de cuentas a la sociedad. (Universidad Autónoma de Baja 

California sur, 2019) 

operationalization of 

transparency through the 

planning mechanisms of outcome 

evaluation. It is seen a 

mechanism. 

mechanism not 

specified 

Baja 

California 

Sur 

Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Baja 

California 

Sur 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Gestión para Resultados Asegurar el uso eficiente de los recursos financieros que permitan el desarrollo 

equilibrado de la Universidad, mediante una administración responsable, eficiente, eficaz y 

transparente, que permita atender con suficiencia el desarrollo de programas y proyectos prioritarios; y 

vigilar el cumplimiento del ejercicio del presupuesto, el cumplimiento financiero y el patrimonio 

universitario […] Transparencia y acceso a la información Mantener informada a la comunidad 

universitaria sobre el uso y manejo de los recursos y resultados (Universidad Autónoma de Baja 

california sur, 2019) 

Transparency is operationalized 

through objectives and indicators. 

It is seen as a mechanism, mostly 

focused on a financial 

perspective. 

mechanism financial 

Campeche Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Campeche 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Hacia un quehacer universitario con Transparencia y Rendición de Cuentas. 

Objetivo: Asegurar la Transparencia y la Rendición de cuentas conforme a las disposiciones legales 

vigentes, utilizando tecnología en el estado del arte para el archivo, consulta y procesamiento de datos, 

que facilite la fiscalización externa y el pleno acceso a la información pública. (Universidad Autónoma 

de Campeche, 2015) 

Transparency is seen as a 

mechanism (access to info) 

stablished by a legal framework.  

Operationalize transparency into 

objectives and actions, no 

indicators are included 

Focuses on Financial 

transparency (fiscalization) mechanism financial 

Campeche Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Campeche 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Líneas de acción. 

ü Elaboración y actualización bianual del estado del arte de la Transparencia y Rendición de Cuentas en 

la Universidad, en cada uno de sus procesos institucionales y programas educativos y determinación de 

la brecha a cubrir con el estado del arte mundial. ü Desarrollo, operación y actualización en tiempo real 

del Sistema de Registro y Evaluación de la Transparencia y la Rendición de Cuentas. 

Metas de la aplicación de la política. 

diciembre de 2016. ü Sistema de Registro y Evaluación de la Transparencia y la Rendición de Cuentas, 

disponible en el Portal Web de la Universidad, actualizada al 30 de noviembre de 2016, conteniendo la 

información que permita y facilite la fiscalización externa y el pleno acceso a la información pública.  

Agosto de 2019. 

ü Sistema de Registro y Evaluación de la Transparencia y la Rendición de Cuentas, disponible en el 

Portal Web de la Universidad, actualizada al 30 de julio de 2019, conteniendo la información necesaria 

y suficiente de cada uno de los procesos y programas educativos de la Universidad que permita y 

facilite la fiscalización externa y el pleno acceso a la información pública. (Universidad Autónoma de 

Campeche, 2015) 

Transparency is seen as a 

mechanism (access to info) 

stablished by a legal framework.  

Operationalize transparency into 

objectives and actions, no 

indicators are included 

Focuses on Financial 

transparency (fiscalization) 

mechanism financial 
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Chihuahua Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Chihuahua 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

el Plan de Desarrollo Universitario 2004-2008, formulado a partir de los ejercicios de planeación, 

contiene una Visión para el final del periodo y un conjunto de políticas y estrategias para hacerla 

realidad. Mediante la implementación de este plan, que constituyó el marco orientador de las acciones y 

para la toma de decisiones en el periodo de referencia, se fortaleció significativamente la capacidad y la 

competitividad académicas de la Institución, así como los esquemas de gestión para asegurar una mayor 

eficiencia, eficacia, transparencia y rendición oportuna de cuentas del trabajo de los universitarios y del 

uso de los recursos públicos puestos a su disposición. 

Recognitions of transparency as 

relevant topic for planning.  

mechanism financial 

Chihuahua Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Chihuahua 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

En particular, el Plan de Desarrollo Universitario 2004-2008, formulado a partir de los ejercicios de 

planeación, contiene una Visión para el final del periodo y un conjunto de políticas y estrategias para 

hacerla realidad. Mediante la implementación de este plan, que constituyó el marco orientador de las 

acciones y para la toma de decisiones en el periodo de referencia, se fortaleció significativamente la 

capacidad y la competitividad académicas de la Institución, así como los esquemas de gestión para 

asegurar una mayor eficiencia, eficacia, transparencia y rendición oportuna de cuentas del trabajo de los 

universitarios y del uso de los recursos públicos puestos a su disposición. 

Recognitions of transparency as 

relevant for institutional 

planning. 

not 

specified 

not 

specified 

Chihuahua Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Chihuahua 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

Una mayor exigencia a las instituciones educativas para la transparente rendición de cuentas acerca de 

la aplicación de los recursos puestos a su disposición y de los resultados alcanzados con relación a 

objetivos predefinidos. 

Recognition of transparency as 

relevant for the HE context. 

not 

specified 

not 

specified 

Chihuahua Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Chihuahua 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

Transparencia y rendición de cuentas, reconocidas como una obligación y una convicción de la 

comunidad Universitaria, por mantener adecuada y oportunamente informada a la sociedad y sus 

representantes sobre la forma en que ésta cumple con su Misión, y en particular, sobre el uso de los 

recursos públicos puestos a su disposición en el cumplimiento de sus funciones. 

