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Abstract

We have little empirical research on university ethical lapses.  To address this problem, Bruhn, Zajac, Al-Kazemi, and Prescott (2002) developed a typology of such lapses.  Here we build on their work by presenting typologies developed from media and web-based data and supplemented by ethical lapses uncovered in other research studies. 
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Introduction

 Scandals ranging from NCAA violations to falsified research results have fueled criticism of America’s universities.  Sports violations, research manipulation, gender discrimination, and other ethical lapses affect an entire institution as they have a spillover effect on its reputation (Cullen, Latessa, Byrne, & Holman, 1990; Gerdy, 2002).  The results of these problems include declining credibility and deteriorating public trust in universities since such lapses are difficult to resolve (Lederman, 1992; Turner, 1999). 
For example, American University’s October 2005 $3.7 million severance package for Benjamin Ladner set off Senate Finance Committee and IRS investigations.  In that same month, MIT dismissed Dr. Luk Van Parijs for falsifying research data.  Schools manipulate admissions data for ranking purposes (Kersten, 2000) since rankers use school-provided data in their evaluations.  Having ranked institutions provide this data creates a clear conflict of interest (Cressey, 1997).  These and other problems increase public suspicion and criticism (Knight & Auster, 1999) of universities.  

Some researchers believe these ethical lapses spring from employees putting their own needs above honesty (e.g. Agle & Kelley, 2003; Howe & Moses, 1999).  Others question whether universities have clearly delineated parameters around expected behavior (Baumgarten, 1982; Bruhn et al., 2002; Roworth, 2002).  As well, the many and varied pressures affecting university employees (Goodstein, 2002; Howe & Moses, 1999) may encourage ethical lapses.  However, we do not know the full range of lapses that occur, the organizational areas from which they originate, nor their impact on stakeholders.

Research in business ethics (e.g. Hill, Kelley, Agle, Hitt, & Hoskisson, 1992) demonstrates that addressing such questions requires identifying as full a range of organizational ethical lapses as possible.  We also need to know where these behaviors occur (Anderson, Louis, & Earle, 1994; Goodstein, 2002; Iyer, 1999; Morgan, Korschgen & Gardner, 2001), the affected parties, and their impact on them.  Here, we attempt to provide this information.  We first present our literature review and definition of ethical lapse.  Next, we discuss our research methodology and its limitations.  We describe our findings and present the propositions we generated.  We end by discussing changes that could support ethical behavior, the limits to this study and future research directions.

Literature Review

Building on Bruhn et al. (2002):  In this paper, we work from the intriguing and well-conceived typology Bruhn et al. (2002) developed.  In their work, they presented the definition of university ethics lapses that guided their study, examined the relationship between ethical behavior and professionalism among academics, developed a typology of academic ethical lapses, and discussed this typology via vignettes.  They then discussed factors contributing to and solutions for the ethical crisis facing universities.    

Bruhn et al. (2002) defined academic ethical behavior in terms of professionalism and citizenship.  They discussed the self-policing nature of professions, professional codes of conduct, and the importance of ethical citizenship to academia.  They then noted the difficulties inherent in ensuring that academics enact professionalism and ethical citizenship.  Among those difficulties are self-policing problems, resistance within the academy that prevents it from reaching consensus on unacceptable faculty conduct, and the role of academic freedom in protecting those who engage in ethical lapses.  They also identified the dangers that exist when academics do not meet their professional ethical obligations.

Bruhn et al. (2002) defined an ethical failure as “…any act that results in harm to others… (2002:476),” is intentional and willful.  They presented vignettes of ethical lapses relating to the non-contractual side of the academic relationship and centered their discussion on issues occurring “within the realm of relationship within the academic community” (Bruhn et al., 2002:481).  Their vignettes were based on incidents of which they were aware; they maintained the confidentiality of their informants, which helped them solve problems related to limited available data, the negative impact such research can have on collegial relationships (Anderson, 1999; Knight & Auster, 1999), and the covert nature of these ethical lapses (Anderson, 1999).

Using these vignettes, they explored their typology of academic ethics failures.   This approach enabled them to elucidate ethical lapses in each of their typology’s quadrants.  In this typology, they identified ethical lapses as individual/organizational and classified ethical lapses along a spectrum from minor to serious. Their 8 vignettes explored each of the quadrants they developed and illustrated how complex a phenomenon an ethics failure is.  In the following work, we build from Bruhn et al.’s typology by fleshing out a wide variety of ethical lapses in universities, identifying their organizational origin, clarifying who are the effected stakeholders, and assessing the harm of the ethical lapse by its impact on stakeholders.

Research Questions:  Four research questions guided this inquiry.  These questions emerged from our review of the extant literature, and were the basis for our study.  The first research question we identified was:

Q1: What ethical lapses occur in university settings?

Ethical behavior in universities is understudied (Baumgarten 1982; Callahan, 1982; Schulte, Thompson, Hayes, Noble, Jacobs, 2002).  This research dearth limits our knowledge regarding ethical lapses in universities and exists despite the broad impact of such ethical lapses (e.g. Alsop, 2004; Lampe, 1997; LeClair, D.T., Clark, Ferrell, Joseph & LeClair, D., 1999; Oliva, 2004).  Researchers believe a wide variety of causal factors contribute to this void.  Organizational size (Fusilier, Aby, Worley & Elliot, 1996), complex organizational design (LeClair et al., 1999), issues of collegiality (Knight & Auster, 1999), fear of ostracism (Anderson et al., 1994), covert behavior (Anderson, 1999), and hidden power (Turner, 1999) make ethical lapses more serious, difficult to identify, less likely to be reported, and harder to resolve (Narvan, 2003).  

