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ABSTRACT 

 
 Recent events of the Alabama Community College System are examined as an 

historical organizational case study.  Critical events are noted along with associated 

professional literature related to those events and actions.  While the study attempts to 

explain the organizational culture that allowed the rise of unethical leadership, the primary 

focus is analyzing the System’s response and identifying the successful strategies used to 

remedy the deleterious effects of a period of unethical leadership with hopes to restore the 

System’s credibility.  The examination of the System’s response is guided by its 

implementation of revised policies and procedures, and includes analysis of information 

gathered from interviews, media reports, minutes of Board meetings, official correspondence, 

audit reports, and other documents.  To aid in measuring the success in policy 

implementation and concomitant change in organizational culture, veteran employees of the 

System were interviewed.  Their opinions and impressions of the changes help to explain the 

impact on the System and whether these organizational changes create a new environment 

which discourages a future lapse in ethical leadership.  Recommendations derived from the 

research are generalized and intended to inform future education leaders charged with the 

task of leading a similar reformation and recovery process.  
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

 
Est ut alios regat, qui seipsum regere nescit, a Latin proverb roughly translating  
“It is absurd that a man should rule others, who cannot rule himself”  
("Leadership Quotations," 2007).   
 
 

Statement of the Problem 

Current news reports are replete with leaders who choose to put their personal interest 

above the well-being of their organizations.  Although relatively common in business, 

episodes of leadership failure are becoming more frequent in government and higher 

education.  When episodes of corrupt leadership occur, restoring the credibility of the 

organization is often a long and precarious journey.  Examining the impact of unethical 

leadership in organizations of higher education, and the subsequent journey to recovery by 

the tarnished organization, is the primary focus of this dissertation.  Before focusing on the 

case study, a brief exploration of the current environment of unethical behavior in business, 

government, and education is presented along with some foundational definitions of ethical 

leadership.  

To demonstrate the timeliness of this research and to illustrate the pervasive nature of 

unethical behavior in recent times, consider the first month of 2009.  This single month offers 

compelling evidence of an escalation of scandals by providing an array of immoral and 

illegal behaviors from organizational leaders in business, government, or education on both 

local and national fronts.  In business, for example, four Wall Street investors were exposed, 

indicted, or convicted of defrauding investors out of billions of dollars.  At the top of the list 
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is money manager Bernard Madoff who was accused of running a $50 billion ponzi scheme 

(MSNBC.com Staff, The Associated Press, & Reuters.com, 2009).  Also, the CEO of Merrill 

Lynch was fired when it was discovered that he issued more than $3 billion in employee 

bonuses a few days before the firm was acquired by Bank of America (Bernard & Augstums, 

2009).  Newly-elected President Obama expressed his outrage after learning of 

approximately $18 billion in bonuses paid to Wall Street employees whose companies 

recently benefited from the $700 billion in federal bailout funds to stabilize the financial 

sector.  He called for Wall Street executives to “show some restraint, and show some 

discipline, and show some sense of responsibility” (MSNBC.com Staff, 2009).   

Government and education shared a scandal ridden month as well.  Illinois Governor 

Rod Blagojevich was impeached and removed from office after conspiring to “extract 

campaign contributions in exchange for signing bills or awarding contracts as well as seeking 

to sell President Barack Obama’s vacated Senate seat” (Belkin & Kesmodel, 2009, p. 1).  In 

Birmingham, Alabama, Mayor Larry Langford appeared in court after having been indicted 

for allegedly accepting multiple bribes totaling more than $200,000 to steer county business 

to a Montgomery investment banker (Gordon, 2009d).  The Speaker of the House of 

Representatives in Florida stepped down from his position as Speaker amid an investigation 

of his acceptance of an unadvertised $110,000 job at a state college that he accepted on the 

same day that he became the Speaker (Kelderman, 2009).  He and the college president were 

subsequently indicted for misuse of state funds and perjury.  An Alabama senator was 

convicted of 48 counts of money laundering, mail fraud, bribery, and conspiracy for having 

been paid more than $300,000 in state education funds that were routed through the Alabama 

Community College System.  This senator helped to acquire the funds for a community 
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outreach education program located at a Birmingham church (Gordon, 2009a).  These 

incidents from one month in 2009 illustrate the pervasiveness of unethical behavior by those 

in positions of leadership, and consequently substantiate the timeliness of this dissertation. 

Not so immediate, but equally offensive, are the stories of respected businesses that 

have suffered the effects from leadership gone awry.  Enron, WorldCom, HealthSouth, Tyco, 

and the accounting firm Arthur Anderson were once highly respected companies, but are now 

prominently featured in college textbooks not for their prestigious business practices, but 

rather as hideous examples of unethical behavior (Svensson & Wood, 2008, p. 303; Warren 

& Reeve, 2007, p. 308).  Leaders of these once-esteemed companies acted outside the 

“common practice” of ethical behavior (Davis, 2007a, p. 164) to the detriment of themselves 

and the organizations they once led.  Not only did these and other unethical leaders 

compromise their own professional reputations, but their actions resulted in injury and 

distress to their organizations.  Activities such as marketing unsafe products, falsifying 

numbers in securities filings, or failing to report employees who behave unethically have all 

caused financial harm to companies (Rhode, 2006, pp. 15-16).  Some companies, like the 

accounting firm Arthur Anderson, never recover and are forced out of business (Svensson & 

Wood, 2008, p. 310).  For organizations that do convalesce, the process is often awkward, 

embarrassing, costly, and prolonged.   

It is the ubiquitous demise of ethical leadership and the subsequent damaging effects 

to the analogous organizations that is the genesis of this study.  Understanding the events of 

the past helps to “set the stage” for this dissertation study.  However, it is the corresponding 

challenge to reform and recover that is the primary focus.  To study the organizational 

change necessary to recover from a period of unethical leadership, it is necessary to 
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understand the organizational culture that allowed a lapse in ethical leadership and the 

ensuing deleterious effects of this behavior.  This research concentrates on higher education 

entities that experience the chaos caused by a period of unethical leadership, and explore how 

the recovery is anchored in the organizational culture to prevent future lapses.  

While much literature exists on the subject of leadership and ethical leadership in 

business, little has been done to investigate the impact of a lapse of ethical leadership on an 

organization of higher education (Rhode, 2006, p. 5).  There is little information regarding 

the reaction of a higher education organization to today’s abundant scandals, and little 

written on recommended actions to be taken.  Thus, in addition to adding to the body of 

literature, this study provides helpful tips for those ethical leaders and organizations facing 

the challenge of reestablishing ethical patterns of behavior with intentions of restoring 

injured organizations to a status of respect.  With the proliferation of recent scandalous 

events, more examination of this phenomenon is needed.  

 

Ethical Leadership Expected 

Since the concepts of leadership and ethics are explored in depth in the literature 

review in Chapter 2, the discussion here is limited to establishing a clear understanding of the 

term “ethical leadership” as used in this dissertation, and a brief discussion on societal 

expectations of leaders.  Even with the immense professional literature on the concept of 

leadership, there still remains no universal definition of ethical leadership, except to say that 

it involves vision, influence, and values (Bush, 2003).  The terms ethical and moral are so 

interrelated that not only do some authors interchange the terms, but many do not even 

address or recognize that a “definitional incoherence” exist (Rhode, 2006, p. 4).  A widely 
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accepted definition of ethical leadership is elusive due to the ambiguity in defining both the 

terms “ethical” and “leadership.”  Assuming a general acceptance of the term leadership, 

below is a brief discussion to clarify the supporting term “ethical” as compared to moral, 

corrupt, and illegal.  

Quoting several different authors, Bush (2003, p. 6) argues that the influence of 

educational leaders is grounded in “firm personal and professional values.”  He continues to 

say that an educational leader unifies people around key values and that leadership begins 

with character as expressed in terms of personal values.  Although many authors fail to 

distinguish the difference, some do clarify the two terms by connecting ethical to 

organizations and moral to people.  According to Hanson (2006), ethical leadership is indeed 

different from moral leadership.  He expresses the difference by stating that ethical 

leadership is leading an organization while moral leadership is leading a people, like 

introducing people to a new moral value.  Examples of moral leaders are Martin Luther King, 

Jr., and Mahatma Ghandi.  Moral leadership focuses on personal ethics, values, and beliefs, 

and takes on a sacred or cultural characteristic (Bush, 2003).   

If not vague enough, a standard definition for ethical leadership is made more 

difficult to define on a global basis where the definition must transcend religions, cultures, 

and nations.  Religious figures have proclaimed the values of love, compassion, and social 

justice, but moral leadership by religious figures is usually based on one sect where global 

moral leadership implies advocacy of values that are universal (Hanson, 2006).  Therefore, 

since moral leadership implies a sacred or religious element in leading people, the term 

ethical leadership better focuses on “leaders who lead in a profession” (American Heritage 

Dictionary, 1991) and in a virtuous manner that is defined by societal expectations (Davis, 
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2007a).  Because public leaders are in the position to “take massive advantage of their roles,” 

ethical behavior is expected and that behavior is defined by the expectations of the societies 

they serve (Hardin, 2006, p. 111) 

A lapse in ethical leadership could be described as a period of unethical, corrupt, or 

illegal behavior by a leader.  Ethical is described as virtuous characteristics such as courage, 

humility, truthfulness, altruism, and a sense of justice (Svensson & Wood, 2008; Wallin, 

2007), so unethical refers to opposite characteristics.  Antonyms of “ethical” are corrupt, 

dishonest, immoral, improper, and unjust, but not illegal ("Reference.com," 2009).  

Therefore, unethical and corrupt imply the same meaning, but illegal is a violation of a 

societal law.  Illegal behavior by a leader is then a subset of unethical leadership.  Except for 

rare cases, an illegal act is always an unethical act, but an unethical act may not rise to the 

level of illegal (Lange, 2008).  This provides a hierarchy of leadership as follows: 

• Moral  

• Ethical  

• Unethical or corrupt  

• Illegal  

Therefore, even though authors regularly use the terms interchangeably, the term best 

describing the proper leadership role of higher education for this dissertation is ethical 

leadership.   

This term is further justified by examining the professional behavior expected in 

higher education by organizations of the profession.  According to Wallin (2007), college 

presidents should have a personal code of ethics that guides their decision-making in a 

manner for the good of the college and the college community.  He continues to say “ethical 
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leadership is essential to gaining and keeping the trust” of internal and external stakeholders 

(p. 38).  The assumption that ethical leadership is expected in higher education is confirmed 

by the existence of “codes of ethics” for professional associations such as the American 

Association of University Professors, Association for Institutional Research, American 

College Personnel Association, National Association for Student Financial Aid 

Administrators, American Association of University Administrators, and the American 

Association of Community Colleges (Hardy, 2007).  Through its Presidents’ Leadership 

Academy, the American Association of Community Colleges in 2005 issued a proposed code 

of ethics for chief executive officers of community colleges that states that chief executive 

officers are “expected to maintain the highest ethical standards through individual actions 

and decisions within the institution and to expect adherence to the same standards by Boards 

of Trustees, administrators, faculty, staff, and students” (Wallin, 2007, p. 38). 

 

A Business Parallel 

A business that makes nothing but money is a poor kind of business. 
Henry Ford ("Value Quotes," 2009) 

 
 

 Although this dissertation focuses on higher education issues, it is important to note 

that many of the principles used in business have been adapted to education by researchers 

and writers of later years (Svensson & Wood, 2008).  Where available, education topics are 

solely selected, but where scarce, business principles in topics such as leadership, culture, 

organizational change, and internal controls are adapted to an educational environment.  The 

story of the rise and fall of Enron, arguably the most famous of all business scandals, serves 
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as an illustration of unethical behavior in business, providing an example for comparison to 

the chosen case study in education.   

Of the many business examples of corrupt activity, none are more notable or more 

appalling than that of the energy giant Enron which began business in 1995 as a supplier and 

distributor of natural gas through a series of pipelines.  As the company rapidly grew, so did 

its energy-related product line and its joint ventures with other entities.  The company created 

subordinate companies and entered into partnership agreements with others that allowed the 

Enron to engage in highly questionable accounting practices, some of which provided 

channels to hide debt and expenses, allowing Enron’s income and assets to be routinely 

overstated.  Over time, these embellishments caused the publicly-traded stock of Enron to 

rise fallaciously, devoid of real value, a fact unknown to thousands of eager investors 

(Einstein Law, 2009).  Leaders of the company profited from the increased stock value and 

from covert stock transactions between Enron and the partnerships, some of which were 

funded by accessing the employee retirement plan to purchase overvalued Enron stock.  For 

instance, CEO Ken Lay exercised stock options worth $34 million and received a salary 

bonus $152.7 million the year before the collapse (Foss, 2002).  When the scheme was 

exposed in October 2001, Enron executives announced that the company was actually worth 

$1.2 billion less than previously stated in public financial statements.  Frightened and 

disgruntled customers quickly departed, further plunging the energy giant into financial 

losses.  With sales revenues, net income, and stock values plummeting, the company filed 

bankruptcy, causing 4,500 current employees to lose their jobs and 24,000 retirement plan 

participants to lose approximately $1 billion in retirement funds (Einstein Law, 2009; Foss, 

2002).   
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The collapse of such a large and prominent business caused shock waves throughout 

the business world.  The shock of dishonorable leaders rising to the top of Enron left many 

with questions about how such a large-scale business could have been successful in hiding its 

problems for so long.  Where were the checks and balances?  Where were the auditors who 

had the responsibility to disclose questionable transactions?  Where were the whistle blowers 

and others with oversight responsibility?  Investors, employees, and interested citizens 

demanded an explanation of how this scheme could have gone undetected.  The same also 

demanded that those involved be punished and that controls be established to insure that 

these episodes not repeat. 

During the subsequent investigations, 29 employees and persons related to Enron 

were indicted or pleaded guilty to crimes.  In addition to the demise of Enron, their lawyers, 

accountants, and stock brokers were all investigated (Einstein Law, 2009).  Their accounting 

firm, Arthur Anderson, was first in the line of responsibility and first to meet their demise.  

The firm was charged with obstruction of justice and never recovered from the loss of 

professional respect so important in the audit industry (Svensson & Wood, 2008, p. 310).   

In 2002, Congress passed the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, which called for enhanced internal 

controls, more review of those controls, and new rules in public reporting on the validity of  

internal controls.  It also required a “term limit” for auditors which required companies to 

rotate auditors every five years to avoid long-term confounding relationships in the industry 

(Rittenberg, Schwieger, & Johnstone, 2008, pp. 10-12; Warren & Reeve, 2007, pp. 308-309).  

None of the impact on the participants and investors, however, was as hideous as the loss to 

innocent employees who were not part of the schemes.  They lost both their jobs and their 

retirements.   
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The Case Study:  The Alabama Community College System 

 
Although many of the highly publicized examples of unethical behavior by entities 

and their leaders abound in the private sector, similar behavior has now found its way to 

higher education.  Consequently, this dissertation focuses on the ethical dilemma in 

leadership occurring in the education segment.  Although the problem seems to exist 

everywhere, in Alabama, the reports of breakdowns of ethics in education appear often.  

Media reports have contained numerous articles describing unethical and criminal behavior 

for a number of college leaders, administrators, staff, and legislators.  However, the recent 

focus in Alabama has been primarily on the Alabama Community College System (hereafter, 

the System) which suffered from a chronic, systemic condition that suddenly became acute 

under the intense microscope of the federal investigation of malfeasance.  Therefore, the time 

frame of the System’s acute crisis and its subsequent journey to recovery is emphasized in 

this case study.   

The System consists of Alabama’s 26 two-year colleges, an upper division university, 

the state’s adult education, and two entities for customized business and industry training 

(Alabama State Board of Education, 2007a).  Currently, the System serves over 125,000 

students in credit courses and has over 11,000 employees statewide (Alabama State Board of 

Education, 2009a).   

In July 2006 the Chancellor of the Alabama Community College System was abruptly 

terminated by the Alabama State Board of Education, the governing entity of the System.  

The firing followed repeated reports of irregular family appointments to jobs in the System, 

ambiguous contracts with family members, and criminal activity by the Chancellor himself.  

Rumors of kickbacks, payoffs, scandals, and behind-the-scenes deals flourished (Blackledge, 
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2006d).  He later pled guilty to fifteen felonies including conspiracy, bribery, obstruction of 

justice, and money laundering (Adam Jones, 2008d).   

In addition to the extraordinary coverage devoted to the top official of the System, 

numerous lesser scandals were reported.  In Mobile, seven college staff members and 

students were arrested for embezzling $293,000 in financial aid funds (Ashburn, 2007).  The 

deputy director of the Alabama Fire College pled guilty to directing more than $500,000 to 

himself and his friends (A. Jones, 2007a).  A state legislator pleaded guilty to funneling state 

funds to a private foundation and then back to himself to pay gambling debts, and two 

legislators were indicted in two different schemes involving education funds directed to 

themselves in return for little or no work ("Influential taxpayers cheated the system," 2008).  

Yet another legislator was accused of receiving a salary from two different institutions miles 

apart while maintaining his legislative duties and a full-time law practice (Altman, 2008a). 

 Since 2006, the media has continually issued new revelations about questionable 

transactions and relationships within the System.  As a result of the numerous controversies 

and investigations, the public outrage escalated to the point of questioning the ability of the 

Alabama State Board of Education to govern the Alabama Community College System.  This 

idea was even discussed in a public presentation in 2007 by Thomas Corts, Interim 

Chancellor, who was hired by and reported to the same Board ("Report criticizes Alabama's 

two-year college oversight structure," 2008).  The discussion of the Board’s ability to govern 

the System grew to be the topic of numerous editorials and opinion letters in local 

newspapers.   

The similarities to the Enron scandal are obvious.  The ethical crisis of such a large 

organization of higher education caused shock and outrage throughout the education 
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community.  Dishonorable leaders managed to rise to the pinnacle of an organization, and the 

checks and balances that could have forestalled the crisis failed.  In each case, auditors who 

had the responsibility to disclose questionable transactions, failed to expose the corruption.  

Whistleblowers and those with oversight responsibility also skirted their responsibility.  

Employees of the System and interested citizens demanded an explanation of how these 

schemes went undetected for so long.  Outraged citizens demanded that those involved be 

punished and that controls be established to ensure the elimination of the possibility of such 

future events ("Lay, Skilling guilty on nearly all counts," 2006).   

The current crisis in the Alabama Community College System is especially appalling 

in light the fact that a similar scandal occurred in the early 1990’s, and like the current 

scandal, involved similar types of unethical behavior that resulted in the removal and/or 

arrest of several key persons employed by or involved with the System.  The 1990’s scandal 

unfolded when a series of media reports revealed several million dollars of suspicious 

expenditures had been funneled through Technology Plus of Alabama, a subunit of Calhoun 

Community College.  An audit report issued by State Auditor Terry Ellis (1994) revealed that 

powerful political operatives were successful in adding several million dollars of state funds 

to the state appropriations for Technology Plus of Alabama, later instructing the agency to 

disburse the funds to a variety of recipients.  Over four million dollars in pass-through funds 

were distributed to 56 recipients including 12 community colleges, 11 school systems, 5 

universities, 3 city governments, 2 county governments, and several non-state entities (p. 89).  

Questionable funds were also paid to several attorneys and legislators (pp. 39-59).  Over 

several years, criminal investigations resulted in the conviction of a state representative, a 

state senator, and the legal advisor to the governor.  The incident may be overshadowed by 
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the enormity of the current scandal, but at the time it was described in media reports as the 

“Mother of all Scandals” (Demonia, 2006, p. 1; Ellis, 1994).  For the purpose of clarity, the 

events of 1990-1994 will be referred to as the “Technology Plus Scandal” while the recent 

events generally from 2002-2006 will be referred to as the “Fire College Scandal.” 

 In the Technology Plus Scandal, the removal of participants from their key positions 

provided two benefits, both of which appear to have been temporary.  Firstly, it eliminated 

the immediate threat to organizational assets in 1994 by the removal of key personnel.  

Secondly, it posed a deterrent to others contemplating such behavior by providing examples 

of the consequences to the perpetrators.  The appearance of a new scandal a decade later, 

however, offers compelling evidence that benefits derived were transitory at best.  Change to 

organizational culture that could have avoided the most recent scandal appears not to have 

been achieved.  If the culture of the Alabama Community College System did not change 

sufficiently after the 1990’s scandal to prevent the current crisis, what then could or should 

be done differently this time?   

 The Alabama Community College System is a unique educational organization when 

considering its organizational structure, size, mission, and history.  Based on these 

characteristics, the recent events of Alabama Community College System make it an ideal 

case study for an examination of the a begrimed organizational culture that allowed unethical 

behavior, the deleterious impact of lapses in ethical behavior, and the long journey to 

recovery.  In examining the impact of unethical behavior and the response of the System, the 

termination of the Chancellor in July 2006 initiated a significant epoch.  Although the 

complete history of the System is presented in Chapter 4, July 2006 separates the study into 

those events transpiring prior to July 2006 which are considered historical in nature while 
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events after July 2006 are considered part of the response to the scandal, and thus are 

discussed in more detail.  The following figure shows some of the key events in the life of 

the Alabama Community College System. 

 

 
Figure 1: ACCS Major Historical Events 

 

 

 

Corruption Controls 

One of the goals of this dissertation is to measure the response of an organization to a 

period of unethical leadership.  To aid in this process, corruption control theories are used.  

Adequate procedural controls are necessary to deter inappropriate actions by leaders in 

business, government, and education (Rittenberg et al., 2008).  Leaders who violate societal 

expectations often lose their jobs and suffer damage to their reputations.  For instance, Ken 

Lay was convicted of fraud and conspiracy in May 2006 for his actions while in charge of 

Enron ("Lay, Skilling guilty on nearly all counts," 2006), and Illinois Governor Rod 
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Blagojevich was impeached in January 2009 when he was accused of conspiring to use his 

office to extract campaign contributions and other benefits in exchange for his official 

actions as governor (Belkin & Kesmodel, 2009).  In addition to the leaders’ demise, most 

Americans will speak out against and switch their loyalty away from an organization whose 

leader exhibits illegal or unethical behavior (Davis, 2007a, p. 155).  This is confirmed in the 

demise of major corporations like Enron, WorldCom, and HealthSouth.  The loss of 

customers equals a negative financial impact on the organization, hence there seems to be 

value in “values” because organizations recognize the benefits of ethical behavior and take 

measures to deter corruption (Rhode, 2006, p. 16).   Thus, corruption control theories have 

been conceptualized. 

Corruption controls minimize the potential for damage resulting from unethical 

behavior through the development of policies and procedures to discourage unacceptable 

behavior.  After the Enron scandal, society demanded more oversight of the giants of 

business world, holding the leaders accountable for their actions and passing new laws like 

the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 to deter malicious behavior.  This act called for enhanced 

internal controls, more review of those controls, and new public reporting of the validity of 

an organization’s unique controls (Rittenberg et al., 2008, pp. 10-12; Warren & Reeve, 2007, 

pp. 308-309).   

These procedural controls are generally referred to as “internal controls.”  Generally, 

internal controls are specific procedures and rules in place within an organization to provide 

safeguards to protect assets (Warren & Reeve, 2007).  Two subsets of internal controls are 

organizational controls and corruption controls.  The broader organizational controls 

encourage positive behavior and reduce deviations in operations that will interfere with 
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cooperation among members of the organization.  The other subset is corruption controls 

which discourage devious behavior in general.  Both types of controls are valid tools to 

encourage and control behaviors within an organization (Lange, 2008, p. 713).  Both 

organizational controls and corruption controls simultaneously exist in organizations, 

especially those with multiple organizational units.  It should be noted that corruption control 

models are found primarily in business literature, and as such, are relatively scant in 

education or higher education literature.  A complete discussion of the topic and a 

presentation of a corruption control theory are presented in Chapter 2 with explanations of 

the applicability to education.  

 

Focus of the Study 

 
Although this dissertation touches on many issues of ethical leadership and 

organizational culture, its primary purpose is to offer steps to leadership who wish to lead a 

disgraced entity into a new era of ethical operations.  The genesis of unethical behavior by a 

leader of an educational organization may be power, prestige, or financial gain, so there may 

actually be short term benefits to the leader and even the organization, but exposure of the 

dishonorable behavior eliminates the gains and often causes damage to the individual and the 

organization (Covey, 2007, pp. 68-70).   

Like the individual, the harm to the education entity may be immediate, measurable, 

and destructive.  If it is possible for an organization to recover from this damage, there may 

be many processes involved in this journey.  The way an organization engages in reform and 

recovery subsequent to the unethical behavior that damaged its public reputation determines 

if the organization reestablishes its credibility.  When an educational organization is 
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impacted by a scandal, many questions emerge.  What are the initial consequences of 

unethical leadership to the organization?  Do organizations truly incur a fundamental change 

in culture or just a cosmetic change to hope to avoid further damage?  What steps should new 

leadership take to restore credibility to the tarnished organization?  Through an examination 

of the Alabama Community College System, and through the view of ethical leadership 

expectations, this dissertation attempts to answer some of these questions while 

documenting, analyzing, and studying the actions of the System and recommending a 

recovery path for an organization detrimentally impacted by acts of unethical leadership.  

Even though these issues arise in establishing a historical context, the primary purpose is to 

offer steps to new leadership who wish to lead a disgraced entity into a new era of ethical 

operations.   

 

Purpose and Significance 

 
With its roots in religion as far back as the early societies in Greece, Rome, and India, 

universities have evolved to become the center for theological and philosophical disputes, 

and for developing the youth of society (Kerr, 2001, pp. 8-9; Rothman, 1999).  The college 

experience, including the residential experience, is aimed at helping teenagers become 

productive adults.  With graduates entering the workforce, there is a social benefit to society.  

Education is an equalizer among the citizenry, offering low income students a path to 

compete with those of affluent heritage.  Graduates who gain prosperity are then able to share 

support rather than dilute the public coffers, and to help, directly or indirectly, to continue the 

cycle of public good provided by higher education (Courant, McPherson, & Resch, 2006).   



 

 18 

With its origin in moral teachings, its influence over the youth of society, and its 

oftentimes public funding, the university is uniquely positioned in a place of trust, and with 

this position, it bears a higher level of societal expectations than the private sector.  The 

premise of scholarly values implies an assumption of flawless moral behavior, and thus raises 

the importance of acting in a socially conscious fashion.  An ethical lapse in higher education 

strikes at the moral fabric keenly expected of institutions and its leaders.  Adverse actions are 

quick to diminish the public image, and lead to an increase in pubic cynicism, causing more 

attention to and within higher education (Bray, 2003, pp. 12-13).  In short, elevated societal 

expectations tend to make breaches of morality in higher education more heinous and 

distasteful than parallel occurrences in the private sector.  It is this elevated trust and 

expectation by society of those in higher education that adds significance to this study.   

It is important to study the phenomenon of unethical leadership and offer aid to 

victims.  This research examines the recent scandal in Alabama’s two-year colleges as an 

“historical organizational case study” to explore the effect of a lapse in ethical leadership on 

a system of higher education institutions.  System leaders are publicly committed to restoring 

the credibility of the System and have taken a variety of official actions with the goal of 

ensuring recovery and reform.  Leaders have expressed a goal of changing the organizational 

culture in a comprehensive effort to eliminate the environment that allowed the detrimental 

behavior.  Whether these changes are superficial or legitimate is the question.  In short, is the 

new Chancellor’s goal of creating a “Culture of Integrity” being accomplished? 

A historical organizational case study is a common form of educational research that 

investigates a specific phenomenon of an organization from an historical perspective 

(Merriam, 1998, p. 35).  As an historical case study, one of the purposes of the study is to 
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offer a detailed listing of key events in the history of the Alabama Community College 

System, predominantly those events in recent years that comprise the current scandal.  

Certain events are discussed in the narratives while details are found in a timeline beginning 

on page 116, providing a clear picture of how the System regressed and the steps taken to 

recover.  This provides a history of current events and offers guidance for other organizations 

that fall victim to similar scandals in the future.   

In addition to documenting certain important events, this dissertation examines the 

changes enacted in official policies and procedures at the governance and administrative 

levels.  Precisely how individuals and member institutions within the System respond to the 

new policies is most important.  Changes in personnel and policies demanded by those in 

authority may make a difference in the culture of the local colleges, in their operationing 

procedures, and in the perception of the institutions by the public and its stakeholders.  In 

contrast, the changes could just be cosmetic and temporary.  If individual colleges and the 

System are successful in accomplishing this comprehensive change, it will provide hope and 

optimism to individuals in other organization who may be agonizing over strategies to lead 

an injured and disgraced organization back to prominence.  Providing a path to ethical 

leaders who are faced with the considerable task of rebuilding a tarnished organization is a 

significant goal.     

 

Summary 

 
 Chapter 1 presented an introduction to the research being conducted.  It demonstrated 

the timeliness of the topic by providing recent examples of unethical leadership in business, 

government, and education.  The term “ethical leadership” was defined and the expectation 
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of ethical leadership in higher education established.  It briefly discussed the impact of 

unethical behavior on a leader and to the corresponding organization, and introduced the 

concept of organizational change as it involves the culture of an educational entity.  Because 

of the abundance of examples and literature in the business field, the story of the rise and fall 

of Enron was included to serve as a parallel example of the impact of unethical leadership.  

An overview of the case study introduced the Alabama Community College System and 

identified it as the target of examination.  The brief introduction to the theory of corruption 

controls establishes a foundation for the framework explored in Chapter 2.  And lastly, the 

focus of the study was clearly stated and supported with a brief narrative of the purpose and 

significance, including a brief discussion of the public good of higher education.   
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CHAPTER 2:  LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
 This chapter informs the reader of the applicable professional literature covering the 

major themes and rationale of the study.  The topic of this dissertation “Unethical leadership 

in higher education and the precarious journey to recovery: A case study of the Alabama 

Community College System” depicts the study of the impact of unethical leadership on a 

higher education organization and the pervasive change in leadership and culture necessary 

for the organization to recover. In order to fully understand how unethical leadership 

manifests itself in a higher education organization and how the organization ultimately 

recovers, an in-depth examination of three commonly studied themes in higher education is 

necessary.  These three are leadership, ethics, and organizational change.   Since these 

universal themes – leadership, ethics, change - include a myriad of complex concepts, the 

scope of this study necessarily dictates narrowing the literature review to those concepts 

intricately related to ethical behavior within organizations of higher education.  Thus, it is the 

overlap of these broad themes that contain relevant issues for the study.   

The literature review illustrates how each overlap influences, enables, or potentially 

prevents the failure of ethical leadership, and subsequently reveals the deleterious effects to 

the organization that experiences a period of unethical leadership.  Each universal theme is 

important to the understanding of the topic, but it is the intersection of these themes that 

directs this study.  Therefore, four principles comprise a conceptual foundation for the study: 

ethical leadership is expected, lapses in ethical leadership cause harm to the organization, 
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intentional leadership is necessary to lead change, and a considerable period of time is 

required for restoring credibility with stakeholders.   

Before embarking on the path of literature discussion, a model of corruption control is 

presented as a theoretical framework.  This model, as defined by Donald Lange, serves as the 

theoretical framework to assess the validity of the actions of the Alabama Community 

College System, the target of the case study.  The concepts are discussed here to provide a 

framework in which to view the literature and the actions of the System as presented in this 

chapter.  Also included in the literature review are several theories which support themes and 

orient concepts.  These include a model of business ethics as defined by Goran Svensson and 

Greg Wood, a theoretical framework for organizational change by Lee Bolman and Terrence 

Deal, and a model for transformational change according to John P. Kotter.   

 

Organizational Corruption Control Theory 

 
Organizations have a variety of tools to combat unethical behavior.  Internal controls 

are policies, procedures, and rules designed to provide reasonable assurance that company 

assets are safeguarded, business records are accurate, and employees comply with applicable 

laws and regulations (Warren & Reeve, 2007, p. 310).   These policies or procedures can be 

as simple as compelling an employee to lock the door when leaving the facility or as complex 

as elaborate accounting information systems such as those used by airlines to book flights, 

collect tickets sales, and enforce company procedures embedded in software applications.  

Some examples of common internal controls used in business, government, and education are 

separating job duties, physically securing assets, properly training personnel, assessing and 
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responding to risk, routinely evaluating personnel, maintaining accurate business records, 

and protecting inventory (pp. 312-315). 

A subset of internal control procedures designed to deter deviant employee behavior 

is referred to as organizational corruption control measures.  These measures can be general 

“organizational controls” or the more specific “corruption controls.”  Organizational controls 

are broad measures intended to motivate and encourage organizational members to meet the 

firm’s objectives: to maximize a desirable environment.  They encourage cooperation among 

members of an organization.  Corruption controls are more specific and are intended to 

discourage deviant behavior: to minimize an undesirable environment (Lange, 2008, p. 713).  

Corruption controls are present within each level of an organization while organizational 

controls refer more to controls in a broader sense, like the relationship between subunits and 

oversight units.  Both approaches are valid strategies to encourage ethical behavior, and both 

are present in most organization, and both will be discussed in this dissertation with the 

intention of using these concepts to measure an organization’s response to a period of 

unethical leadership.   

In order to demonstrate the validity of measuring certain parts of the response of the 

System, an understanding of the relatively complex model for corruption control offered by 

Lange (2008) is essential.  The model begins with four quadrants representing the corruption 

control dimensions of the theory.  Each implemented control by the System should fall into 

one of these four categories.  Along the vertical axis is the orientation dimension that 

distinguishes between “process controls” and “outcome controls.”  Process controls are 

measures that involve active intervention during the conduct of work with intentions to 

ensure that individuals are acting in the best interest of the organization.  Outcome controls 
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focus on influencing behavior by the promise of future rewards or punishment of undesirable 

behavior.  The horizontal axis demonstrates the transmission channel by identifying it as 

“social/cultural” or “administrative.”  Social/cultural controls are based on the norms, beliefs, 

and values of the individuals or the organization and depend on social or cultural obligations 

and pressures of the group.  Administrative controls are transmitted via hierarchies of 

authority internal or external to the organization and involve formal rewards and punishments 

(pp. 711-714).   

 
 

Figure 2: Matrix of Corruption Control Dimensions 
 

 

Note: From “A Multidimensional Conceptualization of Organizational 
Corruption Control,” by D. Lange, July 2008, Academy of Management 

Review, Vol. 33 No. 3, p. 713.  Reprinted with permission.   
 

The model is then expanded to display eight distinctive sections, overlaid on top of 

the four quadrants presented.  The eight sections are merely four additional slices established 
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to describe the functionality of each control: autonomy reduction, consequence systems, 

environmental sanctioning, and intrinsically oriented.  These four quadrants each share half 

of two sections of the matrix and further describe the type of corruption control measures 

available to an organization.  Thus, the resulting eight slices, or types, offer a multi-

dimensional view of corruption control theory and techniques.  Each of the eight types of 

controls falls into one of the dimensions and one of the functionality quadrants.  The 

resulting eight control types are bureaucratic, punishment, incentive alignments, 

legal/regulatory sanctioning, social sanctioning, vigilance, self, and concertive. 

 
Figure 3: Organizational Corruption Control Circumplex 

 

 

Note: From “A Multidimensional Conceptualization of Organizational 
Corruption Control,” by D. Lange, July 2008, Academy of Management 

Review, Vol. 33 No. 3, p. 715.  Reprinted with permission.   
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The goal of each of the eight types of corruption controls is to “combat intentional 

self-serving deviant behavior” (Lange, 2008, p. 713), a parallel mission with the Alabama 

Community College System in its efforts to restore its credibility.  Further examining each of 

the eight types differentiates the controls, and somewhat parallels the controls currently being 

implemented by the System.  Bureaucratic controls (Type 1: administrative, process, 

autonomy reduction) centralize authority and formalize rules, routines, and policies.  

Punishment controls (Type 2: administrative, process, consequence systems) operate on the 

premise that people learn from negative consequences of their inappropriate behavior and 

prefer to avoid punishment in the future.  Incentive alignment controls (Type 3: 

administrative, outcome, consequence systems) focus on extrinsic motivation and attempt to 

reward people for desired behavior.  Legal/regulatory sanctioning controls (Type 4: 

administrative, outcome, environmental sanctioning) offer laws or rules external to the 

organization that deter illegal and deviant behavior in fear that legal actions of punishment in 

addition to internal corrective actions can be exerted.  Social sanctioning controls (Type 5: 

social/cultural, outcome, environmental sanctioning) are also external, but do not rely on 

legal action, but rather influence individual behavior by expecting mutually understood 

standards of behavior like honesty and fairness.  Vigilance controls (Type 6: social/cultural, 

outcome, intrinsically oriented) encourage maverick behavior where employees depart from 

group norms or organizational expectations in ways that ultimately are beneficial for the 

organization.  It rewards and protects a whistleblower who objects in a mutually beneficial 

disobedience.  Self-controls (Type 7: social/cultural, process, intrinsically oriented) promote 

personal values and entail individual constructive conformity.  They are voluntary and do not 
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depend on direct organizational rewards, rather encourage the betterment of the individual.  

Finally, concertive controls (Type 8: social/cultural, process, autonomy reduction) sustain 

acceptable behavior by reducing individual autonomy through the social expectations of 

coworkers, not via rules or formal authority of organizational hierarchy (Lange, 2008, pp. 

716-722).  These eight types of corruption controls serve as a framework to assess the new 

and updated policies enacted by the Alabama Community College System in its efforts to 

recover from a period of corrupt behaviors.  

 

Ethical Leadership 

 
As discussed earlier beginning on page 4, for the purpose of this dissertation, the term 

“ethical leadership” was chosen over the term “moral leadership” due to its emphasis on 

leading an organization whereas moral leadership implied leading people in a personal or 

religious sense.  Even with the immense professional literature on the concept of leadership, 

there still remains no universal definition of ethical leadership, except to say that it involves 

vision, influence, and values (Bush, 2003).  Rhode (2006, p. 4) explains that the terms ethical 

and moral are interrelated to the degree that they are “largely interchangeable” in the 

literature which leads to a some difficulty and confusion.  She continues to say that the terms 

are interchanged so commonly that two-thirds of the publications on the topic do not even 

provide a definition.  This section of the literature review offers a discussion of both terms.  

It begins with a discussion of the definitions and theories of both ethics and morality from an 

individual view, moves to a leadership view, and then to organizational issues of ethical 

leadership.  Moral or ethical leadership has been the topic of study in business literature for 

much longer than in academic publications (Svensson & Wood, 2008, p. 303), so business 
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literature contains far more comprehensive discussion of the topic.   Therefore, in addition to 

higher education literature, the discussions presented in this chapter routinely consider 

business ethics adapted to higher education.  Care was taken to use the term chosen by the 

author in the publications, so on occasion, the terms are interchanged, properly representing 

the professional literature. 

Ethical vs. Morals 

 
The terms ethics and morals carry very similar meanings and are based on Greek and 

Latin words which mean commonly accepted behavior or accepted customs, each pertaining 

to personal character (Davis, 2007b, pp. 47-48; Rhode, 2006, p. 4).  Religious leaders have 

long proclaimed the virtues of love, compassion, and other socially accepted values, so 

morality implies a deeply personal or religious origin.  However, these values are usually 

based on one sect where global view of morality and ethics implies advocacy of values that 

are universal (Hanson, 2006).  The two terms are interconnected and oftentimes different 

authors use the terms in different ways (Rhode, 2006).  For instance, Benner (2007, p. 4) 

defines virtue as “an admirable character trait, freely chosen and habitually acted out in a 

manner that benefits others as well as oneself.”  Whereas, Wallin (2007, p. 34) discusses 

earlier works by Bincat and Wike and posits that morality is what people do while ethics is 

the study of what people ought to do.  He explains that “morality is like eating and ethics is 

like nutrition.”  Rhode (2006, p. 4) offers another view, saying “Philosophers often use ethics 

when discussing the study of morality and morality when discussing general principles of 

right or wrong.”  Although ethics may be viewed in many ways, it is generally concerned 

with virtuous behavior that necessarily guide one’s actions (Wallin, 2007).  Regardless of the 

ambiguity in the literature, morality most often refers to the individual’s virtuous behavior, 
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oftentimes based in religion, where ethics “guides one’s actions” and is often used in 

reference to expected behavior as established by society or in reference to leadership of an 

organization (Davis, 2007a; Hanson, 2006; Wallin, 2007, p. 34).   

Grouping specific actions as either ethical or unethical proves difficult because 

different societies, or parts of societies, view acceptable behavior in different ways.  The 

existence of societal expectations for ethical behavior naturally implies that its members are 

expected to behave in an acceptable manner and that deviations to the “common practice” is 

a breach of morality (Davis, 2007a, p. 164).  This definition of ethics summarizes a variety of 

opinions discussed in the professional literature which appears generally to agree on a 

definition, but not necessarily on the origin of that definition.  Depending on the origin of a 

person’s view, a specific action may be acceptable to one, but not to others, and an action 

that is unacceptable today may not be unacceptable in the future as definitions follow social 

expectations, changing with social expectations over time. 

Ethics is concerned with virtuousness of individuals and their motives when engaging 

in moral judgments.  Aristotle described some of the valuable virtues of his time as courage 

in battle, friendliness, good temper, truthfulness, and a sense of justice for all (Svensson & 

Wood, 2008, p. 305).  Socrates argued that ethical leaders must be without falsehood, be 

interested in the good of the others above their own self-interest, and not be lovers of money 

(Wax, 2007, p. 16).  To be ethical includes a standard that exceeds being “legal” and includes 

general principles such as honesty, fair dealing, and social responsibility (Rhode, 2006, p. 5). 

The identification of virtuous behaviors can be static over time or can evolve, 

depending on the approach to the origin of ethics.  If a religious origin of morality is 

accepted, virtuous behavior is defined by long-established and documented commandments 
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and guidelines contained within sacred scriptures that remain constant from generation to 

generation.  Though there may be some disagreements about interpretations or details among 

theologians, the major themes of the Bible such as the Ten Commandments, the Golden 

Rule, and loving one another are widely accepted, entrenched, and unchangeable.  If a non-

religious view is preferred, virtuous behavior is defined by societal expectations which can 

change over time.  Virtuous behavior for both approaches overlap in most areas, but under 

the “common practice” definition, acceptable behavior is free to change as society evolves 

(Davis, 2007a).   

Having virtue is behaving in a manner without excessive unacceptable character 

traits, or too little of preferred character traits.  It is a balance of positive personal traits 

between two societal vices: moral deficit and moral excess.  In this zone between moral 

deficit and moral excess is a “golden mean” with virtues like courage, modesty, temperance, 

truthfulness, friendliness, and proper pride (Benner, 2007, p. 2).  Too little honesty and too 

much pride are examples that fall outside this zone.  Actions outside this zone are considered 

too far from the golden mean and are not tolerated by members of the local society, but 

because acceptable behaviors are defined by society, the list of qualifying virtuous behaviors 

within this zone can change over time (Davis, 2007a).  

Deviations from this set of acceptable behaviors are considered a breach of morality.  

Virtues like courage, friendliness, gentleness, truthfulness, modesty, and proper pride are at 

the central point of ethical behavior as determined by society, not religion.  Although similar 

to long-established religious values, these virtues are established by the societal groups.  This 

allows for variability in the defined virtues between different societal groups, and these self-

defined virtues may change over time.  Imagining these virtues as a central point like a mean, 
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deficits and excesses from this “golden mean” of virtues are considered inappropriate 

(Benner, 2007, p. 4).  Figure 4 is a diagram of this imaginary golden mean with examples of 

deficits and excesses to demonstrate moral behavior and its boundaries. 