Operationalization of 

transparency through the 

institutional values/principles. 

Focused on financial info and 

seen as a value. 

value financial 

Chihuahua Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Chihuahua 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

13. El uso de los recursos es honesto y transparente.  Recognition of financial 

transparency as an institutional 

strength 

not 

specified 

not 

specified 

Chihuahua Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Chihuahua 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

3. Desarrollar un sistema de gestión para la mejora continua y el aseguramiento de la calidad para todas 

las funciones sustantivas y adjetivas y para la trasparencia y rendición oportuna de cuentas a la 

sociedad. El sistema deberá sustentarse en: […] l) Una administración institucional responsable, 

transparente, eficiente y honesta al servicio de la academia; […] 39. Formular lineamientos e 

instrumentos para brindar certeza a la sociedad sobre el uso adecuado de los recursos y para la 

transparencia y rendición de cuentas, así como sobre los resultados educativos de la Universidad y el 

impacto de sus proyectos de investigación y desarrollo de tecnologías. […] 41. Monitorear y determinar 

anualmente el estado del arte nacional en materia de transparencia y rendición de cuentas de las 

instituciones de educación superior.  

Operationalization of 

transparency through institutional 

strategies and actions, but very 

broad. 

mechanism financial 

Chihuahua Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Ciudad 

Juárez 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

II.13.1. Diagnósticos situacionales por Unidad Responsable (UR) (Universidad Autónoma de Ciudad 

Juárez, 2018) 

Recognition of transparency as 

relevant in the organization, 

value, and mechanism. 

both both  

Chihuahua Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Ciudad 

Juárez 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

Es reconocida y cuenta con prestigio por su cobertura, excelencia, responsabilidad social, pluralidad, 

gobernanza, transparencia, transformaciones tecnológicas e inteligencia institucional. (Universidad 

Autónoma de Ciudad Juárez, 2018) 

Operationalization of 

transparency through institutional 

vision. 

not 

specified 

not 

specified 

Chihuahua Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Ciudad 

Juárez 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

 Transparencia y rendición de cuentas. Es la obligación legal por la cual la institución está 

comprometida a mantener oportunamente informada a la comunidad universitaria y al público en 

general de las funciones, resultados alcanzados y ejercicio de los recursos asignados. (Universidad 

Autónoma de Ciudad Juárez, 2018) 

Operationalization of 

transparency through institutional 

values (mechanism, both 

financial and non-financial) 

mechanism both  

Chihuahua Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Ciudad 

Juárez 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

La UACJ promueve la formación integral, transformadora y de excelencia de sus estudiantes a través de 

programas académicos pertinentes, de vanguardia, que son reconocidos nacional e internacionalmente 

por organismos externos especializados; cuenta con una planta docente consolidada y certificada, con 

infraestructura física y tecnológica acorde con las necesidades de estudiantes y profesores; opera 

procesos de gestión eficientes que facilitan el desarrollo de las funciones sustantivas de la institución en 

un ambiente universitario de respeto, inclusión, equidad y transparencia. 

La UACJ define como prioridad institucional apegar sus procesos de gestión y gobierno institucional a 

los valores que la sustentan de innovación, sustentabilidad, pluralidad, inclusión, equidad, transparencia 

y rendición de cuentas. Para asegurar la excelencia en el desarrollo de sus funciones sustantivas, los 

procesos de gestión deberán responder con altos niveles de eficiencia a las necesidades de las 

Operationalization of 

transparency through general and 

specific objectives, goals, actions, 

and indicators. (both value and 

mechanism, both financial and 

non-financial) 

both both  
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comunidades académicas, garantizando la sustentabilidad financiera, el ejercicio cuidadoso y 

transparente de los recursos y la maximización de los resultados. (Universidad Autónoma de Ciudad 

Juárez, 2018) 

Guanajuato Universidad 

de 

Guanajuato 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

 Fortalecer las finanzas de las IES por medio de políticas pertinentes y una reforma legislativa en pro de 

la transparencia y la rendición de cuentas. […]  Promover la cultura de la transparencia y la rendición 

de cuentas en las IES. (Universidad de Guanajuato, 2010) 

Recognizes transparency as 

relevant in national planning 

policies but does not incorporate 

the concept at any institutional 

level.  

not 

specified 

not 

specified 

Jalisco Universidad 

de 

Guadalajara 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

Las discusiones en torno al financiamiento de las IES implican analizar la autonomía universitaria, pues 

representa un atributo ganado por la Universidad, fundamental para la transmisión de conocimiento, 

para gobernarse a sí misma y para informar a la sociedad en cuanto al uso, asignación y transparencia 

en el manejo de recursos. La autonomía universitaria no se encuentra dada de forma definitiva, sino que 

tiene un carácter contingente, en constante construcción. […] la autonomía no debe entenderse como 

autarquía, ya que las IES no pueden existir de forma aislada, desvinculadas de otras entidades. Ser 

autónomos implica tanto un compromiso social, como la transparencia y rendición de cuentas. 

(Universidad de Guadalajara, 2019) 

Recognizes transparency as 

relevant for the HE field.  