As well, universities have limited dialogue among constituents (Anderson & Davies, 2000; McKerrow, 1997; Neukrug, 1997) regarding ethics and behavioral standards, further hampering research efforts.  The institution’s impersonal nature (Hackett, 1999) can minimize internal ethical activism and limit external research efforts.  Government research fraud investigations (Northwestern, Johns Hopkins, Harvard/Beth Israel, among others)
, and media reports regarding research results’ manipulation (Altman & Broad, 2005) may result in academics avoiding investigation of this topic as it could affect their organization’s reputation (Merton, 1968).  Combined, these issues impede our ability to identify the full range of ethical lapses (e.g. Bruhn et al., 2002; Neukrug, 1997) that occur in universities.  

Q2: Where in the university do specific types of ethical lapses occur?

We have limited understanding regarding the ethical lapses of university members (Callahan, 1982; Counelis, 1993) other than students (McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2002, 2001, 2001b, 1999, 1993).  This knowledge gap exists despite the fact that the AAUP
 and the Association of Governing Boards of University and Colleges have established standards regarding universities’ ethical governance (Counelis, 1993).  Identifying the locus of an ethical lapse and who the moral agent is are crucial to our understanding regarding how and why these problems occur.  By identifying where the ethical lapse originates and its moral agent, we can begin creating solutions to eliminate these behaviors. 

We know research fraud has increased over the last six-year period.  In a 1999 study, Howe & Moses found 19% of respondents admitted to engaging in ethically questionable research practices.  Altman & Broad (2005) learned that a study published in June of 2005
 found a third of respondents admitting to engaging in such behaviors, which is a significant increase over a six-year period. These authors believe heightened pressure to publish, increased competition for research dollars, and a significant increase in academic journals without a complementary increase in reviewer oversight (e.g., Braxton & Bayer, 1999) have contributed to this increase.  As Braxton (1999) notes, universities do not have strong surveillance mechanisms to deter research wrongdoing. 
Others have found that the simultaneous effects of increasing research and educational demands, environmental complexity, lower enrollments and declining resource availability drive the increases we see in a variety of university ethical lapses (e.g., Bruhn et al. 2002; Benjamin, 2002; Callahan, 2004; Steneck, 1995; Morgan et al, 2001).  Since universities have limited infrastructure to support ethics codes (Fox, 1999; Kelley, Agle, & DeMotts, 2006; Turner, 1999) it is difficult to shape employees’ behavior and “identify and correct … misconduct” (Fox, 1999:162).  Ethical lapses in all areas of the organization go unchecked since universities are not “very good police” (Turner, 1999:116).  Combined, the problems created by pressures on university employees to do more with fewer resources, the lack of self-policing in universities, and insufficient organizational infrastructure to guide employees’ actions influence increases in ethical lapses (e.g., Bruhn et al., 2002; Cullen et al., 1990) throughout universities.  Thus, knowing where ethical lapses occur in the organization can help us identify the moral agent (Iyer, 1999) and understand how external pressures affect behavior.  

Q3: Who are the stakeholders affected by university ethical lapses?

Q4: What effect, and how serious is the effect, of these lapses on stakeholders?


Combined with our limited knowledge regarding types of university ethical lapses and their location of origin, we lack research that includes the views of critical stakeholders (Baumgarten, 1982; Counelis, 1993; Gerdy, 2002; Goodstein, 2002; Lampe, 1997; McKerrow, 1997; Morgan et al., 2001).  Since individual behavior in organizational contexts affects others (Alsop, 2004; Donaldson & Dunfee, 1999; LeClair et al., 1999; Oliva, 2004), we need to take a stakeholder perspective (Alsop, 2004; Freeman, 1984; LeClair et al., 1999; Oliva, 2004) to our study.  

Stakeholders are “all of those groups and individuals that can affect, or are affected by, the accomplishment of organizational purpose” (Freeman, 1984:25).  Thus, stakeholders include students, and the community, among others, as the accomplishment of a university’s purpose affects these groups. Taking a stakeholder approach enables us to determine the effected constituents and estimate the relative harm of these ethical lapses on them (Steneck, 1999). This perspective is needed since we lack clarity regarding whom university misconduct affects.  Not knowing whom these actions affect becomes a significant stumbling block (LeClair et al., 1999) to our research efforts and our understanding of the impact of university ethical lapses.  

Universities are often on the forefront of social and technological change (Friedman, 2005); as such, they facilitate societal norms and ethics (Woo, 2003; Callahan, 1982; Callahan, 2004).  As society becomes global and the world becomes ‘flat’ (Friedman, 2005; Lampe, 1997), universities can shape global interaction through behavioral modeling – e.g. embracing or avoiding diversity; engaging in respectful or disrespectful deliberation with international constituents, etcetera.  Therefore, it is important to identify the stakeholders affected by specific ethical lapses and determine their impact.  Based on this discussion, we generated two final research questions. 
We believe we can enhance our understanding of university ethical lapses by working from Bruhn et al.’s (2002) typology.  In this paper, we build on their work by identifying a wide range of university ethical lapses and creating taxonomies and a typology of them.  To achieve these goals, we collected media and web-based data regarding ethical lapses occurring at ten varied higher-education institutions. We expanded this database by including violations uncovered by other researchers (e.g. Braxton & Bayer, 1999b; Bruhn et al., 2002; Gerdy, 2002; Fusilier et al., 1996; Steneck, 1995, 1999) to ensure data collection breadth. We classified infractions, identified effected parties, determined the locus of the violation, and assessed stakeholder impact. 