 
Figure 4: Golden Mean of Morality with Examples 

 

 

 

Although this list of virtues can differ between societies and over time, leaders are 

expected to qualify as a virtuous person (Benner, 2007, p. 7).  A balance of appropriate 

qualities is the key to long-term success in modern business practices (Svensson & Wood, 

2008, p. 305).  Personal discipline, passion in one’s work, and a clear vision are virtuous 

personality traits common to leaders.  However, to sustain leadership over time, one must 

have more than an exceptional measure of these characteristics (Covey, 2007, p. 70).  

Individuals with these personal traits can become skillful leaders, but to endure as a leader 
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requires an unwavering moral conscience (pp. 65-68).  Numerous examples exist of 

remarkable leaders who were able to motivate millions of followers, but their lack of moral 

guidance led to their early demise as a leader.  Covey (p. 70) explains  

When conscience governs vision, discipline, and passion, leadership endures 

and changes the world for good.  In other words, moral authority makes 

formal authority work.  When conscience does not govern vision, discipline 

and passion, leadership does not endure, nor do the institutions created by that 

leadership endure.  In other words, formal authority without moral authority 

fails.     

Based on this theory, leaders possess vision, discipline, and passion and fall into three 

categories: (a)Leaders guided by an unwavering moral conscience who are successful and 

sustain long-term leadership roles, (b)Leaders who rise to leadership roles without a moral 

conscience only to find their tenure lacks endurance, and (c)Leaders whose moral conscience 

changes over time.  These three leader types are explored further in the following paragraphs. 

Leaders guided by moral conscience are more likely to make decisions that benefit of 

the organization rather than the individual.  Prominent leaders have long been praised for 

their personal sacrifices, unselfish commitment to a cause, and uncompromising morality 

even when their actions seem to impair their own personal gain.  For instance, Mother Teresa 

gave freely of herself to serve the poor.  Her virtuous reputation, widely known during her 

life, has increased in prominence since her passing (Covey, 2007, pp. 68-69).  These types of 

leaders are portrayed as willing to forgo personal gain and glory for the ultimate victory of 

accomplishing a moral purpose greater than themselves (Mills, 2006).  Although the risk of 

sacrificing one’s personal desires for the greater good is an enchanting notion, it is not 
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merely the ascension to the top that is desirable, but also sustaining that leadership position 

while living a life of meaning and integrity (p. 3).   

The second group describes leaders who may have risen by means of positive 

personal traits like discipline, passion and vision even though void of a moral conscience.  

Unethical leaders may change the world, but not for good, and their reign typically is 

prematurely extinguished (Covey, 2007, p. 70).  Actions of an unethical leader may result in 

a benefit to the leader and to the organization in ways such as personal financial gain or a 

broadened power base, but oftentimes when exposed to society, this behavior is followed by 

a rejection of the leader and harm to the organization (Davis, 2007a, p. 155).   

In the third group, leaders rise to prominence possessing valid moral standards, but 

later lose their moral conscience.  Organizations may be surprised to find their esteemed 

leader is no longer a virtuous person, but now exhibits a change in values over time (Mills, 

2006, p. 3).  Obviously, there are those who ascend via manipulation and power, but Mills 

(2006) offers a compelling theory that supports the idea of organizations hiring leaders who 

change their moral compass during their tenure.  She argues that men and women go through 

physical and psychological changes in mid-life that require them to make one of the three 

following choices concerning their career: 

1) The first group bolsters their ascension up the ladder with intentions to acquire 

more and more power, prestige, possessions, and privilege.  In this path, they 

become shallow and are driven by materialism and outward appearance. 

2) The second group retires from their career only to become angry, embittered, 

hollow shells of what they once were, without the joy, meaning, or purpose in 

their life that their career provided. 
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3) The third group embarks on a journey inward to new sources of life usually 

involving a spiritual nature.  This group accepts that the old rules no longer apply.  

They stop trying to ascend the ladder and let go of control, abandoning 

competition, power, possessions, and prestige for tolerance, patience, 

understanding, joy, and satisfaction in those things that will outlive them.  They 

may retire and follow other passions, but often continue working in some interest.  

Either way, they endure as effective leaders defined by heart and spirit rather than 

their ability to conquer and protect their turf. (pp. 2-3)  

It is desirable for organizations when leaders chose option three, but developing 

virtue with age is not always the path chosen.  Unfortunately, in the real world, many choose 

other options and are willing to sacrifice personal integrity for the power, prestige, 

materialism, and notoriety.  Interwoven among our admired leaders are those who rise to 

trusted positions only to shatter the public’s assumptions of trust and moral character.  

Whatever reason that they were motivated to pursue a leadership role, they did not pause to 

consider sustainability.  Members of societies that have been harmed by these unscrupulous 

actions often punish the perpetrator.  Even after punishment is wielded, however, these 

actions still shake the confidence in leadership of societal members (Svensson & Wood, 

2008, p. 304).   

 

Ethical, Unethical, and Illegal 

 
 If ethical behavior is indeed executing acceptable behaviors near the golden mean, 

and unethical behavior is executing behaviors outside this acceptable zone, how does the 

concept of legality influence or define ethics?  According to Davis (2007b, p. 47), ethical 
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behavior involves more than just being legal.  Some ethical behaviors are written into law, so 

in some cases, what began as an ethical issue became a formal law (p. 48).  This is consistent 

with fact that some religious documents require adherence to government laws (Prior, 2008, 

p. 162).  For instance, in Christianity Jesus taught to give unto Ceasar what is Ceasar’s 

(Matthew 22:21), and the Apostle Peter wrote “Be subject to every human institution for the 

Lord’s sake, whether it be to the king as supreme or to the governors… (I Peter 2:113-14 

New American Bible).”  Based on these scriptures, Christians should obey the laws of the 

land when possible.  Not obeying societal laws when those laws are consistent with religious 

commands, is an ethical, legal, and spiritual violation (Prior, 2008, p. 162).   

  Though it is assumed that an illegal act is also an unethical act, there may be times in 

which behavior is considered unethical even if not illegal.  On a personal level, acts of 

dishonesty, rudeness, slothfulness, immodesty, and excessive pride are unethical, if 

considered outside the common expectations, but they are not illegal (Benner, 2007, p. 4; 

Davis, 2007a, p. 154).  Svensson and Wood (2008) argue that for the leader of an 

organization, many acts can be perceived to be outside the norm and considered unethical 

when not specifically illegal.  For example, recent business scandals have caused companies 

to file bankruptcy, causing hourly workers to lose their jobs with no severance pay while the 

leaders exit with huge golden parachute bonuses.  This is an example of leadership behavior 

and compensation not in concert with the espoused values of society, thus the behavior can 

be viewed as unethical although not illegal.  Another similar example is the compensation 

levels of leadership and hourly workers during normal times.  In 1980, the average CEO 

made 42 times the average hourly workers pay.  By 1990, the CEO made 85 times as much.  

By 2000, it was 531 times what an hourly worker makes.  These gaps between values and 
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behavior are viewed by many in the society as unethical behavior though certainly not illegal  

(Svensson & Wood, 2008, p. 313).   

Table 1 summarizes behaviors from the context of ethical, unethical, or illegal 

behavior.  It illustrates the relationship between unethical and ethical behavior with the area 

in the middle being determined by the perception of society.  It shows subcategories of 

legality, types of behaviors, and a recent example in each category. 

 
 
Table 1: Table of Ethical Behaviors by Categories 
 

Category Unethical Per Perception Ethical/Moral 

Legality Illegal Legal Legal Legal 

Behavior 
Fraud 
Conspiracy 
Embezzlement 

Rudeness 
Dishonesty 
Hypocrisy 

Greed 
Pride 
Zeal 

Humility 
Soberness 
Honesty 

Example 

Employee submits 
fake documents & 
acquires financial 
aid funds  

Employee is 
paid full salary 
for limited 
work  

CEO salaries 
reach 531 times 
hourly worker 
amounts 

Company buys 
products from 
charity to aid 
community 

Citation (Ashburn, 2007) 
(Blackledge, 
2008a) 

(Svensson & 
Wood, 2008) 

(Svensson & 
Wood, 2008) 

 

 
 One exception to the above table may exist.  With the recent national scandals comes 

an expectation of employees by society to be vigilant and notify authorities when illegal 

behavior is discovered, but in some of these cases the act of notification of others might also 

be unethical or illegal.  For instance, an employee of the FBI informed a reporter of illegal 

activity during the Nixon administration, but the act of disclosing this information was 

unethical for an agent.  Similar whistleblower events happened during more recent business 

scandals and society responded by rewarding and protecting whistleblowers who object in a 

beneficially-disobedient manner.  This maverick behavior, where employees depart from 

group norms or organizational expectations in ways that is ultimately beneficial for society, 
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is an example where illegal or unethical behavior is considered moral.  In the Corruption 

Control Circumples previously presented, this behavior is referred to as vigilance controls 

(Type 6) which are social/cultural and outcome/intrinsic oriented (Lange, 2008). 

Expectations of Leadership and Organizations 

 
Organizations are also expected to adhere to a set of ethical standards, sometimes 

exceeding those required of individuals and leaders.  Corporations are expected to generate 

steady profits for eager shareholders, and profits are rewarded, but a recent study reveals that 

society now evaluates organizations in terms of the “triple bottom line” as both profit and 

non-profit organizations are now measured not only by profitability, but also by their 

treatment of the environment and their overall contribution to society (Davis, 2007a, p. 155).  

Thus, as individuals are held to a standard of “common practice,” so are organizations.  This 

is an example of societal expectations of ethical behavior of an organization as a whole, not 

just the leadership.  When acting in a way that is harmful to the environment or detrimental 

to society, organizations can be considered unethical even though the behavior may not be 

illegal (Svensson & Wood, 2008, p. 315).  

Though the standards of ethics and morality which are required of organizations may 

be elevated above those of the individual members of society, societal expectations still 

reside in the “common practice” theory (Davis, 2007a, p. 154).  Leaders are still expected to 

perform and behave within a range of virtue, figuratively within reasonable distance from the 

golden mean of expectation, the midpoint between moral deficit and moral excess.  Davis 

continues to argue that even though acceptable behavior for individuals has evolved steadily 

away from what was commonly expected only a few years ago, society continues to hold its 

leaders to a high standard.  Many leaders have lost their positions due to behavior 
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unacceptable to their organization, but their demise usually has a negative impact far beyond 

themselves (p. 155).  Americans show little tolerance for organizations whose leaders act in 

an unethical manner.  Ninety percent would consider switching their loyalty away from an 

organization whose leader exhibits illegal or unethical behavior.  Eighty-one percent would 

speak out against the organization and seventy-five percent would even refuse to work for the 

organization (p. 155).  Thus, there seems to be value in “values.”  Though difficult to 

measure by systematic research due to the lack of consistent and standardized measures of 

corporate social responsibility, it is generally accepted that moral values may improve 

financial performance over the long term by improving relationships with customers, 

suppliers, employees, and other community stakeholders (Rhode, 2006, p. 16).  

This is demonstrated in the demise of several major corporations in recent years.  

Enron, WorldCom, and HealthSouth were once highly respected business operations, but 

corporate greed and unethical leadership ensnared the leaders and subsequently their 

organizations (Svensson & Wood, 2008, p. 303; Warren & Reeve, 2007).  Society was quick 

to demand corrections even to these giants of business world, holding the leaders accountable 

for their actions and passing new laws like the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 to deter similar 

future behavior (Rittenberg et al., 2008; Warren & Reeve, 2007, pp. 308-309).  In a time 

when society appears to permit, accept, and even defend any conceivable behavior on the 

personal level, it holds its leaders and organizations to a different standard, possibly due to 

the elevated level of responsibility one holds as a leader.   

This phenomenon is not limited to the business sector of our society, but rather also 

encompasses non-profit organizations in government, education, and religion.   Regardless of 

the type of organization, society holds both the organizations and their leaders to a level of 
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ethical behavior higher than that of individuals (Wax, 2007, pp. 17-19).  For instance, 

communities may be tolerant of individuals who behave outside the expected norm, but are 

quick to demand perfection from leaders and organizations, and publicly expose any variance 

from expected ethical, moral, or professional behavior (Hardy, 2007, pp. 103-104).  In higher 

education, the standard may be elevated further.  Chappell (2007) explores this idea when 

comparing leaders in education with other areas.  He has identified five levels of ethical 

domains for leaders in education: 

1. Responsibility as a human being 

2. Responsibility as a citizen and public servant 

3. Responsibility as an educator 

4. Responsibility as an educational administrator 

5. Responsibility as an educational leader. (pp. 122-123) 

Ethical behavior is expected of every human being, but an added level of ethical behavior is 

expected of leaders and their organizations, especially educational organizations.  

Regardless of the differences between private and public higher education 

institutions, expectations of those in leadership positions remain elevated.  Leaders are 

regularly faced with moral judgments and their decisions impact not only themselves, but the 

personal and professional lives of a host of internal and external constituents (Wallin, 2007, 

p. 34).  Unethical behavior remains one of the quickest ways for leaders in academia to loose 

their jobs.  Davis (2007b) states “while some presidents are fired because they break the law, 

and others dismissed because they fail to rally the faculty or the alumni, most are fired 

because they have lost the trust of their boards” (p. 47).  For example, the president of Iowa 

Central Community College resigned after an unflattering photo of him was published in a 
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local newspaper.  In the photo, the president was shirtless in a boat and helping pour beer 

from a small keg into the mouth of a young woman (Fain, 2008b).  This act was neither 

illegal nor business related, but the appearance of a moral breach was enough to damage the 

board’s trust and faith in the president.  

Another indication of the elevated ethical expectation of leaders in education is 

demonstrated by the fact that most presidents of institutions continue to represent the 

academic function of the institution, whether at the university or community college level, 

whether public or private.  Though appointed officially by the board of trustees, the president 

was still expected to represent and be endorsed by the faculty.  Pulley (2005) noted that in 

recent years, on occasion a prominent business leader who was void of educational 

experience has been appointed to the office of president.  Faculty members, however, have 

not accepted the institutional trend toward being more inclined to consider nontraditional 

candidates such as business leaders, politicians, military commanders, and others for top 

posts without their having significant experience in the academe. Pulley quotes a noted 

consultant who matches universities to presidential candidates saying "Faculty members 

don't buy into that…professors continue to view presidents as institutions' chief academics. 

Nontraditional candidates do tend to crash, he concedes.  Business people often are unwilling 

or unable to make the leap from the hierarchical power structure of corporations to the shared 

governance that prevails in academe.  Military leaders tend to fare no better” (p. A1).  With 

the lack of change in the type of individuals chosen for leadership, one must assume that 

moral expectations of those leaders have also been preserved. 

With the change in higher education, duties and responsibilities of leaders have also 

changed dramatically over recent years.  Today, a university is much more than a collection 
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of a few highly qualified professors passing on their knowledge to an eager student body.  A 

university is a complex business organization with multiple missions, various financial 

resources, massive budgets, and hundreds, if not thousands, of employees all operating in a 

perilous legal environment.  Noted education leader Clark Kerr (2001) described the modern 

university as a ‘multiversity.’  He uses this term to refer to the multiple ‘communities’ at 

work at the same time inside a complex organization.  He refers to communities of 

undergraduate students, graduate students, faculty, alumni, and administrators all interacting 

to add complexity, conflict, and even discord to a large and multifarious operation (p. 14).   

To be successful in managing the “Multiversity,” leaders of higher educational 

organizations, especially at the chancellor or presidential level, must be highly qualified, 

experienced, charismatic and motivated (Hardy, 2007, p. 103).  Instead of casual oversight of 

an esteemed faculty, the president must be able to pilot a large, complex, and rapidly 

changing organization.  The president must be a ‘leader’ capable of managing a large, 

sophisticated, and constantly changing organization (Pulley, 2005, p. A1).  Kerr (2001) offers 

a depiction of the expected qualities of a president: 

The University president in the United States is expected to be a friend of the 

students, a colleague of the faculty, a good fellow of the alumni, a sound 

administrator with the trustees, a good speaker with the public, an astute bargainer 

with the foundations and the federal agencies, a politician with the state legislature, a 

friend of industry, labor, and agriculture, a persuasive diplomat with donors, a 

champion of education generally, a supporter of the professions (particularly law and 

medicine), a spokesman to the press, a scholar in his own right, a public servant at the 
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state and national levels, a devotee of opera and football equally, a decent human 

being, a good husband and father, an active member of a church. (p. 22) 

Note that included in the list of professional qualities is included a clear reference to societal 

ethical expectations.   

The abilities and moral standards expected of college leaders today by oversight 

boards and taxpayers can approach the absurd.  With a bit of humor, Hardy (2007) 

effectively described the unwritten expectation of our leaders: 

We expect our leaders to be as strong as a super hero, as wise as King Solomon, as 

compassionate as Mother Theresa, as financially adept as Donald Trump, as all-

seeing as the denizens of Mount Olympus, and, at the end of the day, we also seem to 

expect them to send each of us home with a lifetime supply of chocolate and other 

wonderful parting gifts. (p. 103)   

In an educational environment that has become extremely demanding and complex, 

the president and other leaders must be skilled in many more areas than before, must be 

trusted to administer large volumes of funds, and somehow successfully engineer a path to 

transformational change while honoring longstanding traditions.  These additional 

expectations of the leaders in higher education stress traditional expectations and offer a 

world full of potential ethical catastrophes (Davis, 2007b, p. 48).   

An Ethical Leadership Model 

 
The discipline of business ethics has existed for about 30 years, so the study of ethical 

behavior in business is mature compared to its consideration in education literature.  Even so, 

ethical models are scarce.  Even with the attention given business ethical lapses of late in the 

literature, a model for business ethics has not been offered until recently (Svensson & Wood, 
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2008, pp. 303-304).  Due to the maturity of the study of ethics in business literature, the void 

of a framework in education literature, and the similarities in operations of higher education 

institutions with for-profit businesses, the Model of Business Ethics as defined by Goran 

Svensson and Greg Wood is presented here, with intentions to mold its concepts to help 

understand and evaluate educational leaders.   

 

 
Figure 5: A Model of Business Ethics 

 

Note: From “A Model of Business Ethics,” by G. Svensson and G. Wood, 
February 2008, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 77 No. 3, p. 304.  Reprinted 
with permission.   

 

 The model contains three major components: expectations, perceptions, and 

evaluations.  These three components are interconnected by five subcomponents: what 

society expects; organizational values, norms and beliefs; outcomes; what society evaluates; 

and reconnection.  The model’s three components include a number of elements that describe 
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the way that businesses react with society.  When using the model to examine a specific 

organization, some elements are minimized or ignored while others are elevated and 

expanded.  Regardless, this holistic approach to considering all elements in the model 

provides a protocol for examining the expectations and perceptions of society toward a 

specific organization in regards to ethical behavior (Svensson & Wood, 2008, p. 305). 

The first major component in the model is expectations.  Society has expectations of 

business organizations and their leaders, and grants them legitimacy and authority to exist as 

long as they act in a manner acceptable to members of the society.  Each of the elements in 

this component of the model shapes the way in which a society comes to view the business 

entity.  Some of the societal expectations are formally defined in government legislation.  

Business is so prevalent in today’s society that laws are targeted at ensuring the expectations 

of society are met and to prevent recurrences of intolerable behavior by business that 

committed indiscretions at some point in time (Svensson & Wood, 2008, p. 306).  

Consequently, legislation establishes a floor for business behavior.  The Environmental 

Protection Agency was created in the 1960’s in response to undesirable environmental 

disasters.  Undesirable behavior by companies such as Enron and WorldCom generated the 

passage of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (Rittenberg et al., 2008, p. 11; Svensson & 

Wood, 2008, p. 307).  These and other laws clearly communicate unacceptable behavior to 

the business world, and the fear of prosecution compels proper behavior. 

 Other societal expectations are less formal, but equally important, in shaping the 

behavior of business organizations and their leaders.  Lobby groups are formal or informal 

cliques that rally crowds to protest various business activities.  They disseminate information 

and mobilize supporters to challenge the status quo on issues such as the environment, 
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human rights, health issues, or various corporate displeasures (Svensson & Wood, 2008, p. 

307).  Additionally, the media occupies an important role in shaping society expectations, 

collecting and disseminating information that can support or harm a business (p. 309).  All of 

these elements contribute to the societal expectations of the business community.   

 The second major component in Svensson and Wood’s (2008) model is perceptions.  

They posit that organizations must consider the impact of business practices on their 

stakeholders, both internal and external, and that leaders must be in concert with the 

espoused values of the organization, fellow employees, and the community.  Based on their 

perceptions of the ethical expectations of the organization and its leaders, employees often 

emulate the behavior of leaders who must act as models for proper conduct and learning.  If 

staff members feel connected with their organization, they will respect its implied ethics (p. 

313).  Shareholders who invest in a company are entitled to reasonable return on their 

investments, and if ignored, may resort to activism.  The perceptions and needs of external 

stakeholders must be considered.  Suppliers of products to the company should be treated 

with respect and not as a subservient entity.  Customers and suppliers should be seen as 

partners in the process of developing company wealth, not as a means to acquire it.  

Employees should act ethically and responsibly in all dealings with customers, recognizing 

the importance of repeat customers in today’s market environment (p. 314).  Even the impact 

on competitors should be considered.  While winning in the market is rewarded, 

organizations should be cognizant of the greater good and contemplate the ramifications of 

their competitive actions.  Not to do so is disrespectful and lessens the commitment to ethical 

standards (pp. 314-315).  All of these elements add to the ethical perceptions of an 

organization.  
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 The final major component in the model is evaluations.  Svensson and Wood (2008) 

theorize that organizations evaluate themselves and are evaluated by society on a number of 

criteria.  In some cases, this assessment is planned, expected and even routine, but in other 

ways the assessment may not be conscious, but rather one that develops as questions arise 

(Svensson & Wood, 2008, p. 315).  Economic outcomes, they state, are natural measures of 

the organization’s success.  Since profits allow corporations to reinvest in the future, and 

enable it to expand and diversify, so profits in a capitalistic society are not seen as 

counterproductive, but rather an essential feature of the ethics and expectations of the 

company.  Regardless of the size of a profit or loss, it serves as a measure of effectiveness of 

the entity.  Organizations should act ethically and be measured by those actions, not content 

with upholding a minimum standard of being merely legal (Svensson & Wood).  Products 

that once were legal and acceptable are now being scrutinized.  Negative stigmas are attached 

to tobacco products, fast food, alcohol, firearms, and other items that remain legal, but are 

disdained by some society members (p. 318).  

 The three major components of the model are connected by five sub-components that 

mark the flow.  The process begins with a box marked society expects that initiates the flow 

by directing attention to the expectations component.  Connecting the expectations and 

perceptions components are organizational values, norms, and beliefs.  This is a declaration 

of the importance of culture in the success of a corporation.  It has been called the glue that 

holds the company together, and is shaped by internal and external forces.  The elements of 

the perceptions component describe the impact of the practices of the business on the internal 

and external stakeholders of the business (p. 313).   
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The Model for Business Ethics is presented to provide an insight to criteria that 

compose ethical behavior.  It recognizes the importance of societal expectations, perceptions 

of the personal commitment to ethical behavior, and the value of routine internal and external 

assessment.  Though designed for business operations, many of the concepts easily transfer 

to educational entities, offering a tool to assess the actions taken by the target of the case 

study.  

Unethical Leadership Today 

 
Although the enhanced media capabilities of today provide a bounty of stories of 

unethical behavior, examples of malfeasance are not limited to current times.  Writings from 

as far back as medieval times in England show authorities prohibiting the manipulation of 

markets and other crimes.  The term ‘white collar crime’ was coined by an American 

sociologist in the 1940’s, demonstrating that unethical behavior is not a contemporary 

aberration (Svensson & Wood, 2008, p. 304).  It was during the 1960’s, however, during the 

proliferation of business scandals that interest in business ethics and corporate social 

responsibility gained significant attention (Rhode, 2006, p. 11).  It was during this timeframe 

that corporate disregard for environmental issues gave rise to the Environment Protection 

Agency.  The Watergate scandal of the 1970’s headlined government misconduct and the 

savings and loan failures of the 1980’s followed.  Since then the pervasiveness of unethical 

behavior and the complexity of each crime have steadily increased.  The Association of 

Certified Fraud Examiners estimated that businesses lost an astounding $994 billion in 2008, 

or around 7% of revenue, to employee fraud.  Of the instances of employee fraud, one 

quarter involve a loss of $1 million or more (Ratley, 2008, p. 4).    
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Today, men and women are willing to violate their socially-accepted morals for 

personal financial gain, notoriety, or position.  Media reports are full of stories of once-

respected people who are now suffering disgrace due to their own unethical behavior.  The 

cost of individual unethical behavior, whether financial or otherwise, is often very visible and 

measurable.  Public exposure is often followed by events such as employment termination, 

financial penalty, indictment, or arrest (Davis, 2007a).   

Although many of the highly publicized examples of unethical behavior by entities 

and their leaders abound in the private sector, similar behavior has found its way to higher 

education.  For instance, Maricopa Community College in Arizona faced the most severe of 

penalties, possibly even the loss of authority to award degrees, as a result of multiple fraud 

investigations including the expenditure of $324,000 for international travel by 

administrators ("Arizona Lawmakers Target Maricopa Travel Expenses," 2006, p. 12).  A 

Georgia Tech employee pleaded guilty to fraud for purchasing an astonishing 3,800 personal 

items valued at $316,000 via her state-issued credit card (Rankin, 2008).  Across the state at 

the University of Georgia, three employees have been arrested for similar schemes (Andrea 

Jones, 2008).  In Massachusetts, Quincy College is coping with multiple scandals such as a 

President who embezzled funds and a Program Director who was arrested for stealing more 

than $100,000 by adding fake instructors to the payroll (Varughese, 2005).  In Florida, a 

community college president of 22 years was fired after being indicted for perjury and for 

participating in a $6 million scheme in which the college was used as a conduit of state funds 

to provide an airport hanger to a local businessman (Nuss, 2009; WJHG.com Staff, 2009). 

Across the country, citizens question the validity of leadership and the organizations 

which suffer from a moral lapse.  Shattered reputations create problems for organizations 
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whose clientele consider alternatives when unethical behavior causes concern (Davis, 2007a, 

p. 155).  The public’s confidence and trust in societal norms is shaken as societies suffer the 

unwanted consequences and cost of the adverse actions of leaders and organizations 

(Svensson & Wood, 2008, pp. 303-304).  The concern is so great that it has elevated to the 

point of society being intolerant to leaders who are merely indifferent to moral responsibility, 

much less personally engaging in unethical behavior (Kanungo, 2001). 

A number of disturbing incidents are discussed above.  Careful evaluation of these 

reveals an organizational culture that provided the atmosphere for unethical behavior to 

thrive undetected, which leads to the subsequent discussion of organizational change. 

 

Organizational Change 

 
 In the book Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice, and Leadership, authors Lee 

Bolman and Terrence Deal offer a theoretical framework for organizational change by 

viewing organizations through four “frames.”  These frames are not physical components or 

identifiable processes of an organization to be maneuvered in reorganizing in the sense of 

reframing a house, but rather frames is their choice of terminology to describe an outlook, 

view, mindset, or cognitive lens by which to examine and understand organizational 

behavior.  These frames help managers to understand the organization in ways which will 

help leaders sort through the many “voices” competing for their attention.  Frames are a set 

of ideas or assumptions that act as windows that help leaders and managers find their way 

around.  Viewing the organization through these frames helps to explain the behavior of an 

organization in its entirety, its components, or persons in that organization.  This insight 

helps not only to anticipate expected behavior, but to explain unusual events in the past and 
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help leaders determine the best path for the future (Bolman & Deal, 2003, p. 12).  This 

approach appears especially helpful when external market pressures demand radical change 

such as the need in the Alabama Community College System.    

The Four Frames 

 
 The first frame, or mindset, is the structural frame.  This view draws from 

management science and treats an organization as a factory that emphasizes goals, 

specialized tasks and roles, and formal relationships.  The organization is presented in 

structured and organized manners like organizational charts.  Diverse and complicated 

activities are controlled and completed by well-established and accepted rules, policies, 

procedures, and hierarchy (Bolman & Deal, 2003, p. 14).  One intellectual principle of this 

frame is the emphasis by a business on maximizing efficiency.  Another is the phenomenon 

of a patriarchal style of leadership dominated by a father figure with almost unlimited power.  

Divisions of labor, hierarchy of offices representing clear levels of authority, sets of rules 

governing performance, and the hiring staff based on merit and not relationships are all 

descriptions of viewing an organization from this frame (pp. 45-46).  Metaphors of this view 

are a machine, factory, or an army. 

 The second frame is the human resource frame which is based primarily on the field 

of psychology.  It views the organization like an extended family made up of individuals with 

needs, feelings, prejudices, skills, and limitations.  The organization is composed of 

individuals who find a way to get the job done and hope to feel good while doing so.  The 

challenge is to tailor an organization to the individual employees (Bolman & Deal, 2003, p. 

14).  This frame assumes that organizations exist to serve human needs rather than humans 

exist to serve the organization.  People and organizations need each other.  People provide 
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the organization with ideas, energy, and talent while they receive careers, salary, and 

opportunities.  If there is a good fit between the person and the organization, the relationship 

benefits both, and if there is not a good fit, one or both suffer (p. 115).  A metaphor of this 

view is a family. 

 The third frame is the political frame, rooted in the work of political scientists.  It 

approaches organizations as arenas, contests, or jungles where resources are scarce and 

conflict is rampant.  Differences in needs, perspectives, lifestyles, and personalities create an 

environment of bargaining, negotiation, coercion, and compromise.  Solutions arise from 

political skills and influence while problems arise when authority is too centralized or 

misplaced (Bolman & Deal, 2003, p. 15).  Organizations consist of groups of diverse 

individuals with enduring differences in values, beliefs, information, interests, and 

perceptions of reality.  Important decisions usually evolve the allocation of scarce resources 

and power to solve the conflict is the most important asset (p. 186).  Metaphors of this frame 

are a legislative body or a jungle. 

 The last frame is the symbolic frame which emphasizes the culture of the 

organization.  This concept draws from social and cultural anthropology, treating 

organizations as tribes, theatres, or carnivals.  It sees the organization more as rituals, stories, 

heroes, ceremonies, and myths than a set of structured rules, policies, hierarchies, or 

authorities.  Like a theatre stage, actors play their roles while audiences form impressions.  

Problems arise when actors blow their parts, when symbols lose their meaning, or when 

ceremonies and rituals lose their potency (Bolman & Deal, 2003, p. 15).  More important to 

the organization is what an action or event means rather than what exactly took place.  

Activity and meaning are related, but can have multiple meanings because people interpret 
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experiences differently.  In pervasive uncertainty and ambiguity, individuals create symbols 

to resolve confusion, find direction, and build hope.  This frame views culture as the bond 

that holds organizations together and unites people in shared values and beliefs (pp. 242-

243).  Metaphors of this frame are carnivals, tribes, or churches.  Cultural change as viewed 

through this frame is the key to successful transformational change within an organization (p. 

15).  It is this frame that reveals the necessity of significant cultural change in and to an 

organization in order to realize long-term change to the organization.  It is this frame that 

demonstrates the connection between organization change and cultural change.   

Below is a table containing some primary concepts of the Four Frame Model. 

 
Table 2: Four Frame Model 
 

Frames 

 Structural Human 
Resource 

Political Symbolic 

     

Metaphor Factory or 
Machine 

Family Jungle Carnival, 
temple, theatre 

Central 
concepts 

Rules, roles, 
goals, policies, 
technology, 
environment 

Needs, skills, 
relationships 

Power, conflict, 
competition, 
organizational 
politics 

Culture, 
meaning, 
metaphor, 
ritual, 
ceremony, 
stories, heroes 

Image of 
leadership 

Social 
architecture 

Empowerment Advocacy Inspiration 

Basic 
leadership 
challenge 

Attune structure 
to task, 
technology, 
environment 

Align 
organizational 
and human 
needs 

Develop agenda 
and power base 

Create faith, 
beauty, 
meaning 

 

Note: From Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice, and Leadership (p. 
16), by L. G. Bolman and T. E. Deal, 2003, San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass.   
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 The four frames offer different views of realities in an organization.  Each frame 

offers a different method to gain understanding of the soul of an organization.  Bolman and 

Deal (2003, pp. 13-16) explain that a person may be drawn to one or two frames and repelled 

by the others.  Some may seem clear and straightforward while others puzzling, but learning 

to apply all four frames deepens one’s appreciation and understanding of an organization.  

For any given situation, one frame may be more helpful than another.  In a time of 

uncertainty or crossroads, a rational and structured process may be exactly what is needed, 

but in other times, developing a power base may be more critical.  If individual commitment 

is needed, then the frame of choice may be the human resource frame.  If technical 

qualifications must be met, the structured approach is more appropriate.  If there is a level of 

ambiguity, then the political or symbolic frame may be best.  In times of great stress, 

decisions may become a form of ritual that brings comfort and support to all.  Choosing a 

frame, or understanding the view of others involves analysis, intuition, and artistry, but will 

help a leader to maximize his or her effectiveness (pp. 309-310). 

 To further illustrate the application of the Four Frame Model to this study, consider 

four important processes in which the Alabama Community College System must engage 

during the time of recovery: approaching conflict, reorganizing, goal setting, and evaluating.  

Since the System is an example of a bureaucratic organization with a clear hierarchy of 

authority with extensive formal policies, it is easy to view the organization via the structural 

frame, but viewing these processes from all four frames reveals a more in-depth 

understanding of the behavior of the organization since it consists of many people who 

approach or view reality differently (Bolman & Deal, 2003, pp. 306-307).  
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Table 3: Four-Frame View of Selected Processes 
 

Frames 

 Structural Human 
Resource 

Political Symbolic 

     
Approaching 
conflict 

Maintain 
organizational 
goals by having 
authorities 
resolve conflict 

Develop 
relationships by 
having 
individuals 
confront 
conflict 

Develop power 
by bargaining, 
forcing, or 
manipulating 
others to win 

Develop shared 
values and use 
conflict to 
negotiate 
meaning 

Reorganizing Realign roles 
and 
responsibilities 
to fit tasks and 
environment 

Maintain a 
balance 
between human 
needs and 
formal roles 

Redistribute 
power and form 
new coalitions 

Maintain an 
image of 
accountability; 
negotiate new 
social order 

Goal setting Keep 
organization 
headed in the 
right direction 

Keep people 
involved and 
communication 
open 

Provide 
opportunity for 
individuals and 
groups to make 
interests known 

Develop 
symbols and 
shared values 

Evaluating Way to 
distribute 
rewards or 
penalties and 
control 
performance 

Process for 
helping 
individuals 
grow and 
improve 

Opportunity to 
exercise power 

Occasion to 
play roles in 
shared drama 

 
Note: Adapted from Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice, and 

Leadership (pp. 306-307), by L. G. Bolman and T. E. Deal, 2003, San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass.   

 

Organizational Change from External Forces 

 
Organizational change can happen as a result of proactive leadership or as a reaction 

to environmental pressures.  In this section, the concept of an academic market is explored in 

regards to the force it exerts on institutions.  For example, if funds become available for 

institutions to do research in global warming and a university begins research in this area in 

response to the available funds, then the university has reacted to academic market forces.  
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The premise is that academic market forces, whether or not recognized as such, also motivate 

those in authority to take action to resolve unethical behavior due to the fear of negative 

external actions against the institution.  Though this is not a reaction for the purpose of 

increasing revenue, it is a reaction to reduce a potential loss of funds.  Market forces may not 

be a full substitute for ethical commitments entrenched in the organizational culture, but 

these forces do discourage unethical behavior as individuals and economic institutions rely 

on mutual honesty and fair dealings (Rhode, 2006, p. 14).  Thus, a recognition of market 

forces, positive or negative, by leadership can help the institution proactively change and 

thus better complete their missions (Zemsky, Wegner, & Massy, p. 68).  To build this theory, 

an overview of academic capitalism is presented.   

Students of business are accustomed to referring to the buying and selling of goods as 

the ‘market.’  It is so common that one of the areas of specialty in college business programs 

is the subject of marketing.  The term is used to describe business transactions, but can it also 

accurately describe behaviors in higher education?  Are free market supply and demand 

forces also at work in the higher education arena?  Public universities are ‘public’ due to their 

revenue sources from tax dollars and the applicable laws unique to government and 

education entities.  Public higher education’s government oversight, publicly-funded revenue 

streams, and unique missions create an environment that has not traditionally been 

considered part of the free market.  However, with recent major educational changes, one can 

certainly question whether principles of the ‘market’ apply also to higher education.    

 There are disagreements in higher education literature as to what markets or market 

forces actually do.  Because the term has numerous definitions and connotations, 

disagreement exists regarding exactly what the word ‘market’ in fact entails (Gough, 2006, p. 
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288).  For instance, the public website www.dictionary.com lists nineteen different 

definitions for the word.  A variety of meanings leads one to use care in defining the term as 

the preferred meaning may be diminished or lost due the ambiguity caused by the range of 

possible meanings.  To illustrate, look at six of the nineteen entries for ‘market’ on the 

website: 

1) A place or building where buyers and sellers convene 
2) Trade or traffic in a particular commodity (e.g., cotton market) 
3) Demand of a particular commodity (e.g., leather market) 
4) A region in which goods are services are bought, sold, or used  
5) As a verb; denoting to buy or sell at a particular price  
6) As an idiom; “at the market” meaning sold at a prevailing price 

("Dictionary.com," 2009).  
 
Obviously, choosing any one of the above definitions could alter the conversation.  

When referring to the market in higher education, we could be discussing the commodity of 

knowledge, the area in which students make a commitment to attend a certain institution, the 

demand of a particular type of education by certain students, or even the price of higher 

education.  The discussion can focus in a micro sense on any one of many areas, or from a 

macro sense it could view the behaviors and include all of these topics.  When we add the 

term ‘forces’ to ‘market,’ we then have a study of energy and influences that promote 

adjustments to, or explain the changes to, a member of the market.  Adding this term implies 

that multiple influences are at work simultaneously within a macro market, and that these 

pressures do influence change to an organization.  

Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) describe their contribution to the literature as work that 

has been to “develop a theory of academic capitalism in the new economy” (p. 305).  In 

doing so, they assume the existence of capitalism in higher education and describe the 

atmosphere as a “new economy” that has figuratively overthrown previous environments in 
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the spirit of a political coup.  By terming their concept the Academic Capitalist 

Knowledge/Learning Regime, Slaughter and Rhoades advance the concept of a true higher 

education market.  They propose that the forces that drive decisions of management in higher 

education entities are not just described by the term “market.”  Rather, the environment of 

operations in higher education is caused by, or is a result of, forces equivalent to the 

conventional business market.   

  On the other hand, objections to the market hypothesis are ascribed to the influence of 

public policy, public funding, and the regulated environment in which public universities 

operate.  Stated simply, in the public sense decisions are made for society as a whole.  In the 

market sense, however, decisions of price, quantity, and location are driven by the decisions 

of individual buyers and sellers.  Skeptics of the true market theory believe that since 

education is a public offering, it should be for the common or collective good, and therefore 

associated decisions should not be driven by individuals, rather they should be driven by 

what is for the greater good of society (Gough, 2006, p. 298).  A good example of these 

contrary views is tuition pricing.  Skeptics of market theory would propose that tuition prices 

be set for the common good of providing greater access to higher education for all citizenry.  

Proponents of the market theory, however, would argue that tuition prices would be set at 

whatever level students are willing to pay.  Gough also argues, “regardless of our view of the 

functioning of actual markets with which we happen to be familiar, hypothetical markets may 

provide a potentially useful device in the design of actual educational provision” (p. 298).  

Gough advocates the use of market principles to describe the behaviors of institutions, but 

does not equate the environment to a true market.  Finally, another reason for the debate 

against the existence of colleges and universities operating within a viable and genuine 
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market is that they do not answer to a group of shareholders who are waiting to intervene 

should profitability be inadequate (Zemsky et al., 2005, p. 68).  

In describing academic capitalism in the new economy, Slaughter and Rhoades 

(2004, p. 305) offer five discussion areas to substantiate their concepts.  They indicate the 

existence of a regime change; university engagement in marketizing higher education; the 

existence of common and prevalent market behaviors; the subjection of university labor to 

market forces; and the reduction of public support for higher education.  These areas lead to 

an accelerated acceptance of market forces on the decisions of higher education managers.   

Applying Market Forces to Case Study 

 
In reviewing various literature articles on the topic of academic capitalism, it appears 

the majority supports the premise that higher education is indeed operating in an 

authenticated education market, more than just market forces mimicking the business market.  

Since it was difficult to locate antagonistic opposing views, either these views are in the 

minority or the newness of the topic has allowed time for only positive literature thus far.  

With public funds and government influence sinking over recent years, higher education 

entities are compelled to seek alternative revenue sources.  Whether it be funds for certain 

types of research, new types of presentation of education, or increases in student tuition rates, 

institutions must react to the ‘market’ to sustain its operations.  The manner in which a 

university reacts to this market force is the heart of the debate, and offers much evidence for 

the case of an authentic higher education market.  The mere existence of these similar and 

worthy debates implies that the market has always been a part of higher education and is here 

to stay.   
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A premise of the study is that behavior of leaders and entire organizations within the 

Alabama Community College System is substantially influenced by the inertia of 

organizational culture, expectations of internal stakeholders, and pressures from external 

forces.  This is displayed in the Venn diagram below.   

 

Figure 6: Influences on Leadership Behavior 

 

 

In relation to external market forces, the fear of radical punishment to the college as a 

result of unethical leadership also is a motivating factor of change.  Higher education 

institutions can respond to diminishing public funds by pursuing grants, increasing tuition 

rates, or offering incentives to expand enrollment.  In the case of the Alabama Community 

College System, the fear of long-term negative consequences to the institutions as a result of 

a loss of credibility drives the decision and is a reaction to market forces.  This motivation is 

a response to external pressures of the market, the environment in which a college operates.  

It may not be exceedingly reactive to new sources of revenue in the true sense of academic 

capitalism, but it is certainly reactive to fears of punishment due to unethical behavior, and 
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the corresponding public exposure of such.  This punishment may be a reduction in 

enrollment as recently seen at Bishop State Community College which also faced a possible 

loss of accreditation due to unethical behavior at the south Alabama institution (Altman, 

2007a).  Extreme abuses can result in the extinction of an academic entity as in the case of 

Technology Plus of Alabama in 1992 (Ellis, 1994).  Thus market can be one of damage 

control as well as revenue seeking.  