Recognizes that there is no 

contradiction between 

transparency and autonomy.  

Recognizes the society as the 

principal.  

mechanism financial 

Jalisco Universidad 

de 

Guadalajara 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

Para atender el mandato de la reforma constitucional, se consideró diseñar estrategias para el principio 

de obligatoriedad y de ampliación de la cobertura. Se busca apoyar la expansión de la oferta educativa 

en las modalidades presencial, abierta y a distancia; mejorar las funciones académicas de docencia, 

investigación, extensión y difusión de la cultura; fortalecer la coordinación, planeación y gobernanza 

del sistema de educación superior a nivel nacional y local; mejorar la gestión institucional, la 

transparencia y la rendición de cuentas; (Universidad de Guadalajara, 2019) 

Recognizes transparency as 

relevant for national and local 

planning.  

Recognizes that transparency as a 

mechanism that improves 

governance and operation.  mechanism financial 

Jalisco Universidad 

de 

Guadalajara 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

La Benemérita Universidad de Guadalajara es una institución pública, laica y autónoma que atiende las 

necesidades de educación media superior y superior en Jalisco. Se conforma por una comunidad líder, 

diversa y creativa que piensa y trabaja para coadyuvar al desarrollo sostenible. Como la Red 

Universitaria de Jalisco se apoya en las ciencias y las humanidades para confirmar su valor público a 

través de la formación integral y pertinente de sus estudiantes, la innovación, la investigación y 

transferencia tecnológica, la vinculación, la extensión y la difusión de la cultura, mientras asegura una 

adecuada gobernanza, transparencia y rendición de cuentas a la sociedad. (Universidad de Guadalajara, 

2019) 

Operationalize transparency 

through the institutional mission.  

Recognizes society as the 

principal beneficiary of 

transparency 

not 

specified 

not 

specified 

Jalisco Universidad 

de 

Guadalajara 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

La transparencia y la rendición de cuentas son un deber esencial para la Universidad de Guadalajara 

como institución pública. Nos ha impulsado a construir sistemas específicos para atender con agilidad y 

de forma oportuna los requerimientos de información que desde los diversos sectores realizan sobre la 

gestión académica y administrativa. De la mano de la gobernanza y a partir de la definición de políticas 

de austeridad, planeación y ejercicio del gasto y mecanismos de fiscalización, trabajamos en coherencia 

con las transformaciones institucionales acordes a las leyes nacionales en la materia. (Universidad de 

Guadalajara, 2019) 

Operationalization of 

transparency through the 

Institutional Management 

Principle.  

Recognizes transparency as a 

mechanism that responds to 

different actors.  mechanism financial 

Jalisco Universidad 

de 

Guadalajara 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

La cultura universitaria va más allá de los eventos de difusión en torno a las artes: abarca múltiples 

aspectos de la vida institucional, como todo lo que refiere a la promoción de la identidad y el orgullo 

universitario, que incorpora aspectos de la cultura deportiva y laboral que busca de forma continua la 

mejora, el aseguramiento de la calidad y el logro de la excelencia. En estos aspectos también deben 

incluirse la gestión, la transparencia y la rendición de cuentas, mismas que se han visto reflejadas 

recientemente en el 98.43% obtenido en las evaluaciones que realiza el Instituto de Transparencia, 

Acceso a la Información y Protección de Datos Personales del Estado de Jalisco a la Universidad de 

Guadalajara. (Universidad de Guadalajara, 2019) 

Operationalization of 

transparency through one of the 

core activities 

Recognizes transparency as a 

value/culture necessary for an 

adequate management.  

Recognizes society as the 

principal.  value 

non-

financial 

Jalisco Universidad 

de 

Guadalajara 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

Para la Universidad, la difusión de la cultura como elemento de la formación humanista desarrolla en 

los sujetos capacidades de pensamiento, juicio y expresión, construyendo las condiciones necesarias 

para que la evolución del ecosistema universitario se consolide de forma equilibrada y contribuya al 

bienestar social. Fortalece la identidad y el orgullo universitario a través de una formación integral que 

Operationalization of 

transparency through one of the 

core activities.  

Recognizes transparency as a value 

non-

financial 
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incorpore las diversas expresiones del arte, la cultura, la ciencia y el deporte. Además, promueve una 

cultura de gestión institucional que permita la proyección del patrimonio universitario, la eficiencia en 

el uso de los recursos, así como la transparencia y la rendición de cuentas. 

value/culture necessary for an 

adequate management.  

Internal management is the 

principal.  

Jalisco Universidad 

de 

Guadalajara 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Incrementar el acceso y la práctica de la comunidad universitaria de actividades artísticas y culturales, y 

aplicar en la gestión institucional la cultura de la eficiencia, la transparencia y rendición de cuentas, así 

como el respeto de los derechos humanos. (Universidad de Guadalajara, 2019) 

Operationalization of 

transparency through the use of 

institutional goals and indicators 

Internal management is the 

principal.  value 

non-

financial 

Jalisco Universidad 

de 

Guadalajara 

PDI Indicators Vigilancia de las buenas prácticas institucionales en torno a la calidad, transparencia y rendición de 

cuentas, austeridad, inclusión, igualdad de género y equidad que fortalezcan la identidad universitaria. 