Our work differs from Bruhn et al.’s (2002) in several ways.  Bruhn et al. (2002) presented vignettes based on incidents of which they were aware, maintained their informants’ confidentiality, and focused on the non-contractual side of the academic relationship.  In contrast, we searched for lapses that were published in the media and/or were available on our subjects’ websites.  We supplemented that data with other researchers’ data to generate a broad range of ethical lapses.  This approach helped us uncover a variety of university ethical lapses that occur on both the contractual and non-contractual side of university relationships. 

Bruhn et al. (2002) designed and explored a tightly constructed academic-specific typology of ethical lapses.  Alternatively, we took a broad stakeholder perspective to our research.  From our data, we created 3 taxonomies and constructed a typology of university-wide ethical lapses.  Our approach follows that of business ethics researchers who believe ethical lapses are best understood by addressing the contractual and social contract (Donaldson & Dunfee, 1999) between organizations and their stakeholders. 

Like Bruhn et al. (2002), we realize that many ethical lapses in universities go unreported.  As a result, we expect there are weaknesses in our data gathering approach.  Nevertheless, we hope our research can add to our understanding of university ethical lapses.  Our work is meant to help remedy the “paucity of systematic and systemic empirical research on American university ethics” (Counelis (1993:78) and further our understanding of ethical behavior in today’s complex university environment.

Methodology

Subjects and data: We lack empirical data on ethical lapses
 occurring in universities.  To address this gap, we conducted an exploratory study in which we identified university ethical lapses via media and web reported events occurring at 10 universities over a 4-year period (1/1/1999-12/31/2002). We chose these years as they aligned with significant business ethical lapses enacted by graduates of prestigious U.S. universities. Many media reports commented that the perpetrators of these activities were individuals who apparently had not learned ethical behavior during their academic studies (see especially Enron, WorldCom, and Tyco), which created a stimulus for this study.  We sampled a larger number of research institutions than teaching institutions and note that this choice likely created bias in our data. 


We limited the number of years for which we would collect data since some of our sources – particularly web data – are more difficult to obtain over time.  By focusing on a recent time period and collecting data from multiple sources, some of which is not easily accessed after the fact, we were able to obtain accurate, timely information.  Collecting data from media reports alone could result in bias as these reports are affected by differences in media coverage of differently sized schools, the relatively larger weight given to universities’ sports programs in media coverage and the competition that exists between university-related news and other newsworthy events for media attention.
  Therefore, we supplemented our media and web searches with results uncovered in other research studies on university ethical lapses to limit these weaknesses. As Exhibit 1 shows, our subjects are a mix of Carnegie Classification
 schools that differ by funding, degrees offered, level of research intensity, location, and size.

	Insert Exhibit 1, 1a and 1b About Here


While ensuring differences among our subjects, we simultaneously focused our question narrowly: what ethical lapses occurred at these schools during this period?  According to Glaser and Strauss (1967), selecting groups that differ, narrowly focusing a research question, and continuously comparing data across groups can result in the following advantages:

· It enhances our probability of collecting varied data on a category;

· The similarities we develop from the data have general uniformities of scope; and 

· Looking at a variety of group members brings out a wide range of variables.

By selecting subjects that differed among Carnegie Classification, we attempted to select theoretically useful cases (Eisenhardt, 1989) from which we could generate propositions.  

Collecting news reports and primary documents is a naturalistic research methodology (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) that minimizes investigator intervention and provides richness in investigating questions such as ours (Kidder, 1981; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Thus, it is a good fit with concept formulation (Hackley, 2003).  However, one issue that researchers collecting such data must address is comprehensive data collection (Lindblom, 1987).  To achieve such comprehensiveness, four individuals – the senior author and three student researchers working under her supervision – collected media and web-based data on the school using a systematic approach.  

First, the student researchers were assigned a university and gathered data on their subject from local and national print media, Internet and school website searches, and library databases.  They then compiled these data in binders.  Next, the researchers were reassigned schools (i.e., a researcher was assigned a school that another researcher had collected data on) and independently recollected the data.  The entire research team then compared the two data sets to verify whether the gathered material was comprehensive, accurate, and complete.  Another issue that arises in conducting archival-based exploratory research is interpretation problems that can occur during data screening and sorting.  We created checks and balances during these processes to ensure confirmability. 

Data Screening: Our preliminary screening entailed descriptive coding.  Descriptive coding requires minimal interpretation since it helps us identify things known about the data.  In our case, this first coding was for events that could be categorized as ethical lapses.  This step helped us decide what information to store and what information to eliminate. To ensure that screening was consistent among team members, individuals first separately eliminated articles on one university that each believed were not germane to the topic (e.g. information on new hires).  The team then convened to review each member’s data screening to avoid potential bias in excluding information. We engaged in this screening process one school at a time, and returned to the data iteratively by school as we screened it.
Data Sorting: We then engaged in topic coding.  In the first data-sorting step, team members reviewed the screened data and separately created categories of ethical lapses.  Each member of the team developed his or her own categories.  We then convened to review these categories and worked together to arrive at an agreement on them to ensure their confirmability.
  We labeled data categories by color using words that occurred in the data as topics.  For example, ethical infractions that were sports related were coded blue; those that were teaching related were coded green.  The researchers reviewed the data, color coded ethical lapses, and verified the correctness of their coding by crosschecking and challenging each other’s work. The senior author later collected additional examples of ethical lapses identified in research articles on this topic (e.g. Anderson et al., 1994; Braxton & Bayer, 1999, 1999b; Cullen et al., 1990; Dziech & Weiner, 1990; Fox, 1999; Kersten, 2000; McKerrow, 1997) to supplement the ethical lapses we had unearthed.