 

Leading Organizational Change 

 
Intentional change to an organization requires a change in philosophical direction, 

and solutions to organizational problems such as unethical leadership may require a change 

in the leaders themselves (Levin, 2000, p. 36).  Regardless, change is a process that must be 

intentionally led not only by the one leader in charge, but is best accomplished by a coalition 

of influential persons within the organization working together with the leader (Kotter, 1996, 

p. 6).  The importance of intentionally managing or leading change is explored further by 

Kotter when he states 

Managing change is important.  Without competent management, the transformation 

process can get out of control.  But for most organizations, the much bigger challenge 

is leading change.  Only leadership can blast through the many sources of corporate 

inertia.  Only leadership can motivate the actions needed to alter behavior in any 

significant way.  Only leadership can get change to stick by anchoring it in the very 

culture of an organization. (p. 30) 

Permanent change in organizational behavior requires that changes be assimilated 

into the organization’s culture (Kotter, 1996).  Leaders who understand cultural elements and 
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external influences on the organization are better equipped to understand the complexity of 

change and how best to use their influence within their organization.  Understanding 

symbolic forms and activities help shape an effective organization, as long as the 

organizational culture is aligned with the challenges of the marketplace (Bolman & Deal, 

2003, p. 244) 

Permanent, transformational change according to Kotter (1996) has two major 

components.  First there must be a multistage process and second, it must have a driving 

force behind the process: leadership, leadership, and still more leadership (p. 31).  He 

provides a model, or stage, for change in the form of eight stages as follows: 

1. Establishing a sense of urgency 

2. Creating the guiding coalition 

3. Developing a vision and strategy 

4. Communicating the change vision 

5. Empowering broad-based action 

6. Generating short-term wins 

7. Consolidating gains and producing more change 

8. Anchoring new approaches in the culture. (p. 21) 

These eight stages connect change with culture and leadership.  Change must be 

planned and managed throughout a multistage process.  This requires leadership at all stages, 

and is not complete until the change is anchored into the organizational culture.  
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Summary 

 
The review of professional literature presented a framework for understanding ethical 

leadership and the deleterious effects of a lapse in it.  When leaders of educational 

organizations act in unethical ways, they gamble with their reputations and the well-being of 

their organization.  When discovered, unacceptable behavior by leaders is challenged by a 

society that demands reform.  Oftentimes the result of exposure, public outcry, and legal 

actions is a loss of employment and status for the shamed leader, but it also inaugurates a 

period of severe consequences for the organization.  Higher education’s rich history helps to 

accumulate and solidify a culture that values integrity, service, and personal altruism with 

many professionals considering education a divine calling.  It is a culture rich in tradition, but 

resistant to rapid change.  The recovery from a period of unethical leadership requires a 

period of intentional change led by strong and involved leaders.  For the restoration to be 

successful, these leaders must consistently exhibit a moral character above reproach while 

understanding the complexities of organizational culture, and be willing to engage in 

pervasive organizational change over a long period.  Covering all of these themes, the 

literature review establishes a foundation to guide the research and examine an exciting and 

challenging journey to recovery. 
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CHAPTER 3:  METHODOLOGY 

 
This chapter provides an explanation of the methodology followed during the 

research phase.  Chapter 2 presented a review of the professional literature.  Based on this 

understanding of the professional literature, a model for making ethical decisions was 

developed and presented in Figure 6.  Using this platform on page 59, an evaluation of the 

System’s response to unethical behavior was conducted.  One of the primary tools to assess 

this response is the Corruption Control Circumplex (see page 22).   

To further explain the research plan, this chapter includes narratives describing the 

research perspective, design, and questions.  Included are explanations of the methods of data 

collection, the process of data collection, and the analysis of data.  To further inform the 

reader of the approach of the study, an explanation of the positionality of the researcher is 

included along with statements concerning the validity of the study. 

 

Research Questions 

  
Presented in Chapter 1 was a brief introduction to the two-year colleges in Alabama.  

The history introduced in Chapter 1, and expanded in Chapter 4, covered the two distinct 

episodes of unethical behavior a decade apart.  In both cases of unethical behavior, politically 

influential persons used the system of colleges as a conduit or vehicle to route funds for their 

own personal financial benefit (Demonia, 2006).  The theory that the Alabama Community 

College System, when faced with the notable episode referred to as the Technology Plus 
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Scandal in the early 1990’s, weathered the criticism and continued over the next decade 

without substantial change anchored in its culture is substantiated by a subsequent and 

similar scandal a decade later.  The issue at hand is, therefore, whether the Alabama 

Community College System is responding to the current scandal by engaging in a significant 

cultural shift that ensure its recovery, or if the implemented changes consist of minimal 

market-forced steps that are merely cosmetic in nature.  The absence of systemic changes to 

address the 1990’s scandal may have enabled the same type of scandalous event to reoccur a 

decade later.  The research is intended to determine if the System this time made sufficient 

authentic change to create an operating culture of virtuous intentions with ample 

accountability. 

Therefore, two research questions are answered.  The first is “What happened in the 

Alabama Community College System to foster a period of unethical leadership and 

necessitate the current response?”  To answer this question, a history of the System including 

key events in both scandals is offered as a foundation of understanding into what happened to 

allow the System to revert into another scandal.  Based on these historical events of the case 

study, an examination of the System’s response offers insight to the path of an organization 

to restore its credibility after a scandal.  Thus, the second research question is “How does a 

higher education organization successfully rebuild its credibility after recently being 

tarnished by a period of unethical leadership?”  To answer this research question, it is 

necessary to parse this concept into studies of changes in personnel, policy, procedures, 

organizational structure, and behavior recently implemented throughout the System in an 

attempt to development of a culture of integrity?  In addition to answering these two research 

questions, a goal of the study is to provide generalized recommendations for educational 
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organizations and future leaders who find themselves in similar situations and to offer 

enabling suggestions to create scandal resilient organizations.   

 

Research Perspective 

 
To examine the phenomenon of unethical leadership in education, a qualitative 

research study was performed.  This interpretive orientation of research attempts to 

understand the meaning of a process or phenomenon.  It is this “understanding of the 

process” that becomes the knowledge to be gained by inductive or theory-generating modes 

of inquiry in qualitative research (Merriam, 1998, p. 4).  This type of research can be further 

defined by disciplinary orientation and by the overall intent.  A disciplinary orientation in 

education research is often conducted to study specific issues and problems of practice within 

education processes (p. 34).  This research and presentation is intended to be descriptive in 

nature, one that presents a detailed account of the phenomenon under study (p. 38).  A 

phenomenological approach emphasizes experience and interpretation, and focuses on the 

essence or structure of an experience or phenomenon (p. 15).   

To explore the impact of unethical behavior by the leadership of an educational 

organization, a particular type of descriptive, qualitative research known as a “case study” 

was performed.  There is some confusion in the definitions of case study as some describe it 

as the process of conducting the study and others describe is as the unit of study.  Regardless, 

Merriam (1998) describes it as is “an intensive, holistic description and analysis of a single 

instance, phenomenon, or social unit” (p. 27).  The approach provides exceptional modus 

operandi for examining the phenomenon of unethical behavior by leaders in education today.   
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Expanding on the concept of a case study, the research performed was a special type 

of interpretive, qualitative, descriptive, education case study known as an “historical 

organizational case study.”  This form of case study is commonly used in educational 

research and examines an organization with the notion of investigating a phenomenon over a 

period of time (Merriam, 1998, p. 35).  Along with the conventional data collection 

procedures of observations, interviews, and document examinations (Creswell, 2003, pp. 

185-188), it employs the use of primary historical source materials to describe institutions, 

programs, or practices as they have evolved over time.  The form presents information 

regarding the chronological evolution of a bounded entity (Merriam, 1998, p. 27).  It also 

considers the context of events, assumptions behind the events, and the impact on the 

organization and/or its participants (p. 35).   

The historical organizational case study examines the rise of the Alabama 

Community College System with special interest in the recurring unethical behavior by its 

leadership in recent years.  Data collected to describe the events and actions of the System 

are generally included in Chapter 4.  This research addressed the response of a large 

educational organization to negative consequences of unethical leadership, especially the 

precarious steps of new leaders to overcome negative consequences to the organization and 

restore public trust and organizational credibility.  The history of the System is split into two 

major sections: before and after July 2006, the month in which Roy Johnson was terminated 

by the Board from his position as Chancellor of the Alabama Community College System.  

This action set into motion an effort to restore the credibility to a system of colleges which 

had been embarrassed by the revelations of criminal and otherwise questionable behavior. 
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The dissertation examines the theory that in order to regain public trust, there must be 

a noticeable and significant change in organizational culture, and that this change must be 

authentic, extensive, and sufficiently communicated to the relevant stakeholders.  Therefore, 

special emphasis is placed on studying operational and organizational changes that positively 

impact the organization’s culture enough to eliminate or greatly reduce the risk of recurrence 

of similar scandalous events in the future.  

 

Research Design 

  
The design of the research study is intended to provide the most revealing and 

accurate results in response to the two research questions.  A summary of the research 

process is:  

1) Examined documents related to the Alabama Community College System, its history, 

culture, governance, and policies, with special emphasis on recent unethical behaviors 

by upper management; 

2) Evaluated the response by the System to unethical behaviors by reviewing the actions 

of and changes to official policy issued by the Alabama State Board of Education; 

3) Examined other related documents such as correspondence, web presentations, news 

articles, audit reports, and court documents to gain insight to relevant events, actions, 

and environment of the System; 

4) Attended meetings where leaders of the System spoke of the events and plans for 

recovery; 

5) Interviewed two groups of select persons to complement the information contained 

historical documents, to explore the validity of the reaction of the System, and to fill 
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in any gaps the story as assembled by document review and observations.  This 

included one group of interviews intended to document and analyze procedural items, 

and another group of interviews designed to assess the acceptance and 

implementation of new policies; and 

6) Analyzed research and compiled results and findings, evaluating official actions of 

the System to establish a culture of integrity by comparing to theories and 

information contained in the literature review, especially those related to corruption 

control. 

During the time of research, the legal investigations proceeded and with those 

proceedings, new media reports were issued, so simultaneously with other research methods, 

new documents were continuously examined.  As the Board continued to react to internal 

desires and external pressures to correct operational activities, new policies were issued, and 

this activity can be noted in the detailed timeline assembled.  Because the Board is a 

policymaking body, the wishes of the Board are implemented via formal actions which are 

usually changes in formal policies, so changes to these policies are executed via public votes 

by the Board.  Thus, an evaluation of updates in official policy reveals the direction and 

intention of the Board.  For these reasons, official policy changes by the Board served as a 

guide to study the journey to recovery.   

 

Sample 

  
Participants to interview were chosen as needed to supplement two areas of the 

research.  Group 1 consisted primarily of participants, either internal or external to the 

System, who offered factual information to complement or clarify historical details which 
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were compiled from various documents.  Information from this group also helped to verify 

official relationship between their agencies and the System.  Group 2 consisted of veteran 

employees of the System who willingly offered their assessment of the actions of the System 

primarily during the timeframe after July 2006.   

Group 1 consists of certain employees, knowledgeable persons, and agency 

representatives interviewed to supplement the historical accounts portrayed in media and 

other documents, especially where historical documents may not be available.  The 

interviews contained questions that confirmed basic relationships, responsibilities, and 

operational information plus other questions that applied to the relationship of their entity to 

the System.  This group included representatives of external entities that have an interest in 

or responsibility to the System.  All participants in the group agreed to be interviewed as an 

act of their public duty in the normal course of their job.  All agreed to be identified and 

clearly consented to being associated with their comments.  For example, a representative of 

the Department of Postsecondary Education was asked to supplement information contained 

in the minutes of State Board of Education meetings, and a representative of the Alabama 

Ethics Commission (AEC) was asked to explain the training provided to college employees 

and to confirm the proper procedures to engage his agency when a whistleblower reports a 

violation.  Other interviews included representatives of the State Auditor’s Office, the 

Alabama Education Association, and the Birmingham News, an Alabama newspaper that 

produced a majority of media reports on the System’s corruption.   A sample interview 

question for someone in this group is “What is your agency’s relationship or responsibility to 

the colleges in the Alabama Community College System or the System as a whole?  Table 4 
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provides names and descriptions of participants in this group.  A copy of the interview 

protocol for this group is located in Appendix D.   

 

 
       Table 4: Group 1 Sample Demographics for Officials 
 

 Organization Title/Position Participant 

    

1 ACCS Chancellor’s Office Chancellor Bradley Byrne 
2 Alabama Ethics Commission Director James Sumner 

3 Alabama Education 
Association 

Executive 
Secretary 

Dr. Paul Hubbert 

4 Alabama State Auditor’s 
Office 

Former State 
Auditor 

Terry Ellis 

5 Birmingham News Reporter Robin Demonia 
6 Birmingham News Reporter Brett Blackledge 

 

A second group was interviewed to study the perception and validity of the response 

of the System.  The response of the System refers to actions taken by the Alabama 

Community College System after July 2006.  Since this date, the State Board of Education 

changed existing formal policies and created new policies intended to address some of the 

issues which allowed unethical behavior in the past.  Participants were asked if a particular 

policy is being implemented at their respective institution and if the implementation of this 

policy genuinely changes the behaviors, and if these changes promote the Board’s intended 

purpose.  Participants included representatives from the central office of the System and 

certain experienced personnel at individual colleges.  Selection of the sample in this group 

was based on the researcher’s judgment with the intent that participants represent a cross-

section of knowledgeable employees in the System below the level of Dean.  These 

employees were intentionally selected to represent personnel who are aware of actions of the 

Board, but were far enough removed from that line of authority that the answers given would 
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not be skewed in order to avoid affronting their superiors.  Included in this sample were at 

least one faculty member, registrar, librarian, counselor, personnel clerk, business office 

clerk, and internal auditor. 

In addition to care being exercised to select various professional positions, the same 

was intentionally stratified to include personnel from different colleges within the state with 

different genders and ethnic origins.  The criteria of “veteran employees” refers to employees 

who have been employed in the System for enough time to be competent in assessing 

authentic change, so only employees with at least 10 years experience were chosen.  Ten 

participants were interviewed.  A sample interview question for this group was:  

In the personnel area, policies have been changed or added to restrict the employment 

of relatives, to disclose the employment of relatives, to require ethics training, to 

require more robust employee evaluations at administrator levels, and to restrict the 

hiring of legislators in the System. How do you feel these changes in Board policy 

affected you or your college?   

Interviews were scheduled at the college where the participants are employed.  

Permission to interview the participants, use their comments, and conduct the interviews on-

site was requested from the appropriate authority at each location prior to conducting the 

interviews.  Due to the requirement of each participant to be employed by the System for at 

least 10 years, the anticipated ages of the participants ranged from thirty to sixty years. 

Transcripts of the interviews were compiled, analyzed, and incorporated into the final report.   

In addition to special emphasis on stratifying the sample by gender, ethnic origin, and 

position at their respective college, the individual institutions were selected to represent the 

different sizes, types, and locations throughout the state, including both colleges and the 



 

 72 

central office.  To insure confidentiality of this group, names and locations are not disclosed 

in the table.  Each person is assigned a letter and will be referred to a Participant A, 

Participant B, etc. when citing their responses.  A copy of the interview protocol for this 

group is located in Appendix E.  Table 5 below discloses as much demographic facts as 

possible for each interview participant without providing enough information for the identity 

of participants to be discovered.   

 

     Table 5: Group 2 Sample Demographics 
 

 Code Title/Position Gender Ethnic 
Origin 

Years 

1 A Auditor F B 19 
2 B Auditor M W 14 

3 C Clerical F W 18 
4 D Clerical F W 23 

5 E Counselor F W 14 

6 F Faculty 
Member 

M W 30 

7 G Faculty 
Member 

M W 20 

8 H Librarian F W 12 
9 I Personnel 

Director 
F B 10 

10 J Registrar F W 22 

 

 The University of Alabama Institutional Research Board reviewed the procedures 

used to question the participants and approved the selection of the sample and the interview 

protocols (Appendix D and E).  A copy of the approval letter to conduct interviews can be 

viewed in Appendix C.  The approval process also required adequate training of the primary 

interviewer.  This training was completed and the benefits of the training were incorporated 

into the interview process.  
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Data Analysis 

Qualitative research methods include document analysis, observations, and 

interviews.  In qualitative case studies like this dissertation, it is common to use all three of 

qualitative research methods (Merriam, 1998, p. 134), so all three were used and are 

discussed below.  The analysis of the qualitative data collected during the study generally 

followed the steps discussed in the Research Design section.  The initial step of document 

analysis was to gain knowledge of various aspects of the System by reading scores of media 

reports, minutes of Board meetings, numerous audit reports, various historical professional 

literature, and all existing Board policies.  A detailed timeline of significant events (see page 

116) led to other document analysis and research to fashion a complete chronological 

presentation of the System, exposing the phenomenon of interest.  During this time of data 

collection, the researcher observed several presentations by leaders of the System and 

performed personal interviews with knowledgeable professionals and employees of the 

System.  As data was collected and new issues arose, modifications of methods were made to 

better focus on the research questions (Merriam, 1998).  This iteration continued until all 

document analyses, observations, and interviews were complete.   

Document analysis was performed while the research question was being fashioned 

and during the entire process of data collection.  Each day, the researcher scanned news 

reports on web sites of various news outlets including The Chronicle of Higher Education, 

Birmingham News, Mobile Press Register, Huntsville Times, Decatur Daily, Opelika-Auburn 

News, Sand Mountain Reporter, and Alexander City Outlook.  As applicable news reports 

were identified, they were electronically copied, labeled by topic, and electronically stored.  

Later, articles were printed and filed chronologically.  All Board policies were retrieved, 
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stored electronically, and analyzed.  Board minutes for all Board meetings since July 2006 

were retrieved, stored electronically, and reviewed.  Other official correspondence, policy 

guidelines, and directives originating from the Board and Chancellor were also examined.  

As policies changed, the researcher compared the topic of the policy change, cross-

referencing to media reports, Board minutes, and official correspondence to determine if the 

change was a part of the recovery process or merely routine.  Updated or new policies 

identified as enacted as a part of the System’s response to the scandal were noted and then 

compared to the Organizational Corruption Control Circumplex to categorize in one of eight 

types.  Several visits to the Department of Postsecondary Education were made to review 

approximately 150 audit reports covering the period from 2002 until 2006.  Several 

indictments and court pleadings were retrieved electronically, stored, printed, and analyzed.  

Several System reports such as Building On Our Successes, Meeting Our Challenges, a 

report compiled by a state-wide task force, and Two years of going the distance, Light years 

ahead of where we started, a review of the status of the System by Chancellor Byrne, were 

retrieved electronically, stored, and analyzed.  Sections of state law, official guidelines of the 

Department of Examiners of Public Accounts, two related dissertations, and other helpful 

documents were also retrieved and reviewed.   

 Observations included several System meetings, public presentations by the 

Chancellor, and visits to the Department of Postsecondary Education in Montgomery.  Three 

presentations by Chancellor Byrne where he detailed the issues within the System and its 

progress were observed.  The researcher visited the new division of Internal Audit to observe 

the operations, meeting the Director and all staff and discussing the creation of and purpose 

of the new Division.   
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 As explained above in the Sample section, two different groups of persons were 

interviewed.  The first group consisted of Chancellor Byrne and five persons who worked for 

agencies other than the System.  This group offered insights into the System, its actions, and 

its operations from a view outside the colleges.  Interviews of  Chancellor Byrne, the 

Director of the Alabama Ethics Commission, and Executive Director of the Alabama 

Education Association were conducted at their offices during normal business hours.  The 

other three interviews were conducted via telephone; one due to scheduling difficulties and 

the other two due to the subjects being located in Georgia and Washington D.C.  A second 

group of 10 veteran employees of the System were interviewed with the intent to determine if 

the policy changes were impacting the organizational culture of their respective colleges, and 

to gain their perspective on the changes impacting the System as a whole.  Participants were 

chosen from various positions below the level of Dean and from only employees with 10 or 

more years of experience in the System.  Interviews were conducted at the participant’s work 

location.  All interviews were recorded, transcribed, and analyzed.  Themes common to 

interviews were identified, compiled into narratives, and presented in the data chapter (see 

page 155).  Quotations selected for use in the dissertation were sent to each employee 

participant for additional verification of accuracy.  In two instances, participants responded 

with recommended changes in grammar and these changes were made.  

As the legal investigations proceeded and headlines of System behavior continued, 

the Board reacted to internal desires and external pressures to correct operational activities.  

Because the Board is a policymaking body, the wishes of the Board are implemented via 

formal actions which are usually changes in formal policies.  Changes to these policies are 

executed via public votes by the Board.  Thus, an evaluation of updates in official policy 
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reveals the direction and intention of the Board and was therefore used to guide the study in 

documenting the journey to recovery.  An examination of all changes to official Board policy 

was necessary to identify the response during the applicable timeframe.  The following table 

list the policies determined to be changed after July 2006 and directly relate to the efforts to 

combat the previous unethical behavior.  For a complete listing of all policies and last date of 

change of each, see Appendix A. 

 
 

Table 6:  Policies Updated or Added in Response to Scandal 
 

 
Policy 

Number 
Description Last Date 

of Change 
Category 

     

1 205.03 Employment of Relatives  01/25/2007 Personnel 

2 205.04 Disclosure of Employment of Relatives  01/25/2007 Personnel 

3 205.05 Supervision and Evaluation of Relatives  01/25/2007 Personnel 

4 205.06 Disclosure and Approval of Contract 
Information  

01/25/2007 Procedures 

5 110.01 Establishment of the Division of Internal Audit  08/23/2007 Audit 

6 213.01 College-Related Foundations  09/27/2007 Procedures 

7 602.01 Appointment and Assignment of Personnel  09/27/2007 Personnel 

8 101.02 State Board of Education: Personnel Matters  10/25/2007 Personnel 

9 111.01 Institutional Gifts to Board Members, Officers 
and Directors  

10/25/2007 Procedures 

10 623.01 Criminal Background Checks  12/13/2007 Personnel 

11 203.01 President: Recruitment and Selection  01/24/2008 Personnel 

12 220.01 Elected State Officials: Employment 
Prohibited  

02/29/2008 Personnel 

13 609.04 Flexible Work Schedule  02/29/2008 Personnel 

14 301.01 Financial Management  03/27/2008 Procedures 

15 301.02 Accounting Procedures  03/27/2008 Procedures 

16 302.01 Fidelity Bond Schedule  03/27/2008 Procedures 

17 302.02 Treasurer  03/27/2008 Procedures 

18 303.01 Accreditation Expenses  03/27/2008 Procedures 

19 303.02 Returned Check Fee  03/27/2008 Procedures 

20 304.01 Financial Reporting  03/27/2008 Procedures 

21 306.01 Short-term Debt  03/27/2008 Procedures 
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22 306.02 Long-term Debt  03/27/2008 Procedures 

23 307.01 Depositories  03/27/2008 Procedures 

24 307.02 Reserve Fund  03/27/2008 Procedures 

25 308.01 Cash Management  03/27/2008 Procedures 

26 309.01 Purchasing  03/27/2008 Procedures 

27 309.02 Single Source and Sole Source Vendors  03/27/2008 Procedures 

28 310.01 Voluntary Payroll Deductions  03/27/2008 Procedures 

29 310.02 Insurance: Property and Liability  03/27/2008 Procedures 

30 315.01 Gifts and Bequests  03/27/2008 Procedures 

31 315.02 Solicitation of Gifts or Contributions from 
Vendor  

03/27/2008 Procedures 

32 316.01 Travel  03/27/2008 Procedures 

33 317.01 Cancellation of Uncollectible Debt  03/27/2008 Procedures 

34 320.01 Auxiliary Services  03/27/2008 Procedures 

35 516.01 Use of College Name or Logo  05/22/2008 Procedures 

36 519.01 Naming of Buildings and Other College 
Facilities  

05/22/2008 Procedures 

37 607.01 Evaluation of Personnel  08/28/2008 Personnel 

38 804.01 Fees: General  12/11/2008 Procedures 

39 318.01 Audits  03/26/2009 Audit 

 

Each policy was carefully studied and compared to the Chancellor’s plan of recovery and to 

the Corruption Control Circumplex.  This analysis is included in Chapter 4.  The applicable 

policies were aggregated by themes and used to produce an interview protocol.  Because of 

the volume of changes, participants were asked to respond only to general questions about 

policy updates in three areas: personnel, policy, and accountability.   

 

Bias and Positionality  

  
 Every effort was made to ensure minimal bias in the assessment of events and actions 

of the Alabama Community College System and subsequently in the interpretation and 

presentation of the results of the study.  Choosing to base the study on the official actions of 

the State Board of Education offers a measure of independence from researcher bias.   
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Although every effort was employed to ensure an unbiased approach, it is important 

to disclose the researcher’s positionality, expertise, and bias.  For the first five years of my 

career, I worked as a Certified Public Accountant and in this role participated or led audits on 

various types of public and private organizations.  These include private businesses such as 

banks, manufacturing companies, construction firms, farming operations, retail outlets, and 

public organizations such as municipal governments, water authorities, school boards, and 

federally funded social programs.  For four years, I worked as Assistant State Auditor with 

the State of Alabama.  In this position, I led statewide efforts to reengineer and automate the 

audit functions of the Office of State Auditor which included examinations of both state 

agencies and educational entities.   

 While working for the State Auditor, I first became aware of the Alabama 

Community College System as part of a team sent to review the financial operations of a 

small, state-funded training center located at Calhoun Community College in Decatur, 

Alabama.  This subunit of the college was known as Alabama Center for Quality and 

Productivity (later renamed Technology Plus of Alabama).  Though legally a part of Calhoun 

Community College, the entity received special funding from the state legislature and during 

the six years ending September 30, 1992, distributed $4.5 million to other organizations in 

what became termed as “pass-through pork funding.”  This episode in the history of the two-

year colleges became known as the “Technology Plus Scandal” and is briefly explained 

earlier in this report.  The existence of this earlier scandal and the response of the System to 

this original scandal is a critical part of the context for this study.  My personal experience in 

this project uniquely positions me to evaluate the details of a similar scandal.   
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Though many of the transactions and activities of this agency were disturbing, it 

introduced me to the two-year college system.  There I gained a tremendous respect for the 

magnitude, mission, and importance of the system of colleges.  At the end of my tenure as 

Assistant State Auditor, I gained employment with the Alabama Community College System 

at the central office in Montgomery and have spent the last 14 years employed with the 

System as an administrator or as a college instructor.   

Thus, I bring to this research some knowledge of the operations of the System, a 

measure of professional experience in state government and higher education, and a unique 

perspective being one of few who have audited private companies, state agencies, and state 

colleges.  These experiences should provide insight and assist in identifying and interpreting 

key themes of the study.  

 

Limitations 

 
Although every due diligence has been employed in collecting and analyzing the data 

and presenting the findings, there are some inherent limitations to this study.  First and 

foremost, the study attempted to measure the change in organizational culture.  Identifying 

and measuring a change in organizational culture is difficult using any means.  Even more 

difficult is the attempt to identify only the marginal cultural changes caused by the response 

to the recent unethical behavior.  It is made more difficult when time and resource constraints 

are imposed.  Increasing this number and including participants from more locations and 

levels of authority would have been insightful.  Even with larger samples, the on-going 

criminal investigations limited the pool and type of information that could be openly 

discussed, and those currently under criminal investigation were not available to interview.  
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In addition, the audit work papers of the Examiners are not available for public inspection, so 

assessing the validity of audit procedures at any particular location with certainty was 

severely inhibited.   

Participants interviewed offered important insights into the operations and culture of 

the System, but these participants had limited knowledge in certain topics, and may have 

been timid to openly express their true feelings for fear of repercussions.  They may have 

been reluctant to appear as whistleblowers in a System that has experienced recent turmoil.  

Even with the best of intentions, their responses will only be an indication of their impression 

of the cultural shift, not a measure of actual cultural shifts. 

 

Trustworthiness 

 
The research design and subsequent data analysis of this study added validity and 

trustworthiness.  Interpreting the response of the System as changes in official Board policies 

since July 2006 furnished an objective strategy to measure and document the efforts of the 

current leadership to restore credibility.  Since changes in policy require a public vote of the 

entire Board, it serves as a unified communication of their intent.  During the data collecting 

and analyzing procedures, copies of policy changes were acquired, and triangulated to Board 

minutes, media coverage, and web presentations.  Using primary historical documents as a 

foundation of this study provided a measure of validity to the theories.   

Other documents, and the content of those documents, were verified when possible.  

Oftentimes multiple media reports offered validation of events, dates, and issues.  Media 

reports of court proceedings were cross-referenced to court documents downloaded and 

reviewed.  Combining these historical documents with information gathered in interviews of 



 

 81 

key persons generated a complete set of data with which to compile the final report.  The data 

collected provided perceptions of how individuals and institutions in the System have 

responded to the changes attempted by the Board.  Participants in the study were asked to 

respond to the internal impact of changes in policy in their own job, at their institution, and in 

relation to the System as a whole.  All quotations from transcripts of interviews that were 

used in the dissertation were verified with participants to insure accuracy and to verify their 

permission to use their words in the particular context.  This approach provided a 

triangulation method which supplied a degree of trustworthiness of important facts.   

 

Summary 

  
This chapter presented various topics explaining the methodology of the research.  It 

began with an overview which connected the literature review to the methods.  To further 

explain the research plan, the chapter included narratives describing the research perspective, 

design, and questions, methods of data collection, specifics of the sample, the process of data 

collection, and the analysis of data.  Statements on positionality and trustworthiness were 

also included.  

Debates in the professional literature reveal the difficulty in comprehending and 

explaining the culture of an organization, much less the difficulty to change it or measure the 

change in it.  Intentional efforts and actions of the new leadership must guide this change.  

Regardless of whether a change in culture can be measured, a change in culture is known and 

felt by those who are a part of that change.  Historical documents and knowledgeable 

participants as described in this chapter provided an insight to the evolution of the 

organization’s culture.  Chapter 4 attempts to document historical events of the System and 
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the primary actions of the State Board of Education in their attempt to shift the organization’s 

culture to restore the System’s prestige and credibility.   
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CHAPTER 4:  RESULTS 

 

Introduction 

 
The data collected during the research phase of this dissertation are presented in this 

chapter with the intention to answer the two research questions.  The examination of the 

Alabama Community College System serves as an historical organizational case study, 

providing the needed context for which to study and apply professional theories in the areas 

of ethics, leadership, and organizational change.  The first research question covers the 

“What happened?” issue in the Alabama Community College System where an 

organizational culture evidently evolved to a condition that allowed unethical leadership to 

flourish.  The question is addressed by presenting a discussion of key events and 

characteristics in the System from its inception until today, with a demarcation of July 2006 

when the Alabama State Board of Education abruptly terminated the Chancellor of the 

System.  Subsequent to this action, the Board, through the newly appointed Chancellor 

Byrne, launched an effort to restore the System’s credibility through personnel changes, 

updating policies to tighten controls, and adding more accountability (Byrne, 2008).  The 

actions by the Board during the period following July 2006 serve as an example of a higher 

education entity endeavoring to recover from the deleterious effects of a period of unethical 

leadership.  The study of these actions provides context for the resolution of the second 

research question of “How does a higher education organization successfully rebuild its 

credibility after recently being tarnished by a period of unethical leadership?”  Thus, this 
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chapter presents the array of events and issues in the System from its inception to date, but 

split into two primary sections: history to date and an examination of the actions of the 

System after July 2006.  For a complete listing of all key events, see the detailed timeline that 

begins on page 116.  The two major sections of this chapter correspond to the two research 

questions and contain primarily data that was collected via observations, document analysis, 

and interviews.  Interpretations and inferences of the data are reserved for Chapter 5.  The 

first section is historical in nature while the second section discusses the plan implemented 

by the Board since July 2006, and the impressions of those changes by participants in the 

interview process.  Here is a brief outline: 

• Research question 1:  What happened in the Alabama Community College 

System to foster a period of unethical leadership and necessitate the current 

response? 

o Historical events and cultural issues  

• Research question 2:  How does a higher education organization successfully 

rebuild its credibility after recently being tarnished by a period of unethical 

leadership? 

o Presentation of the recovery plan of the Board and subsequent assessment 

o Assessment of plan vs. theory 

o Themes identified via interviews 
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Research Question 1 

 
Recent media reports have included stories of ethical violations in all levels of 

education, but the focus in Alabama has primarily been the Alabama Community College 

System.  To provide an appropriate context of the events being examined, this section 

contains a brief history of the development of two-year colleges in the state of Alabama with 

special emphasis on the events of two scandals transpiring over the most recent twenty years.  

Other events and issues are disclosed to add understanding and perspective, and to provide 

adequate justification for the selection of certain themes for further examination via 

document analysis and personal interviews.  A complete listing of events and actions relevant 

to the two scandals, the response of the System, and the actions of investigators and 

prosecutors is included in a chronological listing beginning on page 116.  Events after July 

2006 which constitute the period of recovery of the System are covered in the second section 

of Chapter 4.   

History and Culture in the Alabama Community College System 

 
The years between 1945 and 1970 have been referred to as the “golden age” in 

American higher education.  Prosperity, prestige, and popularity described the advancement 

and climate of higher education during these years (Thelin, 2004. p 260).  It was near the end 

of this period when a concerted effort by the Governor of the State of Alabama and other 

influential leaders established a network of junior and technical colleges throughout the state.  

Supporters of the proposal touted the advantages to the rural citizens of the state such as 

increased access to college studies via more locations and reduced entrance requirements.  

Detractors claimed that the state could not afford so many colleges and that each creation 

provided a political ally with an employment opportunity (Katsinas, 1994, p. 447).  Though 
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the same viewpoints remain today, there is no dismissing the influence of this collection of 

two-year colleges.   

The initiative began in 1963 by Governor George C. Wallace who, near the same time 

as his famous schoolhouse stand, supported legislation to create a system of two-year 

colleges in the state of Alabama (Ashburn, 2007, p. A28).  Although several two-year 

colleges existed at the time, it was during the sixties and seventies when a significant number 

of new technical and junior colleges were created throughout the state.  The early mission 

was to provide a place for higher education for all of the citizens of the state within driving 

distance of home without having to make an overnight trip or move to the campus area 

(McGuirt, 2007).  With the proliferation of colleges came the establishment of the 

Department of Postsecondary Education and the position of Chancellor to oversee the 

operations of the System of colleges and to support the needs of the State Board of Education 

as it serves as the board of directors for the System (Alabama State Board of Education, 

2005c).  The value of access and opportunity to attend college was prevalent in the System’s 

mission statement from this time period: 

The Alabama College System, consisting of public two-year community and 

technical colleges and an upper division university, seeks to provide 

accessible, quality educational opportunities; promote economic growth; and 

enhance the quality of life for the people of Alabama (Alabama State Board of 

Education, 2005d). 

By the mid 1980’s, the System had grown to forty-one individual institutions 

(Katsinas, 1994, p. 447).  With on-going political debate over the large number of colleges, 

the System has undergone significant change by merging a number of these institutions, but 
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even though the quantity of institutions actually reduced, the number of instructional sites 

remained fairly constant (Alabama State Board of Education, 2007a).  Though publicly it 

may appear that the System of colleges was reducing in size since the quantity of college 

names has reduced, in reality, it has steadily grown in enrollment, instructional sites, and 

course offerings (Alabama State Board of Education, 2008b).  Over the last decade the 

System received new responsibilities like adult education and workforce development, 

absorbed existing private colleges, and subsequently merged institutions into multi-campus 

comprehensive community colleges (Alabama State Board of Education, 2009a).  Figure 7 

shows the locations of System colleges throughout the state.   
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Figure 7: Map of Colleges in ACCS 
 

 

Note: From the web site of The Alabama Community College System at 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us.  Reprinted with permission.   

 

Today, all of Alabama’s public two-year colleges are part of The Alabama 

Community College System which consists of twenty-two comprehensive community 

colleges, four technical colleges, an upper division university, Alabama Industrial 
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Development Training Institute, the Alabama Technology Network, and the Department of 

Postsecondary Education (Alabama College System, 2007).  The System serves 

approximately 120,000 credit and 60,000 non-credit students (Alabama State Board of 

Education, 2008c).  According to figures published by the Alabama Commission on Higher 

Education, the Alabama Community College System is three times the size of the state’s 

largest university when comparing traditional students in transfer programs (Alabama 

Commission on Higher Education, 2008).  Comparing only freshmen and sophomore levels 

and including all students served by non-traditional programs, the scope and enrollment of 

the System demonstrates its significant impact on higher education in the state of Alabama. 

Multiple Subcultures 

 
The evolution of the System from a group of independent colleges to a statewide 

organization created an assortment of cultural issues, including a range of subcultures.  The 

oversight board, the central office, community colleges, technical colleges, and workforce 

development subdivisions are all part of the same System, but each may possess its own 

organizational culture, and the culture of the whole is a summation of the parts.  In higher 

education, there may be multiple sub-cultures at different levels of the institution, or in 

different disciplines within the institution (Bray, 2003; Keup, Walker, Astin, & Lindholm, 

2001).  Included in Figure 8 below are some of the subunits of the Alabama Community 

College System, each of which may possess a different organizational culture.   
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Figure 8: Subunits of Organizational Culture 
 

 

 

 The culture of the total System has changed over time as major events made 

substantial changes to the organization.  Some colleges existed for many years prior to the 

sudden growth in the 1960’ and 1970’s.  During the process of combining these dissimilar 

institutions in the 1970’s, oversight levels of the Chancellor and the Board were added 

(Alabama State Board of Education, 2005c).  Over the following years, state-wide policies 

attempted to standardize many functions.  Assuming the Systems’ culture is a combination of 

the organizational cultures of the subunits, the recent additions such as adult education and 

workforce development yet changed the culture again.   

Adding to this complexity of understanding a unified culture, these sub-cultures may 

overlap.  For instance, a division dean may exist both in the faculty culture and in the 

administrative culture (Bray, 2003).  Each culture has it own influence on how to behave and 

what it means to succeed or fail.  Each has its own set of shared values including knowledge, 

intellectual curiosity, understanding, commitment to intellectual honesty, and academic 

freedom (Keup et al., 2001).  
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A Political Nature  

 
Before attempting to explain how the System evolved to an environment that allowed 

so many examples of unethical behavior, it is important to note that much of the effort to 

conceive and establish colleges was a direct result of legal acts of the State Legislature.  

Funding and conferring a mission on the individual colleges which today rest in the umbrella 

of the Alabama Community College System was a direct result of a specific political action 

by the State Legislature (Katsinas, 1994).  This method of development is different from the 

creation of private, and many public institutions, of higher education (Thelin, 2004).  From 

the inception of the System, political forces have played a major role in determining its 

mission, growth, quality, culture, and direction (Ashburn, 2007; Katsinas, 1994).  During the 

time of rapid expansion some 40 years ago, the pooling together of political forces to create 

new educational entities which are a service to the citizens of the state may not have been 

viewed negatively, but rather admired as a democratic triumph and an esteemed example of 

government fulfilling a need which individual communities could not secure alone.  For 

example, consider the small town of Childersburg located in central Alabama.  In the 1960’s, 

it was unfeasible for the small community to establish a fully-functional technical college 

without considerable help from the outside (McGuirt, 2007).  Only a concerted effort by local 

and state political officials working together could have accumulated the knowledge and 

resources to create a local college.  The establishment of local colleges scattered throughout 

the state furnished an opportunity to higher education to many citizens who otherwise may 

not be afforded that opportunity.  Thus, the political influence was an asset in the creation of 

colleges.   
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Today, however, to refer to the operations of the colleges as ‘political’ carries a more 

negative connotation than during the rise of the system of colleges.  The mention of the word 

“politics” conjures images that are not typically positive or productive in nature.  Phrases like 

“they’re playing politics” or “it was all political” imply a negative view and disapproval of 

the activity.  In a recent interview, Dr. Paul Hubbert, Executive Secretary of the Alabama 

Education Association, posits that politics in and of itself is not negative.  He says “Politics is 

not bad.  It is very beneficial when everyone works together.  It is when political power is 

used to benefit one personally when it is bad.”  Politics, then, is the realistic process of 

making decisions and allocating scarce resources in the arena of divergent interest (Bolman 

& Deal, 2003, p. 181).  For interested parties throughout the state to join in an effort to create 

a system of colleges that provide ready access to higher education for the citizenry was an 

honorable commission, regardless of the influence of political characters.  For legislators and 

political leaders to continue to work together to improve educational opportunities for the 

citizens of the state is also commendable.   

Regardless of one’s view of the political nature of the System, the resulting benefits 

to the citizenry have been positive.  In hindsight, it appears that the creation of the System 

via political influence was a triumph in democratic collaboration.  However, whether the 

creation was honorable or deceitful, the political nature has exposed the System to years of 

political influence, some of which has yielded results which are less than commendable, 

others often embarrassing, and some even deplorable (Demonia, 2006; "Influential taxpayers 

cheated the system," 2008).  According to Stephen Katsinas (1994), a professor of higher-

education administration at the University of Alabama, Governor George Wallace may have 

been motivated to create the colleges by his populist ideals, but the new network of colleges 
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provided him a vehicle to reward supporters and curry favor with others.  He immediately 

began filling college posts with friends and political allies (Ashburn, 2007).  Political 

influence has thus been both an asset and a detriment to the System.  It was an asset in the 

creation of many colleges, but the continued political influence spurred a number of atypical 

relationships and questionable transactions as well as fostered a culture that gave birth to two 

public scandals which are discussed later (Demonia, 2006).  Appreciating the benefits of a 

political origin is crucial in understanding the organizational culture and the current 

challenges to make significant changes in that culture.   

Governance of and in the System 

 
 In its present configuration, governance of the System begins with the board of 

directors which includes eight publicly-elected officials plus the Governor who comprise the 

members of the Alabama State Board of Education (Alabama State Board of Education, 

2005a).  The Board appoints a Chancellor to oversee the operations of the Chancellor’s 

Office, officially named the Department of Postsecondary Education, to perform various 

responsibilities which legally fall under the Board’s direction, and to operate, manage, 

control, supervise, and regulate institutions within the System (Alabama State Board of 

Education, 2005b).  Though the ultimate authority and responsibility for the colleges within 

the System lie with the Board in its capacity as a policy making board of trustees, the 

Chancellor, with Board approval, appoints a president of each college, grants substantial 

authority to the president, and expects him or her to manage the daily operations in strict 

compliance to State Board policy (Alabama State Board of Education, 2005g).   The 

president of each college is fully authorized to employ all staff and faculty without approval 

of the Chancellor or the Board, with the exception that the president is required to inform the 
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Chancellor of the appointment of new staff and supply certain information from the search 

process (Alabama State Board of Education, 2005h).  Thus, only the president of an 

individual institution has the legal authority to either appoint or terminate an employee of the 

institution, except for a recent change to policy which allows the Chancellor to reverse an 

appointment if statute or policy has been violated during the appointment or assignment 

(Alabama State Board of Education, 2007k).  

 While the Board, Chancellor, and individual presidents bear the responsibility for 

operations, there are other forces which influence the behavior of each college.  Two-year 

public colleges in the state of Alabama are governed by federal laws, state laws, State Board 

of Education policies, directives of the Chancellor, local college policies, and directives of 

local college administration, in this order.  As issues arise at the local colleges, decisions 

should be based on this hierarchy of authority (Alabama State Board of Education, 2005f).  