Incorporar a las prácticas institucionales la gobernanza, la cultura de la paz, el respeto a los derechos 

humanos y el fortalecimiento de la transparencia y la rendición de cuentas. (Universidad de 

Guadalajara, 2019) 

Operationalization of 

transparency through the use of 

institutional goals and indicators 

Internal management is the 

principal.  value 

non-

financial 

Jalisco Universidad 

de 

Guadalajara 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Si bien el sistema P3e ha permitido darle certeza y orden al ejercicio del gasto universitario, éste se ha 

visto rebasado por el contexto en el cual se encuentra inserta la Universidad de Guadalajara y que, 

desde el ámbito público, requiere de nuevas formas para administrar los recursos con eficiencia, 

eficacia, economía, transparencia y honradez. […] ando cumplimiento así a la Ley Federal de 

Presupuesto y Responsabilidad Hacendaria que, en su artículo 85, refiere a la transparencia e 

información sobre el ejercicio del gasto federalizado. (Universidad de Guadalajara, 2019) 

Operationalization of 

transparency through the use of 

institutional goals, indicators, and 

evaluation systems (Result-based 

Budgeting and Matrix of 

Indicators, more focused on 

Financial transparency) 

Regulations are the principal mechanism financial 

Querétaro Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Querétaro 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

La educación superior en México tiene como finalidad superar las desigualdades de la población, el 

avance de la democracia, el desarrollo económico y la justicia social. Los principales retos que enfrenta 

el sistema de educación superior en México, de acuerdo con la Asociación Nacional de Universidades e 

Instituciones de Educación Superior (ANUIES) (Fernández, 2014), son: cobertura, apoyo a estudiantes, 

carrera académica, procesos de evaluación, vinculación, financiamiento y transparencia. (Universidad 

Autónoma de Queretaro, 2019) 

Recognizes transparency as a 

national priority for HEIs.  

not 

specified 

not 

specified 

Querétaro Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Querétaro 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

Se destaca por una administración eficiente, austera, desconcentrada y transparente de sus recursos al 

servicio de las y los estudiantes, así como la implementación amplia de tecnologías de la información y 

comunicación. Promueve la educación integral basada en valores a fin de fortalecer una sociedad más 

igualitaria, equitativa, libre de violencia y responsable con el medio ambiente. Cuenta con dictámenes 

de certificación y acreditación en áreas académicas, administrativas y de transparencia y rendición de 

cuentas, así como con claras directrices y procedimientos para su aplicación en los ámbitos de 

organización de la docencia, la investigación, la extensión y la administración de los recursos humanos 

y económicos. (Universidad Autónoma de Queretaro, 2019) 

Operationalization of 

transparency in the vision of the 

university. Transparency is seen 

as a management tool, not only 

based on financial but also in 

evaluation mechanisms.  

Internal management is the 

principal mechanism financial  

Querétaro Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Querétaro 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

Política 9. Promover el uso eficaz y eficiente de los recursos que recibe y genera la Institución, a través 

del seguimiento, supervisión, fiscalización y ejercicio de una cultura de transparencia y rendición de 

cuentas, al hacer del conocimiento público el destino de los recursos. La Universidad Autónoma de 

Querétaro se compromete con la transparencia y la rendición de cuentas, que permee a toda la 

estructura universitaria, como un mecanismo para una gestión y administración eficiente. (Universidad 

Autónoma de Queretaro, 2019) 

Operationalization of 

transparency through a particular 

policy.  

Transparency is seen as both a 

mechanism and as part of the 

organizational culture.  

Internal management is the 

principal both financial 

Querétaro Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Querétaro 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Modificar el Estatuto Orgánico para incorporar en él las funciones de planeación, transparencia y 

rendición de cuentas de los distintos órganos personales y colegiados que componen la Universidad. 13. 

Fortalecer las acciones en materia de transparencia y rendición de cuentas. Promover una 

administración eficaz, eficiente, transparente y comprometida con la mejora continua en el ejercicio de 

los recursos. (Universidad Autónoma de Queretaro, 2019) 

Operationalization of 

transparency through indicators 

Internal management is the 

principal 

both 

non-

financial 

Querétaro Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Querétaro 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

El derecho de acceso a la información pública es un privilegio de los ciudadanos para buscar, difundir, 

investigar y solicitar información de los recursos otorgados por el Estado; así como de su ejecución y 

resultados. Cumplir este compromiso con la sociedad, ha sido de suma importancia para la Institución; 

es por esto, que se han implementado prácticas que permiten la transparencia y rendición de cuentas del 

uso de los recursos, así como también las actividades que se derivan de su ejecución. Para esto, se han 

creado e implementado una serie de sistemas y mecanismos de control, encaminados a realizar de la 

mejor manera esta actividad. (Universidad Autónoma de Queretaro, 2019) 

Recognition of the relevance of 

transparency in the evaluation 

activities but is not specific.  