The team then returned to the data to sort it by subtopics.  The first subtopic sort involved identifying the location of the ethical lapse.  Here, the team identified the origin of the event as individual/academic, organizational, sports-related, or departmental.  Each of those areas was assigned a color and the data was resorted.  After completing this step, we identified effected parties using stakeholder analysis
 and assessed the infraction’s impact on stakeholders by brainstorming possible outcomes of the ethical lapse.
These iterative and thematic (Hackley, 2003) data reviews enabled us to uncover a range of university ethical lapses, and identify where in the organization they occurred, whom they affected, and their level of impact. We stayed close to our data (Sandelowski, 2000) while combining data collection, descriptive coding, topic coding, subtopic coding and analysis to ensure our methodology provided us with a clear description of the phenomenon. Figure 1 shows the methodological approach we took to ensure thoroughness in our data collection and analysis.

	Insert Figure 1 About Here


Methodological Weaknesses: Identifying ethical lapses via media and web reports can introduce bias in our data.  For instance, print media generally report on infractions that become known and which an editor or reporter considers significant.  Web data has similar bias in that only public infractions are likely to be available.  As well, media reports of ethical infractions occurring at large institutions are more likely than reports on those occurring at smaller universities due to their proportionately higher level of community visibility.  Ethical lapses occurring in sports programs generate more media data than others lapses since sports programs receive more press coverage than other university activities.  Additionally, collecting media and web data over a limited time period could result in excluding important ethical lapses.  We hope that supplementing our database with ethical infractions unearthed through other studies of this phenomenon lessened these data collection problems.
Our research occurred in a politically charged context.  Therefore, we were aware that our efforts could affect real people, direct agendas, and influence our institutional ties, which are issues related to knowledge production (Deetz, 1985).  In order to manage these concerns, we established checks and balances in our methodology (see Figure 1) to eliminate as much research bias as possible (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2001).  We wanted to avoid trivializing our understanding of university ethical lapses by expending energy engaging in research that favors validation more than usefulness and de-emphasizing theorizing activities (Weick, 1989; Lindblom, 1987).  Here, we engage in speculative thought with the intent of developing theory that is ultimately useful.  Since we are in the early stages of theory building, we carefully tread the line between satisfying internal theory criteria and achieving a creative contribution (Bacharach, 1989).  Our purpose was to add incrementally to our knowledge of this topic (Lindblom, 1987) and generate usable knowledge (Lindblom & Cohen, 1979) in this under-researched area.  

Discussion

After analyzing our data, we returned to Bruhn et al.’s (2002) framework to see if our typology was consistent with theirs.  When addressing Q1, we unearthed a broad range of university ethical lapses.  We also found that they span the individual/academic, departmental, sport programs, and organizational levels, which enabled us to address Q2.  This classification is somewhat broader than Bruhn et al.’s (2002) individual/organizational grouping.  We discuss our data more fully below.
Classification by Type: Sports-related lapses included doctoring athletes’ grades and having students who have completed their degree requirements continue to take classes to make them eligible play a sport, among others.  Gerdy (2002) and Cullen et al. (1990) noted additional lapses in this topic, including over-commercializing sports programs, influencing financial aid receipt and lowering the priority of other university students by directing more money and resources to student athletes.  Gerdy (2002) further found that universities pay more attention to the physical health of student athletes in comparison to other students, which detracts from their university experience.

Organizational lapses permeate the institution and indicate cultural dysfunction.  These include gender or racial discrimination, inadequate conflict resolution systems and ignoring ethical lapses, and enabling lecherous professors (Dziech & Weiner, 1990).  Such ethical lapses demonstrate overall ill health permeates the organization. 
The individual/academic category included ethical lapses as diverse as falsifying vitas, abusing confidentiality, teaching to student evaluations (Kersten, 2000), and using university resources for personal gain.  Our data yielded more information on faculty violations than on other employees.  However, we believe that is a function of faculty visibility rather than faculty engaging in proportionately higher individual misconduct.  For example, researchers such as Anderson et al. (1994), Braxton & Bayer, (2004, 1999, 1999b), Fox, (1999), Morgan et al. (2001) and Steneck (1995, 1999) have looked extensively at teaching and research-specific violations. Research on staff and other employees’ ethical lapses is, however, rare.
Departmental ethical lapses served to benefit a specific department in some way.  Activities in this category included medical billing fraud, admitting students based on endowments, accepting ‘donations’ from businesses to conduct research where the ‘correct’ results would benefit the donor, and poor customer relations (particularly in terms of student advising).  Some of these lapses signal that external pressures may influence a department’s ethical behavior.  Exhibit 2 provides information on the ethical lapses we identified and the category within which we classified them.

	Insert Exhibit 2 About Here


Classification by Actor and Affected Parties: This classification addressed Q3 and enabled us to both identify the stakeholders affected by ethical lapses as well as the affected group.  It also demonstrates the breadth of impact that a university ethical lapse has.  The category included sports program to faculty, sports program to students; organization to student, organization to taxpayers; individual/academic to organization, individual/academic to professional association; and department to organization, department to individual, among others.  By categorizing ethical lapses by actors to affected parties, we can see the effect of these lapses on a university’s wide range of stakeholders (see Exhibit 3).

	Insert Exhibit 3 About Here 


Classification by Impact: By identifying the stakeholders affected by university ethical lapses, we were able to classify the level of harm of these behaviors, and flesh out preliminary answers to Q4.  We classified mild ethical lapses as those that created negative, short-term impact on stakeholders.  For example, teaching to student evaluations is short term and reversible in nature.  Students do get education, albeit tailored more towards ‘popularity’ than rigor  (Kersten, 2000; Morgan et al., 2001).  Moderate ethical lapses are more harmful and have longer-term effects.  Biased grading fit this category as it harms the student in the short term and can affect the student’s future options negatively.  Severe ethical lapses have high negative impact and long-term consequences. Gender and racial discrimination and not protecting whistle blowers create unsafe work environments and can cause long-term emotional harm.  Falsifying research data can result in social action based on these results with disastrous consequences.  Exhibit 4 presents this taxonomy.