In addition to these formal influences, other forces external to the college shape the behavior, 

expectations, and culture.  Market forces such as public reaction to unethical behavior or a 

perceived poor value in instruction can precipitate enrollment decline (Davis, 2007a; Rhode, 

2006; Warren & Reeve, 2007).  Negative media coverage can damage the public’s perception 

or cause a public outcry against the institution.  External audits performed by the Department 

of Examiners of Public Accounts add a measure of corruption controls since the mere 

knowledge that someone will subsequently review important decisions and transactions may 

deter illegal and unethical conduct by employees at all levels (Rittenberg et al., 2008).  

Positive influences also exist.  A worthy reputation in the community, a community 

perception of superior value for the investment made by a student, and educational programs 
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that foster student success all work to perpetuate the raison d’etre of Alabama’s community 

colleges.  All of these factors influence the operations, culture, and behavior of the college.   

 When considering the political nature and the current governance structure, one 

violation in the hierarchy of authority becomes apparent.  Employees of the System 

sometimes are elected to serve in the State Legislature and other times a legislator is hired by 

one of the colleges.  As a member of the Legislature, an individual possesses a level of 

authority in the community and in the operations of state government which includes the 

ability to support legislation and funding which could impact the mission of the local college 

or be in conflict with the needs of the local college, or System.  For an administrator of a 

college to be successful, it is imperative that they maintain a working relationship with 

government leaders, especially those in the local community, but when this relationship 

crosses lines of authority within the System, it creates a confounding relationship.  When this 

relationship is positive and there are no conflicts, this relationship can be very beneficial for 

the college and community, but in times of disagreement, or when personal desires trump 

those of the institution, this relationship can cause debilitating conflicts.  At a minimum the 

administrators, even the Chancellor of the System, can feel confined or bounded when 

making decisions that involves a legislator who is also an employee (Chandler, 2008b).  This 

apprehension blurs or distorts the line of authority though it is clearly defined and presented 

in state law and Board policy (Alabama State Board of Education, 2005g).   

The resulting culture which is created by this conflict between stated policy and 

accepted norm is comprehended, but seldom verbalized.  One exception was current Board 

member Randy McKinney in a letter dated May 4, 2008, to the Press-Register in Mobile, 

Alabama, when he voiced his aversion about this violation of the hierarchy of authority.  His 
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comments attempted to explain the hesitation to terminate the sitting president of Bishop 

State Community College even though the college was embroiled in a number of 

questionable actions which had recently resulted in the arrest of more than a dozen 

employees for embezzlement, and the college had been placed on probationary status by its 

accreditation agency.   Upon responding to the careful actions of the Board in accepting the 

president’s resignation and subsequent questions from citizens as to why it had not transpired 

sooner, he wrote 

Many people have asked why it did not happen sooner.  Some thought it was 

because she was both female and African-American.  It was not.  It was 

because she serves in the state Legislature.  Pure and simple.  She was in a 

position to “punish” any chancellor who questioned her presidency.  Even 

though she was employed by the Alabama State Board of Education, at the 

recommendation of the chancellor, she had more power than the chancellor.  

As a member of the Legislature, Dr. Kennedy has the power to help write the 

two-year college system budgets and vote upon its passage.  She has the 

power to help direct money toward various groups and institutions within the 

college system, and away from others.  There is no doubt that her roles as 

college president and as legislator influencing the college system budget were 

a direct conflict of interest, yet that conflict gave her great power.  Any other 

college president with the same record of abuse and mismanagement would 

have been quickly fired, removed and replaced, but Dr. Kennedy’s legislative 

power kept her safe and insulated. The chain of command becomes confused 
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when an employee has more political power than the manager (McKinney, 

2008, p. 1). 

The Technology Plus Scandal 

 
 Given the political origin of the System, the sheer size of operations, and the 

widespread increase in unethical behavior throughout society, it is not surprising for the 

Alabama Community College System to have been exposed to instances of fraud, 

embezzlement, nepotism, and other types of unacceptable and illegal activity as exposed in 

media coverage over the last five years.  Although examples exist of dishonest employees 

committing some type of unethical behavior at different levels of education, the focus of 

media articles has been on highly-publicized unethical actions by the high-profile leaders of 

the System.  The sheer volume of questionable transactions or actions, the number of people 

involved, the number of years covered, and the public exposure of these actions qualifies this 

incident as a scandal.  However, the events over the last five years are not the first episode of 

wide-range unethical behavior in the Alabama Community College System.  In the early 

1990’s, a similar scandal unfolded when public reports unveiled several million dollars of 

questionable expenditures funneled through the Alabama Center for Quality and 

Productivity, a sub-division of Calhoun Community College in Decatur, Alabama which was 

later renamed Technology Plus of Alabama.  The incident was described in media reports as 

the ‘Mother of all Scandals’ (Demonia, 2006).  Since this event is a precursor of the Fire 

College Scandal, it is important to review these events in more detail, and consider the 

response of the System during this timeframe.  The response of the System to recover from 

this earlier scandal may have either deterred or fostered the current scandal.  
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The Alabama Center for Quality and Productivity (later renamed Technology Plus) 

was created in 1986 to provide training and education, to act as a catalyst for economic 

development, and promote an educational focus on quality and productivity (Ellis, 1994).  

Ray Campbell, a math instructor at Calhoun Community College who was also a state 

senator, was named the director of the Center.  In the early years, many training classes were 

developed and offered to business clients, and the Center appeared to be a thriving and 

beneficial service to the community (p. 12).  However, in 1989 the Center entered into its 

first of 56 contracts for ‘Center Outreach Development’ and over the next few years funding 

from the Legislature to the Center rose ten-fold with the Center disbursing $4.4 million in 

state funds to other entities in transactions that could be best described as grants (p. 16).  

Though some of the purposes for these expenditures may have been valid, many of these 

contracts offered funds to other entities with little or no benefit to taxpayers, and with little or 

no accountability (Ellis, 1994).   

Regardless of the benefits, this type of disbursement of state funds, commonly 

referred to as “pass-through pork,” uses a state agency or education entity as a conduit to 

route state funds (Demonia, 2006).  This type of disbursement of state funds uses a state 

agency or education entity as a conduit to route state funds.  The method is used to route state 

funds to a recipient without fully disclosing the expenditure to other members of the 

Legislature before the vote and sometimes hidden from the public after the expenditure.  It 

allows powerful political figures to route state funds to entities in a hidden manner without 

authorization of the full Legislature as other budget authorizations require ("Influential 

taxpayers cheated the system," 2008).  Careful study of the scandal reveals a method to 

siphon off public funds without detection.  In this case, powerful political figures lobbied the 



 

99 

legislature to appropriate funds to Calhoun Community College and on to its sub-unit 

Technology Plus which was directed by State Senator Campbell.  The Department of 

Examiners of Public Accounts issued a clean audit of the college for each year in question 

with no mention of funds transferred to the sub-unit which was directed by a legislator who 

was a member of the oversight committee of the Examiners.  No separate audit report was 

issued for Technology Plus, and when the funds were transferred on to 56 other entities, no 

audit was performed on those funds, so little scrutiny and no public disclosure existed (Ellis, 

1994).  Figure 9 shows the flow of these funds.  The top row of entities and flows are 

appropriate while the bottom row displays inappropriate items.  

 

Figure 9: Funds Flow of Technology Plus Appropriations 
 

 

  

Questionable expenditures routed through the Center raised many concerns with 

investigative agencies and the media, but the expenditures continued to flow.   Public outcry 

escalated when a State Senator who received a contract for providing consulting services to a 

municipality was indicted for charging an excessive amount given the value of his services 
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rendered, but was cleared of all charges during a trial (Ellis, 1994).  Fueling the protest was 

the fact that the Department of Examiners of Public Accounts, the state agency responsible 

for auditing the transactions, issued several clean audits with no findings (p. 125).  Many 

questioned the audit results since the Legislature oversees the Department of Examiners of 

Public Accounts and the Center’s director was not only a current state senator, but also was a 

member of the Legislative Committee on Public Accounts, the oversight committee charged 

with the duty to “exercise general supervision and control over the actions of the Chief 

Examiner.”  This cyclical relationship does not adhere to auditing ethical requirements of 

independence and is strictly prohibited by Generally Accepted Auditing Standards (Ellis, 

1994, pp. 100-103). 

  Due to the controversy and public outcry, another auditing agency of the state, which 

usually restricts its audit procedures to the review of the Department of Finance reviewing 

transactions at the state level, repeated the examinations of the Center for the entire six years 

ending September 30, 1992.  State Auditor Terry Ellis, encouraged by his constitutional 

authority as the publicly-elected auditor of the state, published a lengthy report detailing the 

transactions over the life of the Center and issuing 21 audit findings and recommendations 

(Ellis, 1994).  This revelation was quite unlike the original audit reports which listed no 

questionable transactions.  The new audit exposed expenditures from the agency to several 

high-profile political leaders in the state including senators, legislators, a top legal assistant to 

the Governor, the Governor’s wife, the Secretary of State, and others.  The results of this 

audit were submitted to the State Ethics Commission and the State Attorney General and, 

based on this new audit, three were convicted of felonies: State Senator Ray Campbell who 

was also the Director of the Center; State Senator Bill Drinkard; and John Tanner, legal 
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advisor to the Governor.  The audit was critical of the state’s Chief Examiner, his close 

relationship to the targets of his audits, and the multiple omissions of questionable 

transactions of significant dollar amounts over several audit cycles.  The report was 

especially critical of the lack of independence as required by audit standards.  This finding 

exposed personal letters from the Chief Examiner authorizing Calhoun Community College 

as fiscal agent to issue checks payable to agencies for the purpose of ‘Center Outreach 

Development.’  These letters were drafted when the college president initially declined to 

disburse the funds.  In other words, the disbursements of the funds were stopped by the 

controls in place in the System, but were later expended when the Chief Examiner personally 

intervened, eradicating any remaining hopes of an independent relationship (Ellis, 1994, pp. 

87-107). 

 The audit report published by the State Auditor on February 23, 1994, and actions by 

the State Board of Education to close the Center, resulted in the removal of the Director of 

the Center and the removal of other key persons from the financial trough, thus stopping the 

flow of funds and concluding the scandal.  Former Auditor Terry Ellis believes that the 

issuance of the audit report and the vast media coverage had far reaching results in the 

election later that year (T. Ellis, Personal Communications, October 6, 2006).  Those 

defeated in the subsequent election included Governor Jim Folsom, Jr., State Attorney 

General Jimmy Evans, and several members of the State Board of Education.  Newcomers 

elected during this cycle include Jeff Sessions who is now a U.S. Senator and Mobile 

attorney Bradley Byrne who served as the Chancellor of the System from May 2007 until 

May 2009.  
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 The scandal and 1994 audit report no doubt had an impact on the immediate actions 

of persons and agencies related to two-year colleges and state government as the entire sub-

unit was closed and the director of the program and others involved were convicted of 

crimes.  The removal of key persons in the System had two benefits, both of which appear 

temporary.  It eliminated the immediate threat to ethical behavior in 1994, and may have 

discouraged similar behavior in subsequent years by providing examples of the consequences 

to the persons involved.  However, the appearance of a new and larger scandal a decade later 

offers compelling evidence that any benefits were only temporary.  The review of the 

Technology Plus Scandal provides a foundation to examine the current scandal, termed the 

Fire College Scandal.  The critical lesson to embrace by reviewing the earlier scandal is that 

the culture of the Alabama Community College System did not change sufficiently to prevent 

the current one.  Thus, the inevitable question remains if the System will now make deep, 

pervasive organizational changes to its culture which will deter future scandals, or whether 

this is merely round two of a recurring cancer. 

The Fire College Scandal 

 
 Based on the events revealed over the last few years in media reports, it is safe to 

conclude that the Technology Plus scandal can no longer claim the accolade of the ‘Mother 

of all Scandals.’  The current episode consists of events that transpired throughout the state 

over a period in excess of five years.  It is difficult to identify any one person or action which 

serves as a genesis of the episode, except to note that most of the more hideous behavior 

emerged after the appointment of Chancellor Roy Johnson in 2002.  A detailed time-line of 

events is presented on page 116, so the following narrative attempts to identify and explain 
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only the primary people, events, and themes that transpired until Chancellor Johnson was 

terminated by the Alabama State Board of Education in July 2006.    

There are several notable similarities between the Technology Plus Scandal and the 

Fire College Scandal: an escalating amount of funding from the Legislature, virtually no 

mention of questionable transactions in official audit reports, and most obviously the 

existence of powerful political figures who used the Alabama Community College System as 

a conduit for funneling state funds to a variety of questionable transactions in many locations 

(Demonia, 2006).  The schemes were described by federal prosecutors speaking at the trial of 

one of the participants as a “ruse whereby former Chancellor Roy Johnson and some of his 

cronies presided over a criminal racket inside the two-year college system by building a 

power pyramid on a foundation of corruption…taking monies that should have been used for 

legitimate educational purposes and putting it in their own pockets (Press-Register Staff, 

2008).”     

 Roy Johnson joined the Alabama Community College System in 1993 as president of 

Opelika State Technical College after spending 16 years in the Legislature as a state 

representative from the Tuscaloosa area where he was principal of Hillcrest High School 

(Adam Jones, 2008d).  While Roy Johnson served as a member of the State House of 

Representatives and also as principal in 1990, Hillcrest High School received $100,000 in 

Center Outreach Development Funds from Technology Plus, a little known fact that links the 

two scandals (Ellis, 1994, p. 89).  Though he was not a major player in the first scandal, it is 

interesting to note that ten years later Chancellor Johnson used almost the exact process to 

route state funds from the Legislature through an education entity to a familiar destination.  It 

is also important to note that these powerful political figures were successful in both cases in 
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obtaining state funds without public scrutiny and without detection by normal corruption 

controls.  Neither scandal was exposed via routine audit procedures. 

Under Roy Johnson’s leadership, Opelika State Technical College merged with 

Southern Union State Junior College.  He became the president of the merged institution and 

gained notoriety as a dynamic leader as the merged college grew rapidly in enrollment and in 

new facilities.  In May 2002, Johnson was named Chancellor of the Alabama Community 

College System, and began an expansion of the purpose and responsibilities of the System, 

adding adult basic education duties, oversight of private school licensures, and broadly 

expanding the workforce development operations of the System in conjunction with state 

government initiatives (Ashburn, 2007).  With apparent successes at the state level, 

Johnson’s reputation and influence grew, but the illusion of unethical leadership was 

questioned routinely in media reports of possible inappropriate financial arrangements 

involving friends and family.  Rumors and questions continued to escalate until July 2006 

when the State Board of Education abruptly terminated Johnson who later plead guilty to 14 

felony counts of conspiracy, bribery, witness tampering, and money laundering involving six 

separate conspiracies (Adam Jones, 2008d).     

 Media reports and testimony have exposed a conspiracy by Johnson which attempted 

to ensure his family received financial compensation from arrangements he acquired in the 

System and from vendors who provided services or products to the System.  After pleading 

guilty, Johnson testified to entering into an agreement with William Langston, Director of the 

Alabama Fire College to “take care of each other’s children with false jobs and contracts” 

(Adam Jones, 2008d).  Johnson’s daughter began working for the Fire college as early as 

1998 receiving $191,794 and his son as early as 2001 receiving $164,000.  Both were 
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compensated for little or no work product (Blackledge, 2008j).  Langston’s son pled guilty in 

May 2008 to accepting compensation in a similar arrangement with two community colleges 

within the System (Blackledge, 2008k).   Per the plea agreement of Roy Johnson, prosecutors 

are not charging either of Johnson’s children with a crime ("Roy Johnson comes clean," 

2008).  During this time frame, Johnson’s daughter also received compensation from 

Southern Union Community College and from the ACCESS Group, a software vendor whose 

largest client is the Alabama Community College System, and whose owner pled guilty to 

paying $124,400 toward the construction of a home for Johnson after being awarded $18 

million in software contracts with colleges in the System.  Johnson’s son was terminated 

from a position at Lawson State Community College when it became public that he was 

being paid twice for the same work; an architect firm was paying him $3,000 per month for 

overseeing a project at the campus while he was being paid by the college to oversee the 

same project .  During this time, the architect firm also supplied $56,000 of free services to 

Johnson for his home construction while receiving an additional $1.1 million dorm 

construction project at Lawson State Community College (Adam Jones, 2008a).  Johnson’s 

son also received nearly $20,000 from the ACCESS Group during this period for work he 

never performed.  These schemes involved seven community colleges and two vendors, and 

circumvented existing corruption controls while avoiding exposure by routine audits. 

 In addition to caring for his natural children, Johnson was influential in routing state 

funds to his son-in-law, an Opelika attorney.  This scheme illuminates one of the more 

serious issues of both the Technology Plus and the Fire College scandals.  Johnson was 

successful in routing funds to his family from four different colleges and via one vendor for 

little or no services provided.  He did so by circumventing normal corruption controls and 



 

106 

successfully avoiding any exposure of these transactions in routing audit reports.  Beginning 

in 2004, Greg Morgan was paid $2,000 per month for legal services by Snead State 

Community College in Boaz, $2,000 per month for legal services by Central Alabama 

Community College in Alexander City, and $2,000 per month for legal services by Southern 

Union Community College in Opelika.  During this time, he was also paid by Bishop State 

Community College in Mobile for various legal services (Blackledge, 2006b), and was paid 

$56,000 by ACCESS Computer Group for work not performed (Blackledge, 2007a).  This 

scheme demonstrates the wide-spread participation within the System, a culture which 

allowed questionable transactions without whistleblowing, and the lack of exposure during 

routine external audit procedures.  

Perpetual media exposure and the identification of six separate conspiracies by 

federal prosecutors reveal the vastness of unethical actions by the Chancellor and his friends, 

family, and acquaintances (WSFA Staff, 2008).  Of these conspiracies, the most prevalent 

one transpired in Tuscaloosa at the Alabama Fire College, a subunit of Shelton State 

Community College.  As with most college entities, a private foundation existed at the Fire 

College.  These affiliated foundations receive donations to fund scholarships and other non-

public expenditures.  Revenue to these types is limited to non-state funds, typically donations 

or revenue generated by private sources.  For example, the Fire College Foundation operated 

vending machines on the campus of Shelton State Community College (Adam Jones, 2008c).  

Having these funds in a private foundation provides funding for events and items 

which are not allowed by public funds, such as paying scholarships or paying food cost for 

professional development sessions and other meetings of employees.  Because this fund is 

private and therefore is not subject to the same scrutiny as public entities, it has, 
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unfortunately, been used to supply a number of questionable expenditures for several years.  

None of the questionable transactions at Shelton State or the Fire College were exposed until 

a raid of this fund occurred by the FBI in 2004, igniting the investigation of Johnson and 

others (A. Jones, 2007b).  Two workers were convicted of conspiracy for using foundation 

funds to renovate a house owned by the college and then purchasing the house for well below 

the market value (Adam Jones, 2008c).  A state representative and employee of Shelton State 

Community College pled guilty to donating state funds under his control to the foundation 

and then receiving much of those funds back to pay gambling losses (Adam Jones, 2008b).  

Robert Nix, a friend of the director who was also a board member of the foundation, was 

paid $2,500 per month for a total of $92,500 for work not performed.  These wages were paid 

by the ACCESS Group which in turn received $108,000 from the foundation for software 

support never provided (Blackledge, 2008c).  Nix later pled guilty to a scheme to direct more 

than $500,000 to himself and friends (A. Jones, 2007a; Press-Register Staff, 2008).  State 

funds from the Chancellor’s Office in the amount of $300,000 were deposited in the private 

foundation account rather than the account of the Alabama Fire College.  Though this was 

described as a mistake, the funds were expended under the direction of Langston and a 

$15,000 scholarship was paid to the daughter of Vice-Chancellor Debbie Dahl, head of 

financial operations at the Chancellor’s Office, who was fired from her post in 2007 

(Ehinger, 2007).  The funds were refunded to the Chancellor’s Office soon after FBI agents 

raided the Fire College in 2004.  In June 2008, Alabama Fire College Director William 

Langston was convicted of 36 counts of theft, money laundering, conspiracy, and fraud 

including building a $335,000 home for himself, the purchase of several personal assets, 
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payment of his grandkid’s private school tuition, and coordinating several conspiracies via 

the college’s private foundation (Taylor, 2008a).  

Other than obvious conspiracies by Roy Johnson, several other questionable episodes 

occurred throughout the state, some of which may not have been initiated or even endorsed 

by Johnson, but emerged within the culture that he had fashioned.  In Mobile, Bishop State 

Community College was placed on probationary status by the Southern Association of 

Colleges and Schools as a result of widespread corruption in the issuance of financial aid.  

Thirteen people were arrested for misusing or receiving part of $438,000 in financial aid 

funds (Ashburn, 2007).  Employees were accused of receiving financial aid checks for 

enrolling relatives who did not attend classes.  One extreme example was the enrollment of a 

67 year old disabled grandmother who was enrolled in three athletic courses in the months 

before she died (Blackledge, 2006b).  In another scheme, a new culinary arts instructor who 

was hired without a degree in his area of instruction registered himself in his own classes and 

awarded himself grades with the intention of gaining not merely a degree, but one in his field 

of instruction (Altman, 2008b).  Documentation for the expenditure of $261,800 for the 

buyback of books from students could not be located (Blackledge, 2006a).  Bishop State also 

hired Chancellor Johnson’s son-in-law to perform legal services, paid his close friend Jimmy 

Clements $39,000 for consulting services, and entered into a contract with the ACCESS 

Group.  The president of the college, Yvonne Kennedy who is also a State Representative, 

directed more than $94,000 in state funds to the college’s foundation for the purpose of 

acquiring a culinary arts laboratory, but tax records of the foundation which she controlled 

did not agree to her claims (Blackledge, 2006b).  These controversies led to the call for the 

resignation or termination of the President Yvonne Kennedy, but she refused to step aside 
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and was boldly and publicly defended by the Alabama Education Association.  The 

Association’s Associate Executive Secretary resoundingly defended her actions, referring to 

the new Chancellor as a Fuhrer in a letter made public in August 2007 (Reed, 2007).  

 Though there are many less significant transactions or examples of questionable 

appointments throughout the System during the tenure of Chancellor Roy Johnson, much of 

the public outcry surrounds the number of legislators who also worked for the Alabama 

Community College System in some capacity.  The Birmingham News reported in October 

2006 that of the 140 members in the State Legislature, 28 members were on payrolls in some 

capacity at a two-year college in the state.  Also, five wives and one brother of various 

legislators were employed, and three businesses owned by legislators received payments 

from the System.  Legislators who acquired jobs after being elected were especially 

scrutinized, but those legislators who worked in the System prior to being elected to office 

were also questioned as to how employees can perform their duties at a college while being 

away at legislative sessions for up to four months each year.  Although several legislators and 

their colleagues made admirable defenses of this arrangement, the media exposed several less 

legitimate appointments.  Representative Ken Guin, House Majority Leader in the Alabama 

House of Representatives, and who operated a full-time law practice, received salaries of 

about $50,000 from each of two different colleges some 60 miles apart.  Representative Todd 

Greeson had a similar arrangement, but for only about $22,000 per college (Blackledge, 

2006c).  Senator E. B. McCain was indicted on charges he received $4,000 per month of 

funds he helped to acquire at Heritage to Hope, a non-profit church-related entity.  The funds 

were routed through the Chancellor’s Office (Blackledge, 2007b).  Representative Sue 
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Schmitz was convicted of fraud for taking $177,251 from the System for work she never 

performed (Blackledge, 2008a).   

 More details of events and actions which comprise the current scandal, arranged in 

chronological order, are included in the table beginning on page 116.  It provides an in-depth 

view of the scope of events that compose this episode in the life of the Alabama Community 

College System.  Also included in the table are selected policy changes implemented by the 

State Board of Education during this time frame.  A careful review of the timing of 

individual events or actions, and the subsequent responses to those offer insight and 

understanding of this incident, and an appreciation of the difficulty to resolve the issues 

which allowed or created a cultural setting capable of permitting this scandal.   

The Investigation and Response 

 
Investigations into corruption within the System began somewhat accidentally with 

the FBI raid of the Alabama Fire College in September of 2004.  This raid was part of an 

unrelated federal investigation of a former Alabama governor, but evidence gathered from 

this raid launched a series of investigations of questionable financial transactions within the 

Alabama Community College System, and with it an escalation of media coverage (A. Jones, 

2007b; Adam Jones, 2008b).  Over the year following the raid, rumors of indictments spread 

while a steady stream of offensive revelations of unethical behavior appeared in various 

media reports.  While tales of nepotism and mismanagement of funds appeared throughout 

the state, the primary source of illegal activity during this time frame centered around the 

operations of and the relationship between the Chancellor, the Alabama Fire College, a sub-

unit of Shelton State Community College, and the foundation created to support the Alabama 
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Fire College.  Several high-profile indictments and guilty pleas followed, confirming the 

severity and enormity of corruption within the System.   

While some of the unacceptable behavior was committed by mid and lower-level 

employees within the System, most of the appalling actions were committed by those in the 

leadership ranks, especially with those who had political influence with or over the System, 

leading one editorial writer to state  

powerful crooks ripped off the state’s taxpayers and cheated two-year college 

students.  They took public money that should have been used for legitimate 

educational purposes and put it in their own pockets, or in the pockets of their friends, 

family members and political allies. ("Influential taxpayers cheated the system," 

2008)   

This assessment rings very familiar to the words of former State Auditor Terry Ellis 14 years 

earlier when he described the source of the previous scandal as influential persons using their 

political power to exploit the System for their own personal gain (Ellis, 1994).  Former 

Chancellor Roy Johnson pled guilty to a kickback scheme lasting several years that 

eventually paid him, his family members, or friends nearly $1 million.  He also admitted 

steering more than $18 million in System business to vendors who agreed to pay him 

kickbacks (Blackledge, 2008b).  The director of the Alabama Fire College was found guilty 

of money-laundering, conspiracy, mail fraud, and theft in a lengthy trial which revealed some 

the complex schemes (Taylor, 2008a).  In addition to this administrator, two Legislators were 

found guilty in federal trials, several employees and relatives of employees pled guilty or 

were found guilty, and several presidents of colleges retired under pressure, with one 

pleading guilty to perjury (Blackledge, 2008g).   
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The Alabama Community College System, led by the Alabama State Board of 

Education, responded to the scandals with several actions, the first of which was the firing of 

Chancellor Roy Johnson in July 2006, just after a State Representative pled guilty of 

arranging $68,000 in state funding to flow through the System and back to him via the 

Alabama Fire College Foundation (Ashburn, 2007; "Influential taxpayers cheated the 

system," 2008).  The Board hired two Interim Chancellors before permanently hiring State 

Senator and former Board Member Bradley Byrne to lead the recovery efforts ("Influential 

taxpayers cheated the system," 2008).  With his leadership, the Board launched an effort to 

restore the credibility of the System.  His plan begins with a refocusing of the System to its 

purpose and values and then follows that step with an effort to reform the System with tough 

personnel changes, broad policy modifications, and the addition of an audit function in the 

Chancellor’s Office (Byrne, 2008).  Specifics of policy changes are vast, so implementation 

is discussed later in this chapter.  Actions and events during this timeframe are also 

considerable; thus a detailed timeline of events is presented beginning on page 116.  Each 

item listed on the timeline contains a corresponding citation for the item.  To provide context 

and emphasis, some of the foremost issues and events during the period after July 2006 to 

date are described below in summary fashion: 

• Investigations yielded several indictments, guilty verdicts, and guilty pleas from 

several employees of the System, family members of employees, legislators, and 

vendors.  These included the Chancellor, a state senator, two state representatives, the 

director of the Fire College, a former college interim president, and several 

businessmen.  The variety of charges included personally taking funds, routing funds 

to relatives and friends, receiving paychecks for work not completed, receiving 
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paychecks from multiple colleges while employed full-time and serving in the 

legislature, paying bills of influential leaders, buying of personal items with state 

funds, buying real estate at below market value from a college, using foundation 

funds to build a personal residence, and receiving financial aid intended for students.  

Nearly $20 million is in question and investigations continue.  Interestingly, no 

investigations were initiated by the Ethics Commission, the Alabama Attorney 

General, or due to the results of routine state audits, but rather all investigations have 

been conducted by federal authorities.  

• A number of directives from the current Chancellor Byrne and changes in official 

Board policy confirm a widespread effort to eliminate corruption within the System.  

The Chancellor has publicly announced an effort to create a “Culture of Integrity.”  A 

variety of initiatives have been launched to tighten financial controls, restrict 

personnel appointments, and enhance corruption controls (Byrne, 2008).  The Board 

updated or added several policies to address problems in ethics, financial transactions, 

relationships with foundations, employment of relatives and legislators, contracts 

with vendors, the selection of presidents, and the audit function.  These actions will 

be discussed more fully later in this chapter.  Background checks on all employees 

were performed and all employees were required to complete training in ethics.   

• A significant exodus of key employees in the System has transpired.  Nine of the 26 

college presidents and several upper level staff at colleges and in the Chancellor’s 

Office have retired, resigned, or been terminated.  Some of these retirements appeared 

unrelated to the scandal, but illustrate a major change in personnel in leadership roles 

throughout the System.  
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• The Board engaged in an ambitious campaign to separate financial ties of legislators 

with the System.  A number of employment contracts with current legislators have 

been eliminated, several legislators retired from college employment, and the Board 

added new policies which forbid the hiring of legislators.   

• Though annual external audits of each college were conducted by the Department of 

Examiners of Public Accounts, virtually no findings were published during this time 

period.  In response, the Board added a new Division of Internal Audit to be housed 

in the Chancellor’s Office that will also perform certain types of internal audit 

procedures and report findings directly to the Board.  These procedures will be in 

addition to the annual external audit reports compiled by the Examiners.  

• The Alabama Education Association, the state’s teacher union, has mounted 

resistance to changes proposed by the Chancellor in the personnel area, especially the 

effort to ban legislators from working at colleges and prohibit current employees from 

keeping their college jobs if elected to the legislature.  The Associate Executive 

Director of the Alabama Education Association in a highly-publicized letter criticized 

the actions of the Chancellor to modify personnel policies, referring to him as the 

Fuhrer (Reed, 2007).  Others have questioned the motivation of Chancellor Byrne by 

accusing him of attempting to eliminate only Democratic representatives from the 

Legislature to aid in his run for governor in 2009 (Blackledge, 2008f).  

• Some of the reform measures may be in question due to several terminated employees 

winning appeals of their firings.  In one case, a State Representative fired from her 

job won an appeal of her firing and was awarded back pay.  During the week that she 

won her appeal and was reinstated to her job, she was also convicted in another court 



 

115 

of fraud as a result of using her influence to acquire the job and then not appearing for 

work (Beyerle, 2009).  In another case, a college was ordered to reinstate a faculty 

member who, according to college documents, enrolled himself in his own classes, 

awarded himself good marks, and used the courses to qualify himself for the job he 

already had.  Though the arbitration judge eliminated his credit for the courses he 

taught himself, the judge nevertheless reinstated him to work (Altman, 2008b).  In a 

less spectacular but more important case, a college president was reinstated after 

being terminated by the Board.  The ruling indicates that college presidents may be 

awarded the same dismissal hearings as tenured employees, even though presidents 

have always been “at-will” employees (Demonia, 2008c).  This ruling could mean 

tenure protection for an entire class of employees not previously covered.  

At the time of this writing, the Alabama State Board of Education continues its public 

efforts to restore the credibility of the Alabama Community College System, and the federal 

investigation remains active.  Chancellor Bradley Byrne continued his efforts to refocus the 

System on its purpose and values and to reform the System with necessary personnel 

changes, broad policy modifications, and new internal audit procedures until May 2009 when 

he resigned to focus on his bid for governor (Moltz, 2009).  His plan for reform is discussed 

further beginning on page 136.   

Timeline of Detailed Events in the System 

A detailed, chronological listing of important events in the System is included in 

Table 7 below, including citations.  Although many of these items have been mentioned in 

the narratives, the timeline provides insight to the order of events discussed previously, fills 
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in the details of various schemes, and discloses the nature and timing of policy changes 

implemented by the Board.    

 

Table 7: Timeline of Detailed Events in the System 
 

Date Topic Description Citation 

1960-
1979 

Two-year 
college 
expansion 

Two-year colleges in the State of Alabama enter 
into a period of rapid expansion under 
leadership of Governor George C. Wallace.  The 
mission to provide a campus within 50 miles of 
every citizen leads to the establishment of 
college campuses throughout the state.  Some 
critics accuse Wallace of using appointments to 
colleges to gain political favor. 

(Katsinas, 1994) 

1986-
Nov-13 

Creation and 
Early Years 

The Center for Quality and Productivity, a 
division of Calhoun Community College, was 
created and for the first few years conducted 
valid workforce development style training.  
The Center was later renamed Technology Plus 
of Alabama and moved off the main campus of 
the college.   

(Ellis, 1994, pp. 
12-17) 

1989-
Jan-11 

First Outreach 
Contract – Troy 
State 
University 

First pass-through funds were distributed by 
Technology Plus under the financial description 
“Center Outreach Development.”  These funds 
were paid to Troy State University in 
Montgomery for “staff to coordinate training 
activities for firms in South Central Alabama.”  
Although never fully resolved, some critics 
claim this payment was to help fund a 
retirement salary for former Governor George 
Wallace who was employed in Montgomery by 
the university.  

(Ellis, 1994, p. 
5) 

1989-
Oct-09 

Second 
Outreach 
Contract – 
Tennessee 
River Valley 
Association 

The second pass-through of funds included 
$62,000 paid to the Tennessee River Valley 
Association.  Two days after initiating the 
contract, the wife of the Lt. Governor was hired 
by the association to study economic and 
demographic data.  She was later cleared of any 
wrongdoing. 

(Ellis, 1994, pp. 
18, 112) 

1989-
May-15 

Bill Drinkard  State Representative Bill Drinkard sends 
$15,000 in state funds to Representative John 
Tanner, who cashed the check and returned 
$5,000 to Drinkard who was later convicted for 

(Lyman, 2007) 
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his participation in this scheme. 

1990-
Jan-15 

Bishop State 
Community 
College 

A contract to Southwest State Technical College 
included $30,000 for staff to “determine the 
need for training activities in South Alabama.”  

(Ellis, 1994, p. 
18) 

1990-
Jan-15 

Hillcrest High 
receives 
$100,000 

Hillcrest High School near Tuscaloosa receives 
a $100,000 grant for various school supplies and 
to “raise student awareness of quality and 
productivity improvement.”  The principal was a 
young State Representative named Roy Johnson 
who will later rise to Chancellor of the System.  

(Ellis, 1994, p. 
18) 

1990-
Jan-15 

Seventeen other 
contracts issued 

In addition to the two contracts listed above, 17 
more contracts with various government and 
private agencies were executed on this same 
day.   

(Ellis, 1994, pp. 
18-20) 

1990-
1992 

Funding 
increases  

Outreach contracts marked the first successful 
pass-through of funds from the Special 
Education Trust Fund through the college 
through Technology Plus to an outside entity.  
Following these distributions, the funding by the 
Legislature for the Center increased ten-fold.  
Subsequently, $4.4 million was distributed to 
other entities via this pass-through pattern. 
 
These payments and subsequent criminal 
prosecutions comprise the first two-year college 
scandal, termed the “Technology Plus Scandal.” 

(Ellis, 1994, p. 
11) 

1991 President 
denies 
expenditures 

Upon the rapid expansion of funds for Center 
Outreach Development, the president of 
Calhoun refused to approve the pass through of 
the funds through Technology Plus, thus 
stopping the flow of funds.  When the next 33 
contracts were approved in advance by a 
personal letter from the Chief Examiner, flow of 
funds resumed. 

(Ellis, 1994, p. 
103) 

1991-
Jan 

John Tanner 
receives legal 
fees 

Beginning in January 1991, former 
Representative John Tanner, began receiving 
monthly amounts for legal services.  Payments 
were made monthly until September 1992 
totaling $191,837.  Tanner was later convicted 
for his acceptance of these funds for no work 
performed.  

(Ellis, 1994, pp. 
33-34 , 79-80) 

1991-
Sept 
 

Polling Site 
Survey and 
Training for 
Poll Workers 

In what resulted in one of the most confusing 
and highly-publicized acts of the scandal, 
Technology Plus, at the end of the fiscal year in 
September 1991, encumbered funds of $601,890 
to be paid to the Secretary of State for a grant to 

(Ellis, 1994, pp. 
64-78) 
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survey polling sites to verify handicap 
accessibility and to train poll workers.  This 
move allowed the $601,890 to be retained by 
Technology Plus past the 9/30/91 deadline for 
return of unused appropriations.  Instead of 
returning the unused funds, the Center retained 
the funds. 

1992 Technology 
Plus sues 
Secretary of 
State for 
encumbered 
funds.  

Technology Plus billed the Secretary of State in 
hopes to swap checks and keep the $601,890.  
When the Secretary of State refused, 
Technology Plus sued for the funds via the State 
Board of Adjustments, calling attention to the 
arrangement.  The Board of Adjustments, 
consisting of the Secretary of State, the State 
Auditor, and the State Treasurer, denied the 
claim.  In an odd twist, the funds were never 
transferred to the Secretary of State and were 
expended by Technology Plus, thus exceeding 
their annual appropriation in 1992 of 25%.  

(Ellis, 1994, pp. 
64-78) 

1992-
Jul-24 
1992-
Sept-2 

Auburn 
University paid 
for Training 
Poll Workers 

Secretary of State paid Auburn University 
$55,023 for the training of poll workers.  
Technology Plus subsequently on 9/02/1992 
billed Secretary of State $267,607 for the same 
training which they did not perform. 

(Ellis, 1994, p. 
11) 

1993-
May-07 

Clean Audit 
Published 

An audit report clearing all expenditures of 
Technology Plus is issued by the Department of 
Examiners of Public Accounts.   

(R. L. Jones, 
1993) 

1993 Roy Johnson 
joins ACCS 

Roy Johnson joins the Alabama Community 
College System as President of Opelika State 
Technical College which later merged with 
Southern Union State Community College, 
where he also served as president. 

(Adam Jones, 
2008d) 

1993-
Nov-15 

Board of 
Adjustment 
Award 

The Alabama Board of Adjustments awarded 
Technology Plus $250,000 for unpaid invoice to 
the Secretary of State for surveying voting sites. 

(Ellis, 1994, p. 
67) 

1994-
Jan-13 

Board 
Terminates  

Per resolution of the State Board of Education, 
the operations of Technology Plus were 
terminated. 

(Ellis, 1994, p. 
11) 

1994-
Jan-13 

Auditor 
Demands 
Repayment 

State Auditor calls for Technology Plus to 
refund $165,000 of the $250,000 awarded by the 
Board of Adjustments.  State Auditor claimed 
that Technology Plus over-billed the state. 

(Ellis, 1994, p. 
11) 

1994-
Feb-23 

New audit of 
Technology 
Plus issued 

New audit for Technology Plus is issued by 
State Auditor Terry Ellis citing 21 exceptions 
which named several high-profile political 
leaders in the state and resulted in several 

(Ellis, 1994) 
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criminal convictions. 

1996 Johnson 
receives 1st 
kickback from 
Alabama 
Contract Sales 

According to testimony by Tim Turnham, owner 
of Alabama Contract Sales, in 2007, tuition in 
the amount of $8,038 for Roy Johnson’s 
daughter-in-law was paid by Alabama Contract 
Sales.  Tim Turnham later pleads guilty of 
bribery and obstruction of justice 

(Blackledge, 
2007c) 

1996 Johnson 
receives 2nd 
kickback from 
Alabama 
Contract Sales 

According to testimony by Tim Turnham, owner 
of Alabama Contract Sales, in 2007, $12,200 in 
furniture was purchase for Roy Johnson’s son-
in-law by Alabama Contract Sales.  Tim 
Turnham later pleads guilty of bribery and 
obstruction of justice 

(Blackledge, 
2007c) 

1998-
Feb 

Malinda 
Johnson 
Morgan hired 

Malinda Johnson Morgan, daughter of future 
Chancellor Roy Johnson, began employment 
with the Fire College and was paid $191,747 
between February 1998 and September 2006.  
According to a later plea agreement Ms. Morgan 
did minimal work for this compensation. 

(Blackledge, 
2008j) 

2001-
Jun 

Wife of Former 
College 
President hired 

Melinda K. Umphrey, wife of former Shelton 
State Community College President Thomas 
Umphrey, was hired by the Alabama Fire 
College and later pleads guilty for the bogus job. 
She was paid until December 2003 and pleads 
guilty in August of 2008. 

(Walton, 2008b) 

2001-
Jun 

Steve Johnson 
hired 

Steve Johnson, son of Chancellor Roy Johnson, 
began employment with the Fire College and 
was paid $164,000 between June 2001 and 
September 2004.  According to a later plea 
agreement Mr. Johnson did no work for this 
compensation.  

(Blackledge, 
2008j) 

2002-
May-23 

Roy Johnson 
named 
Chancellor  

Roy Johnson replaces Fred Gainous as 
Chancellor of the Alabama Community College 
System 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2002-
2006 

Transactions to 
Alabama 
Contract Sales 
escalate 

In 2002, Alabama Contract Sales received about 
$37,000 in business with the System.  Annual 
amounts increase while Roy Johnson is 
chancellor to $3.9 million in 2006. 

(Blackledge, 
2007c) 

2002-
Nov to 
2004-
Sep 

Langston 
arranges job for 
son 

William Langston, Sr., arranges for his son to be 
paid $66,000 by Gadsden State Community 
College for little or no work.  Fire College sends 
$200,000 to Gadsden State for EMS training. 
Son later testifies to an earlier similar 
arrangement with Jefferson State Community 
College 

(Demonia, 
2008a) 
(Blackledge, 
2008k) 
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2003 House 
remodeled for 
sale 

Doris Phillips and daughter Melinda Phillips 
Sexton used $7800 in state funds to improve a 
house owned by Shelton State which they later 
purchase for $45,000, one-half of the appraised 
value.  

(A. Jones, 
2007b) 

2003 Contract to buy 
Retirement 

Southern Union pays The ACCESS Group 
$48,000 of which $24,418 was used to purchase 
retirement time for a former Dean of Nursing 
who was accused of having an intimate 
relationship with Roy Johnson. 

(Blackledge, 
2007a) 

2004 Chancellor’s 
Son-in-law 
Hired 

Greg Morgan is hired by Bishop State to 
perform legal services related to personnel 
matters, and is paid $2,800. 

(Blackledge, 
2006b) 

2004 Chancellor’s 
Son-in-law 
Hired 

Greg Morgan is retained by Snead State 
Community College at a rate of $2,000 per 
month. 

(Blackledge, 
2006b) 

2004 Chancellor’s 
Son-in-law 
Hired 

Greg Morgan is retained by Central Alabama 
Community College at a rate of $2,000 per 
month. 

(Blackledge, 
2006b) 

2004 Chancellor’s 
Son-in-law 
Hired 

Greg Morgan is retained by Southern Union 
Community College at a rate of $2,000 per 
month. 

(Blackledge, 
2006b) 

2004 Jimmy 
Clements Hired 

Jimmy Clements, close friend of Chancellor 
Roy Johnson is employed at $3,000 per month 
to assess community needs and possible new 
campus. 

(Blackledge, 
2006b) 

2004 Contract with 
Greg Morgan 

Greg Morgan is paid $55,000 by The ACCESS 
Group for legal services never performed. 