Society is the principal 

mechanism 

non-

financial 
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Querétaro Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Querétaro 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Transparencia y rendición de cuentas 

En la universidad, la transparencia y rendición de cuentas, se asume no sólo como una norma que 

establece obligaciones puntuales en materia de acceso a la información, sino como un principio general 

congruente de valores, honestidad y responsabilidad social, aplicables a todas las actividades y procesos 

implementados en el ejercicio de las funciones sustantivas y de gestión de la Institución. Es por esto 

que, dentro de un marco normativo moderno y acorde a las necesidades actuales del entorno, se 

fortalecen y consolidan los mecanismos implementados que han dado resultado positivo en esta 

materia; así como en la generación de nuevas acciones orientadas al cumplimiento de este compromiso. 

(Universidad Autónoma de Queretaro, 2019) 

Commitment in the 

implementation of transparency. 

In this commitment transparency 

is seen as both value and 

mechanism.  

Society is the principal 

both 

non-

financial 

Sonora Universidad 

de Sonora 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

La Institución cuenta con una serie de mecanismos y programas que han fortalecido la transparencia y 

la rendición de cuentas. Existe desde 2006 el Programa de Transparencia y Acceso a la Información, 

mediante el cual se difunde toda la información institucional en el Portal de Transparencia y mediante 

la Unidad de Enlace atiende las solicitudes de información. 

Recognizes transparency as an 

institutional strength 

not 

specified 

not 

specified 

Sonora Universidad 

de Sonora 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

 La planeación y evaluación se han consolidado como un proceso permanente y sistemático de 

seguimiento y valoración de los resultados de todos los programas y actividades de la Institución. La 

transparencia se asume como un principio congruente con los valores de honestidad y responsabilidad 

social, que aplica todo el quehacer universitario. 

Operationalization of 

transparency through the vision. 

Transparency is seen as a value 

focus on non-financial issues. 

value both  

Sonora Universidad 

de Sonora 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

Interés de la Universidad de poner a disposición del público la totalidad de la información disponible 

sobre sus actividades, ejercicio de los recursos, desarrollo de sus funciones y sobre sus resultados, 

teniendo como único límite lo dispuesto en la normatividad vigente. 

Operationalization of 

transparency as an institutional 

value. seen as a value and non-

financial 

value both  

Sonora Universidad 

de Sonora 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Al plantearlo como eje transversal, se asume la transparencia no sólo como el cumplimiento de una 

normatividad que establece obligaciones muy puntuales en materia de acceso a la información, sino 

como un principio general congruente con los valores de honestidad y responsabilidad social que se 

profesa como institución pública de educación superior. En el Programa Institucional por la 

Transparencia y Rendición de Cuentas se incluyen los mecanismos para que este concepto sea un 

principio general del quehacer universitario, aplicable a todas las actividades y procesos que se 

desarrollan en el ejercicio de las funciones sustantivas y de gestión, en todos los niveles de actividad. 

Operationalization of 

transparency through transversal 

goals. Seen as a value in both 

financial and non-financial 

issues. 

value both  

Sonora Universidad 

de Sonora 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

12.2 Transparencia, acceso a la información y rendición de cuentas Operationalization of 

transparency through general and 

specific, goals, actions, and 

objectives. very detailed and 

transversal with other areas. 

Value and mechanisms, both 

financial and non-financial. 

value both  

Veracruz Universidad 

Veracruzana 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

En años recientes la UV ha redoblado esfuerzos para mantener y mejorar sus sistemas de gestión 

institucional. De manera permanente se ha transitado a una cultura de transparencia, rendición de 

cuentas, armonización contable, certificación de la calidad de los procesos administrativos y uso 

racional de los recursos. (Universidad Veracruzana, 2017) 

Recognition of transparency as a 

relevant institutional element that 

has been operationalized. 

Internal management is the 

principal 

value 

non-

financial 

Veracruz Universidad 

Veracruzana 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

La Universidad Veracruzana es una institución de educación superior, pública y autónoma, que 

desarrolla sus funciones de docencia, investigación, difusión y creación de la cultura y extensión de los 

servicios universitarios en las diversas áreas del conocimiento en la ciencia y tecnología, el humanismo, 

las artes y la cultura con calidad, pertinencia, equidad, ética y en vinculación permanente con los 

diferentes sectores sociales para incidir en el desarrollo social del estado de Veracruz. Para ello realiza 

sus actividades con responsabilidad social, compromiso en la transparencia y rendición de cuentas; con 

políticas de desarrollo sustentable que contribuyan al logro de una sociedad más productiva, justa y 

segura. (Universidad Veracruzana, 2017) 

Operationalization of 

Transparency in the mission of 

the university 

not 

specified 

not 

specified 
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Veracruz Universidad 

Veracruzana 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

La mejora continua de sus procesos es un compromiso permanente en todos los ámbitos universitarios. 

La universidad deberá ser un modelo a seguir para la sociedad y el gobierno. Ello implica fortalecer el 

liderazgo de sus autoridades, su cultura de transparencia y protección de datos, legalidad, gobernanza, 

planeación y evaluación, rendición de cuentas, diversificación de fuentes de financiamiento, planta 

física, equipamiento, plataformas tecnológicas y conectividad, desde una visión sistémica que advierte 

la complejidad de las interacciones entre la gestión de procesos académicos y administrativos. 

(Universidad Veracruzana, 2017) 

Commitment with transparency 

within the operation of the 

university 

society is the principal 

value 

non-

financial 

Veracruz Universidad 

Veracruzana 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

•  Impulsar la transparencia y rendición de cuentas. 