	Insert Exhibit 4 About Here


By comparing Bruhn et al.’s (2002) typology, Figure 2, against Exhibit 5, the typology we developed, we can see how and where we build from their work.  

	Insert Figure 2 About Here


	Insert Exhibit 5 About Here


 Bruhn et al. (2002) classify ethical lapses along a spectrum from minor to serious.  We tried to determine a midpoint for this spectrum.  We also provided justification for our classifications using stakeholder impact as the determining factor.  Bruhn et al. (2002) categorized failures by individual or organizational; we expanded these categories into additional groups to get a more complete picture of actors and locus of university ethical lapses, Exhibit 5 shows.  

Sports programs, individuals, departments, and the organization perpetrate university ethical lapses.  Some of these lapses appear to be a function of competitive market forces, i.e. they are context related (Anderson et al. 1994; Fox & Braxton, 1999; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).  For example, sports-related violations often sprang from the need to recruit and retain top athletes to enhance a university’s prestige (Gerdy, 2002; Cullen et al. 2001).  Winning bowl games can increase alumni giving and result in higher student applications.  As Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) note, in a resource-constrained organization, participants that provide resources to an organization can have power over it.  Therefore, many sports programs operate with little organizational oversight as long as they produce winning teams, attract potential students, and generate alumni giving.
Ethical decision-making in this context may be affected by factors similar to those business ethics researchers (Weaver, Trevino, & Cochran, 1999; Weber, 1995) have discovered affect managers of profit centers.  Such groups must manage strong external pressures that can blind their members to the implications of their behavior as they seek to satisfy constituents’ wants.  This behavior may be especially prevalent at publicly funded schools that depend on winning sports teams for prestige, alumni donations and student applications, and may occur despite oversight provided by college sports regulatory bodies (Gerdy, 2002). From this discussion, we generated the following proposition: 

P1: High sports-related violations are likely to occur proportionately more often at universities dependent on sports programs for donations and student applications.

Department lapses occur at both private and public universities, and also appear to be related to resource-scarcity. These behaviors’ pervasiveness and their effect on the organization differ.  Research suggests that sports-related lapses have an overall negative effect on the organization’s reputation (Gerdy J., 2002; Cullen et al., 1990).  Such violations generally receive extensive media coverage and can result in NCAA fines, loss of prestige, and lower enrollments.  In contrast, development and admissions office ethical lapses are more limited in their visibility as there is less media interest in covering them, and little regulatory oversight of these activities. 

As Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) state, when resource control is external to an organization, those controlling the resources have power over the organization.  In today’s resource-constrained university environments, departmental lapses may be driven by the institution’s need to secure scarce resources such as funding and donations.   It appears that department managers turn a blind eye to their donors’ behavior or the impact of their own decisions when money is at stake. This discussion led us the following proposition:

P2: In resource-scarce educational markets, pressure to engage in ethical lapses to secure funds will occur proportionately more often at universities dependent on external giving. 

Individual/academic lapses ran the gamut from private use of university property to inappropriate faculty-student relationships to mismanaging discretionary funds.  Research suggests that the cultural and structural elements that can shape organizational behavior (Anderson et al., 1994; Weber; 1995) may not shape university behavior since the supporting infrastructure is so limited (Kelley et al. 2006).  

However, we do know more about faculty ethical lapses, especially concerning research and sexual harassment (Dziech  & Weiner, 1990), than we do about other employees’.  This could be due to the higher visibility of these infractions and some academics’ access to information about and concern regarding research and teaching activities.  Some believe the freedoms afforded faculty result in behaviors that occur as faculty seek rewards in one area of responsibility (research) at the expense of others (teaching) (e.g., Anderson, 1999; Braxton & Bayer, 199b; Schulte et al., 2002).  For example, ethical lapses such as not updating teaching materials may occur as faculty focus more on research than on teaching. At many universities, there is intense competition around securing research funding, publishing, and obtaining tenure on the basis of research contributions (e.g. Braxton & Bayer, 1999; Goodstein, 2002; Howe & Moses, 1999), not on teaching excellence.  As well, most universities do not dictate curriculum matters and provide little oversight on syllabi.  Research indicates these lapses are likely to be a byproduct of reward systems, whereas others are likely due to inadequate organizational infrastructures to support ethical decision making.  From this discussion, we developed the following two propositions: 

P3:  Ethical lapses in research and teaching will occur proportionately more often at universities where research is valued highly and teaching oversight is low
. 

P4: Individual ethical lapses will occur proportionately more often at universities with limited infrastructure support for ethical behavior.

Academics compete extensively for rewards in resource-poor environments (Goodstein, 2002).  At research institutions, they are rewarded for generating research funds and publications in referred journals. However, funding is hard to obtain.  Publishing is difficult, time-consuming and sometimes idiosyncratic.  These issues create a high-pressure, highly competitive work environment that simultaneously provides few checks on behavior.  Consequently, we were not surprised to learn that recently 30% of researchers surveyed admitted to committing research violations (Altman and Broad, 2005). This discussion suggests the following proposition, which is similar to that arrived at by Braxton & Bayer (1999b)
:

P5: Ethical lapses relating to research activity will be proportionately higher at universities where faculty rewards are centered on research productivity.