(Blackledge, 
2007a) 

2004 Malinda 
Johnson 
Morgan 

Malinda Morgan, daughter of Chancellor Roy 
Johnson is paid $25,793 by The ACCESS 
Group for part-time work grading GED tests. 

(Blackledge, 
2007a) 

2004 Malinda 
Johnson 
Morgan 

Malinda Morgan receives $69,000 for work at 
Fire College and Southern Union which are 164 
miles apart. 

(Blackledge, 
2007a) 

2004 Discretionary 
Funds Paid to 
Foundation 

Yvonne Kennedy, president of Bishop State and 
State Representative, directs $94,000 of her 
legislative discretionary funds to the college’s 
foundation which she controls. 

(Blackledge, 
2006b) 

2004 Turnham 
donates to 
Board 
member’s 
campaign 

According to court testimony, Tim Turnham, 
owner of Alabama Contract Sales in Auburn, 
padded invoices to the System and used the 
overcharge to make a $7,500 campaign 
contribution to Board member Mary Jane 
Caylor.  The funds were routed through a 
political action committee and delivered by Roy 
Johnson.  Caylor denied knowing the funds 

(Blackledge, 
2007c) 
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were from overcharges.  No evidence is found to 
show that Tim Turnham’s brother, Joe, who is 
the Alabama Democratic Party chairman, knew 
of any wrongdoing. 

2004-
Feb 

ACCS begins 
funding 
Heritage to 
Hope 

The Alabama College System paid Heritage to 
Hope a Birmingham non-profit organization 
$310,000 from February 2004 to September 
2006.  State Senator E.B. McClain received 
about $4,000 a month salary from these funds 
while serving only 13 students. 

(Blackledge, 
2007b) 

2004-
July 

Records Not 
Available for 
Cash 
Expenditures 

During 2003 and 2004 Bishop State employees 
were issued $261,800 in cash for book buybacks 
for which no records could be produced.  

(Blackledge, 
2006a) 

2004-
Sep 

Investigators 
raid Fire 
College 

A federal investigation of former Governor Don 
Siegelman leads to an investigation of the 
Alabama Fire College in Tuscaloosa. Federal 
agents raid the offices of the Alabama Fire 
College in Tuscaloosa and ignite a wide-spread 
investigation of the Alabama Community 
College System 

(Ashburn, 2007; 
A. Jones, 
2007b; Adam 
Jones, 2008b) 

2005-
Mar-24 

Lobbying 
Activities 
Limited 

Alabama State Board of Education passes policy 
215.01 prohibiting any institution paying with 
state funds the services of a lobbyist.  

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2005k) 

2005-
Mar-24 

Limits Action 
or Legislation  

Alabama State Board of Education passes policy 
208.01 prohibiting System presidents from 
proposing legislation without Board approval.  

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2005j) 

2006-
Feb 

Records 
Destroyed 

Bishop State officials are accused of destroying 
school records including: attendance, athletic 
eligibility, and tuition waver applications.  

("Bishop State 
woes show 
Riley right," 
2007) 

2006-
Mar-21 

Director 
Resigns 

Alabama Fire College director W. L. Langston 
resigns. 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2006-
Apr 

Alabama 
Contract Sales 
pays Steve 
Johnson 

During April 2006, Alabama Contract Sales 
pays Chancellor Johnson’s son Steve $4,000.  
Tim Turnham, owner of Alabama Contract 
Sales, later pleas guilty of bribery and 
obstruction of justice. 

(Blackledge, 
2007c) 

2006-
Apr-27 

Media Reports 
Abuse at Fire 
College 

Media reports Langston gave jobs to Chancellor 
Johnson’s children just before Fire College 
receives $300,000 from Chancellor’s Office  

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 
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2006-
May-10 

Grand Jury 
calls Shelton 
staff 

Grand Jury questions Shelton State President 
Rick Rogers and Business Dean Karen Van 
Luvender. 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2006-
May 

Joanne Jordan 
testifies 

Joanne Jordan, Interim President at SUSCC, 
testifies to the Grand Jury, but in February of 
2008 pleads guilty for submitting false 
testimony.  

(Blackledge, 
2008g) 

2006-
May-12 

Representative 
Melton 
suspended 

State Representative Bryant Melton is 
suspended for donating state funds to the Fire 
College Foundation and subsequently receiving 
those funds disguised as scholarship to his 
daughter.  

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2006-
May-17 

Media Reports 
about 
Johnson’s son-
in-law 

Johnson’s son-in-law Gregory Morgan received 
more than $144,000 from three colleges over a 
three year period for questionable services. 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2006-
Jun-14 

Media Reports 
about State 
Board’s family 
members 

Media Reports say that four relatives of State 
Board of Education members are employed in 
system.  

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2006-
Jun-30 

Melton Resigns Melton resigns his seat in the Legislature and 
his job at Shelton after pleading guilty to 
funneling state money through the Fire College 
Foundation to pay for his gambling debts and 
his daughter’s medical school 

(Ashburn, 2007; 
A. Jones, 
2007a) 

2006-
Jul-12 

Roy Johnson 
Fired, 
Renee 
Culverhouse 
named Interim 

State school board terminates Johnson’s contract 
following a Grand Jury report of his influence in 
securing jobs in the two-year system for family 
and friends, and his office’s involvement of 
funneling state money to private foundations. 
Gadsden State Community College President 
Renee Culverhouse is named Interim 
Chancellor.  

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2006-
Jul-27 

Thomas Corts 
replaces Renee 
Culverhouse 

Retired President of Samford University 
replaces Renee Culverhouse as Interim 
Chancellor 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2006-
Oct-8 

Media Reports 
on Legislators 
paid by 
colleges 

Birmingham News reports that the System 
colleges employed 28 legislators plus several 
close relatives of legislators.  

(Blackledge, 
2006c) 

2006-
Nov-1 

Robert Nix 
pleads guilty 

Former Fire College Foundation Board Member 
Robert Nix agrees to plead guilty to federal 
fraud charges which involved a scheme to direct 
more than $500,000 in Foundation money to 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 
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himself and friends. 

2006-
Nov-3 

Rick Rogers 
placed on 
administrative 
leave 

Shelton State president Rick Rogers is placed on 
administrative leave amid allegations of fraud 
involving the school’s foundation money. 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2006-
Dec 

SACS cites 
Bishop  

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 
puts Bishop State on probation citing problems 
with governance, educational programs, 
financial aid and student records. 

(Ashburn, 2007) 

2006-
Dec-8 

Prosecutors 
seek lien on 
Johnson’s 
home 

Federal prosecutors announce they will seek 
forfeiture of Johnson’s home.  This is the first 
public naming of Johnson as a target of the 
investigation. 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2007-
Jan 

District 
Attorney 
charges 7 
people 

Mobile County District Attorney charges seven 
people from Bishop State with stealing $56,000 
in financial aid funds. 

(Ashburn, 2007) 

2007-
Jan-25 

Four new 
Policies 
regarding 
employment of 
relatives 

Alabama State Board of Education establishes 
four new policies: 205.03 restricting the hiring 
of relatives, 205.04 requiring disclosure of 
employment of relatives, 205.05 requiring 
submission of family relationships, and 205.06 
requiring disclosure and approval of contracts 
with relatives. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2007e) 
(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2007f) 
(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2007g) 
(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2007h) 

2007-
Feb-16 

Chancellor’s 
Son Fired 

The son of Chancellor Roy Johnson is 
terminated from his position overseeing 
construction projects at Lawson State 
Community College after it is revealed that he 
was also being paid for the same work by an 
architect firm.  

("Problems in 
two-year 
colleges," 2008) 

2007-
Feb 

Audit finds 
$438,000 
questionable at 
Bishop State  

New audit by the Department of Examiners of 
Public Accounts finds $438,000 in questionable 
expenditures including $293,000 in financial aid 
fraud at Bishop State in Mobile. 

(Ashburn, 2007) 

2007-
Feb 

Chancellor 
calls for 
separate Board 

While addressing a Kiwanis Club in 
Birmingham, Interim Chancellor Thomas Corts 
calls for a new Board to oversee two-year 

(Dean, 
2007)999 
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colleges. 

2007-
Feb 

Chancellor 
resigns 

Chancellor Thomas Corts resigns as System’s 
Interim Chancellor after only seven months on 
the job. 

(Ashburn, 2007) 

2007-
May 

Timothy Neil 
Turnham  
pleads guilty 

Timothy Turnham pleads guilty to obstruction 
of justice and the firm pleads guilty to bribery. 
Opelika businessman Timothy Neil Turnham 
tells federal prosecutors that his firm, Alabama 
Contract Sales, paid Johnson at least $64,000 by 
overcharging for work in the two-year system.  
Mr. Turnham is the brother to the head of the 
state’s Democratic party. 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 
(Adam Jones, 
2008d) 

2007-
May-24 

Bradley Byrne 
appointed as 
Chancellor 

State Senator Bradley Byrne is appointed as the 
new Chancellor of the two-year system. He is 
the fourth head of the System since the federal 
investigation began.  

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2007-
Jun-11 

W.L. Langston 
arrested 

Former Fire College Director W.L. Langston is 
arrested on charges that he stole $1.5 million 
dollars in state funds through fraudulent 
contracts involving family and friends, and 
money spent on himself and family members. 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2007-
Jun-28 

Rogers and 
Kennedy 
announce 
retirement 

Rick Rogers and Yvonne Kennedy announce 
their plans to retire in the near future. 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2007-
Aug-6 

Joe Reed writes 
letter to 
Chancellor 

Joe Reed, Associate Executive Secretary, writes 
letter to Chancellor Byrne defending the actions 
of Bishop State President Yvonne Kennedy and 
referring to the Chancellor as the Fuhrer.   

(Reed, 2007) 

2007-
Aug-12 

Chancellor 
recruits 
applicants for 
Presidents  

At the meeting of the Business Council of 
Alabama, Chancellor Bradley Byrne encourages 
non-education professionals to apply for 
upcoming presidential vacancies at several 
colleges. 

(Altman, 2007b) 

2007-
Aug-23 

Internal Audit 
Division 
created 

Alabama State Board of Education establishes 
new policy 110.01 creating the Division of 
Internal Audit at the Chancellor’s Office. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2007c) 

2007-
Sep 

Shelton State 
CFO Removed 

Shelton State CFO Karen Van Luvender is 
placed on administrative leave. 

(Beyerle, 2007) 

2007-
Sep-6 

System 
Foundation 
exposed 

Existence of a non-profit foundation for the 
Alabama College System is made public.  
Several Foundation board members denied 
knowledge of the Foundation.  

(Elington, 2007) 

2007-
Sep-24 

Debbie Dahl 
fired 

Vice Chancellor Debbie Dahl is suddenly fired 
from her position as head of financial operations 

(Ehinger, 2007) 
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for the System following reports of a secret 
System Foundation and receipt of $15,000 
scholarship from the Fire College Foundation 
for her daughter. 

2007-
Sep-27 

College related 
Foundations 

Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 213.01 clarifying relationships with 
private foundations. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2007i) 

2007-
Sep-27 

Appointment 
and 
Assignment of 
Personnel 

Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 602.01 regarding the appointment and 
assignment of personnel by college presidents, 
and authorizing the Chancellor to reverse any 
appointment which violates any statute or Board 
policy. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2007k) 

2007-
Oct-2 

Prosecutors 
seek lien 
against 
architect 

Prosecutors file for a forfeiture against Anniston 
architect Julian W. Jenkins claiming he paid 
$85,000 bribe to Johnson. 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2007-
Oct 

Phillips and 
daughter 
convicted 

Doris Gail Phillips and her daughter Melinda 
Phillips Sexton were convicted for using state 
funds to restore a house they later purchased 
from Shelton State  

(A. Jones, 
2007b) 

2007-
Oct-25 

Institutional 
gifts 
discouraged 

Alabama State Board of Education establishes 
new policy 111.01 restricting gifts from vendors 
to the Board members, Chancellor, or any 
employee of the Alabama Community College 
System. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2007d) 

2007-
Oct-25 

Harassment Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 601.04 prohibiting harassment and 
creating a harassment-free work environment. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2007j) 

2007-
Nov-2 

Robert Higgins 
pleads guilty 

Robert Higgins, former driver for Johnson, 
pleads guilty to obstruction of justice for lying 
about financial deals. 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2007-
Dec 

New Presidents 
hired 

Presidents are hired at four colleges: Central 
Alabama Community College, Snead State 
Community College, H. Councill Trenholm 
State Technical College, and Shelton State 
Community College. 

("Remaking 2-
year colleges; 
Lengthy search 
for 4 presidents 
ends, 3 more to 
go," 2007) 

2007-
Dec-6 

Bill Drinkard 
hired  

Senator Zeb Little hires former senator Bill 
Drinkard to help with constituent services.  Mr. 
Drinkard pleaded guilty in 1996 to 
misappropriating state money as a result of a 
previous two-year college investigation 

(Lyman, 2007) 
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involving Technology Plus, a center for learning 
at Calhoun Community College. 

2007-
Dec-6 

Robert Nix 
sentenced  

Former Deputy Director and Commissioner of 
the Alabama Fire College Robert Nix is 
sentenced after pleading guilty to money 
laundering, wire fraud, and theft.  More than 
$500,000 intended for the Fire College was 
diverted to the Fire College’s private 
foundation. 

(A. Jones, 
2007a) 

2007-
Dec-13 

Criminal 
Background 
Checks 

Alabama State Board of Education establishes 
623.01 requiring criminal background checks 
for all employees, current or new. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2007l) 

2007-
Dec-14 

New President 
named at 
Shelton 

Mark Heinrich is approved as the new President 
of Shelton State Community College in 
Tuscaloosa. 

("Influential 
taxpayers 
cheated the 
system," 2008) 

2007-
Dec-27 

Winston Hayes 
pleads guilty 

Winston Hayes, a Jasper businessman who has 
supplied computers and software to ACCS 
colleges for many years, pleas guilty to giving 
more than $270,000 to Chancellor Roy Johnson 
and a friend in exchange for college contracts.   

(Blackledge, 
2007a) 

2008-
Jan 

President 
Salatto 
terminated 

The president of Southern Union State 
Community College Susan Salatto is placed on 
leave following an internal investigation by 
Chancellor’s Office. 

(Fain, 2008a) 

2008-
Jan-17 

Roy Johnson 
Pleads Guilty 

Roy Johnson, former Chancellor, pleads guilty 
to fifteen counts including conspiracy, bribery, 
obstruction of justice, and money laundering, 
and agrees to cooperate with investigation, and 
to forfeit $18,206,485.97, and to plead guilty to 
state ethics charges at a later date. 

(Johnson, 2008) 
(Adam Jones, 
2008d) 

2008-
Jan-24 

Two members 
added to 
president 
selection 
committee 

Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 203.01 to add two more members to the 
committee structure when selecting presidents. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2005e) 

2008-
Jan-31 

Representative 
Betty Carol 
Graham retires 

State Representative Betty Carol Graham retires 
from her position as Vice President at Central 
Alabama Community College. 

(Demonia, 
2008d) 

2008-
Jan-31 

Representative 
Schmitz 
arrested 

State Representative Sue Schmitz is arrested on 
charges of receiving $177,251 in pay for 
virtually no work and her position at the 
Community Intensive Training for Youth 
program, a part of the Alabama Community 
College System. 

(Reeves, 2008) 
(Blackledge, 
2008a) 
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2008-
Feb-1 

Former 
Communication 
Director Speaks 
of Nepotism  

Amanda Vaughan, former Communications 
Director for the System, reveals to the 
Birmingham News examples of Board member 
relatives on payroll. Examples cited in article 
include the niece of Board member Ella Bell 
working in the Chancellor’s Office and the 
children of Board member Sandra Ray working 
in colleges. 

(Demonia, 
2008b) 

2008-
Feb-7  

Joanne Jordan 
Pleads Guilty 

Joanne Jordan, Former Business Manager for 
SUSCC, and former interim president at 
SUSCC and SSCC, pleads guilty to obstruction 
of justice for lying to the grand jury in May 
2006 denying knowledge of a scheme to pay 
Johnson’s son-in-law $2,000 per month, and a 
scheme to pay $24,000, into the retirement 
account of a fellow employee. 

(Blackledge, 
2008g) 

2008-
Feb-13 

Bill to 
eliminate 
Examiners 

Alabama Senate enters SB367 which calls for 
the elimination of the Department of Examiners 
of Public Accounts and replaces it with the 
Office of Standards and Accountability.  The 
bill fails to pass. 

(French, Orr, 
Beason, Marsh, 
& Brooks, 
2008) 

2008-
Feb-23 

Feds request 
records from 
Athens State 

Federal authorities requested records from 
Athens State regarding State Representative 
Todd Greeson, who has been working for 3 
years for Athens, but also is employed by 
Northeast Alabama Community College. 

(Hughes, 2008) 

2008-
Feb-29 

Elected State 
Official: 
Employment 
Prohibited 

Alabama State Board of Education establishes 
new policy 220.01 prohibiting the employment 
of elected State Officials. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2008e) 

2008-
Feb-29 

Flexible Work 
Schedule 

Alabama State Board of Education establishes 
policy 609.04 defining flexible work schedules 
for employees.  This policy restricts changes in 
an employees work schedule for outside 
employment without advance approval. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2008k) 

2008-
Mar 

Bill to oversee 
State Board of 
Education 

A Bill is introduced into the Alabama 
Legislature to give oversight authority over the 
Alabama State Board of Education by a 
legislative committee, some of its members 
being employed by the State Board.  The bill 
fails to pass. 

(Board, 2008) 

2008-
Mar-4 

Double-dipping 
ban begins 

State Board of Education passes policy banning 
legislators from receiving pay for both a 
position at a system college while also a 
member of the legislature. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2008e) 

2008- Reserve Fund Details of a little known reserve fund that (Dean, 2008b) 
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Mar-14 Exposed accumulated six million dollars was made 
public.  The reserve fund was located at 
Gadsden State Community College and is 
believed to be composed of funds left over in 
previous years budgets. 

2008-
Mar-17 

Oversight Bill 
Sponsored 

Senator Zeb Little introduces legislation 
supported by the Alabama Education 
Association to require legislative approval of all 
new policies enacted by State Board of 
Education.  Legislation later failed to pass.  In a 
public hearing Little complained that the 
appointment of Chancellor Byrne was due to his 
Republican ties.  Republican Legislators 
responded that the legislation was reaction to the 
new Board policy restricting employment of 
legislators.  

(Rawls, 2008) 

2008-
Mar-27 

Board Updates 
17 financial 
operations 
policies 

Alabama State Board of Education updates 17 
different policies all of which relate to the 
financial operations of individual colleges.  
These include: requiring adherence to the 
System Financial Management Procedures 
Manuel, procuring Fidelity bonds on key 
employees, annual audits, and other financial 
control updates. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2007m) 

2008-
Apr-1 

Johnson and 
Jordan enter 
plea 

Former Chancellor Roy Johnson and former 
President Joanne Jordan officially submit guilty 
pleas to the Federal Court. Johnson admitted 
receiving nearly $1 million in kick-backs for 
himself and his family and agreed to surrender 
his $1.3 million home he recently built with 
some of the funds.  Jordan admitted to lying to a 
Grand Jury about payments to Johnson’s son at 
her college. 

(Blackledge, 
2008b) 

2008-
Apr-22 

Dismissal of 
Schmitz 
charges sought 

Attorney’s for Representative Sue Schmitz 
request dismissal of charges due to political 
selective prosecution.  Attorney’s claim charges 
are aimed at Democrats only and are intended to 
intimidate other legislators.  Dismissal was later 
denied. 

(Blackledge, 
2008h) 

2008-
Apr-24 

Instructional 
Quality 

Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 703.01 assigning the president of each 
college responsible for the quality of instruction 
and providing an environment conducive to 
learning. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2008l) 

2008-
Apr-24 

Standards of 
Academic 

Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 714.04 setting standards of progress for 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
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Progress: 
Federal 
Financial Aid 

financial aid students to equal the progress 
requirements applicable to all students. 

Education, 
2008m) 

2008-
Apr-24 

Culverhouse 
retires 

State Board of Education accepted the 
retirement of Gadsden State President Renee 
Culverhouse who served two temporary 
appointments as Interim Chancellor. 

(Ray, 2008) 

2008-
May-3 

Subpoenas 
issued for 
Merchant 
Capital 
Information 

Subpoenas are issued for financial records 
relating to bond issuances to Merchant Capital, 
and Former Vice-Chancellor Debbie Dahl and 
close friend Al Cox, Commissioner of the 
Alabama Community College Athletic 
Conference.  

(Dean, 2008c) 

2008-
May-9 

William 
Langston, Jr., 
pleads guilty 

William Langston Jr., son of the Director of the 
Alabama Fire College, pled guilty for accepting 
$66,000 from Gadsden State Community 
College in wages for doing little or no work per 
an agreement arranged by his father.  Plea 
discloses that he received a similar 
compensation from Jefferson State Community 
College prior to this contract. 

(Demonia, 
2008a) 
(Blackledge, 
2008k) 

2008-
May-22 

Construction, 
Renovation, 
and Alteration 

Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 501.01 related to the construction or 
renovation of college facilities, and the purchase 
or sale of land. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2008f) 

2008-
May-22 

College owned 
residential 
property 

Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 508.01 regarding residential property 
owned by colleges or the System. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2008g) 

2008-
May-22 

Illegal 
Gambling 

Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 513.01 which prohibits illegal gambling 
at any facility of the System. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2008h) 

2008-
May-22 

Use of logo Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 516.01 which limits the use of college 
logo and copyrighted information. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2008i) 

2008-
May-22 

Naming of 
Buildings 

Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 519.01 which specifies the conditions for 
the naming of buildings and facilities. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2008j) 

2008-
May-28 

Salatto 
reinstated 

Susan Salatto, former president of Southern 
Union State Community College, wins a court 
hearing opposing her termination and is 
reinstated as an employee with pay until her 
dismissal hearing. 

(Huckabee, 
2008) 
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2008-
May-28 

E.B. McClain 
indicted 

State Senator E.B. McClain and Reverend 
Samuel Pettagrue are indicted for conspiring to 
steal nearly one-half of $700,000 state grant 
money intended for poor seniors and 
disadvantaged students.  The funds passed from 
Alabama Department of Economic and 
Community Affairs through the Alabama 
Community College System to Pettagrue’s 
Heritage to Hope Foundation.   

(Walton, 2008a) 

2008-
May-31 

AEA makes 
political 
donations 

The Alabama Education Association makes 
unusually large political campaign donations, a 
total of $385,000, to two candidates in races 
against sitting State Board of Education 
members. 

(Blackledge, 
2008i) 

2008-
Jun-3 

Nix testifies at 
Langston trial 

Robert Nix, member of the Fire College 
Foundation Board, testifies that former Director 
W. L. Langston, Sr., tried to hide a $300,000 
payment from the Chancellor’s Office. 

(Blackledge, 
2008e) 

2008-
Jun-6 

Hayes testifies 
at Langston 
trial in regard 
to Dr. Phillip 
Bobo 

Jasper businessman Winston Hayes testifies that 
prosecutors wanted Langston to testify against 
Dr. Phillip Bobo, a Tuscaloosa physician who 
was earlier acquitted on Medicaid fraud charges 
that included ties to the Fire College.  

(Blackledge, 
2008c) 

2008-
Jun-12 

Langston Sr. 
found guilty 

William Langston Sr. is found guilty on 36 
counts of theft, money laundering, conspiracy, 
mail, and wire fraud and is ordered to forfeit 
$1.7 million of personal assets. Items purchased 
with foundation funds include a motorcycle, big 
screen television, appliances, private school 
tuition for his grandchildren, and $335,000 to 
build a home for himself.    

(Blackledge, 
2008d; Taylor, 
2008a) 

2008-
Jun-12 

Schemes 
revealed in 
testimony 

During trial other details of Fire College 
Foundation schemes were revealed.  Former 
Representative Brian Melton admitted to taking 
$68,000 in the form of fake scholarships for his 
daughter.  Jasper businessman Winston Hayes 
admitted to arranging $92,000 in bogus 
contracts for computer services and forwarding 
the funds to Robert Nix.  Roy Johnson admitted 
to a scheme where his two children were paid 
$182,000 by the Fire College for bogus jobs.  
Langston executed a complex scheme with the 
Poison Center located on the premises of the 
Fire College to transfer $512,000 of the Poison 
Center funds to the Alabama Fire College 
Foundation.  

(Blackledge, 
2008d; Adam 
Jones, 2008c) 
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2008-
Jun-25 

Lawsuit over 
Byrne’s hiring 
tossed   

A lawsuit filed by the Alabama Education 
Association challenging the hiring of Chancellor 
Bradley Byrne was dismissed. 

(Dean, 2008a) 

2008-
Jun-26 

Updated Fees  Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 804.01 defining proper fees to be charged 
to students. 

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2008n) 

2008-
Aug-7 

Teacher who 
taught himself 
reinstated  

An arbitrator ruled in favor of a Bishop State 
Culinary Arts instructor who was terminated for 
enrolling himself in his own classes.  The 
arbitrator reinstated him, but removed the 
classes from his transcript. 

(Altman, 2008b) 

2008-
Aug-15 

Melton 
sentenced 

Former State Representative Bryant Melton was 
sentenced to 15 months in jail for routing his 
discretionary funds through the Fire College for 
his personal gain. 

("Former 
lawmaker to 
serve 15 
months," 2008) 

2008-
Aug-20 

Wife of Former 
College 
President 
pleads guilty 

Melinda K. Umphrey, wife of former Shelton 
State Community College President Thomas 
Umphrey, pleads guilty to accepting $156,734 
in salary from the Alabama Fire College for a 
bogus job during the period of June 2001 thru 
December 2003. 

(Walton, 2008b) 

2008-
Aug-28 

Evaluation of 
Presidents 

Alabama State Board of Education updates 
policy 607.01 to evaluate presidents annually.   

(Alabama State 
Board of 
Education, 
2005l) 

2008-
Sep-9 

First Schmitz’s 
trial ends in 
mistrial  

The trial for Representative Sue Schmitz ends in 
a mistrial after lengthy testimony and jury 
deliberation.  She was paid $177,251 over 3 ½ 
years, but was accused of little or no work.  The 
trial revealed that the position was created and 
funded for Representative Schmitz by an 
agreement between Chancellor Roy Johnson, 
AEA Executive Secretary Paul Hubbard, and 
Speaker of the House Seth Hammet.  The job 
was not advertised and fellow employees 
testified that she “simply did not show up for 
work.” Defense attorneys claimed she received 
no direction from supervisors.  

(Chandler, 
2008a, 2008b; 
Holden, 2008) 

2008-
Oct-29 

Langston 
sentenced 10 
years 

A federal judge sentenced a former Fire College 
Director William Langston Sr. to 10 years in jail 
and $1.4 million in restitution as a result of 
Langston’s guilty verdict in June 2008 on 36 
counts of theft, money laundering, conspiracy 
and mail fraud. 

(Taylor, 2008b) 

2008- Architect Julian An Anniston architect who helped former two- (Chandler & 
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Oct-31 Jenkins 
indicted 

year college Chancellor Roy Johnson build his 
Opelika house is indicted on 21 federal crimes 
including: conspiracy, bribery, and obstruction 
of justice charges.  Allegedly Jenkins provided 
$56,000 worth of services and products to 
Johnson in exchange for receiving $5.75 million 
in contracts with the System. 

Walton, 2008; 
Adam Jones, 
2008a) 

2009-
Jan-09 

Task Force 
Plan Unveiled  

A nine-member task force appointed by the 
Board to study the System issued a 
comprehensive report making several 
recommendations 

(Byrne, 2009b) 

2009-
Jan-21 

Senator E.B. 
McClain 
convicted 

Senator E.B. McClain and Reverend Samuel 
Pettagrue are convicted for routing state funds to 
McClain.  In this scheme $760,000 of state 
funds were transferred to the Alabama 
Department of Economic and Community 
Affairs, then transferred to the Chancellor’s 
Office and then on to the Heritage to Hope 
Foundation, a private non-profit education 
center located at Pettagrue’s church.  The center 
then paid McClain $306,909 in kickbacks while 
helping only 13 students.  Witnesses also 
testified that former Bishop State President 
Yvonne Kennedy received $28,350 from the 
foundation and Representative John Rogers was 
paid $24,000.  Also revealed was a grant to the 
foundation of $20,000 from the Alabama 
Education Association. 

(Blackledge, 
2007b; 
"Lawmaker 
convicted in 
corruption trial," 
2009; Thornton, 
2009) 

2009-
Feb-03 

Legal fees 
exceed $1 
million 

Legal fees paid by Bishop State to defend 
personnel actions reach $1.29 million, about ½ 
of the $2.57 million incurred by the System.  
Twenty-seven employees at Bishop State have 
appealed their dismissals.   

(Altman, 2009) 

2009-
Feb-23 

Representative 
Sue Schmitz 
wins appeal of 
firing 

Representative Sue Schmitz won an appeal of 
her firing from her position with the CITY 
program and was ordered back to work with 
back pay of $177,000. 

(Demonia, 
2009) 

2009-
Feb-24 

Representative 
Sue Schmitz 
found guilty 

Representative Sue Schmitz is found guilty for 
receiving $177,000 in wages from the CITY 
Program, a subunit of Central Alabama 
Community College for which little or no work 
was performed.  This $177,000 in pay during 
her tenure plus the $177,000 awarded by 
another court for improper termination totals 
$344,000 in wages.   

("Schmitz found 
guilty in 
Decatur 
corruption trial," 
2009) 

2009- Whistleblower The Board modified policy 318.01 to include (Alabama State 
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Mar-26 policy added the prohibition of retaliation against any 
employee who engages in whistleblowing, given 
the employee acts in good faith. 

Board of 
Education, 
2009c) 

2009-
Apr-28 

Wife of former 
president 
sentenced 

Melinda Umphrey, wife former Shelton State 
president Tom Umphrey, is sentenced to 16 
months in federal prison for receiving $157,000 
in salary and benefits for a bogus job at the 
Alabama Fire College.  See June 2001.  

(A. Jones, 2009) 

2009-
Apr-29 

Online 
checkbook 
introduced 

The System launches its new web application 
which allows the public to view transactions of 
colleges, referred to as the online checkbook.   

(Hunter, 2009) 

2009-
May-01 

Instructor wins 
appeal 

A Bishop State instructor who enrolled himself 
in 10 of his own commercial foods courses wins 
his appeal of his dismissal and returns to work. 

(Byrne, 2009a) 

2009-
May-15 

Resolution to 
study ACCS 

The State Legislature on its final legislative day 
for the session passed a resolution to establish a 
group to study the Alabama Community College 
System.  The resolution was supported by the 
AEA and opposed by Chancellor Byrne who 
stated “what do they think they will find that 
hasn’t already been reviewed in open meetings, 
supplied willingly to the media, posted online 
for all citizens to review and studied in depth by 
an independent Tack Force?”   

("Alabama 
Chancellor 
upset by junior 
college study," 
2009; Byrne, 
2009b) 

2009-
May-18 

Chancellor 
Resigns 

Chancellor Bradley Byrne tenders his 
resignation. 

(Byrne, 2009c) 

2009-
May-27 

Turnham 
sentenced 

Tim Turnham receives two years probation, is 
fined $1,000, and must pay restitution of 
$900,000 for role in scandal and for obstruction 
of justice.  His company padded invoices and 
gave Roy Johnson and others $83,000 in 
kickbacks. 

(Gordon, 2009c) 

2009-
May-27 

Byrne 
announces bid 
for governor 

Bradley Byrne officially announced his 
candidacy for governor. 

(Talbot, 2009) 

2009-
May-28 

Joan Davis 
named Interim 
Chancellor 

Joan Davis, Vice-Chancellor of Legal Services, 
is named Interim Chancellor after the 
resignation of Bradley Bryne to focus on run for 
governor.  

(Leech, 2009) 

2009-
Jun-04 

Merchant 
Capital fined 

Securities and Exchange Commission fines 
Merchant Capital $55,000 for abuses during 
trips by representatives of ACCS to New York 
City for meetings on bond rating.  
Representatives of the System, their spouses, 
children, and friends were treated to more than 
$24,000 in travel expenses, Broadway shows, 

(Gordon, 2009e) 
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upscale restaurants, and professional ball games 
during these trips, and the cost was deducted 
from bond proceeds.  

2009-
Jun-13 

Johnson 
sentencing 
delayed 

The sentencing hearing for Roy Johnson is 
delayed again.  The hearing had been delayed 
until July 1, but is now scheduled for November 
20, 2009, as he continues to cooperate with 
federal investigators. 

("Former two-
year college 
system 
chancellor's 
sentencing 
hearing 
delayed," 2009) 

2009-
Jul-02 

Jenkins pleas 
guilty 

Anniston architect Julian Jenkins pleads guilty 
to aiding and abetting the obstruction of justice 
as a result of providing fake invoices to Roy 
Johnson to show Johnson paid for architectural 
services for his home in Opelika.  Charges of 
bribery and conspiracy were dropped with the 
plea deal 

(Gordon, 
2009b) 

2009-
Jul-22 

Schmitz 
sentenced 

Representative Sue Schmitz is sentenced to 30 
months as a result of her fraud conviction in 
February. 

(Stephens, 
2009) 

2009-
July 

Chief Examiner 
gets pay raise 

The Legislative Committee on Public Accounts 
awards Chief Examiner Ronald L. Jones a 
$29,000 pay raise to $241,695 

(Ford, 2009) 

 
 

Conclusion 

 
 The first research question read “What happened in the Alabama Community College 

System to foster a period of unethical leadership and necessitate the current response?”  To 

provide an answer to this question, narratives covering the history and culture of the System 

have been presented including discussions of multiple cultures, political influences, 

governance, two major scandals, and events that comprise the period of recovery.  Also 

presented was a table of events to add understanding of the scope of events and their place in 

the order of chronology.  All information to document the events and issues discussed in this 

section was obtained via document analysis and personal interviews.  Care has been 

exercised to present the information in a factual manner and to eliminate the possibility of 
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researcher input and bias.  Thus, the information as presented in this section provides an 

answer to the first research question.   

 

Research Question 2 

 
The second research question is “How does a higher education organization 

successfully rebuild its credibility after recently being tarnished by a period of unethical 

leadership?”  The discussions of professional literature, along with the presentation of the 

history of the System, offer evidence that unethical leaders cause harm to an organization.  

The recovery from such an incident is then the focus of this research question.  Since 

“credibility” deals with impressions of external stakeholders and their view of the 

organization, to “restore credibility” implies a systemic organizational change that is 

significant enough for those outside the organization to notice, and extends long enough to 

overcome public skepticism.   The appearance of two scandals offers evidence that this type 

of change did not occur after the first scandal.  Even though actions of the System and 

prosecutors were highly publicized, the changes appear to have been only cosmetic, and the 

lack of an authentic cultural change allowed another scandal to occur within a decade.  

Therefore, in attempting to determine how an organization rebuilds it credibility, a measure 

of the change in the organizational culture is necessary.  This change should prevent, or at 

least substantially diminish, the chances of a similar scandal in the future.  Changes in 

personnel, policy, procedures, and organizational behavior were examined to assess their 

impact on the culture of the System.  The research and presentation of the System’s response 

is guided by the official changes in policy by the Board.  Other events such as major 

personnel changes and certain directives of the new chancellor were also considered as well 
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as an assessment of the effectiveness of the policy implementation and other measures, but 

the heart of the restoration effort is the action to change official policy by the State Board of 

Education. 

 There are three major sections in the discussion of Research Question 2: The 

Recovery Plan; The Plan vs. the Corruption Control Circumplex; and Themes of Interviews.  

Documents to compile the Recovery Plan section includes policies of the Board, minutes of 

meetings of the Board, guidelines issued by the Chancellor, official correspondence of the 

Chancellor, state law, various media reports and personal interviews.  Some information was 

confirmed during the interview process, so excerpts from the interviews are included to 

supplement the discussions where appropriate.  The second section compares this plan to 

professional literature to assess the response of the System.  The third section presents the 

data collected from personal interviews of both groups, but especially those interviews of 

System employees which were designed to assess the impact of change in organizational 

culture at the local level.  The third section primarily presents the interview comments by 

thematic categories identified by examination of the interview transcripts.  

The Recovery Plan 

 
 Two years after the initial raid on the Alabama Fire College, and after numerous 

negative media reports, the Alabama State Board of Education voted to terminate Chancellor 

Roy Johnson in July 2006.  This action is the primary dividing date of this dissertation.  

Although a complete history is provided earlier, actions and events after July 2006 are 

examined more closely and are included in the discussion of the recovery.  Upon termination 

of Roy Johnson, the Board appointed Renee Culverhouse, an attorney and president of 

Gadsden State Community College as Interim Chancellor.  She had worked in the 
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Chancellor’s Office for several years, so she was familiar with the operations and served a 

brief two weeks until Dr. Thomas Corts, retired president of Samford Univerity, was 

appointed ("Influential taxpayers cheated the system," 2008).  After only seven months, Dr. 

Corts abruptly resigned and the Board once again appointed Culverhouse as interim until 

May 2007 when Bradley Byrne, a State Senator and former member of the Board, was 

named permanent Chancellor (Ashburn, 2007).   

With the appointment of Chancellor Byrne, the Board began a series of aggressive 

moves to change the System.  The plan included two parts: refocus and reform.  The 

Chancellor first led an effort to refocus the System on its purpose and values, and then began 

the task of reformation in personnel, policies, and audit (Byrne, 2008, 2009b).  With this 

plan, Chancellor Byrne demonstrated an understanding that real and sustainable change 

required deep and significant change in the corporate culture (Kotter, 1996).  He publicly 

proclaimed a goal of creating a “culture of integrity” (Byrne, 2008, p. 4). 

Refocus System on Purpose and Values 

Soon after the appointment of Chancellor Byrne, the System began the task of 

rewriting its statements of mission, vision, and values (Byrne, 2009b).  This effort helped to 

rally all members around a common understanding of the future direction of the System.  In 

the years under Chancellor Roy Johnson the System had grown rapidly, acquiring several 

education related agencies previously housed elsewhere.  For instance, programs for youth 

education (CITY program), adult basic education, private school licensure, and workforce 

development all found their way to the System (Byrne, 2008).  This rapid growth concerned 

some when considering the long-established mission and vision which emphasized quality 

and access.  During one of the official interviews, one long-time employee of the Department 
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joked “Every time Johnson left the office, he came back with a new program.”  Rewriting 

these foundational statements, however, helped to refocus the efforts of a more complex 

System in a clear direction and redirected attention away from criminal investigations and 

constant media reports.  It concentrated funding and support on the core missions of 

academics, adult education, and workforce development (Byrne, 2009d). 

The mission statement was changed from “The Alabama College System, consisting 

of public two-year community and technical colleges and an upper division university, seeks 

to provide accessible, quality educational opportunities; promote economic growth; and 

enhance the quality of life for the people of Alabama” to “To provide a unified system of 

institutions dedicated to excellence in delivering academic education, adult education, and 

workforce development.”  The vision was updated to read “To develop an educated, 

prosperous population by providing an affordable pathway to help citizens of any walk or 

stage of life succeed through quality education and training; a community college system 

where education works for all.”  Values of integrity, excellence, accessibility, accountability, 

and diversity were selected and publicly communicated (Alabama State Board of Education, 

2008d).   

Reform the System  

Reforming the System was a bit more involved.  Soon after accepting the job of 

Chancellor, Mr. Byrne identified three areas of personnel, policies, and audit, and launched 

efforts to reform each (Byrne, 2008).  These three areas are not mutually exclusive as 

“policy” encompasses the other two.  After reviewing the actions of the Board in each area 

over the last two years, and examining the recent presentations celebrating two years of 

accomplishments, the efforts may now be better identified as personnel, procedures, and 
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accountability.  The changes in policy can be classified into thematic categories matching the 

areas of the Chancellor’s plan with more descriptive terms: personnel to personnel, policy to 

procedures, and audit to accountability.  Within these major categories, policy changes can 

further be subdivided into the general themes of centralization, ethics, legislators, finance, 

and foundations.  For a complete list of updates to all policies, see Appendix A beginning on 

page 270.    

Table 8 lists only policy updates made after July 2006 which have been identified by 

the researcher as part of the intentional plan to reform the System.  Each policy that changed 

after July 2006 was carefully examined for content and meaning.  Based on this examination, 

the policy was identified with one of the three major thematic categories.  If the policy 

related to personnel matters, it was assigned to the personnel category even when parts of the 

policy may also be considered procedural in nature.  In the same manner, if the policy related 

to internal audits, external audits, or other types of reviews of operations, it was classified as 

an accountability item.  All other policy changes were considered procedural in nature.  

Within each of these three thematic categories, policy changes were further categorized into 

sub-themes as identified by the researcher, namely centralization, ethics, legislators, finance, 

or foundations.  Centralization items include policies that added a layer of review or 

approvals at the Chancellor level.  Items in the ethics sub-theme include all policy changes 

regarding transactions that would result in or may appear to be a state ethics law violation.  

Items regarding the employment of legislators are included in the legislators sub-theme.  The 

foundation sub-theme includes policy changes regarding the operations and associations of 

private, non-profit foundations located at or affiliated with colleges in the System.  And 

finally, all other policy changes regarding finances that are not included in one of the other 
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sub-themes was coded finance.  Further discussions of changes in each major area follow the 

table.  

 
Table 8: Policy Changes by Thematic Categories 
 

Thematic 
Category 

Sub-Theme Policy 
Number 

Description 

101.02 State Board of Education: Personnel 
Matters  

203.01 President: Recruitment and Selection  

602.01 Appointment and Assignment of 
Personnel  

Centralization 

607.01 Evaluation of Personnel  

205.03 Employment of Relatives  

205.04 Disclosure of Employment of 
Relatives  

205.05 Supervision and Evaluation of 
Relatives  

Ethics 
 

623.01 Criminal Background Checks  

220.01 Elected State Officials: Employment 
Prohibited  

Personnel 

Legislators 
609.04 Flexible Work Schedule  

316.01 Travel  

317.01 Cancellation of Uncollectible Debt  

516.01 Use of College Name or Logo  

519.01 Naming of Buildings and Other 
College Facilities  

Centralization 

804.01 Fees: General  

111.01 Institutional Gifts to Board Members, 
Officers and Directors  

205.06 Disclosure and Approval of Contract 
Information  

315.01 Gifts and Bequests  

Ethics 

315.02 Solicitation of Gifts or Contributions 
from Vendor  

301.01 Financial Management  

301.02 Accounting Procedures  

302.01 Fidelity Bond Schedule  

302.02 Treasurer  

303.01 Accreditation Expenses  

Procedures 

Finance 

303.02 Returned Check Fee  



 

141 

304.01 Financial Reporting  

306.01 Short-term Debt  

306.02 Long-term Debt  

307.01 Depositories  

307.02 Reserve Fund  

308.01 Cash Management  

309.01 Purchasing  

309.02 Single Source and Sole Source 
Vendors  

310.01 Voluntary Payroll Deductions  

310.02 Insurance: Property and Liability  

320.01 Auxiliary Services  

Foundations 213.01 College-Related Foundations  

110.01 Establishment of the Division of 
Internal Audit  Accountability Centralization 

318.01 Audits  

 

Personnel 

 
Personnel changes by the Chancellor with support from the Board have been 

abundant.  In a personal interview with the Chancellor, he was quick to note that of the 30 

entities that comprise the Alabama Community College System, nearly one half have new 

leaders in only a span of two years.  While many of the difficult changes in personnel 

occurred when the Board accepted a resignation or retirement, a number of individuals were 

terminated as a result of internal and/or external investigations, including former Chancellor 

Roy Johnson, his family members, a president, a vice-chancellor, and several employees who 

were named in criminal indictments.  Policy changes related to personnel along with the 

Chancellor’s vow to add new leaders that are qualified, motivated, and ethical offer hope of 

real change to the System (Byrne, 2008).  In the same recent interview, Chancellor Byrne 

expressed his satisfaction with the progress made in the area of personnel, and in the changes 

to policy which specify how new personnel are hired, including background criminal checks 
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and required training in ethics.  He speaks of personnel changes impacting the culture, saying 

“I am convinced the culture has changed.  For one thing, we have changed a lot of 

personalities.  Almost half of our presidents are new and the quality and caliber of new ones 

are striking. We have changed some of the personalities here at the Department, too.”   