• Cumplir con el acceso a la información y protección de datos personales. (Universidad Veracruzana, 

2017) 

Transparency is seen as an 

obligation.  not 

specified 

not 

specified 

Yucatán Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Yucatán 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

Los desafíos mundiales de índole ambiental suponen que mientras se intensifique el impacto de los 

cambios relacionados con el clima en los patrones meteorológicos, aumentarán los incentivos para 

encontrar soluciones tecnológicas en las áreas afectadas. Conforme evolucionan las tecnologías y su 

implementación, mayor es necesaria una transparencia acerca de quién está usando qué y por qué, 

ayudaría a esclarecer esa ambigüedad entre naciones (Foro Económico Mundial, 2019). (Universidad 

Autónoma de Yucatán) 

Recognition of transparency as 

relevant for the context of HE 

not 

specified 

not 

specified 

Yucatán Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Yucatán 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

Así mismo, la Universidad promueve la transparencia y rendición de cuentas como algo inherente a su 

compromiso con la comunidad universitaria y la sociedad yucateca; por ello, cuenta con un portal 

donde despliega la información institucional, así como el acceso a solicitarla de acuerdo con lo 

estipulado en la Ley General de Transparencia y Acceso a la Información Pública. Este tema es parte de 

la responsabilidad social, eje principal de la UADY, es por eso que dentro de este eje se encuentran los 

temas ambientales, ahorro energético, la transparencia, la igualdad de género, los proyectos sociales en 

comunidades, las unidades universitarias de inserción social, entre otras, que se integran bajo el Modelo 

Institucional de Responsabilidad Social Universitaria. (Universidad Autónoma de Yucatán) 

Recognition of transparency as 

part of social responsibility 

Society is the principal 

value not 

specified 

Yucatán Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Yucatán 

PDI HE 

Challenges 

Esquemas sólidos para promover la transparencia y acceso a la información pública. (Universidad 

Autónoma de Yucatán) 

Recognition of transparency as a 

strength in the institutional 

FODA analysis 

mechanism not 

specified 

Yucatán Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Yucatán 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

12. Transparencia y rendición de cuentas: Reconocidas como una obligación, y fundamentalmente una 

convicción por mantener adecuada y oportunamente informada a la comunidad universitaria y a la 

sociedad en general sobre la forma en que la Universidad cumple con su Misión, y en particular, sobre 

el uso de los recursos públicos puestos a su disposición en el cumplimiento de sus funciones. 

(Universidad Autónoma de Yucatán) 

Operationalization of 

transparency in the institutional 

principles 

Society is the principal 

value non-

financial 

Yucatán Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Yucatán 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Poseer sistemas consolidados de gestión para la toma de decisiones, la mejora continua, el 

aseguramiento de la calidad de sus funciones, la evaluación de sus impactos, y para la viabilidad 

financiera, la transparencia y rendición de cuentas a la sociedad. […] la transparencia, rendición de 

cuentas y cumplimiento de la legalidad y g) la promoción de la Responsabilidad Social Universitaria 

(RSU) en la comunidad universitaria. (Universidad Autónoma de Yucatán) 

Operationalization of 

transparency in the strategic 

objectives of the university 

The principal is society 

No detail about transparency 

indicators 

value not 

specified 

Yucatán Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Yucatán 

PDI Mission 

Vision, 

Policies  

Se fomentará una cultura de transparencia, rendición de cuentas e información oportuna a la comunidad 

universitaria y la sociedad yucateca sobre la operación institucional. Se impulsará la evaluación y 

actualización permanente del Modelo Institucional de Responsabilidad Social para asegurar su 

pertinencia y vigencia en el diseño e implementación de proyectos y actividades que contribuyan a 

lograr que la institución sea un referente de responsabilidad social, transparencia, acceso a la (…) 

(Universidad Autónoma de Yucatán) 

Operationalization of 

transparency in institutional 

policies: management and social 

responsibility 

Transparency is a value 

The principal is society 

value not 

specified 

Zacatecas Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Zacatecas 

PDI Challenges 

for HEIs 

En el contexto de las discusiones sobre la educación a nivel mundial, la calidad, la gestión y la 

responsabilidad social son temas impostergables. Los universitarios debemos abordarlos para establecer 

su pertinencia, eficacia y transparencia, y para hacerle frente a problemas de diferente índole En este 

escenario es imperioso que la Universidad construya políticas educativas eficaces con enfoques de 

calidad, equidad y cobertura, que permitan el desarrollo de la investigación científica y humanística, así 

como la transferencia tecnológica; además de políticas puntuales y objetivas de rendición de cuentas, 

conformando una Universidad en la que la información fluya de manera transparente. (Universidad 

Autónoma de Zacatecas, 2016) 

University recognizes 

transparency as a relevant topic 

for HE. 

not 

specified 

not 

specified 
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Zacatecas Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Zacatecas 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Acreditación y Certificación. Sosteniendo la cultura Institucional de la calidad, el reto y compromiso, es 

alcanzar y mantener los estándares dinámicos de los organismos orientadores de la calidad académica y 

administrativa, con transparencia, pertinencia y apego a las exigencias educativas nacionales e 

internacionales. […] Auditorias del desempeño. La rendición de cuentas trascendió el esquema 

tradicional por uno que sin dejar de fiscalizar que el ejercicio del presupuesto sea pulcro y transparente, 

pone en el centro su contribución al logro de las metas institucionales. (Universidad Autónoma de 

Zacatecas, 2016) 

University operationalizes 

transparency through institutional 

transversal objectives. It is seen 

as an institutional management 

mechanism with a financial 

perspective. 

mechanism Financial 

Zacatecas Universidad 

Autónoma de 

Zacatecas 

PDI Objectives, 

Programs, 

actions. 