Bruhn et al. (2002) believe that colleges reinforce unethical behavior through their responses.  They believe a university will ignore ethical lapses, and then engage in blaming activity when and if these lapses are publicized.  The education, training and infrastructure needed to support employees’ ethical behavior – responses that are more likely to result in change – will not occur.  The University of Washington had a highly publicized case that mirrored this process.  It overlooked its head football coach’s ethical lapses until sanctioned by the NCAA.  It then fired the coach.  It did not, however, develop the training and education needed to eliminate such lapses in the future.

There are plausible explanations regarding why this response pattern may exist.  One underlying reason is that faculty strongly influence university culture (Anderson et al., 1994) and administration may abdicate creating and enforcing ethics codes to them.  However, faculty research is other-focused.  This external research orientation may hamper creating the self-reflective environment (Orzack & Simcoe, 1982) needed to support ethical behavior, which, in turn, may contribute to an inability to recognize ethical lapses and universities’ high tolerance for such lapses (Callahan, 1982; Gerdy, 2002; Iyer, 1999; Lampe, 1997; McKerrow, 1997).  We know that universities have limited infrastructure supporting their ethics codes (Fox, 1999; Kelley et al. 2006; Turner, 1999).  Therefore, it is difficult to “ correct … misconduct” (Fox, 1999:162) since universities are not “very good police” (Turner, 1999:116).  Based on this discussion, 
P6: Universities with limited ethics infrastructures will more often ignore ethical lapses than those with well-developed ethics infrastructures. 

The lack of unifying ethics codes in universities sets the stage for confusion and disorder.  We know organizational culture contributes to organizational ethical lapses (Anderson et al., 1994; Bruhn et al., 2002; Trevino & Nelson, 1995; Weber, 1995; Hill et al. 1992).  Therefore, we believe cultural, structural, and external pressures interact and contribute to ethical lapses, as depicted in Figure 3.  This figure illustrates that external pressures on universities can affect all areas of the organization.  These external pressures influence an organization’s culture or departmental subcultures as the arrows demonstrate.  Additionally, subcultures can exist within a university.  These subcultures can affect the organizational culture and undermine attempts to enforce ethical behavior.  The organization, its departments, employees and sports programs all operate in a larger institutional environment.  The larger institution is guided by its Boards of Regents, and influenced by faculty senates, student body associations, among others.  Thus, a variety of behaviors exist in this larger institutional context, as Figure 3 depicts. 
	Insert Figure 3 About Here


Solutions

There are numerous schools of thought regarding the measures needed to ensure that all university employees engage in the highest moral behavior.  Here, we look at two often-cited solutions: university codes of conduct and faculty-developed codes.

University codes of conduct:  As Kelley, et al. (2006) found, universities lag business in developing ethics codes and a supporting infrastructure.  We suspect this lag results from the groundwork that must be laid to develop these design elements.  For example, a workable, enforceable code requires a time-consuming internal review and sanction process (Orzack & Simcoe, 1982).  As well, creating a code is insufficient: it also requires instruction (Baumgarten, 1982) and integration in a well-developed organizational structure (Weaver, et al. 1999; Weber, 1995; Zinn, 1993).  Anderson & Davies (2000), Neukrug (1997), and McKerrow (1997) believe establishing ethics codes without administrative moral leadership rarely results in changing behavior.  Whether that leadership is integrated in the organization’s design via ethics officers or integrated in existing administrative roles is problematic.  In either situation, the leader must manage long-established organizational practices to have any impact.  Thus, we believe driving change via faculty is more attractive.

University codes built around professional codes: Given the powerful role faculty play via tenure, shared governance, and shaping the organization’s culture, it is critical that faculty are involved in the development of university-wide codes of conduct.  How to develop such codes, unfortunately, is problematic.  Academics can and often do espouse more than one value (Orzack & Simcoe, 1982).  Resolving conflicts between values requires training to identify when professional values ought to trump personal values and vice versa (Orzack & Simcoe, 1982).  Another problem with this approach is that academics hold contradictory positions on ethics codes.  Goonen & Blechman (1999) believe ethics must be self-directed, since they are ‘intuitive.’ Their position conflicts with creating the rule-based codes that Goodstein, (2002), Knight & Auster (1999), and others espouse.  Given these differences, creating codes of conduct driven by faculty promises to be contentious and time-consuming.  Codes created without faculty involvement, however, are likely to fail.  Therefore, faculty must be the drivers to developing university ethics codes.  

Additionally, universities must create supporting infrastructure so that those codes are enacted (Kelley et al., 2006).  We know there have been varied attempts to establish uniform behavioral standards (Kelley, et al., 2006; Agle & Kelley, 2003) at some universities.  However, their research found little consistency regarding how ethics and stated behavioral norms are relayed to employees. While 74% of the studied population had easily accessible codes of conduct, only 30% provided employees with ethics training to reinforce those codes.  None of the 100 subjects provided ethics hotlines for individuals to use as a means of reporting misconduct anonymously, indicating lack of support for ethical behavior (Benjamin, 2002).  Previous research makes it clear that both faculty involvement in developing ethics and infrastructure changes to support them are critical to success.
Limitations, Future Research Directions And Conclusion

 In this paper, we organized our data into usable knowledge.   We generated propositions based on our discussion and existing literature, and considered solutions to resolve the ethical crisis confronted by today’s universities.  In our research, we invested considerable effort in determining the lay of the land as we strive for clarity (DiMaggio, 1995).  We provide here some simple social constructions (DiMaggio, 1995) that we hope will resonate with our readers.