 The prevailing opinion of those who work in the System is that the changes have been 

needed improvements.  “This change at the college level has been good….The nepotism 

change was probably good.  It should have been addressed.  There does not need to be a 

“buddy system” to get hired,” commented Participant H.  Alabama Ethics Commission 

Director James Sumner describes the actions of the Board as “right on track.”   

However, there are dissenting voices who point to some of the specifics of controls 

that should be beneficial, but may not produce the intended result.  A counselor (Participant 

E) explained  

They may have changed the policy, but things are no better around here.  We recently 

had a personnel committee who hired a relative of one of the deans, but no one on the 

committee had been informed of this.  It may be required for them to sign a piece of 

paper disclosing their relatives, but it is not given to the committee.   

Some System employees who were terminated during this time have opposed their 

termination and some have been successful in returning to work.  Some of these examples are 

discussed later in detail, but all significant personnel actions have been listed in the timeline 

included earlier on page 116.   

Regardless of the resistance to some of the personnel changes, when asked 

specifically about personnel actions and policy changes, participants formally interviewed for 

this dissertation routinely expressed their endorsement of the direction established by the 
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Board and Chancellor, even if they may be uncertain about the benefits of specific actions.  

For instance, Dr. Paul Hubbert says “Some (Board actions) are appropriate.  They needed to 

do something with nepotism.  Of course we don’t agree with some of the efforts….”  

Editorial writer Robin Demonia is pleased with the recent actions of the Board, saying “They 

have acted appropriately.  There has been a lot of change.”  A personnel manager (Participant 

I) when asked about the actions of the Board in the personnel area responded, “We have 

made progress.  Byrne has done a great job.  He put more checks and balances in place.”   

Procedures 

 
Upon the recommendation of the Chancellor, the Board implemented a number of 

significant policy changes including the prohibition of paying lobbyists via individual 

colleges, restricting the hiring of and requiring the public disclosure of relatives, clarifying 

appropriate relationships with private foundations, requiring ethics training for all employees, 

requiring more robust employee evaluations at administrator levels, restricting gifts from 

vendors, requiring background checks for all employees, reviewing the process to employ 

new presidents, eliminating the “double dipping” by employees who serve in the legislature, 

and prohibiting the practice of “pass through pork” by legislators (Byrne, 2008, 2009d).  

Other changes to policies were directly related to the financial operations of colleges.  When 

asked about specific policy changes, most participants endorsed the actions of the Chancellor 

and Board.  “This is a good change at the college level.  They may have had too much 

authority,” said Participant H.    

However, there is significant concern about the changes when viewed in totality.  

Although, much of these changes tightened existing internal controls, it often added an 

approval process at the Chancellor level, and it is this additional layer of approvals that 
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concern many participants.  On the surface, these changes appear appropriate and necessary, 

but there are those who question the motive and the actions of the Chancellor and Board in 

their efforts to more centralize control.  Participant H states, “Adding another check and 

balance to the president level was probably good, but that does not help at the chancellor 

level.”  Participant C expressed concern saying, “Trying to get the whole System to be one 

unit is not good.  It was the top people, and the Legislators, who were to blame.  Giving 

Montgomery more power is not good.”   

 Other concerns were expressed about the freedom for open communication in an 

environment where the chancellor has more control.  AEA Executive Secretary Paul Hubbert 

in an interview explained his concerns about the centralization of power in Montgomery:  

I hear presidents are now being required to submit approvals if they are going to hire 

someone part-time like an adjunct instructor.  I hear they don’t like it, but my point is 

that they don’t feel as comfortable talking to their board member or their legislator.  

By centralizing items to Montgomery, he (Chancellor Byrne) has created an 

environment that damages communication.  Presidents feel they can only talk to the 

Chancellor, and if they are going to discuss something with their legislator or their 

board member, they must first have run it past the Chancellor.  This cuts 

communication.  Because he has clamped down, the relationship between the 

presidents and the Board members is diminished.  I think this is missing today 

because the Chancellor clamped down.  It cuts communication between the presidents 

and their legislators.  We don’t see them in Montgomery as often…to support bills 

and stuff.   So this Chancellor now has too much power not because they have the 
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same level of confidence in him like Johnson – though they have a lot – but because 

he has implemented procedures that make him the center.   

While these changes may have added another level of approvals and authorizations, 

the intent was to enhance internal controls and deter unethical behavior by those in leadership 

roles.  Unfortunately, with the benefits of enhanced controls comes the disadvantage of more 

bureaucracy which means less efficiency.  Also, requiring approvals at the Chancellor level 

creates a centralization effect.  On the surface, the benefits of enhanced controls appear 

positive, but controls enforced too tightly at the Chancellor’s Office may create unexpected 

negative effects like discouraging communication between college leaders and Board 

members, discouraging whistleblowers, and diminishing the collaborative environment 

thought to be most effective in higher education administration (Kezar, 2000).  

Regardless of the positive or negative effects of individual actions or the actions in 

totality, the volume of policy changes is a bold statement by the Board of its intention to 

change the culture of the System.   

Accountability 

 
The audit function has been greatly expanded with the addition of an internal audit 

function at the Department of Postsecondary Education (Alabama State Board of Education, 

2007c; Byrne, 2008).  Although an internal audit division existed at the Department for 

nearly ten years, the staff had consisted of only one person.  This person worked diligently at 

a variety of assignments, but those duties included minimal audit procedures.  “We were not 

allowed to do real internal audits until Chancellor Byrne was appointed” commented one of 

the auditors participating in an interview.  “The Board had been told there was an internal 

audit division, but it was a sham.  There was no internal auditing done,” says Chancellor 
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Byrne when describing historical problems in the System during an interview.  With the 

insistence of Chancellor Byrne, the internal audit function has been well-defined and clear 

tasks are assigned.  A director and two additional auditors were recently added to the 

division.  The staff is now assisting in a variety of audit functions including observing and 

tracking the completion of external audits (Byrne, 2009d).  Participant H summed up the 

general sentiment of most of those interviewed by simply stating that the addition of the 

internal audit function was a “very good move.” 

Accountability is also enhanced by the tightening of policies in all three of the areas.  

However, the mere passing of new policy does not guarantee that those new policies will be 

followed.  For instance, the prohibition of nepotism existed in Board policy since 1980 

(Alabama State Board of Education, 2005i), but there were cases of wives of presidents 

working at the same institution, and examples of children in position with authority to make 

decisions on expenditures of funds, both prohibited by the policy (Alabama State Board of 

Education, 2005i; Blackledge, 2006c, 2008b, 2008k; A. Jones, 2009).   

Although accountability may have been enhanced by the addition of an internal audit 

function and the tightening of internal controls via enhanced policy, evidence gathered 

through document analysis and via interviews indicates weaknesses in the external audit 

function.  Each college is currently audited on an annual basis by the Department of 

Examiners of Public Accounts, but participants expressed concerns about the validity of the 

audit reports, and the examination of audit reports reveals no findings of fraudulent behavior 

during the tenure of Chancellor Roy Johnson.  This void is made more bewildering 

considering the industry principles of auditing require a thorough examination of internal 

controls at the onset of every audit (Rittenberg et al., 2008).  Many questions arise when 
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attempting to reconcile the lack of audit findings and the subsequent revelation of extensive 

fraudulent behavior.  It is true that individual transactions can slip by even the most 

competent auditor when disguised and when the transaction does not appear in the sample 

drawn, and according to industry estimates, only 10% of criminal fraud is detected during a 

routine external audit and that the average time of a fraudulent act is two years (Keller & 

Owens LLC, 2009).  Regardless of the apparent minimal discovery of fraudulent acts during 

external audits, an audit report regularly notes findings of many types of impropriety that do 

not rise to the level of criminal fraud.  The absence of any audit findings related to the 

scandal gives rise to questions about the quality of external audits especially when 

considering the length of time for the occurrences, the number of re-occurrences of the same 

fraudulent expenditures, the repetition of similar schemes at different locations, and the 

universal nature of the unethical behavior.   

Concerns about the validity of audit reports were expressed by several participants 

during interviews.  Brett Blackledge expressed his reservation about external audits 

performed by the Examiners by saying he was “struck by the extraordinary gaps in the 

oversight process (in the System).”  He continued  

The entire audit process in state government needs to be looked at….Our failure as 

reporters to understand the role of the Examiners in this is the biggest oversight of our 

investigation of the System...to understand just how liable they are in what was going 

on…either they are extremely incompetent or somehow involved, and neither 

explanation is good for the state.  Those of us who looked at the problems failed to 

appreciate just how big of a role the Examiners played.  This is one of the more 

serious failures of our reporting, so others can know of it and fix it.  
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Although questionable expenditures may not be included in a public report and 

communicated to the proper oversight body, it does not lessen the responsibility of the 

Examiners to scrutinize and report on the detail of the transferred expenditures as they 

describe their own responsibility and authority to “make audits of the accounts of all entities 

receiving or disbursing public funds” (R. L. Jones, 2009, p. 2).  In both of these episodes, the 

plots were exposed and investigated only after an unexpected rogue investigation uncovered 

the plots.  In the Technology Plus scandal, Terry Ellis “decided to send my guys up there, 

even though it was not something we normally do, because I kept getting these reports from 

folks who said stuff was going on and no one else would do anything about it” as he 

explained in a recent telephone interview.  The Fire College Scandal was discovered 

somewhat accidentally during an unrelated investigation of former Governor Don Siegelman 

(A. Jones, 2007b).  In the Brett Blackledge interview, he describes the surprise outcome of 

the raid at the Fire College by the FBI.  He says “We all thought it was about the Siegelman 

and Bobo investigation, but a few months later we realized it was a lot more.”   

Table 9 shows a count of all audit findings for 120 audit reports ending September 30 

of each year from 2002 until 2006.  During the base years of Johnson’s tenure from 2002 

until 2005, audit reports disclosed an average of one finding per three colleges per year, but 

in 2006 the rate jumped over 400% to a rate of approximately 2 per college.  Note also that 

Chancellor Johnson was terminated in July of 2006, so the performance of audits covering 

the fiscal year ended September 30, 2006, were issued during 2007, usually about a year after 

this significant event.  Though some audit findings did occur during this period, none of the 

findings included transactions which were part of the scandal.  Note in Table 9 the sharp 

increase in findings after the exit of Chancellor Johnson and the near absence of audit 
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findings at Shelton State Community College, Southern Union Community College, and the 

Department of Postsecondary Education.  

Table 9: Audit Findings per College 2002-2006 

 College or Agency 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

1 Alabama Southern Community College 0 0 0 0 1 

2 Athens State University 0 0 0 0 0 

3 Bevill State Community College 0 0 0 0 2 

4 Bishop State Community College 2 3 4 0 16 

5 Calhoun Community College 0 0 0 0 1 

6 Central Alabama Community College 0 0 0 2 0 

7 Chattahoochee Valley Community College 0 0 0 0 3 

8 Drake State Technical College 4 0 0 0 0 

9 Enterprise-Ozark Community College 0 0 0 3 0 

10 Faulkner State Community College 0 0 0 0 0 

11 Gadsden State Community College 0 1 0 0 0 

12 Ingram State Community College 0 0 0 1 2 

13 Jeff Davis Community College 0 0 0 0 0 

14 Jefferson State Community College 0 0 0 0 0 

15 Lawson State Community College 0 0 0 0 4 

16 Lurleen B. Wallace Community College 0 0 0 0 1 

17 Marion Military Institute n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

18 Northeast Alabama Community College 0 0 0 0 0 

19 Northwest-Shoals Community College 0 0 0 0 0 

20 Reid State Technical College 0 0 1 0 0 

21 Shelton State Community College 0 0 0 0 12 

22 Snead State Community College 0 0 10 1 0 

23 Southern Union Community College 0 0 1 0 5 

24 Trenholm State Technical College 1 0 1 0 1 

25 Wallace Community College-Dothan 0 0 0 0 0 

26 Wallace State Comm College-Hanceville 0 0 0 1 0 

27 Wallace Community College-Selma 0 0 0 0 1 

28 Alabama Industrial Development Training 0 0 0 0 0 

29 Alabama Technology Network n/a n/a n/a 0 0 

30 Department of Postsecondary Education 0 0 0 3 3 

 Total Findings per Year 7 4 17 11 52 

 
Average Findings per College per Year 

      
0.25  

      
0.14  

      
0.61  

      
0.38         1.79  
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Assigning a source of the concerns with audits is difficult.  Even if competent 

examiners exist in the field performing valid audit procedures, the audit function of review 

and reporting has repeatedly failed.  The 1994 Technology Plus report was critical of the lack 

of independence of the Department of Examiners of Public Accounts, and implied that the 

close relationships interfered with full disclosure (Ellis, 1994).  The Principles of 

Professional Conduct of auditing require the firm contracted to perform an audit “maintain 

objectivity and be free of conflicts in discharging professional responsibilities,” and require 

the relationship to be one of “independence in fact and appearance” (Rittenberg et al., 2008, 

p. 71).  With the current governance of the Examiners in which the Chief answers directly to 

the Legislature, the agency does meet the test of independence when auditing a fellow state 

agency or a college.  According to the documents published by the Examiners, the agency is 

“the independent legislative audit agency for the State of Alabama.”  Being a “part of the 

Legislative branch of state government,” they are considered independent when auditing 

agencies of the “Executive and Judicial branches of state government, as well as all local 

governments in the State” (R. L. Jones, 2009, p. 1).  However, when a member of the 

Legislature is employed at a college, the test of independence categorically fails (Rittenberg 

et al., 2008).  Whether or not the lack of independence caused a lack of reporting, the fact the 

audit was performed without independence and this lack of independence was not disclosed 

in the report is in itself a violation of Generally Accepted Auditing Principles.  

Revisiting the comments made by Board member Randy McKinney reveals the 

noteworthy problems with improper relationships when a legislator also works at a college.  
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In speaking of the political power of the president of Bishop State Community College, he 

wrote in a letter that she receives special treatment  

because she serves in the state Legislature.  Pure and simple.  She was in a position to 

“punish” any chancellor who questioned her presidency.  Even though she was 

employed by the Alabama State Board of Education, at the recommendation of the 

chancellor, she had more power than the chancellor.  As a member of the Legislature, 

Dr. Kennedy has the power to help write the two-year college system budgets and 

vote upon its passage.  She has the power to help direct money toward various groups 

and institutions within the college system, and away from others. (McKinney, 2008) 

His words boldly demonstrate the factious problems in authority and lack of independence 

when the Examiners audit a college run by someone who is also their boss. 

 Better accountability is one of the three major areas included in the plan of recovery.  

The addition of an internal audit function at the Department of Postsecondary Education and 

the tightening of various policies both increase accountability, but the continuation of annual 

audits by the Examiners of Public Accounts for colleges who employ members of the 

Legislature remains a violation of audit principles.  More on the external audit function and 

the role of the Examiners is included in the Themes from Interviews section in Chapter 4 and 

in discussions and recommendations in Chapter 5. 

 The recovery plan as proposed by Chancellor Byrne included two major sections: 

Refocus and Reform.  The Refocus section included narratives on returning the System to its 

purpose, better identifying that purpose, and updating the System’s vision and mission 

statements.  The Reform section contained policy and other changes in the areas of 

personnel, procedures, and accountability.  The Reform section of the plan is further assessed 
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in the next section by comparing policy changes by the Board with the theory of corruption 

controls found in professional literature.  

The Plan vs. the Corruption Control Circumplex 

 
 Comparing the policy changes to the theory of corruption control as defined by 

Donald Lange (see Organizational Corruption Control Theory on page 22) offers a view of 

the types of controls altered by the Board.  It also identifies areas of concentration and 

omissions.  Figure 10 shows the policy modifications per the categories as proposed by the 

Chancellor, and how the eight categories align with the theory of corruption controls of the 

circumplex model.  It also visually demonstrates how policy changes were examined, 

categorized, and applied to the circumplex.   

 
 

Figure 10: Chancellor Plan vs. Corruption Control Circumplex 
 

 

 

While Figure 10 shows how the policies were applied to the theory, Table 10 lists the 

results of the test, categorizing the policy changes three ways.  Each policy that changed after 

July 2006 was carefully examined for content and meaning, and then categorized into the 
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circumplex at the same time it was identified with the parts of the plan of the Chancellor as 

discussed earlier on page 140.  Based on this examination, the policy was identified with one 

of the three major thematic categories.  Within each of these three thematic categories, policy 

changes were further categorized into functionality quadrants and then into the corresponding 

corruption control type as defined by the Corruption Control Circumplex.  Detailed 

explanations of the quadrants and types have been presented earlier on page 24.  Based on 

these definitions, the researcher identified a quadrant and a type for each policy change.  The 

number of changes in each area demonstrates the areas of emphasis of formal policy changes 

of the Board, and since formal policy changes require open discussions and votes, should be 

the best indicator of the intentions of the Board.  

 
 
Table 10:  Policy Changes per Corruption Control Type 
 

Chancellor 
Emphasis Area 

Functionality Quadrant Corruption Control Type 
No. of 

Changes 

Type 2: Punishment 3 
Consequence Systems 

Type 3: Incentive Alignment 1 

Type 6: Vigilance 1 

Personnel 

Intrinsically Oriented 

Type 7: Self 1 

Type 1: Bureaucratic 32 
Procedures Autonomy Reduction 

Type 8: Concertive 3 

Type 4: Legal or Regulatory 5 
Accountability Environmental 

Sanctioning Type 5: Social sanctioning 1 

Total Changes in Policy Related to Recovery Efforts 
47 
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An examination of the results indicates the most changes in policy in the area of 

Bureaucratic and Autonomy Reduction.  Though mere counts of policy changes may not 

represent exactly the level of emphasis, it is still a viable measure of the emphasis areas.  

More changes in procedures in the Bureaucratic and Autonomy Reduction categories are 

indicators of the importance of the many policy updates in the financial area and in 

centralization.  Even discounting the volume of changes in this area due to so many being 

updated in one surge on March 27, 2008, the category still reigns supreme with its 

modifications by the Board.  This is consistent with approaching the System from a 

Structural view in the discussion of the Four Frame Model as defined by Bolman and Deal 

(see page 50).  Since this area includes financial expenditure corruption controls, it also is 

consistent with the areas in which much of the corruption occurred.  See Appendix A for a 

complete list on policy changes.  

The quantity of updates in other areas is less, but further reveals the efforts of the 

Board.  The most complementary result is the fact that changes to policy have occurred in all 

eight categories of corruption controls as identified by Lange.  This indicates an 

understanding of corruption controls by the Board and the importance of change in all areas.  

It is a viable attempt to improve in all areas.  Only one change occurred in four areas:  

Incentive Alignments, Vigilance, Self, and Social Sanctioning.  This is appropriate due to the 

personal nature of these categories.  Hiring ethical employees, encouraging whistleblowing, 

and other measures help to improve and motivate the staff from within the person.  This is 

difficult to legislate, but rather requires the creation of an environment – an organizational 

culture – that encourages these traits.  Doing so will create a social environment that 

sanctions those who do not adhere to the organization’s culture (Lange, 2008).  In assessing 
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the Board’s action by comparing to the theory of corruption controls, it appears that the 

Board has made appropriate changes in policy in important areas.   

Themes from Interviews 

 
 In the course of the research to complete this dissertation, two different samples of 

people were interviewed.  One sample generally included public figures in the course of their 

public job to obtain certain basic information of an historical nature or to determine the 

responsibilities and relationships of their agencies to the System.  Responses from this group 

were used primarily to solidify concepts presented in this chapter, so comments from 

participants in this group are most likely interwoven previously in the chapter.  However, 

some comments from this group are included in the thematic narratives below even though it 

was not the original purpose of the interview. 

Persons in the second sample were interviewed primarily to assess the cultural impact 

to the System as a result of the efforts of the Board and Chancellor to intentionally change 

the organizational culture.  This group consisted of System employees who had been 

employed within the System for at least ten years, and were employed in positions lower than 

the Dean level.  This selection of participants provided an insight into college operations 

below the upper management level, and was intended to reveal the impact of policy changes: 

whether System policy changes enacted in Montgomery are filtering down to the 

organizational culture within the individual colleges of the System.  This group included at 

least one faculty member, librarian, counselor, registrar, clerk, and auditor.  For additional 

demographic information of the participants in this sample, see the table on page 72.   

Assessing a change in culture is difficult for several reasons as previously discussed, 

but during the process of interviewing participants, certain common themes arose during the 
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conversations.  Some of their comments may be inserted in topical areas previously in this 

chapter, but this section is devoted to a discussion of the common themes derived from the 

interviews.  The common themes are discussed in the following sections and are titled: 

actions of a few hurt many, culture discouraged whistleblowing, examiners failed in 

reporting corruption, policies were circumvented, centralization must be balanced, 

improvements can’t prevent a repeat, System is misunderstood, and war is brewing.  

 

Actions of a Few Hurt Many 

The quantity of media reports of the accounts of corruption in the Alabama 

Community College System may cause one to wonder if every person in the System is 

corrupt.  When asked what went awry, an administrative assistant employed 23 years in the 

System described the actions of the perpetrators themselves as the genesis of the scandal, 

saying “They got greedy.  I still can’t believe they really did what they did.”  Brett 

Blackledge, a reporter for the Birmingham News who spearheaded the media coverage of the 

Fire College Scandal, explains that the blame begins with the individual who chooses to 

violate ethical standards, and that it will happen on occasion “because human beings are in 

the System.”  Dr. Paul Hubbert in his interview says, “It all began with the individuals 

involved.  They made decisions and took actions.”  Thus, the blame for any unethical 

behavior lies first and foremost with the perpetrator.   

Repeatedly during the interviews, however, employees expressed their frustration 

with the commonly held public impression that all was bad and everyone was culpable.  They 

quickly pointed to a few people at the top who “spoiled it for all.”  They provided 

explanations of the good work being done by those on the “front lines” and the helplessness 
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they felt with the whole scandal.  “I was very disappointed.  I felt humiliated,” stated 

Participant I while Participant E stated with confidence, “It was the administration and up 

that caused all the damage,” A faculty member with 20 years experience (Participant G) 

explained in depth how circumventing policies can only be done by those in authority.  “I 

can’t hire a relative!  I can’t embezzle money!  Maybe I could steal some supplies or 

something, but I can’t do the things they did…no faculty member can.  It is the people at the 

top, and only a few of them!”  He goes on to express his frustrations by stating  

I like our new Chancellor, but I was personally offended…and I wasn’t the only 

one…when he came here and talked about how he was going to clean things up…as 

if we did something.  We had not done a thing!  It was those folks in Montgomery 

that he needed to clean up.  Don’t come up here and blame us!”   

Participant I expressed similar feelings.  “We expect leaders to have integrity and we follow 

our leaders.  We expect accountability and leading by example.  Everyone was disappointed 

in our leaders.  The leaders were the ones who were personally responsible.”   

Throughout the interviews, the theme of a few, not many, committing the unethical 

acts dominated the conversation.  Considering the criminal investigations began in 2004, the 

number of legal actions after five years is relatively small in comparison to the size of the 

organization.  Table 11 lists the 16 persons with criminal convictions or pleas during the first 

five years of the investigation.  In addition to those listed on the table below, seven 

employees of Bishop State were indicted in a financial aid scheme.  Roy Johnson’s son, 

daughter, and son-in-law have all been mentioned in other court proceedings, but per the 

guilty plea of Johnson, will not be prosecuted.  Finally, there may be future indictments as 

the investigations continue.  This sums to a maximum number of 25 employees, vendors, and 
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others who may incur criminal actions.  This may appear to be extremely widespread, but 

considering the System of over 10,000 employees, the number represents a mere 0.25%.   

 
 
 
Table 11: Results of Criminal Investigations After Five Years 
 

 Name Position Action Date Employee? 

1 Bryan Melton State Representative and 
employee of Shelton State 

Pled guilty Jun 
2006 

Yes 

2 Robert Nix Fire College Foundation 
Board member 

Pled guilty Nov 
2006 

Yes 

3 Timothy 
Turnham 

Vendor of school supplies Pled guilty May 
2007 

No 

4 Gail Phillips Employee of the Fire College Convicted Oct 
2007 

Yes 

5 Melinda Sexton Employee of the Fire College Convicted Oct 
2007 

Yes 

6 Robert Higgins Employee of Southern Union 
and Johnson’s driver  

Pled guilty Nov 
2007 

Yes 

7 Winston Hayes Vendor of computer services Pled guilty Dec 
2007 

No 

8 Roy Johnson Chancellor and former State 
Representative 

Pled guilty Jan 
2008 

Yes 

9 Joanne Jordan Interim President of Southern 
Union and Shelton State 

Pled guilty Feb 
2008 

Yes 

10 William 
Langston, Jr. 

Son of Fire College Director 
employed in the System 

Pled guilty May 
2008 

Yes 

11 William 
Langston, Sr. 

Fire College Director Convicted June 
2008 

Yes 

12 Melinda 
Umphrey 

Wife of former president of 
Shelton State 

Pled guilty Aug 
2008 

Yes 

13 E. B. McClain State Senator Convicted Jan 
2009 

No 

14 Samuel 
Pettagrue 

Reverend and curator of 
Heritage of Hope Foundation 

Convicted Jan 
2009 

No 

15 Sue Schmitz State Representative Convicted Feb 
2009 

Yes 

16 Julian Jenkins Architect Pled guilty July 
2009 

No 
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Sources for each of the items in the table are provided in the chronological listing of 

events in the timeline beginning on page 116.  Further examination of the facts show other 

reasons to defend the System.  The legal actions center around four locations: Shelton State 

Community College and the Alabama Fire College in Tuscaloosa, Southern Union State 

Community College in east Alabama, Bishop State Community College in Mobile, and the 

Chancellor’s Office and the Legislature in Montgomery.  Employees outside these 

geographic concentrations in the state certainly have an argument as to the limited source of 

System problems.   

In addition to the limited locations of most of the questionable events, viewing the 

perpetrators as pods under certain authorities, the quantity of those responsible for the 

scandal reduces even more.  Table 12 lists seven System employees who had elevated 

responsibility over the operations and personnel in their area of expertise.  Five schemes can 

be attributed to these seven persons if those participating in the schemes required legal 

approvals of the seven, or if one of the seven used their political influence to acquire state 

funds for the scheme, or both.   
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Table 12: Primary Responsible Parties of Scandal 

 Names Position/Location Employee? Responsible for 

1 Rick Rogers* 
William Langston 
Bryan Melton 

President of 
Shelton State; 
Management of 
the Alabama Fire 
College; 
State 
Representative 

Yes Gail Phillips, Melinda 
Sexton, William Langston Jr., 
Robert Nix, Melinda 
Umphrey 

2 Representative 
Yvonne 
Kennedy* 

President of 
Bishop State 

Yes Seven indictments of staff, 
amounts paid to foundation, 
funds from Heritage of Hope 

3 Roy Johnson Chancellor Yes Robert Higgins; Vendors 
Turnham, Hayes, and 
Jenkins; Joanne Jordan; 
Children Steve and Melinda, 
and son-in-law Greg Morgan   

4 E. B. McClain State Senator No Samuel Pettagrue 

5 Sue Schmitz State 
Representative 

Yes Self 

* - Not indicted or convicted of any crime, but left the System 

 

Participation of these seven was required for each “sub-scandal” to occur.  This 

approach substantially limits the quantity of responsible perpetrators.  Note that two 

responsible parties, Rick Rogers and Yvonne Kennedy, have not been indicted or convicted 

of any crime.  However, they did leave the System via retirement during times of intense 

publicity of atypical events transpiring at their corresponding institutions where they served 

as president ("Influential taxpayers cheated the system," 2008).  Viewing the Fire College 

scandal with this approach identifies seven individuals who bear an elevated responsibility 

for the entire scandal.  Lines 1-3 in Table 12 correspond to the locations of Shelton State, 

Bishop State, and Montgomery/Southern Union.  Lines 4 and 5 identify schemes which were 

outside the three primary areas, but could partially fall under Roy Johnson as funding for 

both can be traced through his influence.  Notice the fact that of the seven primary 
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responsible parties, five are current or former Legislators.  This again validates the concerns 

with confounding relationships (discussed further on page 204).  Taking this approach 

indicates a minimum number of responsible parties of seven, or 0.07% of employees, and 

offers evidence to support the theme that actions of only a few hurt so many.  In some cases, 

these seven may be responsible for the participation of those under their supervision who 

engaged in illegal activity either by endorsing the behavior or coercing the subordinate.   

 Finding an exact number of responsible parties is not yet possible since investigations 

continue, but categorizing the list by scheme or location better identifies those at fault since it 

is the responsibility of leaders to enforce internal controls.  It also represents the source of the 

schemes that involve the most public funds.  For instance, the Heritage of Hope scheme far 

exceeds the dollar cost to taxpayers than the sale of a small house, and the amounts 

embezzled by financial aid staff is dwarfed by the scheme of paying for overpriced software.  

A reasonable estimate of the source of problems in the System is near the minimum number 

of seven, but allowing for possible expansion of indictments in the future, 10 people is a 

realistic amount of responsible persons who acted unethically.  Using 10, the ratio is 10 of 

10,000, or literally one in a thousand.  Thus, it appears that the comments of the participants 

ring true; the problems were a few at the top, not the thousands who responsibly and ethically 

execute their duties daily.  

Culture Discouraged Whistleblowing 

Whistleblowers played a critical role in the exposure of both the Technology Plus and 

the Fire College scandals.  As stated earlier (page 148), State Auditor Terry Ellis contributed 

the decision to review the operations of Technology Plus to a series of complaints by 

stakeholders.  Brett Blackledge, the reporter who is most granted credit for exposing the Fire 



 

162 

College scandal, disclosed that he was contacted by “dozens” of employees of the System 

who wanted to expose the wrongdoing, but felt they had no formal channel within the System 

to do so.  In his interview, he expressed his admiration for those who risk their jobs to 

provide him information.  He states 

There is no way I could have done what I did without the huge number of people who 

helped me.  They loved the college System and the good it does and they helped me.  

They were horrified of the thought of being discovered.  I can only imagine the 

sleepless nights that they had in fear of being exposed as the source.  That is an 

absolute credit to people in the System.  Those people risk a tremendous amount and 

no one knew how it would work out in the end.  They had to go to work wondering if 

they boss had figured it out and would fire them.  Dozens of people had the courage 

to stand up for what was right.  You can look at the stories and see that it was people 

all over the state who became whistleblowers and used the Birmingham News as the 

solution.  

The State Board of Education updated policy 318.01 on March 26, 2009, to include a 

provision to protect whistleblowers.  The new policy states 

No employee shall be subjected to retaliation or discriminatory treatment by reason of 

having cooperated in good faith with any audit or review under this section, or for 

reporting a concern or concerns, in good faith, regarding violation of a policy of the 

State Board of Education, or a State or Federal statute, rule, or regulation applicable 

to the Department of Postsecondary Education or to any of its institutions or 

employees. (Alabama State Board of Education, 2009c) 
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The update of this policy confirms the widespread concern of the absence of an environment 

that fostered whistleblowing during the time of the recent scandal.   

Examiners Failed in Reporting Corruption 

An analysis of actions of those in responsible roles offers evidence of a potential 

lapse in responsibility in the external audit area.  Most of the participants in interviews, both 

employees of the System and those outside the System, quickly identified problems with the 

external audit function performed by the Examiners.  Some were boldly critical.  “External 

audits are a joke.  They didn’t plan on finding anything,” says Participant C.  “They have 

always done a review of our hiring each year, so any appointments of relatives should have 

been in an audit report,” says Participant I, a personnel manager.  Reporter Brett Blackledge 

described how colleges sometimes hid behind the clean audits of the Examiners even though 

they were void of findings, saying “The college then gets what is paramount to ‘a good 

housekeeping seal of approval’ audit from the Examiners.”  

Based on the interviews, it appears the Examiners failed to communicate illegal 

activity to other agencies.  One of the duties of the Examiners is to report ethical violations to 

the Alabama Ethics Commission (R. L. Jones, 2009).  “We received no official complaints of 

ethics violations from the Examiners during the period from 2002 until 2006,” reported 

James Sumner, Director of the Alabama Ethics Commission during a May 2009 interview.  

Media reports and public outcry began after rumors emerged when the federal investigation 

began in 2004, but no investigations were launched by any state agencies.  All prosecution of 

persons affiliated with the scandal in the System over the last few years has been executed by 

federal authorities, and these investigations began after a federal raid of the Alabama Fire 

College while investigating an unrelated matter (A. Jones, 2007b).  Thus, the unethical 
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behavior in the System was not reported for years, and this lack of reporting contributed to 

the organizational culture.   

Problems with external audits of colleges have not gone unnoticed.  Reporter Brett 

Blackledge expressed his concern in a global statement about the audit function during his 

interview, saying  

The idea of the Examiners is not so much a falsehood, but it is how the state 

government chose to empower the audit division.  First, they answer to the 

Legislature, and second they are merely looking at technical accounting items.  It is 

not like Congress and other governments which have an “Inspector General process” 

to see how the money is spent, to look at contracts, and see if they are worth what is 

being paid.  The entire audit process in state government needs to be looked at.   

In February, 2008, Senate Bill 367 was introduced in the Alabama State Senate.  It provided 

for the elimination of the Department of Examiners of Public Accounts and the establishment 

of a new arm of auditing under the Office of Standards and Accountability.  The bill failed 

passage in the 2008 legislative session.  Whether this initiative will continue is uncertain, but 

questions still remain concerning the veracity of the Examiners.  When asked about the 

omissions of corrupt behavior in audit reports, Chancellor Byrne responded: 

The Examiners’ audits are somewhat limited by their nature, but that is a bigger issue 

than just two-year colleges.  Throughout government and education, it needs to be 

looked at to make sure we have the level of external audits that we should have.  They 

are taking the audits further now than they were before…but we need to take a closer 

look at the audit function.   
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Policies were Circumvented 

The unethical behavior in the System left many questioning what happened and how 

it could have happened.  When these questions were posed to the participants, they were 

quick to proclaim good things about the Board’s updating of policies and rules, but also 

stated that rules and policies existed before, but were overridden or circumvented by those in 

positions with authority to do so, and those with responsibility of exposing such behavior 

looked the other way.  One employee (Participant I) expounded on the good changes by the 

Board by saying 

We have made progress.  Byrne has done a great job.  He put more checks and 

balances in place.  The DAX system is good.  He has restored integrity in the system.  

Criminal background checks have helped us.  The ethics training is good for all of our 

employees.  Internal audit is great.  They take it very seriously and do a thorough job.  

There could be more things done.  Colleges as a whole have buckled down.  We are 

on the right path.   

However, participants were quick to note the existence of policy before the recent 

efforts of the Board.  “It has always been wrong to embezzle or to hire your kids.  That’s 

nothing new.  They just got around the rules,” said Participant B.  “As a faculty member, I 

can’t get around the rules.  You have to be in the business office or in charge to get around 

the rules, and that’s what they did,” proclaimed a faculty member (Participant F) with 30 

years on the job.  One of the examples used several times was the policy prohibiting 

nepotism.  Participant G said, “This is not a new policy as some have tried to take credit for.  

It has been there for years.  They just got around it or worked out something with their 

friends at another college.”  A review of policy reveals that Policy 205.02 was originally 
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established in 1980 and restricts the hiring of relatives within the fourth degree of kinship 

(Alabama State Board of Education, 2005i). 

The overriding perception of participants is that it was relatively common for top 

level staff to circumvent policy.  “The culture allowed it.  There was no culture of 

accountability, but rather a culture of impunity” stated an auditor (Participant A).  “It was the 

‘good ole boy’ system.  Johnson came up that way.  He was used to doing for others and 

expecting something in return,” said Participant C.  One (Participant E) said “It was the 

administration and up.  They all worked together, at least the ones involved.  It was like a 

mafia atmosphere.”   

The interview responses were fairly consistent among the participants in regard to the 

question of circumventing policies.  The belief is that updating the policies by the Board over 

the last two years is good, but it will not stop someone in authority from circumventing them 

again.   

Responsible Parties Failed 

When asked how Johnson was able to circumvent policies for so long without being 

exposed, participants identified three entities as failing in their duties: The Department of 

Examiners of Public Accounts, the State Board of Education, and the Department of 

Postsecondary Education.  Discussions concerning failures of the Examiners of Public 

Accounts were presented earlier beginning on page 145 and page 163, so the information is 

not repeated here.  Several interviewees expressed their feeling that the State Board of 

Education, as the board of directors for the System, shared in the fault.  For instance, AEA 

Executive Secretary Paul Hubbert explained how the Board must accept some of the blame 

due to their lack of adequate oversight of Johnson.  He said 
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Roy Johnson had everything going for him.  He had been a well-respected high 

school principal and legislator.  When he got the job as president of that school in 

Opelika, he did a great job and gained the respect of everyone over there and in the 

state, so when the Board needed a Chancellor, he was an obvious choice.  In doing so, 

he was so good, so good programmatically, and with his leadership, he had 

everything going for him.  The Board had such confidence in him that they did not 

question him and did not oversee him closely.    

Chancellor Byrne offered his criticism of the Department of Postsecondary Education for the 

way personnel in the Department responded to questionable behavior in the System: 

There appeared to be an affirmative effort by the staff in the Department to look away 

when there were trouble signs out there.  Performing the active oversight function that 

the department should have been performing, well, the Department was not doing it.   

As mentioned in earlier sections, participants pointed to the perpetrators as the first to blame, 

but included in this section is their feelings concerning those in positions of responsibility.  

Thus, according to the interviews, the State Board of Education, the Department of 

Postsecondary Education, and the Examiners of Public Accounts share some level of blame 

for the existence and success of the scandal.  

Centralization must be Balanced 

 Many of the policies and changes that have been implemented by the Board and 

Chancellor Byrne equate to more centralization of decision making.  More approvals at the 

Chancellor’s level are required by new policies.  Participants agreed that this new level of 

approvals adds a new layer of internal controls that oversee more of the decisions that were 

once made at the presidential level.  However, concerns about shifting more authority to the 
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Chancellor level was mentioned by several participants.  For example, participant H explains 

“This is a good change at the college level.  They may have had too much authority.  Adding 

another check and balance to the presidential level was probably good, but that does not help 

at the chancellor level.” 

Participants expressed apprehension that creating more controls in Montgomery 

might very well prevent or discourage corruption at the presidential level, but adding more 

authority at the Chancellor level may provide a future Chancellor with even more 

opportunity for malfeasance than even Roy Johnson enjoyed.  Tightening the controls in 

Montgomery has its benefits, but with the tightening of controls in Montgomery come 

disadvantages also.  While it adds a layer of internal controls, it also adds a layer of 

bureaucracy.  While it tightens policies and discourages unethical behavior at the presidential 

level, it shifts the authority to the Chancellor, giving him more authority and control.  While 

it standardizes processes, the top-down approach discourages communication and 

collaboration, two issues extremely important in the operations of a college-type 

organization. While it encourages structured communication such as employee evaluations, it 

discourages input by subordinates, doesn’t provide for a natural method for skipping levels of 

authority with communication, except in the case of whistleblowing.   

Other concerns were expressed about the freedom for open communication in an 

environment where the chancellor has more control.  AEA Executive Secretary Paul Hubbert 

in an interview explained his concerns about the centralization of power in Montgomery and 

the corresponding reduction in communication.  Although his comments have been presented 

earlier, they are a critical part of the theme, so some of his words are repeated here.  He says  



 

169 

By centralizing items to Montgomery, he (Chancellor Byrne) has created an 

environment that damages communication.  Presidents feel they can only talk to the 

Chancellor, and if they are going to discuss something with their legislator or their 

board member, they must first have run it past the Chancellor.  This cuts 

communication.  Because he has clamped down, the relationship between the 

presidents and the Board members is diminished….It cuts communication between 

the presidents and their legislators….So this Chancellor now has too much power not 

because they have the same level of confidence in him like Johnson – though they 

have a lot – but because he has implemented procedures that make him the center.   

 

Other interviews revealed similar concerns about limited communication for levels of 

staff much lower than the presidential level, and the rigid bureaucratic procedures in place.  

Participant E passionately states:  

I have a lot of strong feelings about this.  We really do need a 360 degree review of 

presidents and supervisors.  There is no path for us to report items without retribution.  

They have cut out our ability to go to the Chancellor.  If we report something to the 

Chancellor, he will contact the president to ask about, and the president will contact 

our supervisor and then we are in trouble.  Last year after a successful personnel 

complaint, our president changed the policy and we are no longer able to appeal a 

ruling on a personnel issue.  The policy says one of our Deans makes the final 

decision and it cannot be appealed to the president or chancellor unless it is a Title IX 

item.  That means our communication is less now that it was a year ago.  If the 

chancellor only evaluates presidents by asking presidents to complete their own 
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evaluation without asking anyone around here, or in the community, then there is no 

way to communicate things to the chancellor.  If we tell the Chancellor something, we 

are in violation of our policy.   

 When asked how to balance the need for centralization with the disadvantages it 

caused, Chancellor Byrne responded:  

One extreme is to have one state college.  The other extreme is to have what we had – 

at best a loose federation of independently acting colleges that fostered the 

environment for all these things to happen that we had happen.  That is not good 

either.  We have to find a median in between the two that allows local presidents and 

local staff working with local communities, but at the same time you have a level of 

system control that makes sure we are doing things right and that we are managing 

things properly.  Also there has to be a degree of transparency to the public that 

frankly was not there. The way we had it contributed to our recent problems.   

Some centralization may have been necessary for the System to emerge from the 

culture which allowed or fostered unethical behavior.  However, the precise amount of 

centralization to impose without causing other problems in the key.  More centralization 

provides future Chancellors more power and thus more opportunity for misconduct, so it 

raises the necessity of hiring moral leaders, increasing oversight, and insuring better checks 

and balances.  Participant I summed it up when she stated  

That is where the Board comes into it.  Even though he is the Chancellor, they should 

choose the right Chancellor and ensure an ethical person in this position.  You can’t 

control it all.  You have to let a person do his job.  It may give him more power, but 
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new awareness in what happened requires the Board to be more involved and choose 

an ethical person.   