Poner a disposición de la sociedad y la comunidad universitaria la información referente a los diversos 

procesos registrados en la actividad cotidiana de la institución. (Universidad Autónoma de Zacatecas, 

2016) 

University operationalizes 

transparency through objectives 

and actions. It is seen as a 

financial mechanism. Objectives 

are not specific and without 

indicators. 

mechanism Financial 
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Annex 4: FOIA Obligations for HEIs 
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ID Title Chapter  Article Fraction Description of the Article or Fraction of the General Transparency Law (FOIA) in Mexico< 

1 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 1 Establish the Transparency Committee, the Transparency Units and oversee their proper functioning in accordance with its internal regulations; 

2 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 2 Designate the heads of the Transparency Units who report directly to the head of the obligated subject and who preferably have experience in the 

matter; 

3 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 3 Provide continuous and specialized training to the personnel that are part of the Transparency Committees and Units; 

4 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 4 Establish and keep their filing and document management systems up to date, in accordance with applicable regulations; 

5 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 5 Promote the generation, documentation, and publication of information in Open and Accessible Formats. 

6 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 6 Protect and safeguard information classified as reserved or confidential; 

7 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 7 Report to the competent guarantor agencies on the actions of implementation of the regulations on the matter, under the terms determined by them; 

8 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 8 Attend to the requirements, observations, recommendations, and criteria that, in matters of transparency and access to information, are made by the 

guarantor agencies and the National System; 

9 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 9 Promote the use of information technologies to guarantee transparency, the right of access to information and accessibility to them; 

10 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 10 Comply with the resolutions issued by the guarantor agencies; 

11 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 11 To publish and keep updated the information related to transparency obligations; 

12 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 12 Proactively disseminate information of public interest; 

13 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 13 Pay attention to the recommendations issued by the guarantor agencies; and 

14 I: General 

Dispositions 

III: About the Regulated 

Entity 

24 14 Any others resulting from the applicable regulations. 

15 II: Responsible of 

Transparency 

III:  About the Transparency 

committee 

43 - Each regulated entity shall have a collegiate Transparency Committee composed of an odd number of members. 

16 II: Responsible of 

Transparency 

III:  About the Transparency 

committee 

45 - The regulated entities shall designate the person in charge of the Transparency Unit. 

17 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

I: About General 

Dispositions 

62 - The information corresponding to the transparency obligations must be updated at least every three months unless a different term is established in 

this Law or in another regulatory provision. 

18 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

I: About General 

Dispositions 

64 - The home page of the Internet portals of the regulated entities shall have a direct access link to the site where the public information referred to in 

this Title is located, which shall have a search engine. 

19 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

I: About General 

Dispositions 

65 - The guarantor agencies and the regulated entities shall establish measures to facilitate access to and search for information for persons with 

disabilities and shall ensure that the information published is accessible in a targeted manner to persons who speak an indigenous language. 

20 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 1 The regulatory framework applicable to the obligated entity, which must include laws, codes, regulations, creation decrees, administrative manuals, 

operating rules, criteria, policies, among others; 

21 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 2 Its complete organizational structure, in a format that allows linking each part of the structure, the attributions and responsibilities that correspond 

to each public servant, professional service provider or member of the regulated entities, in accordance with the applicable provisions; 

22 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 3 The powers of each Area; 

23 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 4 The goals and objectives of the Areas in accordance with their operational programs; 

24 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 5 Indicators related to issues of public interest or social importance that, in accordance with their functions, must be established; 

25 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 6 The indicators that allow them to account for their objectives and results; 
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26 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 7 The directory of all public servants, starting at the level of department head or its equivalent, or at a lower level, when they provide services to the 

public, handle or apply public resources, perform acts of authority, or provide professional services under the regime of trust or fees and base 

personnel. The directory must include at least the name, position or appointment assigned, level of the position in the organizational structure, date 

of entry into the position, telephone number, address to receive official correspondence and e-mail address; 

27 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 8 The gross and net remuneration of all public servants, including salaries, benefits, bonuses, bonuses, commissions, per diems, bonuses, incentives, 

income, and compensation systems, indicating the periodicity of such remuneration; 

28 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 9 Representation and per diem expenses, as well as the purpose and corresponding commission report; 

29 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 10 The total number of positions and base and trust personnel, specifying the total number of vacancies, by position level, for each administrative unit; 

30 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 11 The contracting of professional services for fees, indicating the names of the service providers, the services contracted, the amount of the fees and 

the contracting period; 

31 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 12 The information in Public Version of the patrimonial declarations of the Public Servants that so determine, in the systems enabled for such 

purpose, according to the applicable regulations; 

32 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 13 The address of the Transparency Unit, as well as the e-mail address where requests for information may be received; 

33 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 14 The calls for competitions to fill public positions and the results thereof; 