Limitations: Despite our careful approach to this topic, we realize that there are several weaknesses in our work.  First, we collected data on only ten schools.   We believe issues such as community visibility, competition for other newsworthy events, and the prominence of collegiate sports as a news topic could have biased our data collection and prevented us from uncovering full data on our subjects. Additionally, information on university policy violations is difficult to access, but would have provided a greater range of behaviors to include. As others have noted (e.g. Anderson, 1999; Braxton & Bayer, 1999, 1999b; Fox, 1999), many university ethical lapses are covert and difficult to identify.  To overcome these weaknesses, we supplemented our data with findings from a variety of research studies.  We looked widely to collect both visible and less visible instances of ethical lapses to enhance our database.  Nonetheless, we suspect there are gaps in our data.
Future Research Directions:  Future research efforts can use survey instruments to test whether P1 is verifiable.  For example, one could design a study that collected NCAA sports violations by Division to determine if universities that aggressively promote their sports programs and tie them to alumni giving engage in proportionately more NCAA violations that schools that do not.  

To determine whether P2 is verifiable, a study investigating whether resource constrained universities (for example, publicly funded schools) engage in proportionately more fund-raising ethical lapses than those that are less resource constrained (for example, universities with large endowments) could be undertaken.  Such a study could be exploratory in nature – i.e. by collecting media data on funding activities – or driven by surveys of schools to determine how they obtain funding.  To test P3 and P5, researchers can collect data from government research funding sources on research violations to determine if institution type, location, or other factors are associated with ethical lapses in research.  As well, student surveys can be created to determine if research intensity results in higher teaching related ethical lapses.

We can test P6 by gathering comprehensive survey data on universities’ ethics infrastructures.  Using this data, we can identify if university-wide ethical lapses occur proportionately more at universities with limited ethics’ infrastructures support.  We can also then gather additional data on instances of known, proven ethical lapses to test P4.  Additional research projects can test tolerance for ethical lapses by Carnegie Classification to determine what, if any, differences exist among classifications.  

In developing such projects, researchers would need to correct for university size, research intensity, and other variables to obtain meaningful results (e.g. Hill et al., 1992).  However, conducting these studies will ensure that we develop a comprehensive and fully testable theory regarding variables that affect ethical decision making in universities. Then we can begin measuring these relationships to generate robust conclusions regarding factors most likely to result in misconduct and organization design elements most successful in eliminating them. 
Conclusion: Researchers believe improving ethical behavior in higher education is essential to the health of our university and community college system (Anderson & Davies, 2000; Lampe, 1997; Roworth, 2002).  To achieve this goal, our organizations must understand what contributes to ethical lapses and take steps to eliminate them.  We expect universities to train the next generation to become knowledgeable, principled and responsible citizens (Alsop, 2004; Bok, 1988; Lampe, 1997).  To accomplish this objective, our employees must understand and be able to interpret core ethical values.  We must justify and explicate these values and enact them in our behavior.  We must reward desirable behavior and reprimand and punish undesirable behavior.  We must model the ethical behavior we expect from students and other institutions. By doing so, we can respond to universities’ pressing ethical problems and live up to our responsibility, as Bok (1988) so aptly stated, to instill a sense of ethics in future generations and do the right thing (Zinn, 1993).
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Exhibit 1

School                                       Classification
            Classification
 
      State

	Brigham Young University
	Private, Non Profit
	RU/H
	UT

	George Washington U.
	Private, Non Profit
	RU/H
	D.C.

	Lubbock Christian
	Private, Non Profit,
	Master’s S
	TX

	Northwestern University
	Private, Non Profit
	RU/VH
	IL

	Oberlin College
	Private, Non Profit
	Bac/A7S
	OH

	University of Alabama
	Public
	RU/H
	AL

	UCLA
	Public
	RU/VH
	CA

	U. Michigan- Dearborn
	Public
	Masters
	MI

	University of Pittsburg
	Public
	RU/VH
	AL

	University of Washington
	Public
	RU/VH
	WA


Exhibit 1a

	Private, Non-Profit
	Public

	50%
	50%


Exhibit 1b
	Research Intensity – Very High
	Research Intensity – High
	Masters Level
	Undergraduate

	40%
	30%
	20%
	10%
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Exhibit 2

ETHICS FAILURES IN UNIVERSITIES BY TYPE

	Sports-related
	Individual/Academic

	Doctoring athletes’ grades

Recruiting violations

Providing pay for sports

Offering high paid, nonexistent summer      jobs to student athletes

Providing gifts to student athletes 

Registering athletes in courses they do not attend to enable playing eligibility on college 

Providing student athletes drugs, prescription and other performance-enhancing medications

Engaging in betting on college sports

Pressuring faculty to provide student athletics with higher grades than they earned


	Falsifying CVs

Falsifying teaching evaluation data

Manipulating development funds

Falsifying data for research funding

Not updating teaching materials

Teaching to student evaluations

Biased grading

Breach of contracts

Lack of collegiality

Breaking students’ confidences

Personal relationships with students

Plagiarism

Falsifying research results

Seductive behavior

Sexual Bribery 

Sexual Coercion 

Sexual Assault 

Creating an inhumane learning environment


Exhibit 2 continued

	Departmental
	Organizational

	Endowment admits

Minority admits

Poor “Customer” relations

Ignoring inappropriate student-faculty relationships 

Not following professional standards for fundraising

Inappropriate ties to business

Falsifying medical billing

Over-billing Medicare
	Gender discrimination

Racial discrimination

Gender harassment

Sexual harassment

Inadequate conflict resolution systems

Lack of protections for whistle-blowers

Inadequate codes of conduct

No ethics infrastructure

Ignoring: Sexual bribery, research misconduct, sexual assaults




Exhibit 3

Ethics Failures In Universities By Actor And Affected Party

Sports Program to Faculty


Doctoring athletes’ grades Registering athletes in courses that they don’t attend