Improvements Can’t Prevent a Repeat 

 One of the more troubling themes identified is the feeling that regardless of the 

amount of improvement being made, a future chancellor will be above the newly enhanced 

controls and could successfully repeat a similar scandal in the future.  Chancellor Byrne is 

“not disappointed in the least” with the successes due to the actions of the Board over the last 

three years, but he also recognizes that the immediate actions of the Board were only the 

beginning of reform and adds, “The System can get better.  The next Chancellor should be 

able to take it to the next level without having to deal with any of this stuff,” referring to the 

unethical actions that caused the scandal.   

Although participants readily complimented the Board and the Chancellor Byrne in 

their efforts, and even though the culture may have improved at the collegiate level, and even 

with a surge in new and credible leaders, the overwhelming reply was an acknowledgement 

that a future chancellor could repeat the same unethical or even corrupt behavior.  Though 

the interviews disclosed satisfaction with the addition of an internal audit function that does 

not officially answer to the Chancellor, but directly to the Board, participants questioned the 

ability of a future chancellor to direct the auditors away from questionable transactions or 

even use the Division to harass subordinates who did not conform.   

With no measurable improvement in legislative relations and no change in the 

external audit function, the changes to date are limited to those which can be enacted by the 

Board, but the problems extend outside their control.  Chancellor Byrne explained that 
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If a determined set of people with improper motives can get control of the Board and 

Chancellor and then through that the individual colleges, sure it can slide back.  But 

we have tried to erect as best we can through board policy and directives from the 

Chancellor the institutional things that need to happen to keep that from happening 

again.  But quite frankly, it is incomplete without help from the legislature and we 

have not gotten that.  The governor this session put in a set of ethics bills that went 

nowhere in the Legislature.  These problems transcend the two-year colleges and 

apply to all of state government.  While the two-year college system may have been 

the worst example, it was only one symptom of a problem that exists in all of state 

government. 

 AEA Executive Director readily commented on the topic of a future chancellor being 

able to circumvent policy and successfully avoid detection.  He says 

The stage is exactly the same for a future chancellor to do the same as Johnson did.  

There is no absolute way to avoid what happened.  People with power can circumvent 

policies.  They must find a way of oversight and know more about what is going on.  

With communication less now, there is less chance someone will go around the 

Chancellor to tell a Board member something, and they must have better management 

everywhere (in the System).   

Other participants consistently confirmed the ability of a future chancellor to 

successfully perform and hide unethical actions.  “Theft is not need based, it is greed based,” 

offered Participant A.  She continues saying “You cannot stop theft 100% nor can you 

mandate ethics.  It is best to have an environment of control and integrity.”  Participant C 

expressed her disgust by pointing to the external auditors, saying “The Examiners turn their 
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heads in Montgomery, so it can still happen.  Someone at the chancellor level could still get 

away with it.  Nothing has changed to stop it yet.”  Participant B levels blame towards the 

Legislature.  “It’s a culture.  The problem is the legislative connections, and it has not 

changed.”  Based on the comments from the interviews, it is widely accepted that actions by 

the Board to discourage unethical behavior have been appropriate, but that those actions are 

limited, so another leader still could repeat similar unethical behavior.  

System is Misunderstood 

 “Ninety-nine percent of the staff is committed to improving the lives of our students.  

It is a shame that a few have used the culture to benefit themselves,” states Participant A.  

This was the sentiment among most of the participants; Almost everyone is credible and 

working hard, save the few that is so visible in the media.  This idea of the System being 

misunderstood by the public is closely related to a previous section on how only a few people 

were responsible for most of the problems.  It differs in that participants routinely shared 

examples of the good work being performed at their respective sites.  “If they (the public) 

could only see all the good stuff, and put it all in context, it wouldn’t be so bad,” say a 22 

year veteran (Participant J).  “I am embarrassed to be grouped in with all that stuff in the 

paper” says Participant C as she expressed her disdain for those few who make the papers 

while so many others work so hard and care so much.  “We are doing great things around 

here, but that does not make the papers.” 

 When asked how to tell the story of all the good things happening in the System, 

Chancellor Byrne spoke of keeping the focus on students and earning respect of the public: 

You keep your focus by, well that is a leadership issue, the leaders keep everyone 

focused.  You have to keep the big things big and the little things little.  I think we are 



 

174 

telling our story better, but we cannot expect the citizens to quickly say everything is 

okay.  It takes time.  The citizens have a right to have a healthy level of skepticism 

and to continue to apply a healthy level of skepticism to all of state government.  

Now, there is a difference between a healthy level of skepticism and cynicism.  That 

is one of the reasons that I like so much our transparency policy.  I can use the 

information generated in our transparency policy to answer the skeptic.  No amount 

of transparency will answer the cynic.  He will always think that there is something 

else they are not telling us.  I don’t know how we can be more transparent than we are 

now.  We are making good progress.  The public will come around. 

War is Brewing 

 Many of the actions taken by the Board and Chancellor Byrne have been met with 

resistance from the Alabama Education Association.  The Governor, as Chairman of the State 

Board of Education, along with the Board, informed by Chancellor Byrne, have taken a 

number of actions to change the culture of the System.  These actions include official policy 

changes, directives of the Chancellor, support for certain legislation, the addition of an 

internal audit function, and the change in a number of personnel.  The AEA has opposed 

some of the policies, some of the legislation, and a number of personnel changes.  This sets 

the stage for an increasing battle between indisputably the two most powerful political forces 

in the state.  On one side are the current Governor and the Chancellor who is now a candidate 

for the office of Governor next year.  On the other side is Dr. Paul Hubbert, a forty-year 

veteran of the Alabama Education Association, the largest and most powerful education 

lobby in the state.  Both sides are confident in their mission.  Reporter Brett Blackledge 
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comments of what he sees as a pivotal struggle for the future direction of the System.  He 

explains 

It is a struggle of power between two sides with their own agendas and both sides 

have good intentions for the System, but in regard to their own desires.  Alabamians 

have to ask what motives are of each side and decide which side has the better ideas 

to limit corruption in the System.  The magnitude of the battle does not surprise me 

because the stakes are so high.  Whoever wins this fight will control the future of 

their own agenda.  

Even though participants endorsed the need for open debate, many expressed their 

concern that a standoff and subsequent battle will be good fodder for the media, but may be 

harmful for students in the education system.  “I am kind of torn on this issue.  I understand 

the stuff that the Chancellor is doing, but I also understand what the AEA is doing.  They are 

both kind of going overboard.  They have to find a happy median,” explained Participant E.  

“I think the AEA needs to back off a little.  I think the dispute now is personal between the 

Chancellor and Paul Hubbert.  It is a dispute about power,” stated Participant H.  A 10-year 

employee (Participant I) says: 

AEA is a great part of educational system and has done wonderful things, but a lot of 

things that are going on…I would lean toward keeping these changes.  The System 

has been cleaned up…mostly.  What he has had to do was…well it did step on some 

toes, so a lot of what AEA does I don’t agree with.  I am a member of AEA, but they 

need to accept some of these changes.  AEA is good, but a lot of this is political, and 

the two sides will have some strife.  They must work it out. 
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 AEA Executive Director expressed his concerns with the operations of the System in 

a lengthy dialogue.  He first agreed with many of the changes saying “Some are appropriate,” 

but then pointed to several items in dispute.  “Of course, we don’t agree with some of the 

efforts to eliminate legislators from also being employees because politics is not bad in and 

of itself.”  He continued to explain his disdain for some of the management in the System:  

They must have better management everywhere.  That is why we have won almost all 

of the personnel items in court so far; they just don’t seem to get it.  If you are going 

to fire someone, regardless of whether you like the Fair Dismissal Act or not, you still 

have to follow the correct steps.  They don’t seem to get it at the local level, and even 

this Chancellor.  He recently decided to lay off all 70 employees in the CITY 

program, but we reminded him that all 70 would appeal they lay off and he would 

have to pay them until each could be resolved with an arbitrator.  He kept them on 

and we (AEA and supporters) got another million in supplemental appropriations to 

fund it till we can move the whole program to DYS (the Alabama Department of 

Youth Services).  This was another example of poor management, the CITY program 

that is.  That is why Sue Schmitz was successful in her appeal.  It was a lack of 

management of that program, and the lack of them following policy to rid her.  They 

may not like the law, but they have to learn to follow it.  That is why they are 

losing…the lack of oversight is appalling.   

Dr. Hubbert further explained some of his resistance to the current Chancellor.  According to 

Hubbert, Chancellor Byrne has too much power due to three things: centralization of power, 

diminished communication among the System employees, and lack of Board review.  The 

concepts of centralization of power and diminished communication have been explored in a 
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previous section, so it is not repeated here.  However, Hubbert feels that the AEA must act to 

offset the excessive power of Chancellor Byrne, explaining  

There is another reason that this Chancellor has a lot of freedom.  When they hired 

this chancellor overnight at the recommendation of the Governor, it was a way for 

them to cover themselves.  The Board was close to the edge of the water too.  Several 

had relatives in the System, and several were close to the edge, so to hire this 

Chancellor was a way to disengage any criticism of them, especially after two other 

interim appointments did not work out.  So the fact that they had somewhat 

compromised themselves, they have given him free reign just like Johnson, but for 

different reasons.   

 When asked about the resistance by the AEA to many of his actions, Chancellor 

Byrne explained how some items are negotiable while others are not: 

There are some issues – many issues - in public life that can and should be 

compromised and worked through, but when it comes to fundamental issues of 

integrity, and fundamental issues of appropriate fiduciary responsibility, you cannot 

compromise.  About those issues, there is a very definite line drawn in the sand and 

you have to decide which side you want to be on.  This is not only in the two-year 

college system, but also in state government.  I know where the people of Alabama 

are.  They know what they expect and it is integrity.  We have had political forces in 

Alabama in the past that did not live up to their fiduciary duty and fostered a culture 

of corruption.  The people of Alabama expect and have a right to expect their leaders 

to get on the right side of that line.  If people do not want to do it, then there are 

consequences. 
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 Both sides agree that reform is needed.  Each side of this debate is well articulated 

and well defended.  Both arguments have merit, so finding a compromise will be difficult.  In 

fact, it may be the biggest challenge to date in the reform of the System.   

 

Conclusion 

 
 Chapter 4 presented the story of the Alabama Community College System, pointing 

out some of the highlights of two scandals and the response of the Board over the past three 

years.  Then based on document analyses, a timeline of key events in the history of the 

System was presented.  This provided the reader with a listing of detailed events in 

chronological order and with corresponding citations.  The recovery plan as expressed by 

Chancellor Byrne was explained and compared to the Corruption Control Circumplex.  

Finally, common themes identified during the interview process were presented.  Based on 

the data presented in this chapter, interpretations of the data and recommendations for 

restoring the System’s credibility are presented in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5:  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
 Based on the theories presented in the review of professional literature, the historical 

information of the case study obtained from document reviews, and insights gained from 

interviews with knowledgeable persons, this chapter offers insights, explanations, 

conclusions, implications, and recommendations.  Chapter 4 consisted primarily of data only, 

data that was obtained via document analysis, observations, and interviews.  This chapter 

combines the data with theories from the literature review with the insights gained by the 

researcher.  Thus, much of the information presented here is inferences and implications as 

interpreted by the researcher with the intent to offer meaning and understanding.  This 

foundation is then used to present recommendations for both the Alabama Community 

College System and others who find themselves in similar situations in the future.  Thus, the 

chapter is organized into three major sections: recapitulation and inferences, general 

recommendations, and recommendations specific to the case study. 

Part of answering the second research question was to determine if a significant 

enough change in the organizational culture had transpired in the case study to prevent, or at 

least substantially diminish the chances of, a similar scandal in the future.  Changes in 

personnel, policy, procedures, and organizational behavior were examined to assess their 

impact on the culture of the System.  Interviews focused on the implementation of policy at 

the local levels.  To offer a deeper understanding of the events of the Alabama Community 

College System, a recap of the major events and the inferences of the research are presented 
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to provide insight and perspective for the ensuing recommendations.  This section offers 

explanations and insights of what happened in the System, and attempts to explain further 

how the Fire College Scandal happened. 

 Two sections of recommendations are included in this chapter: a general 

comprehensive list and a list compiled for the System only.  The comprehensive list is 

offered for the benefit of the System, but is also intended to be generalized and used to aid 

other educational leaders who unfortunately must also face similar challenges.  The list 

designed for the System does not contain items already completed, but focuses on 

recommendations that apply to the current issues only.  The research questions were 

answered in chapter 4, but these recommendations should also add clarification to the data of 

the case study and the answers provided.  They should also offer a path for the future of the 

System and others who must lead an education organization in a similar recovery.   

 

Recapitulation and Inferences 

 
Although a few two-year colleges existed prior to the 1960’s, most were created by 

concerted political efforts by state and local governments with the intention to provide a 

college within a daily commute of every citizen.  This political collaboration benefited many 

small communities and citizens who could not have established a local college without the 

support.  However, establishing colleges and filling new positions benefited early politicians 

like George Wallace who seized the opportunity to appoint political allies throughout the 

state (Katsinas, 1994).  This early political influence has remained a component of the 

System generating benefits at times, but also bringing with it the opportunities for powerful 

political figures to use the System for their own personal gain.  When political and education 
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leaders collaboratively work for the good of education, the benefits are abundant.  But 

reaping these benefits, while keeping powerful political figures in check, has been a 

treacherous journey for the System.   

 In the life of the Alabama Community College System, there have been two major 

scandals that have resulted in criminal convictions.  The first scandal of note occurred in the 

early 1990’s and was termed the Technology Plus scandal which referred to a subunit of a 

north Alabama community college while the second scandal transpired mostly between 2002 

and 2006 during the term of Chancellor Roy Johnson.   

In the first scandal, powerful political figures lobbied the Legislature to appropriate 

several million dollars to the college with instructions for the funds to be transferred to the 

subunit.  Here the funds were distributed to many locations and avoided the normal level of 

scrutiny.  Although media reports questioned some of the expenditures, the complex scheme 

avoided detection, especially aided with clean audits by the Department of Examiners of 

Public Accounts, the state agency charged with the duty to audit all state agencies and county 

governments, and through voluntary agreements serves as the auditors for all of the colleges 

in the System.  Not until an unexpected second audit was performed by the State Auditor did 

the scheme fall apart.  The director of the subunit and the legal advisor to the governor were 

ultimately convicted as a result of the scheme (Demonia, 2006).  The State Auditor was 

complementary of the college which bore much of the blame in the press, but gained little or 

no benefit from the scheme which passed through several million dollars of state funding to 

the sub-unit.  However, the report was highly critical of the work of the Examiners.  Ellis’ 

audit report focused on the confounding relationships when a lack of independence existed.  

The report questioned how the Examiners could audit a subunit that was directed by a state 
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senator who sat on the Committee on Public Accounts which appoints and oversees the head 

of the Examiners (Ellis, 1994).  The report also questioned the legality of passing public 

funds through the college and the subunit to private entities with no subsequent audit of the 

funds.   

Exposure of the scheme had the immediate benefit of impeding the flow of funds and 

discouraging unethical behavior.  It is impossible to prevent isolated corrupt behavior, but 

proper controls established inside an organizational culture that exposes and quickly reacts to 

corrupt behavior can prevent a widespread scandal.  The appearance of a similar and larger 

scandal a decade later confirms a lack of change to the organizational culture adequate to 

prevent a reoccurrence.  It appears the System only changed enough to avoid the immediate 

external pressure applied by the external criminal investigations, and the embarrassment 

created by negative media exposure and public outcry, but did not systemically change is 

culture.   

 The second episode termed the Fire College Scandal followed a similar pattern as the 

Technology Plus scandal.  Funds were appropriated by the Legislature via a college and on to 

a sub-unit where some of these funds benefited power political figures or education leaders.  

Like the first scandal, powerful political figures lobbied the Legislature to route funds 

through a legitimate entity on to a subunit and then back to themselves without exposure for 

several years.  Although it began with the Alabama Fire College, the scheme was repeated 

several times: CITY program; Heritage to Hope; vendors for software, education supplies, 

construction management, and architectural services.  Funds were routed back to the 

powerful political figures via bribes, payments for construction of homes, the purchase of 

personal items, scholarships, and the employment of selves, spouses, children, and in-laws in 
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bogus jobs where little or no work was performed.  The questionable employment and 

expenditures ended with the abrupt termination of the Chancellor in July 2006.  As a result of 

criminal investigations, sixteen people (see page 158) have pled guilty or have been 

convicted of crimes ranging from bribery to federal honest services fraud (Razzano & Jones, 

2009).  The most serious violations were perpetrated by Chancellor Roy Johnson who pled 

guilty to fifteen counts including conspiracy, bribery, obstruction of justice, and money 

laundering.  He also agreed to cooperate with future investigations, to forfeit $18,206,485.97, 

and to plead guilty to state ethics charges at a later date.  Part of the plea shielded his children 

from prosecution for their part in receiving salaries for little or no work.  Investigations are 

continuing, so additional pleas or indictments could add to the magnitude of the offense.  

 If the thought of powerful political figures exploiting the System for their own 

personal gain is not hideous enough, the realization of just how successful the schemes have 

been is troubling.  In both scandals, funds were passed through valid entities and reverted 

back to schemers without detection by normal checks and balances.  Powerful leaders skirted 

society’s expected moral behavior and used their authority to circumvent internal controls.  

Research reveals that no amount of ethics training or controls can completely eliminate this 

possibility as it is happening with increased frequency in every profession (Rhode, 2006).  

Therefore, the fear of adverse consequences to perpetrators exposed by internal controls such 

as valid audits or knowledgeable whistleblowers must be a realistic deterrent.  Unfortunately 

for the System and its stakeholders, few whistleblowers felt safe to report abuses and no 

violations were revealed by routine external audits in either scandal.  For example, during the 

Fire College Scandal, no audit findings were reported for Shelton State Community College 

or the Alabama Fire College during the four years from 2002 through 2005.  During the 
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excessive financial aid embezzlements, missing cash for book buybacks, and the problems 

surrounding the culinary arts program at Bishop State Community College around 2005, no 

findings appeared in the audit.  And when the Department of Postsecondary Education sent 

$300,000 to the Fire College Foundation and $760,000 to the Heritage of Hope Foundation, 

neither appeared as an audit finding (see page 148).  Though suspicions may have risen, with 

no official audit findings provided to the State Board of Education, the Board remained 

reasonably unaware of the extent of the problems.  With no formal complaints presented to 

the Alabama Ethics Commission or the Attorney General by the Examiners or by 

whistleblowers, these agencies initiated no investigations.  Thus, the hideous schemes were 

performed flawlessly and surreptitiously without detection year after year.  Only when 

federal investigators raided the Alabama Fire College while investigating an unrelated crime 

were the many schemes of the Fire College Scandal accidentally discovered.   

 Since July 2006, the Board with the leadership of Chancellor Byrne has implemented 

numerous updates to policy and made a variety of personnel changes intended to shift the 

organizational culture to one that impedes corruption.  The Chancellor’s plan first updated 

the mission, vision, and values in an attempt to refocus the System on its purpose and 

mission.  Secondly, the plan made significant changes in policies pertaining to personnel, 

procedures, and accountability.  Changes in leadership of the colleges and personnel in the 

Chancellor’s Office have been plentiful.  A range of new and updated policies have tightened 

financial controls, required ethics training, and limited employment of legislators and 

relatives.  A new division of internal audit was created and is now fully staffed and 

operational.  Goals of encouraging personal responsibility, increasing ethics, improving 
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accountability, and establishing a new level of transparency have been accomplished in some 

measure.   

These changes have been substantial and pervasive, but not without resistance from 

those with opposing views.  Several personnel policies and personnel actions have been 

resisted by the Alabama Education Association with a number of terminated employees 

being ordered back to work after winning appeals of their dismissals, sometimes on technical 

issues.  As Dr. Paul Hubbert explained, one may not like the current dismissal laws, but it is 

the law and must be followed unless changed.  Also, the System is still dependent on the 

Legislature for funding and for needed legislation such as enhanced ethics laws.  The 

enhanced controls have created more accountability, but have diminished communications 

and boosted the power of the chancellor’s position, which could provide a future chancellor 

with even more ability to commit unethical acts without discovery.  With no change in the 

external audit function, the reliability of audit reports remains suspect.  Finally, the exit of 

Chancellor Byrne to run for governor sets the stage for a long political battle between the 

state’s most powerful education interests.  His exit may create uncertainty about the future 

direction of the System, but it also provides the Board an opportunity to choose a leader who 

can pilot the System without the baggage of the past.  Only time will tell if the policy 

changes to the System are incorporated systemically throughout the organizational culture in 

a manner that will deter similar scandals in the future, and provide a lengthy time of 

admirable performances to regain the trust and respect of a skeptical public.   
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A Common Scheme 

 
The similarities between the Technology Plus and the Fire College scandals are 

striking.  A few powerful political figures misused the System for their own personal gain, 

created an environment conducive for lesser corruption to exist, and avoided detection of all 

routine controls for a long period of time.  This caused considerable damage to the prestige 

and credibility of the System and dishonored thousands of employees who work diligently to 

provide exceptional educational experiences for eager students.  

 A comparison of the two major scandals yields some interesting similarities in the 

methods to misappropriate state funds.  In both scandals, the overall scheme to acquire and 

distribute state funds follows a similar pattern.  Influential political figures, inside the 

Legislature or not, persuade the Legislature to fund a project.  The state funds are disguised 

by routing the funds through a legitimate organization with the intent to transfer elsewhere.  

The same influential political figures use their authority or influence to circumvent 

established corruption controls at the legitimate organization, and transfer the funds to a 

subsequent entity, public or private, where less public scrutiny is expected or required.  In 

this subsequent agency, funds are disbursed in small amounts to various recipients, and in 

doing so, the details of these transactions are not included in the audit report of the agency 

that acted as a pass-though medium.  Figure 11 displays the common pattern of funds flow 

used in both scandals.  
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Figure 11: Common Pattern of Financial Schemes 
 

 

 

Often, a college acts as the conduit of these funds, sometimes reaping benefits and 

other times not.  With the funds transferred to a sub-unit, the influential political figures then 

expend the state funds, commingled with other funds, with virtually no accountability.  Thus, 

the questionable expenditures elude the close scrutiny of the college’s required accountability 

procedures and erroneously do not appear in either the college’s or the subsequent 

organization’s routine audit reports.  They merely appear on the college’s books as a single 

line item transfer.  This provides those responsible for review of the funds to easily wash 

their hands of responsibility, especially since the Legislature has approved the funding and 

the Examiners have approved the subsequent transfer to the sub-unit.  Repeating the words of 

Brett Blackledge from Chapter 4, “The college then gets what is paramount to ‘a good 

housekeeping seal of approval’ audit from the Examiners.”  Since there are no audit findings 

of unethical or illegal behavior, no official notification is made to the Alabama Ethics 

Commission which can only legally initiate an investigation upon receiving a formal 
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complaint, so no subsequent investigation is conducted.  The scheme is flawlessly successful 

and goes undetected for years.  It can be duplicated repeatedly into perpetuity without 

exposure.   

To demonstrate the scheme, consider the Technology Plus Scandal and several 

examples from the Fire College Scandal.  In the Technology Plus scandal, the 

unconventional audit report issued by then State Auditor Terry Ellis revealed that State 

Senator Ray Campbell and former Representative John Tanner, serving as legal counsel to 

the Governor, successfully acquired millions of dollars in funding to Calhoun Community 

College.  These funds were then assigned to Technology Plus where Campbell was the 

Director.  The funds were commingled with fees generated by the Center and then disbursed 

to many recipients including some $191,000 to Tanner.  Audits of Calhoun Community 

College by the Examiners contained no mention of the questionable disbursements, so no 

official notification of questionable behavior was forwarded to the Ethics Commission (Ellis, 

1994).  Except for scattered media reports, the scheme had gone virtually unexposed until the 

State Auditor intervened with his own audit resulting in the exposure of the illegal and 

unethical transactions and the subsequent criminal investigations and convictions of both 

Campbell and Tanner.  Robin Demonia, member of the Editorial Board at the Birmingham 

News, who covered the Technology Plus scandal in the early 1990’s, in a recent interview 

explained that even though the media had produced several stories and the Examiners had 

issued a clean audit, no one had “penetrated the behind-the-scenes and disclosed what really 

happened until the Ellis report.  It was the right kind of information in an accessible, clear 

presentation.”   
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 The Fire College Scandal offers several examples of this pattern.  Representative 

Bryant Melton and former state representative and then Chancellor Roy Johnson secured 

state funds to the Fire College Foundation, a private foundation affiliated with the Alabama 

Fire College, a subunit of Shelton State Community College.  Melton directed his 

discretionary funds be sent there while Johnson authorized a $300,000 payment which was 

deposited to the private foundation.  Funds were then routed to Melton, to the daughter of the 

Finance Director in the Chancellor’s Office, and to pay the Chancellor’s son and daughter, 

and to pay the wife of the former President of the college.  None of these transactions 

appeared in audit reports of the state finance director, the Chancellor’s Office, or Shelton 

State Community College, and thus no subsequent ethics investigation was conducted.  Not 

until federal prosecutors stumbled upon questionable transactions while investigating an 

unrelated manner were the transactions exposed.  Both Melton and Johnson have pled guilty 

to crimes related to this scheme (Blackledge, 2008d).   

 Finally, State Senator E. B. McClain and Chancellor Roy Johnson acquired funds for 

a private educational facility termed Heritage to Hope which was located at a Birmingham 

church.  Almost $700,000 was routed through the Alabama Department of Economic and 

Community Affairs through the Chancellor’s Office to the private facility which was to aid 

students in developmental studies.  Instead, almost 40% of the funds were routed back to 

McClain while the organization helped only a few students.  Like the other schemes, this one 

also went undetected until federal prosecutors expanded their investigation of the System.  

McClain and the church’s minister were convicted in a highly-publicized trial.  Though not 

as obvious, other schemes to employ legislators in positions of little or no work appear to 

following the same pattern (Chandler, 2008a; Holden, 2008; McKinney, 2008).   
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 The previous examples adequately demonstrate the process of powerful political 

figures using their influence to route state funds back to themselves and subsequently avoid 

exposure.  Although the above examples are sufficient to present the subject matter, other 

examples on a smaller scale exist throughout the System.  State Representative Yvonne 

Kennedy who was also president of Bishop State Community College directed her 

discretionary funds sent to a private foundation operated by her college.  She later retired 

from her presidency and has not been charged with any crime, but 13 employees were 

arrested and the college paid funds to the Chancellor’s son-in-law, and a close friend of the 

Chancellor.  Whether it is payments to the children of influential people for little or no work, 

overpayments to software vendors who provide kickbacks, or overpayments to other vendors 

who pay private bills, the overall pattern remains the same.   

A number of similarities exist in these schemes.  State funds are approved by the 

legislature, but disguised as part of a normal budget for a legitimate organization and then 

passed through another organization where less public scrutiny is required.  As noted, 

schemes often involve current or former legislators using their political influence to supply 

funding.  Numerous unethical and illegal transactions escaped exposure in normal audit 

reports.  Some schemes included audits of entities which employed legislators and were 

subsequently reviewed by the Department of Examiners of Public Accounts which is 

supervised by the Legislature, a violation of Generally Accepted Auditing Standards which 

requires independence.  Since no official report of illegal activity was published or forwarded 

to legal authorities, no investigations were conducted.  Finally, these schemes validate the 

need for substantial change by revealing the grave reality that schemers have been 
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remarkably successful in executing this pattern for many years.  It will take intentional 

leadership to implement a plan to break this pattern. 

Decision Making Process at a College in the ACCS 

 
In the context of ethical leadership and creating a culture of integrity within an 

organization, the desired behavior can be reduced to the basic activity of making an ethical 

decision.  Behavior is merely an accumulation of smaller decisions, all of which are made 

within the context of ingrained organizational culture and in anticipation of the response of 

internal or external forces on decision makers.  The discussion of organizational change is 

critical to understanding the pressures which mold the behavior of a college.  The anticipated 

reaction by internal and external stakeholders is compelling motivation when a decision is 

made.  The desire to please certain stakeholders encourages admirable and principled 

decisions while the fear of reaction by other stakeholders discourages improper, illegal, or 

unethical decisions.  Therefore, one must focus on the process of, and the influences to, an 

individual decision within the organization in order to grasp the effects of culture and change 

on the behavior of a leader.   

Below is a Venn diagram to demonstrate the influences on the decision-making 

process of an individual in the System.  This diagram serves to summarize the concepts of an 

entrenched organization culture, internal stakeholders, and external stakeholders. It visually 

displays the influence of these on the decision making process.  Assuming the leaders are the 

primary decision makers in an organization, the intersection of these three major influences 

represents the core environment in which individual decisions are made, the accumulation of 

which determines the nature of leadership.  
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Figure 12: Influences on Decision Making 

 

 
 
 

The literature review presents some of the major concepts of leadership, ethics, and 

organizational change.  All of these areas are important when studying the response to a 

period of unethical leadership by the Alabama Community College System.  Understanding 

ethical theory and the expectations of leadership within the context of the history of higher 

education is important.  The acknowledgements of internal and external forces, which are 

exerting pressure on organization behavior, help leaders to understand the environment in 

which the System exist, and validate the need for establishing ethical leadership in individual 

decision making.  The totality of the literature review explains the existing culture and 

operational environment of an organization of higher education like the System, and the 

difficulty in making transformational change.  It also acknowledges and identifies pressures 

on an organization to make change, whether internal or external.  All of these concepts help 

to explain the atmosphere in which a leader makes a decision.   
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The operational environment, culture, and reputation of the Alabama Community 

College System are created by the accumulation of the same at each individual college or 

sub-unit.  Since individual decisions made at the local community college level accumulate 

to establish the local environment, it is important to apply the theories of the literature review 

to the practical operations of an individual college in hopes of understanding the nature of the 

decision making process, including the influences on each decision which encourage either 

proper or improper moral judgment.  Ethical decisions at the micro level are influenced by 

the entrenched culture and its inertia along with the expectations of internal and external 

stakeholders.  An initial review of the Alabama Community College System yields the 

following pressures acting on the process.   

 

Figure 13: Influences on Decisions at an Individual College in the ACCS 
 

 

 

Making change to the System involves an acknowledgement of these influences.  Any 

effort to move from unethical leadership to a culture of integrity requires change in some of 
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these areas.  In order to fashion permanent, transformational change, there must be an 

understanding of this organizational inertia combined with an intentional plan driven by 

strong leadership (Kotter, 1996, p. 31).   Not surprisingly, unethical leadership involves 

unethical decision making.  The model for decision making in the Alabama Community 

College System visually depicts the influences on the ethical decision making processes 

System employees.  These influences begin with intrinsic personal values of the individual 

and then account for how items external to the individual impact behavior.   

 The center represents a decision by an employee.  It also implies that the center of 

this decision is personal to that employee.  The lower section represents the organizational 

culture and identifies components of that culture pertinent to the Alabama Community 

College System.  These items shape the organizational culture which in turn influences 

personal behavior.  The upper two ovals represent persons either external or internal to the 

System.  These persons, and especially the expectations of these persons, help to influence an 

individual to act in a conventional manner.  The fear of negative reactions of these persons to 

an objectionable act or decision by the individual is, in itself, a swaying hegemonic 

influence.  To encourage or regulate these decisions, internal controls are established within 

and between all levels of the System. 

Internal Controls in the Alabama Community College System 

Internal controls are rules, policies, procedures, or structures established to safeguard 

the assets of an organization.  These safeguards define appropriate employee behavior, 

establish methods to insure accurate accounting records, require employees to obey laws, and 

promote a consistent operating environment (Rittenberg et al., 2008; Warren & Reeve, 2007).  

Two types of internal controls are defined in Chapter 2.  The broader “organizational 
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controls” encourage positive behavior and reduce deviations in operations that will interfere 

with cooperation among members of the organization.  The other subset is “corruption 

controls” which discourage devious behavior in general.  Both types of controls are valid 

tools to encourage and control behaviors within an organization (Lange, 2008, p. 713).  Both 

organizational controls and corruption controls simultaneously exist in organizations, 

especially those with multiple organizational units.  In chapter 4, the Corruption Control 

Circumplex was used to assess the actions of the Board and Chancellor.  Comparing the 

actions of the Board to corruption control theory provided a measure of minimum 

expectations of complying with laws and policies.  In this chapter, the more general term 

“internal controls” is used to designate the broader definition, noting the pervasive nature of 

the controls of the System that both discourage devious behavior and encourage positive 

behavior.  This also reinforces the concept that ethical behavior is a higher standard of 

expectation than merely adhering to laws and policies.   

Internal controls exist in various forms in all organizations: the more complex the 

organization, the more complex the controls.  The System, with its size and complexity and 

its external pressures, has numerous internal controls of various types.  The next sections 

explain these controls and identify which controls failed, providing an opportunity for the 

Fire College Scandal to occur.  To identify and illustrate internal controls within the System, 

the researcher has developed a series of internal control definitions unique to the System.  

These definitions, along with other complex issues, are included in the following narratives 

beginning with an explanation of basic oversight structures of the System, and proceeding 

through a presentation of internal controls with discussions of confounding relationships, 

vital role of external auditors, and specific failure of controls.  
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Basic Oversight Structure 

To understand the connection between the model of influences on decision making 

and how unethical behavior was veiled and/or tolerated, it is important to examine the layers 

of oversight and responsibility within colleges and within the System.  As Figure 12 

illustrates, the ultimate authority and responsibility for taxpayer funds are the taxpayers 

themselves.  Our representative form of government provides the citizenry an opportunity to 

elect persons to represent their interests.  If not satisfied with their performance, the citizens 

can remove public officials by electing another.   Thus, the citizens hold the highest level of 

authority.   

 

Figure 14: Authority Levels in the ACCS 

 

The next level in the diagram includes the elected officials who possess responsibility 

for financial transactions.  This includes members of the Alabama State Board of Education 

who are directly responsible for the System.  The citizenry elects the members of the 

Alabama State Board of Education, one of whom is the governor, and eight others who 
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represent geographic districts throughout the state.  Members at this level of authority act as a 

board of directors and are responsible for governance and policymaking, but not necessarily 

to closely oversee specific financial transactions (Alabama State Board of Education, 2005a).  

They must delegate the responsibility for thousands of transactions and rely on the honesty of 

subordinates, internal controls established by policy, and the proper reporting of financial 

information by independent auditors.   

The twenty-six colleges and other education entities in the System are legally 

subordinate to the governing authority of the Alabama State Board of Education.  The Board, 

in turn, appoints a Chancellor who serves as the chief administrative officer of the System 

and to whom administrative authority is delegated by the Board (Alabama State Board of 

Education, 2005c).  The Chancellor employs staff members of the Department of 

Postsecondary Education, also referred to as the Chancellor’s Office.  The Board is 

responsible for the employment of college presidents, upon the recommendation of the 

Chancellor (Alabama State Board of Education, 2007b).  College presidents are 

independently responsible for employment of personnel at their individual colleges (Alabama 

State Board of Education, 2005f).  Thus, employees of colleges are only hired by college 

presidents; college presidents only hired by the Chancellor (with Board approval); 

Chancellor is only hired by the Board; and finally Board members are elected by the 

citizenry.  This configuration also defines the authority for other personnel actions such as 

evaluations and terminations.   

The column under the State Board of Education contains a series of responsible 

parties.  The Board delegates authority and responsibility to the Chancellor of the System 

who then delegates the same to individual college presidents.  The presidents then delegate 
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the authority to Chief Financial Officers, retaining the responsibility for their actions 

(Alabama State Board of Education, 2005f, 2005h).  The Chief Financial Officer establishes 

the procedures within the college to execute financial transactions in compliance with the 

policies established by the State Board of Education, state and federal laws, and per the best 

business practices as established by peers in the industry.  Within the Business Office is a 

complex set of well-defined procedures which establish strict internal controls making it 

difficult to access funds in an improper manner.  Over 50 individual policies exist to govern 

the administration (Series 200) and financial operations (Series 300) of individual colleges.  

Even a person with malicious intentions will find it complex and virtually unfeasible to 

embezzle due to the strict internal controls at this level.  However, higher positions in this 

column have more access to funds, have more authority to hire personnel, and have a more 

comprehensive understanding of the processes.  A person in one of these positions has the 

inherent authority to require subordinates to execute transactions even though those 

transactions may be in violation of a policy or established law.  For instance, a president 

could require a Chief Financial Officer to pay a certain invoice even though proper 

paperwork had not been completed.  The Chancellor could order the payment of an invoice 

by a president who then could require the Chief Financial Officer to execute the transactions.  

For a subordinate to refuse a direct order would be deemed as insubordination.  Therefore, a 

person in one of the higher positions of responsibility possesses the implicit power to 

supersede established controls, and thus requires a higher level of trust and integrity than 

employees of a lower level. 

There must be a trust relationship between the Chancellor and the State Board of 

Education.  Once the trust has been broken, the Board must sever ties.  This is exactly the 
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action of the Board when it fired Chancellor Roy Johnson in July 2006.  The resulting 

exposure of years of corruption was a shock to all stakeholders in the Alabama Community 

College System.  It exposed the ugly fact that for quite some time the Chancellor had 

maintained an illusion of trustworthiness while using his influence and authority for his own 

personal financial gain.  If the Board immediately terminated him upon learning of the 

questionable transactions, then the Board acted prudently.   

Even with checks and balances in place for the oversight of expenditures of public 

funds, and even though organizations have always been responsible for maintaining adequate 

internal controls, following recent notable business scandals, publicly held corporations are 

now legally required to maintain proper internal controls by the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 

(Rittenberg et al., 2008, p. 189; Warren & Reeve, 2007, p. 308).  This emphasis on proper 

internal controls and financial checks and balances ensures that all organizations, public or 

private, are aware of the importance of maintaining proper controls.  These controls insure 

thousands of financial transactions are properly executed each year by the colleges.  Internal 

control procedures established by best business practices attempt to establish an environment 

that safeguards the assets of an organization.  Separation of duties, competent personnel, 

rotating duties, proper record keeping, risk assessment, adequate accountability, and other 

security measures may add a level of perceived inefficiency to operations, but more 

importantly it discourages illegal or unethical behavior (pp. 312-315).  Separating duties and 

authorities means that no single individual has the authority to initiate and complete a 

financial transaction without approvals or review from others.  In addition, the mere 

knowledge that one’s actions are to be reviewed at a later date is another motivating factor to 

properly execute financial transactions.   



 

200 

Board members in their capacity as policy makers cannot be expected to know of 

every transaction of every college.  They must rely on the trust placed in competent and 

ethical personnel who follow well-established policies and clearly defined procedures.  When 

this trust is broken and policies overridden, there must be other controls that trigger.  Open 

communication channels encourage whistleblowers to report unacceptable activities, and 

operations are reviewed by an independent auditor.  The ethical organization, then, must have 

systemic internal controls in place that not only deter unethical behavior, but also readily 

exposes it in a timely manner.   

ACCS Internal controls A-D 

As mentioned earlier, numerous internal controls exist within the System.  Within the 

population of internal controls are corruption controls and organizational controls.  The 

implementation of internal controls as defined in the Organizational Corruption Control 

Circumplex presented in Figure 3 is inherent in the hierarchical and authoritative 

relationships in the System as presented in Figure 15.  For the purpose of the System, the 

more general term “internal controls” will be used to describe the policies, structures, and 

pressures that encourage proper behavior. The following diagram (Figure 15) is an expansion 

of the previous diagram of oversight responsibilities (Figure 12) and presents the four 

authoritative levels of internal controls as identified and described by the researcher: Intrinsic 

(Type A), Conventional (Type B), External (Type C), and Supplemental (Type D).  Where 

applicable, internal controls for the System are cross-referenced to corruption controls as 

defined in the Organizational Corruption Control Circumplex in Chapter 2.  
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Figure 15: ACCS Internal Controls Type A-D 
 

 

 

The Type A internal control is “Intrinsic,” implying personal, value-based behavior.  

A person committing an unethical act, first of all, makes a personal decision to act.  The act 

likely violates his own personal intrinsic ethical values, or if he is void of expected intrinsic 

values, he has masked this trait in gaining trust of others.  A violation is probably motivated 

by some type of personal gain, either financial or other.  In addition to personal values of 

honesty and integrity that guide individual in their decision making, a person may also value 

the following of rules and acting in socially accepted manner to gain acceptance and respect 

by peers.  Hiring a person with these values is a step towards establishing intrinsic internal 

controls.   

A violation of Type A controls ensues when an individual lacks the personal strength 

to hold steadfast to his moral principles in the face of temptation (Rhode, 2006).  
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Consequently, all violations of internal controls begin with a violation of Type A controls 

when an individual takes an action to break socially expected norms.  It is usually an 

individual decision and act, but when perpetrated by a leader, it may be known by 

subordinates, but not discovered by superiors.  Type A controls are similar to Type 7 (Self) 

controls in the Organizational Corruption Control Circumplex.  

The second level of internal controls in the System is Type B termed “Conventional.” 

These are common controls established by the organization.  Type B describe how persons 

are required to adhere to conventional expectations of professional conduct.  An employee is 

discouraged from acting in an unethical manner through fear of negative consequences (Type 

2:Punishment and 4:Regulatory controls) or as a result of rejection by peers (Type 5:Social 

Sanctioning control).  These pressures exist externally to the individual, but are a normal part 

of the culture within a college.  Identifying and exposing forbidden behavior is a 

responsibility of peers (Type 6:Vigilance controls) and superiors (Type 1:Bureaucratic 

controls).  Type B internal controls include policies, procedures, and rules that establish 

conventional behaviors expected of employees. 

Internal controls such as required approvals, separation of duties, and required 

training are currently in place in the System.  Lower level employees are not likely to be 

successful in spending state funds unlawfully due to the levels of approvals required.  Any 

violations could be reported upward and result in an immediate disciplinary action.  Lower 

level employees in the structure of authority are in a “less trusted” position than those in 

upper levels.  Moving up the ladder of authority, a higher level of trust is expected.  

Consequently, the higher the authority level, the more influence a person has over 

subordinates, and fewer superiors exist, so fewer approvals are required.  Therefore, 
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committing an unethical act and suffering no punitive consequences is inherently easier for 

employees in positions of authority, and as such, those employees are subject to a higher 

level of trust and intrinsic values. 

With the existence of Type A and Type B controls, financial operations most often 

flow without incidence.  However, occasional unethical behavior exists by overriding these 

controls.  It requires a breach of personal values and some method to supplant normal 

policies and rules of operation.  Again, this is difficult for lower level staff due to their 

inability to override existing policies and coerce others to participate.  For upper level staff, 

this is easier to accomplish as they can override existing policy by violating the trust 

extended to them or by exerting influence on subordinates.  This may be done in isolation or 

it may be visible to subordinates who are then faced with ethical dilemmas of whistle 

blowing (Type 6:Vigilance controls) or silence, depending on which is encouraged by the 

organizational culture.  

After Type A and B controls have failed, the next controls are those that lie outside 

the bounds of the organization.  For the System, this internal control is being referred to as 

Type C, or External.  Even though this control exists outside the organization, it is still an 

effective deterrent due to the authority of the external entity to impose punishment on the 

individual. This internal control in the System refers to the external auditors of the colleges 

which is currently the Department of Examiners of Public Accounts (R. L. Jones, 2009).  