34 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 15 Information on subsidy, stimulus, and support programs, in which information must be provided on transfer, service, social infrastructure and 

subsidy programs, which must contain the following: 

35 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 16 The general working conditions, contracts or agreements that regulate the labor relations of the base or trust personnel, as well as the economic 

public resources, in kind or donations, that are delivered to the unions and exercised as public resources; 

36 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 17 The curricular information, from the level of department head or equivalent, up to the head of the obligated subject, as well as, if applicable, the 

administrative sanctions to which he/she has been subject; 

37 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 18 The list of Public Servants with definitive administrative sanctions, specifying the cause of the sanction and the disposition; 

38 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 19 The services offered, indicating the requirements to access them; 

39 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 20 The procedures, requirements and forms offered; 

40 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 21 Financial information on the allocated budget, as well as reports on the quarterly exercise of the expenditure, in terms of the General Law of 

Governmental Accounting and other applicable regulations; 

41 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 22 The information related to public debt, in terms of the applicable regulations; 

42 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 23 The amounts allocated to expenses related to social communication and official advertising, broken down by type of media, suppliers, contract 

number and concept or campaign; 

43 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 24 The reports on the results of the audits of the budget of each obligated subject and the corresponding clarifications; 

44 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 25 The result of the audit of the financial statements; 

45 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 26 The amounts, criteria, calls and list of individuals or legal entities that, for any reason, are assigned or allowed to use public resources or, under the 

terms of the applicable provisions, perform acts of authority. Likewise, the reports delivered by such persons on the use and destination of such 

resources; 

46 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 27 The concessions, contracts, agreements, permits, licenses, or authorizations granted, specifying the holders of such, specifying their purpose, name 

or company name of the holder, validity, type, terms, conditions, amount, and modifications, as well as whether the procedure involves the use of 

goods, services and/or public resources; 

47 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 28 Information on the results of direct award procedures, restricted invitation, and bidding of any nature, including the Public Version of the 

respective file and the contracts entered into, which must contain at least the following: 

48 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 29 The reports that by legal provision are generated by the regulated entities; 

49 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 30 The statistics generated in compliance with their powers, competencies, or functions with the greatest possible disaggregation; 

50 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 31 Program or budget progress reports, balance sheets and their financial status; 
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51 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 32 List of suppliers and contractors; 

52 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 33 Coordination agreements with the social and private sectors; 

53 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 34 The inventory of movable and immovable property in possession and ownership; 

54 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 35 The recommendations issued by public organizations of the Mexican State or international organizations that guarantee human rights, as well as the 

actions they have taken to address them; 

55 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 36 The resolutions and awards issued in processes or procedures followed in the form of a trial; 

56 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 37 Citizen participation mechanisms; 

57 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 38 The programs they offer, including information on the population, target, and destination, as well as the procedures, response times, requirements, 

and formats to access them; 

58 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 39 The minutes and resolutions of the Transparency Committee of the regulated entities; 

59 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 40 All evaluations and surveys conducted by the regulated entities on programs financed with public resources; 

60 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 41 Studies financed with public resources; 

61 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 42 The list of retirees and pensioners and the amount they receive; 

62 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 43 Income received for any concept indicating the name of those responsible for receiving, administering, and exercising them, as well as their 

destination, indicating the destination of each one of them; 

63 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 44 Donations made to third parties in cash or in kind; 

64 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 45 The disposition catalog and documentary archive guide; 

65 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 46 The minutes of ordinary and extraordinary sessions, as well as the opinions and recommendations issued by the advisory councils; 

66 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 47 For statistical purposes, the list of requests to telecommunications concessionaires and Internet service or application providers for the interception 

of private communications, access to the communications registry and real-time geographic location of communications equipment, containing 

exclusively the purpose, time scope and legal grounds of the request, as well as, if applicable, the mention that it has the corresponding judicial 

authorization; and 

67 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

II:  About Common 

Transparency Obligations 

70 48 Any other information that is useful or considered relevant, in addition to that which, based on statistical information, answers the questions most 

frequently asked by the public. 

68 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

III: About Specific 

Transparency Obligations 

75 1 The study plans and programs according to the system they offer, whether school-based or open, with the areas of knowledge, the professional 

profile of those who take the study plan, the duration of the program with the subjects, its value in credits; 

69 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

III: About Specific 

Transparency Obligations 

75 2 All information related to their administrative procedures; 

70 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

III: About Specific 

Transparency Obligations 

75 3 The remuneration of professors, including performance incentives, level, and amount; 

71 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

III: About Specific 

Transparency Obligations 

75 4 The list of professors on leave of absence or sabbatical; 

72 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

III: About Specific 

Transparency Obligations 

75 5 The list of scholarships and grants awarded, as well as the procedures and requirements to obtain them; 

73 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

III: About Specific 

Transparency Obligations 

75 6 The calls for competitive examinations; 

74 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

III: About Specific 

Transparency Obligations 

75 7 The information related to the selection processes of the councils; 

75 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

III: About Specific 

Transparency Obligations 

75 8 Results of faculty evaluations; and 

76 V: Transparency 

Obligations 

III: About Specific 

Transparency Obligations 

75 9 The list of incorporated institutions and incorporation requirements. 
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