Sport Program to Community


Recruiting violations


Providing student-athletes pay 


Payments to athletes in the form of gifts

Providing athletes drugs, prescription and other performance-enhancing medications

Sports Program to Students


Limiting admissions for non-athletes

Limiting resources to non-athletes

Providing athletes performance enhancing drugs

Sports Program to Organization

Hurting the university through recruiting and other-sports related violations
Department to Community
Endowment admits


Minority admits


Poor “Customer” relations

Not following professional standards for fundraising

Inappropriate ties to business

Department to student


Endowment admits


Minority admits


Poor “Customer” relations


Ignoring student-faculty relationship issues

Faculty to Organization


Falsifying CVs

Exhibit 3 Continued

Faculty to Organization Falsifying teaching evaluation data 


Breach of contract

Faculty to Student


Teaching to student evaluations


Biased grading


Breaking students’ confidences


Personal relationships



Creating an inhumane learning environment


Seductive behavior


Sexual bribery


Sexual coercion


Sexual assault


Not updating teaching materials 

Faculty to Community


Manipulating development funds


Falsifying research data

Plagiarism/scientific research manipulation

Faculty to Faculty


Lack of collegiality

Gender discrimination


Racial discrimination


Gender harassment


Sexual bribery


Sexual coercion

Organization to community


Ignoring:

Gender discrimination



Racial discrimination

Organization to faculty


Ignoring:

Gender discrimination



Racial discrimination



Gender harassment


Inadequate conflict resolution systems

Exhibit 4

Ethics Failures In Universities By Level Of Seriousness

Mild


Teaching to student evaluations


Breaking students’ confidences


Not updating teaching materials

Not following professional standards for fundraising


Not updating teaching materials


Endowment admits


Minority admits

Moderate


Biased grading 


Payments to student athletes in the form of gifts


Registering student athletes in courses they do not attend


Poor “Customer” relations

Violating college-sports rules


Doctoring student athletes’ grades


Providing student athletes pay for sports or offering them high paid, nonexistent summer jobs

Inappropriate ties to business

Severe

Ignoring:

Gender, racial, sexual and/or harassment

Providing athletes drugs, prescriptions and other performance-enhancing medications

Ignoring or allowing faculty-student sexual relationships


Creating an inhumane learning environment


Falsifying evaluation data


Falsifying curriculum vita


Falsifying data for research funding


Breach of contracts


Plagiarism/scientific research manipulation

Falsifying medical billing information

Inadequate conflict resolution systems

FIGURE 2
TOPOLOGY OF ETHICS FAILURE IN ACADEMIA
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EXHIBIT 5

REVISED TYPOLOGY OF UNIVERSITY ETHICS FAILURES

	Location of Failures


	Individual/ Academic
	Sports Related
	Departmental 
	Organizational

	Seriousness of Failure and supporting rationale 
	Example and Rationale
	Example and Rationale
	Example and Rationale
	Example and Rationale

	Mild
	Using Email for personal correspondence – while it costs the organization in short term productivity loss, it does not create harm that is irreversible
	Not following professional recruiting standards may harm competitors in the short term, bus is monitored by outside agencies
	Endowment Admits prevents other worthy students from acceptance at a particular school, but does not prevent them from attending other universities
	Ignoring 

Poor customer relations creates animosity from the customer, but does negatively affect his/her life over the long run



	Moderate
	Biased grading –may affect a student’s GPA and affect initial opportunities, but can be overcome via work performance
	Coaches’ betting on sports programs negatively influences public perception regarding the impartiality of coaches and judges.
	Falsifying Medicare Billing affects billing agencies.  However, oversight provided ensures these monies are returned.
	No Ethics Infrastructure prevents employees from resolving ethical lapses problems.  Can be resolved through development and implementation.

	Severe
	Manipulating research results – societal/ medical action may be taken that can damage others irreversibly
	Providing athletes performance-enhancing drugs can irreparably damage their health 


	Inappropriate ties to business can result in departments providing ‘results’ that satisfy a business but are false, thus having long term negative societal impact
	Gender/minority discrimination can destroy an individual’s career


FIGURE 3

THE EFFECT OF CULTURE AND EXTERNAL PRESSURE ON UNIVERSITY ETHICAL LAPSES
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� From the University of Washington’s online research funding training program for applicants applying for federal grants.


� American Association of University Professors


� University of Minnesota and the Health Partners Research Foundation.


� This research paper is part of a project that studies university ethical lapses, codes of conduct, and supporting infrastructures. See Agle & Kelley, 2003, Kelley et al., 2006.


� We thank our anonymous reviewers for pointing our how important it is to make these weaknesses in data collection known.


� We used the pre-2006 Carnegie Classification.  Here, schools could be listed as both public and research institutions – i.e., a school could be listed in several categories.  To ensure a reasonable level of diversity, we chose funding source as our primary classification when a school was listed as public and research oriented.


� An external advisor was included at this stage to challenge and critique our classifications.  This advisor had access to all data, which was posted on a secure blackboard site.


� The first step in stakeholder analysis is to �HYPERLINK "http://www.mindtools.com/pages/article/newCT_04.htm"��brainstorm� who the stakeholders are.  Next, one maps the stakeholders and assesses the impact of the action on them.


�  We arrived at this proposition independently from the work of Anderson et al., (1999), providing further support of its validity.





� Institutional pressure to receive external grant awards will result in high fraud and will deter “individual action against wrongdoing.” (Braxton & Bayer, 1999b:240)


� By funding


� By research intensity
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