They routinely conduct audits in conformity with Generally Accepted Auditing Standards for 

all of the colleges and other entities of the System, and report the results to the entities, to the 

State Board of Education, and to the Legislature.  Identification or exposure of illegal activity 

or violations of Board policy serve to deter deviant behavior. 
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Should audit procedures expose violations of state laws, the next level of control is 

summoned.  The state ethics law requires the Examiners to report any violations of ethics law 

to the Alabama Ethics Commission which, when officially notified, can begin an 

investigation.  Any other legal violations discovered during a routine audit by the Examiners 

are to be forwarded to the Attorney General (or appropriate District Attorney) for 

prosecution.  This level shall be referred to as Type D and described as Supplemental.   

It is important to note the relationships of the Department of Examiners of Public 

Accounts, Legislature, and the State Board of Education.  The Chief Examiner is appointed 

by a Legislative sub-committee known as the Legislative Committee on Public Accounts.  

The committee has 12 members: five elected from the House of Representatives, five elected 

from the State Senate, the Lieutenant Governor who serves as the Chairman of the 

Committee, and the Speaker of the House who serves as Vice-Chairman (R. L. Jones, 2009).  

Just as the Board has legal oversight of the colleges, the Legislature has oversight of the 

Examiners.  Both the Board and Legislature answer to the citizenry and are elected by it.  

The Legislature does not have oversight authority over the Board, but does control all 

funding to the Board and to the System via the Board.  In theory, this arrangement appears to 

satisfy the necessary functions of oversight and “checks and balances” as it separates duties 

and responsibilities while requiring copious collaboration.   

Confounding Relationships  

Even clear oversight responsibilities in remarkable organization charts can be 

muddled with confounding relationships between the autonomous components.  For instance, 

the relationships of authority blurs when members of the Legislature are also employees of 

the Alabama Community College System.  Although there may be some benefits to a college 
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and a community when their government representative works intimately with education, 

there is also potential for negative experiences.  Members of the Legislature become 

employees of those education leaders who must then approach the Legislature to request 

funding.  The opportunity to influence management certainly increases and some managers 

have even expressed fear of repercussions when assigned to supervise members of the 

Legislature (Chandler, 2008b).   Regardless whether the education leader fears repercussions 

from members of the Legislature who work in colleges, the supervisor/employee relationship 

is altered.   

Further perplexity is caused when members of the Legislature who oversee the 

Department of Examiners of Public Accounts find themselves as targets of audits by the 

Examiners.  For instance, in 1992 Senator Ray Campbell served as a member of the 

Legislative Committee on Public Accounts, the committee with the express purpose of 

overseeing the Examiners including the hiring of the Chief Examiner (R. L. Jones, 2009).  He 

also worked as Director of Technology Plus, as subunit of one of the colleges.  Although four 

million dollars of questionable funding flowed through the entity, it was awarded a clean 

audit with no exceptions noted.  A year later, the State Auditor, a different arm of audit in 

state government, performed a review of Technology Plus resulting in twenty-one findings 

totaling six million in questionable expenditures, including four million in pass-through 

funds in which the president of the college initially refused to distribute, but later did so after 

the Chief Examiner personally approved each transfer (Ellis, 1994).  The audit and 

subsequent criminal investigations resulted in convictions of Senator Ray Campbell, 

Representative Bill Drinkard, and attorney John Tanner, legal advisor to the governor.  State 

Auditor Terry Ellis was especially critical of Chief Examiner Ron Jones on three issues: for 
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violating the independence requirement of the Code of Ethics for auditing by examining the 

records of an agency whose head was also the Chief Examiners’ boss, for personally 

approving transactions that were later audited by members of his own staff, and for not 

disclosing this confounding relationship.  Regardless of the details of this incident, it 

illustrates and illuminates the problems of the current structure of review, especially when 

members of the Legislature are also employees of the System.   

In summary, the Department of Examiners of Public Accounts qualifies as an 

independent auditor for colleges in Alabama when no legislators are employed by that 

college.  If the college employs a legislator, the Examiners fail the test of independence, so 

the college should have the option to employ an independent accounting firm.  If the 

Examiners perform the audit without maintaining independence, the audit report must not 

contain an unqualified opinion and the lack of independence must be disclosed (Rittenberg et 

al., 2008).  More on this topic is included in the Recommendations section (page 224). 

Vital Role of External Auditors 

Another potential problem with the current arrangement is the total reliance on the 

Department of Examiners of Public Accounts for sole responsibility in reporting items to the 

Board and to the legal authorities.  Should Examiners fail to expose certain behavior, it 

leaves a void in the internal control process.  According to Alabama Ethics Commission 

Director James Sumner, the AEC can only investigate items officially communicated to them 

via a formal complaint.  These complaints originate either by auditors in the normal course of 

review or by whistleblowers with inside knowledge.  During an interview, he further 

explained how neither the Alabama Ethics Commission nor the Office of the Attorney 

General has a duty to routinely review the operations of any entity of the System.  Both 
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agencies rely on the Examiners, though not solely, for information that leads to an 

investigation (R. L. Jones, 2009).  Thus, as shown in Figure 16, a lapse on the part of the 

Examiners creates a perilous void in internal controls, eliminating the vital communication to 

the Board, the Legislature, the Alabama Ethics Commission, the Attorney General, and to the 

citizenry. 

 

Figure 16: Internal Controls Void of Department of Examiners of Public Accounts 

 

 
 

In the absence of an effective external audit function (Type C violation), a void exist in the 

communication to the Board, the Legislature, and all legal agencies.  With this void, should 

an influential employee choose to act illegally or unethically (Type A violation), education 

leaders are not notified of the unacceptable behavior and therefore cannot react responsibly 

as an oversight authority (Type B control) and law enforcement agencies (Type D control) 

have no cause for action.  Thus, the dependency on Type C controls creates a risk of 

automatic failure of Types A, B, C, and D controls when there is no direct source of valid 
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information.  This also means that the citizenry has no reliable vehicle to insure legal 

compliance within the System or within the state.  Thus, an employee in a leadership role 

who violates expected personal ethics (Type A) combined with  circumventing existing 

policies via trust placed in the employee (Type B), combined with an failure by the external 

auditors (Type C) creates a lapse in all four internal controls.   

ACCS Internal controls E and F 

When internal control types A through D fail, there are two additional levels that can 

intervene.  One option is the action of another entity with legal authority to intervene such as 

demonstrated by the State Auditor in 1994 and federal prosecutors in 2004.  These agencies 

only intervene when requested or when there is a total lapse in the other levels.  Intervention 

by federal law enforcement is a rare event that shall be termed “extraordinary” and referred 

to as Type E.   

The final level of intervention is the citizenry of the state.  Public outcry for change, 

media reports exposing corruption, and public action in the voting booth are actions available 

to the citizens.  These actions are not necessarily limited to times when all other controls fail, 

but are available in times when no other options are perceived to be effective.  In those cases, 

the final demand for change is compelled by the masses, including the citizenry and the 

media.  Figure 17 demonstrates the structure of all levels of internal controls of the System 

including the addition of these final two levels, revealing a structure of responsibility that 

extends upward to the citizenry, and levels of legal authority that intensify from left to right. 
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Figure 17: Six Types of Internal controls in ACCS 

 

 

 

For the purpose of this dissertation, levels of responsibility and internal controls when 

applied to the Alabama Community College System are identified as Types A through F.  

These six types of internal controls have been identified as a result of document analysis and 

confirmed via interviews with knowledgeable employees of the System.  These controls were 

termed and described by the researcher.  Internal controls exist throughout the System 

between different levels of the organization and between entities external to the organization 

that, by their mere influence, encourage expected behavior of members of the organization.  

These have previously been introduced within the descriptions of the responsibilities and 

authorities of the Alabama Community College System displayed in Figures 15 through 17. 

They are further described in Table 13.   
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   Table 13: Table of Types of Internal Controls in ACCS 

Type Name Description Example 

    
A Intrinsic Internal to person Values of the individual 

B Conventional External to person, normal, 
routine, known, expected, 
established, planned 

Budgets, competent personnel, 
required authorizations,  
separation of duties, personnel 
evaluations, training 

C External External to ACCS, routine  External audit by Examiners 
D Supplemental Secondary, complementary,  

unusual, more severe, more 
significant, higher authority 

Legal investigations by 
Alabama Ethics Commission or 
Attorney General 

E Extraordinary External to ACCS and state 
government, non-routine, 
atypical, infrequent, highest 
legal authority  

Federal investigations or in the 
case of 1994, the Alabama State 
Auditor 

F Revolutionary Citizen intervention, 
protest, public demand for 
change by individuals 

Citizen revolt: media coverage 
of demand for change; major 
change via voter action 

 

The previous narratives are presented to provide a basic understanding of the levels of 

internal controls as well as the oversight responsibilities and the legal authorities charged 

with review and legal enforcement.  An understanding of these concepts is necessary to 

adequately assess the failures in internal controls, failures that fostered a culture which 

tolerated the growth of unethical leadership.  Examining these failures provides insight to 

how unethical and illegal behavior went without detection for so long.   

Internal Control Failures 

Failures of both Type A and B internal controls are necessary for an individual to 

commit an act against the organization such as embezzlement, theft, or nepotism.  The first 

internal control to fail in a scandal such as this one is Type A; it is when the intrinsic 

personal values of the person are no longer virtuous.  The motivation to act in a manner not 
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considered ethical is difficult to discover.  It can be the desire for personal financial gain, the 

longing for power, or simply the thrill of a devious act.  The second failure is a Type B 

control where a policy or rule is broken or circumvented.  According to a respected industry 

survey, inadequate internal controls or circumvention of those controls by management are 

the top two explanations for the occurrence of fraud in an organization ("KPMG's U.S. Fraud 

Survey Uncovers Wide Evidence of Losses," 1998).  Individuals who are in a position of 

authority can ignore the societal expectations of personal ethics and use their influence to 

circumvent even exceptional internal controls.  This concept was echoed by Dr. Paul 

Hubbert, a veteran of forty years in education and politics in Alabama, when he said 

emphatically “There is no way to avoid what happened.  People with power can circumvent 

policies.”  Thus, preventing a corrupt act by a person in a position of authority is practically 

impossible.  With a failure of Type A and B controls, prevention of corruption is shifted 

primarily to two other internal controls; whistleblowers and external checks and balances.   

Type C controls include external agencies charged with the responsibility to review 

the operations of System components and the System globally.  External auditors are 

commonly engaged to review the operations of an organization.  The knowledge that this 

external, independent examination will occur is a persuasive deterrent (Type C control) 

against the misuse of funds.  In the case of the Alabama Community College System, 

external auditors whose sole responsibility is reviewing state funds (R. L. Jones, 2009) are 

hired to perform annual audits of all community colleges.  In the discussions above and in 

Figure 16, the importance of the role of the Department of Examiners of Public Accounts in 

controlling corruption is richly noted.    
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There are many examples that could be presented to demonstrate some of the gaps of 

audit procedures applied, but the most condemning example is probably the payment of legal 

services to Greg Morgan, son-in-law of former Chancellor Roy Johnson.  Beginning in 2004, 

Morgan was paid $2,000 per month for legal services by Snead State Community College in 

Boaz, $2,000 per month for legal services by Central Alabama Community College in 

Alexander City, and $2,000 per month for legal services by Southern Union Community 

College in Opelika (Blackledge, 2006b).  Although individual transactions may escape the 

scrutiny of a competent auditor, according to information obtained in the interviews, these 

payments should have been examined in routine audit procedures and noted as an audit 

finding because: 

• Generally Accepted Auditing Standards require the examination of all legal 

service contracts in search of on-going litigation and potential contingent 

liabilities (Rittenberg et al., 2008),  

• State audit procedures require the examination of all personal services contracts, 

• State audit procedures require the examination of the authorization to hire an 

attorney, which requires approval of the Attorney General in most cases, 

• State policy requires attorneys to bill by the hour and not be paid a flat rate, 

except in rare cases,  

• State-wide checks for duplicate payments the state level should have unearthed 

payments of exact amounts to the same vendor by multiple entities over multiple 

years, and  
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• The extraordinary amount of funds paid to one individual should have raised 

concerns at the state level as he received $144,000 from these three colleges 

(Blackledge, 2006b).   

The final internal control failure occurs when legal authorities fail to investigate or 

prosecute illegal activity.  In the case of the System, this control (Type D) failed when 

neither the Alabama Ethics Commission nor the Attorney General launched investigations of 

perpetrators in the System.  As mentioned earlier, it appears that this void is due to a lack of 

communication to these agencies by auditors and whistleblowers.   

Even though internal controls such as laws and policies to protect public funds were 

well-established, a failure of internal controls occurred.  Absolutely preventing a powerful 

leader in a trusted position from breaching the first two internal controls is impossible.  When 

a powerful individual elects to contravene the policies (and laws), the first violation is the 

decision to act (Type A violation).  The breach of established policy (Type B violation) by 

someone in a position of trust is relatively easy to commit and conceal, especially when he 

utilizes his influence over subordinates.  This bolsters the urgency of the external 

accountability function (Type C control) and the corresponding collapse in internal controls 

that existed when lack of communication prevented legal authorities from launching 

investigations (Type D control).   

Based on the evidence presented, it appears that the State Board of Education did not 

receive proper disclosure of the lapse or circumvention of internal controls, or the existence 

of corruption within the System, via the normal and expected channel of external audits.  

With each college paying as much as $10,000 per year per audit, the Board’s expectation of 

proper notification is reasonable, and with new standards of fraud detection issued in 2002 as 
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a result of business scandals such as Enron, the expectations of applying fraud detecting 

procedures during these years by the Examiners is a reasonable and realistic expectation of 

the Board (AICPA, 2002; Alabama State Board of Education, 2008a).  Evidence indicates a 

failure to conduct sufficient audit procedures that could have revealed the scope of the 

scandalous behavior, or a failure to expose items found during audits.  With a powerful and 

trusted education leader acting in a fraudulent manner and overriding established internal 

controls, compounded by the lack of discovery and reporting to the Board, the Alabama 

Ethics Commission, and the Attorney General, the citizenry of the state suffered an extended 

collapse of all conventional internal controls.    

In summary, those committing unethical behavior were successful in violating 

internal controls A through D without detections for years.  They were successful in avoiding 

any punitive action.  During the period of unethical behavior from 2002 until 2006, no 

reports of malfeasance was initiated by the employees of the System, the State Board of 

Education, the Attorney General, the Alabama Ethics Commission, the Legislature, federal 

authorities, or the citizenry.  Only when by chance a federal investigation happened onto this 

behavior did the actions become a concern.   

Generalizing Lessons from the Case Study 

 
The case study offers insight and context necessary to answer the research question 

“how does a higher education organization successfully rebuild its credibility after recently 

being tarnished by a period of unethical leadership?”  It is possible that an organization of 

higher education can restore its credibility, but the reaction to a damaging scandal must be 

timely, authentic, pervasive, externally visible, and must last long enough to overcome 

external skepticism.  The organization must quickly respond to “stop the bleeding” by 
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admitting guilt, refocusing on its purpose, and openly presenting a plan of recovery.  Over 

time, there must be deep systemic change to the organizational culture that creates an 

environment that fosters ethical behavior, encourages whistleblowing, and welcomes 

rigorous external scrutiny.  The change in organizational culture must be authentic in fact and 

in appearance.  The change must be intentional and intentionally led by leaders who model 

high moral standards.  In the case of a public educational organization that receives public 

funding and is subject to close legislative input, lines of authority must be carefully honored.  

Change to the organization may require help from external entities like a state legislature and 

may be opposed by other external entities like unions, so the components to change may be 

outside the ability of the organization alone, and thus require cautious steps to accomplish the 

improvements.  And finally, regardless of the extent and visibility of the response, the 

organization must endure a lengthy period of public skepticism before expecting a return of 

credibility.  It is a precarious journey, but one that is indeed possible, especially given that 

higher education organizations are blessed with a product that in has real value in the 

marketplace while promoting the public good. 

To document the response of the System, and to provide a path for other 

organizations of higher education facing the same challenges, the following 

recommendations are offered.  The six steps are intended to stop the downward slide and 

offer tangible methods to shift the organizational culture to create an operating environment 

that will minimize the chances of a similar scandal developing in the future, thus allowing 

time for the restoration of prestige and credibility. 
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Recommendations 

 
 Based on the study of professional literature in the areas of leadership, ethics, history, 

culture, and organizational change, and based on the examination of recent events in the 

Alabama Community College System, a number of recommendations are included in this 

section.  The recommendations were assembled by the researcher by cross-referencing the 

recent actions of the Board with professional literature primarily on crisis recovery, and 

inserting the professional judgment of the researcher where voids exist.  Although concepts 

from many authors are included in shaping the selection and order of specific 

recommendations, some items were adopted from the writings on crisis recovery from 

business and personal failures by four authors: Robin Pugh (2009) in Accounting Age, Dan 

Woodridge on InsideWork.net (2009), John Maxwell (2000) in his book Falling Forward: 

turning mistakes into stepping stones for success, and the law firm Keller & Owens, LLC 

(2009).  Table 14 present the ordered list of recommendations with comments on the source 

and status of each.   
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      Table 14: Summary of Recommendations 
 

 Recommendation Source ACCS Status Page 

1. Take Immediate Action to “Stop 
the Bleeding” 

Pugh, Kotter, 
Woodridge 

Completed 218 

2. Immediately Start the Process of 
Rebuilding Integrity and Restoring 
Credibility 

Woodridge Completed 219 

3. Refocus the Organization on Its 
Core Purpose 

Woodridge Completed 220 

4. Reform the Organization Lange Continuing 220 

 4a. Make Difficult Personnel 
Changes 

 Completed 221 

 4b. Tighten Internal Controls Keller & Owens Continuing 222 

 4c. Emphasize Internal Audit 
Function 

Keller & Owens Completed 223 

 4d. Encourage Whistleblowing Keller & Owens Completed 224 
 4e. Improve External Audits Keller & Owens Recommended 224 

 4f. Focus on Problem and 
Solution 

 Recommended 228 

 4g. Protect Communication and 
Collaboration 

 Recommended 230 

 4h. Lead Change and Anchor in 

Culture 
Kotter Continuing 232 

5. Support External Reforms  Continuing 233 

 5a. Discourage Confounding 
Relationships 

 Continuing 234 

 5b. Encourage Ethics Law 
Reform 

 Continuing 237 

 5c. Support Tougher Laws  Recommended 237 
6. Recreate Value and Protect the 
Asset 

Pugh, Maxwell Recommended 238 

 

Note that sources for all major recommendations are included in the table except for 

recommendation number 5 which represents an area unique to education and correspondingly 

is void in the business literature.  Blank entries in the source column denote a 

recommendation compiled by the researcher.  The “ACCS Status” column indicates which 

recommendations are already completed by the System, which items are on-going, and which 

items are recommended by the researcher.   
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These recommendations are compiled and explained in the context of the System, but 

are intended to be generalized by the reader in hopes that these suggestions will offer 

guidance to others who are faced with a similar crisis.  For the recommendations to be 

generalized, each one is listed even though some steps may have been successfully 

completed by the System over the last three years.  Discussions on each recommendation 

follow in the next sections.  Those recommendations that have been completed by the System 

are explained with brief comments while narratives for those recommendations yet to be 

completed are more involved. 

1. Take Immediate Action to “Stop the Bleeding” 

 
 The first step in recovering from any crisis is to stop doing the things that created the 

crisis.  This sentiment is echoed in popular sayings like “stop the bleeding” and “if in a hole, 

stop digging.”  In the case of the Alabama Community College System, much of the bleeding 

has stopped either due to intentional response by the Board or as a result of events external to 

the System such as criminal investigations, media exposure, and citizen outcry.  When media 

reports revealed improper personnel appointments and objectionable relationships involving 

then Chancellor Roy Johnson, the Board acted prudently to terminate his employment.  This 

action was a bold statement of intolerance to corruption and signaled the beginning of a 

fervent effort to end the unacceptable behavior.  Over the next three years, a number of steps 

were executed to reform the System, which also served to eliminate the immediate negative 

impact of the corrupt behavior.  These reforms will be discussed in later recommendation to 

show that much has been accomplished in changing directions, but the task is not complete.  

Indeed, the System has made substantial advancements including removing certain 

personnel, changing the policies related to personnel, tightening controls in the financial area, 
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enhancing accountability by adding an internal audit function, and enhancing transparency 

through the posting of financial transactions on public web sites.  However, even though 

improvements have been numerous, the Board should continue its efforts in these areas and 

based on the accumulated success, encourage and work with the Governor and the 

Legislature to expand the efforts beyond the authority of the Board.   

2. Immediately Start the Process of Rebuilding Integrity and Restoring Credibility 

 In the case of the ACCS, there was no immediate voice accepting full responsibility.  

Although the termination of the Chancellor in July 2006 could be interpreted as a public 

admission of guilt, the System needed to show unity and remorse with one voice.  Instead, 

early actions were random and sent varying messages to stakeholders.  One interim leader 

issued a directive to limit information to the press which was perceived by the public as 

confirmation of continued secrecy.  Another appeared to cast blame in many directions, but 

after reading critical newspaper accounts of corruption, the public did not welcome those 

who publicly denied wrongdoing by the System.  The better option would have been for the 

System, led by a prominent voice, to harmoniously admit fault and demonstrate remorse.   

 Later Chancellor Byrne took steps to ensure the public that regardless of the actions 

of the past, the System was in the process of changing.  His many public appearances in 

which he aptly communicated a plan for reformation helped to begin the rebuilding of 

integrity and the restoration of credibility.  The rebuilding of integrity describes actions to 

increase the morality of the System from within while the restoration of credibility depicts 

the perspective of the System by the public.  He demanded that the leaders of the System, 

beginning with himself, model moral behavior.  His choices for new presidents in a number 

of colleges have been leaders with impressive credentials and no personal ties to the System.  
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He led the effort to require ethics training and criminal background checks for all employees 

of the System.  And finally, he has promoted transparency by adding several reporting 

requirements that generate Internet-available financial information for all colleges.   His 

efforts target the moral fabric of the System and communicate these initiatives to a skeptical 

public in hopes of restoring credibility.   

3. Refocus the Organization on Its Core Purpose 

  The Alabama State Board of Education with the leadership of Chancellor Byrne 

demonstrated their concern to refocus the System on its purpose by updating the mission 

statement, the statement of vision, and the list of organizational values.  These changes were 

adopted during a public vote and then communicated to each college.  The Board and 

Chancellor deserve recognition for their intentional leadership in this area.  The only 

improvement to their actions may be to find ways to portray their commitment to and their 

responsibility for the students.  

4. Reform the Organization 

Embarking on reformation of any organization requires widespread change.  To 

reform implies a change to a better state or an abandonment of wrong or evil ways 

("Dictionary.com," 2009).  It implies the beginning of a new epoch.  Thus, this major 

recommendation contains more sub-recommendations than any other item.  Some of the 

recommendations represent items identified by the study of the System and therefore may 

have already been completed while others rise from professional literature.  Still others fit 

neither category, but rather are conclusions of the researcher.  Regardless of their origin, this 

recommendation covers more topics than any of the others.    



 

221 

Any changes to organizational culture in response to malfeasance should attempt to 

create an environment that identifies and discourages corruption by members of the 

organization.  Taking steps to expose corrupt behavior is central to the reformation.  Finding 

and exposing corrupt behavior should both eliminate the behavior and serve as a deterrent to 

those contemplating misconduct.  An organization should be aware of the most likely 

methods to uncover corruption and take specific steps to infuse these controls into the 

operations.  The five most common methods of revealing fraud in non-profit organizations in 

order of frequency are: 

• reports by a whistleblower,   

• finding it accidentally, 

• discovery in the course of an internal audit, 

• detection through conventional internal controls, and 

• exposure via an external independent audit. (Keller & Owens LLC, 2009) 

Although internal controls encompass more than fraud prevention, the Board should continue 

its current corrective actions with careful attention to the above five areas, anchoring each 

into the organizational culture.  Each recommended item, except accidental identification, is 

discussed in the following narratives.  Recommendations in addition to these four are 

included to encompass a thorough reformation process.   

4a. Make Difficult Personnel Changes 

 Whenever malfeasance has occurred, personnel action is required.  While those 

persons who are convicted of a criminal act may deserve to lose their positions, in many 

cases these persons have also done admirable work and may have long-term friendships 

within the organizations.  Even though the personnel action is inevitable, it may not be 
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pleasant.  For others whose fate is less evident, executing a negative personnel action may be 

even more difficult and possibly even distasteful.  Personnel actions are often difficult to 

execute, but necessary for real change.  The System made a number of personnel changes 

from the Chancellor all the way down the ladder of authority.  Some were due to legal issues 

like pleas or convictions while others were identified as having criminal records during a 

recent background check.  One of the more significant long-term changes is the large number 

of changes in leadership.  The System has new presidents at nearly one half of its colleges 

over the last three years.  Some of the new leaders replace those who were in line for normal 

retirement while others exited under pressure.   

With the recent resignation of Chancellor Byrne, the Board is faced with the selection 

of a new permanent leader who will set the tone for years to come.  If the appoint is 

perceived as a political move, the action may undermine much of the efforts to restore 

credibility with the public.  If the Board opts to engage in a transparent selection process that 

yields a leader with distinguished credentials and proven ethical standards, it would be 

another step towards real change.  The way the decision to choose the next chancellor is 

perceived may have the biggest single impact on organizational culture yet.  In short, the 

System has made notable changes in personnel and these changes should slowly impact the 

culture for years to come, but the decision to select a new permanent chancellor may be the 

single most important Board action in recent history.   

4b. Tighten Internal Controls 

 
 As discussed thoroughly in Chapter 4, the Board has aggressively updated a number 

of policies that enhance and strengthen internal controls.   Changes have been made in three 

major areas: personnel, policies, and internal audit.  In the personnel area, policies have been 
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changed or added to restrict the employment of relatives, to disclose the employment of 

relatives, to require ethics training, to require more robust employee evaluations at 

administrator levels, and to restrict the hiring of legislators in the System.  In the non-

personnel area, policies have been changed or added to centralize some of the financial 

operations, to require more approvals at the Chancellor’s level, to increase reporting of 

financial transactions including contracts, and to add public reports of expenditures in the 

System.  They have also added a whistleblower protection policy and a division of internal 

audit. 

4c. Emphasize Internal Audit Function 

 
The Board, at the recommendation of the new Chancellor, established an Division of 

Internal Audit within the Department of Postsecondary Education (Alabama State Board of 

Education, 2007c).  This positive step acknowledges the concern for the existing audit 

malfunction, allows the Board another vehicle to obtain information about the operations of 

the colleges, and makes a public statement of intent to improve controls and create channels 

for whistleblowing.  The new audit function is now operational with the Director of the 

Division answering directly to the State Board of Education, not the Chancellor.  This move 

is consistent with the recommendations of professional literature and appears to be a 

welcomed improvement.  However, should a future Chancellor decide to engage in unethical 

behavior, the question still remains if the Chancellor could influence, avoid, or override the 

internal auditors who work in the Department.  Even if the answer is no, the public may 

perceive this relationship as one that lacks legitimacy.  Even though it is an admirable step, it 

does not preclude the need for strong internal controls within the System and valid 

independently-performed external audits.   
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4d. Encourage Whistleblowing 

 
A whistleblower is an informant who exposes wrongdoing or something covert 

(Merriam-Webster Inc., 2009).  It implies a hope of stopping the covert act and is considered 

an act of “functional disobedience” or “constructive deviance” since the act of reporting the 

wrongdoing might be in defiance of a stated or implied rule (Lange, 2008, p. 719).  Since the 

detection of fraud is most likely through the tip of an employee, vendor, or customer, it is 

most important to encourage this method.  Every effort should be made to create avenues of 

communication, to positively affirm reporting of fraud, and to protect whistleblowers who 

risk retaliation when reporting questionable behavior.  Due to this importance of the 

whistleblower in the identification of fraud, the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 requires that “a 

Whistleblowing function be established that provides an avenue to report perceived 

wrongdoing to an appropriate, independent body within the organization” (Rittenberg et al., 

2008, p. 11).   

On April 23, 2009, the State Board of Education modified policy 318.01 to include 

the prohibition of retaliation against any employee who engages in whistleblowing, given the 

employee acts in good faith (Alabama State Board of Education, 2009b).  This indicates the 

recognition of the importance of whistleblowers in the network of internal controls, but the 

Board should also be aggressive in any way to integrate whistleblowing into the improved 

organization culture of the System.   

4e. Improve External Audits 

 
The System should consider privatization of the external audit function of each 

college.  Although research revealed that individual auditors employed by the Examiners 

appear to be competent, well-trained, conscientious, and assiduous individuals, nevertheless 
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the audit function in its present configuration contributed to the Machiavellian culture of the 

System.  State law in Section 41-5 of Code of Alabama 1975 requires the Alabama 

Department of Examiners of Public Accounts to “audit the books, accounts and records of all 

state and county offices, officers, bureaus, boards, commissions, corporations, departments, 

and agencies and to report on expenditures, contracts, or other audit findings found to be in 

violation of law.”  Currently all colleges and entities of the Alabama Community College 

System are audited annually by the Examiners.  However, close examination of the code 

reveals a void of a requirement for the colleges to use the Examiners for annual audits.  In 

fact, all state and county offices are audited by the Examiners without fee due to the legal 

requirements to perform these audits, but all colleges pay a fee to the Examiners to perform 

college audits.  The use of the Examiners to audit colleges appears to be an addition to the 

original intent of the code.  It is an agreement, not a requirement.   

According to an annual report on contracts issued by the System, fees for these 

services range from $6,000 to $12,000 per college per year (Alabama State Board of 

Education, 2008a).  This totals some $250,000 per year.  These funds could be used to 

engage independent CPA firms to perform these audits.  The System should consider 

negotiating with a large CPA firm to audit the System globally, not locally.  This could save 

on the cost of separate audits and it would emphasize reviewing the transactions and 

relationships between units and sub-units within the System, a procedure that apparently has 

not been performed in the past.  Making this change, or allowing individual colleges to hire 

independent CPA firms, will help to resolve four pressing issues which have been presented 

in discussions of the external audit function throughout the dissertation: the problems with 

confounding relationships causing a lack of independence as required by Generally Accepted 
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Auditing Standards, the assurance of good value for audit services provided, the need to 

adhere to the 2002 Sarbanes-Oxley Act, and the need to demonstrate a valid review process 

which will help to reduce public cynicism. 

 Regardless of the efforts made by the Examiners to maintain quality services, the lack 

of independence is a direct violation of the Rules of Conduct as prescribed by the American 

Institute of Certified Public Accountants.  When auditing an entity without meeting the test 

of independence, the Rules of Conduct require the lack of independence to be disclosed in 

the audit report.  This was not done in any audit reports issued by the Examiners during the 

years of 2002 through 2006.  Whether or not the lack of independence contributed to a lack 

of scrutiny and a general absence of disclosure of unethical behavior in the past, the lack of 

independence is a serious violation of audit standards which are designed to prevent such 

outcomes, and it contributes to an overall skepticism of the existence of real cultural change 

in the System.  Examiners should have the ability to refuse an assignment which violates the 

independence test and colleges should have the ability to bid service for audit work in the 

same legal manner as any other personal services, with proper approval of the Board.  This 

step will assure taxpayers that funds intended for education purposes are expended in a 

manner which provides good value.  If audit services are not considered adequate, the college 

should have the choice to change firms like any other service provided.  In addition, the 

American Institute of Certified Public Accountants has issued enhanced guidelines intended 

to uncover fraud and offer a clear picture of the operations of an organization.  These are 

intended to raise awareness of fraud and to encourage the whistleblower function as lines of 

defense against fraud (AICPA, 2002).  The mere presence of competition will help to foster 
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an environment of adherence to national standards, of efficiently performed audits, and of 

good value to the citizens. 

 The Sabanes-Oxley Act of 2002 sets a term limit for external auditors.  It requires all 

companies that publicly trade their stock to change auditors at least every five years to avoid 

the development of close relationships like those between Enron and Arthur Anderson 

(Rittenberg et al., 2008, p. 38).  Although the Act does not apply to non-profit state agencies 

and colleges, the National Association of College and University Business Officers has 

adopted many of the provisions including the requirements to rotate audit firms, prohibit 

audit firms from providing other management services, the establishment of audit 

committees, and the establishment of whistleblower mechanisms (NACUBO, 2003).   

Several participants expressed skepticism during their interviews with regard to the current 

external audit procedures.  They question if real change in the System culture can happen if 

all colleges continue to be audited by the Examiners, given the past practices of failures to 

identify and expose problems within the System during the routine external audits.  The 

Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 recognizes the “increased responsibility to search for the 

existence of fraud,” and elaborates on the importance of selecting an audit firm and the 

increased responsibilities of the firm to look beyond just auditing the financial statements, 

saying “Auditing is an extremely important component of better corporate governance” 

(Rittenberg et al., 2008, p. 11).  Based on the increased importance of fraud detection in the 

audit industry, the track record of the System, and the past failures to expose fraud during 

external audits, it is important to address the external audit function with some major change.  

Otherwise, the citizenry and the employees in the System may view policy changes and 

attempts to create a culture of integrity as merely superficial clatter, and continue to view the 
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entire process not with hope, but rather with perpetual cynicism.  Continuing the current 

relationship as it is will deter members form buying into the concept of significant cultural 

change, and this lack of confidence may foster a Rosenthal-type self-fulfilling prophesy of 

reverting to old ways.  Thus, to avoid these problems, it is important to address the external 

audit function with substantial change. 

4f. Focus on Problem and Solution 

 
After the completion of the first three recommendations to stop the bleeding, start 

restoring the credibility, and refocus the organization, when beginning the process of 

reformation, it is tempting to make widespread organizational changes which may impact 

competent staff completing routine processes that are not broken.  This recommendation 

forewarns the organization to use a “scalpel” approach to changes and not a “shotgun” 

approach.  Focus of the organization should be to carefully target problem areas and make 

the necessary drastic and public changes, but it should be careful not to discourage loyal staff 

who may have already been disheartened.   

In the case of the ACCS, the argument has been presented that a relative few leaders 

bear the blame for the scandal.  In the research interviews, employees consistently expressed 

their frustration with the impression that all was bad.  They provided explanations of the 

good work being done by those on the “front lines” and the helplessness they felt with the 

whole scandal.  The System should be more careful to encourage loyal staff and preserve 

policies that have worked well.  For instance, a recent directive required presidents to obtain 

permission from the Chancellor before hiring adjunct instructors for part-time temporary 

appointments.  Policy already limited those who could be hired, restricted the number of 

hours adjunct instructors can teach, and put a time limit on how long they could be used.  
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There is no evidence that any adjunct instructors participated in the scandal, and no evidence 

that colleges were in violation of existing policy.  However, leaders eager to improve the 

controls cast a net that included the adjunct instructors without careful consideration of the 

process and the difficulty for colleges to adhere to the new policy.  During the registration 

process, colleges routinely make last minute changes to the course offerings due to lack of 

interest in some area and excessive registration in others.  This reduction and expansion is 

often handled by assigning adjunct instructors to new classes or replacing adjunct instructors 

with full-time faculty who may find themselves with too few classes.  Regardless, this 

process is executed in the commotion of final registration.  The new directive required pre-

approval of the hiring of adjunct instructors, but many times colleges do not know in what 

areas additional instructors will be needed, and certainly not with sufficient advance time to 

obtain approval from the Chancellor’s Office.  This forced the colleges to identify every 

possible adjunct employee who might be called in to teach and submit the vast list of 

possibilities to Montgomery for approval.  This directive was later rescinded, but it serves as 

a fitting case of additional controls being broadcast to include areas where no problems 

existed, causing a lot of unnecessary work at both the college level and the Chancellor’s 

Office.    

 On the contrary, new policies should better target the problem areas.  For instance, 

passing legislation that will discourage those leaders who violate expected ethical behavior 

and use their authority to circumvent policies will target the offending persons.  Since this 

small group has been identified has the source of the scandal, changes should be directed 

toward this group and their devious actions.  To deter similar scandals in the future, two 

major changes should be made: increase punishment for those individuals participating and 
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increase the ability to uncover them.  In the previous sections, the recommendations to 

change the external audit function, add internal audit procedures, and enhance 

whistleblowing have been made.  These changes would increase the possibility of snaring 

perpetrators.  To further discourage the individual from attempting corruption, the System 

should support legislation to increase the punishment of those using the System for their own 

personal gain.  Enhanced ethics laws will help, but even those perpetrators who are convicted 

may still receive some benefits.  For instance, a person who was employed in a bogus 

position or failed to work the required time in a position will still receive the benefits of state 

retirement even if convicted of a crime.  In the state of Florida, if a state employee is 

convicted of a work-related felony, the employee is removed from the retirement system 

(Hernandez, 2009).  The System should support legislation to remove from state retirement 

benefits of anyone who is convicted of a work-related felony in Alabama.  This type of 

deterrent focuses on the problem and punishes those willing to commit crimes without 

disheartening competent employees.   

4g. Protect Communication and Collaboration 

Many of the policies and changes that have been implemented by Chancellor Byrne 

equate to more centralization of decision making.  On the surface, the benefits of enhanced 

controls appear positive, but controls enforced too tightly at the Chancellor’s Office 

discourage communication between college leaders and Board members, discourage 

whistleblowers, and diminish the collaborative environment thought to be most effective in 

higher education administration.  While this adds a layer of internal controls, it also adds a 

layer of bureaucracy which means less efficiency.  While it tightens policies and discourages 

unethical behavior at the presidential level, it shifts the authority to the Chancellor, given him 
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more authority and control.  While it standardizes processes, the top-down approach 

discourages collaborative inputs in decision making.  It may encourage structured 

communication such as employee evaluations, but it discourages input by subordinates, and 

doesn’t provide a natural method for skipping levels of authority with communication, except 

in the rare cases of whistleblowing.   

This recommendation calls for the leadership of the System to balance the benefits of 

centralization with the need for collaboration among System personnel.  More input at all 

levels in the decision making process produces better decisions, encourages the feeling of 

ownership in the decision making process, and by its nature, increases transparency, an 

interrelated value of the System.  Centralization is a viable strategy to enhance controls, but it 

brings with it another danger; it further empowers the office of chancellor.  In the current 

environment, a future chancellor who attempted corrupt behavior could find the enhanced 

powers very enabling.  With no change in the external audit procedures and a reduced sense 

of free communication, a future chancellor may be successful in the same types of 

misconduct.  If he was successful in engaging the new internal auditors in a quagmire of 

distractions, or if he colluded with another leader, and found a way to tiptoe around 

whistleblowers, the risk of the same type of scandal still exists.  Thus, it is critical to create 

an environment that fosters open and free communication.   

The recommendation also suggests the Board review its method of personnel 

evaluation, including evaluations of the presidents, to insure input from peers and 

subordinates.  A type of 360 degree evaluation will provide lower level staff a voice in 

evaluation of leaders and provide a routine method of communication with leaders.  This will 
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encourage a culture of free communication without the need for subordinates to rely on 

whistleblower protection.   

 Finally, this recommendation is intended to encourage communication by leaders 

with other leaders outside the System in education, government, and business.  Concern was 

expressed earlier in the dissertation (see War is Brewing on page 174) about powerful 

education leaders clashing over the details of how to reform the System.  Chancellor Byrne’s 

words ring true when he states “There are some issues – many issues - in public life that can 

and should be compromised and worked through, but when it comes to fundamental issues of 

integrity, and fundamental issues of appropriate fiduciary responsibility, you cannot 

compromise.”  However, the Board and Chancellor must find a path to compromise on items 

in dispute without forfeiting the new values of the System.  This includes mammoth issues 

such as budgets, appropriations, the employment of legislators in the System, and other items 

of education philosophy.  

4h. Lead Change and Anchor in Culture 

Permanent change in organizational behavior requires that changes be assimilated 

into the organization’s culture.  According to Bolman and Deal (2003, p. 244), understanding 

symbolic forms and activities help shape an effective organization, as long as the 

organizational culture is aligned with the challenges of the marketplace.  The understanding 

of culture, and the internal and external forces shaping it, is necessary when attempting to 

fashion a new organization.  Culture is the sum of many complex items such as events, 

personalities, and rituals.  It changes direction slowly, and is only accomplished though 

strong leadership.  Thus, establishing a culture of integrity begins with leadership exhibiting 

moral behavior.  Kotter (1996, p. 30) says  
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Only leadership can blast through the many sources of corporate inertia.  Only 

leadership can motivate the actions needed to alter behavior in any significant way.  

Only leadership can get change to stick by anchoring it in the very culture of an 

organization. 

He continues to say that successfully changing the culture requires a multistage process with 

lots of leadership.  Only time will tell if the many changes in policy will make a systemic 

change in the culture of the System.  With Chancellor Byrne leaving the System to run for 

governor, the new chancellor will have a critical role in continuing the direction established 

over the last three years.  

This recommendation includes an encouragement to the leadership of the System to 

consistently support virtuous behavior and be patient for the policy changes to produce a 

cultural shift.  Specific items for the System to consider under this topic are numerous, but 

there is one change that would help to anchor the existing changes.  It is to enhance the 

accounting systems for all colleges by moving to a common administrative system.  This will 

allow economies of scale, sharing of personnel resources, and easier reporting for more 

transparency.  External auditors should be a part of development to insure state-wide audit 

procedures can be completed.  After its implementation, it should allow for the testing of 

global expenditures and provide an opportunity for one audit of entire System which would 

also have the benefit of saving on the cost of external audits.    

5. Support External Reforms 

 This section of recommendations includes items for which the organization cannot 

accomplish without the support of external entities such as the Legislature.   In many cases 
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the organization can influence the desired change, but the authority to create this type of 

change lies elsewhere.   

5a. Discourage Confounding Relationships 

As discussed in the section Confounding Relationships beginning on page 204, 

certain relationships should be avoided due to the confusing effects that the relationship has 

on the formal line of authority at an institution.  The discussion primarily revolves around 

legislators working in the System.  When this happens, the considerable authority of a 

legislator sometimes transfers into informal authority at a college, and thus challenging the 

authority of the leaders of institutions.  Examiners who fall under the authority of the 

Legislature are no longer independent by definition and cannot audit the institution without 

full disclosure of the disqualifying relationship.  Many problems arise when this type of 

relationship exist.  

With the prohibition of lobbying by colleges and the change away from funding 

based on credit hour production, colleges may have found it beneficial to employ someone in 

the legislature to protect existing or acquire new funding.  Appropriations of state funds to 

the colleges of the Alabama Community College System are awarded by the legislature on an 

annual basis.  The appropriation is legally designated to the System and then divided among 

the colleges by the State Board of Education.  The amount to each college is based on 

previous budget amounts and individual needs of colleges as communicated to the Board.  

The actual funds are then distributed later by the State Comptroller on a monthly basis per 

the guidance of the Board.  

Until 1997, the Board used a method to divide the funds among the colleges based on 

the credit hour production of each college.  This method allocated more funds to those 
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colleges with more students, or at least more credit hour production.  For the laymen, credit 

hour production is the product of the number of students and the number of courses taken by 

each student.  A student enrolled in two courses is counted half as much as a student enrolled 

in four courses.  This rewards the college based on the number of students in each course 

more than the total number of students, some of which may enroll in as little as one course.  

Thus, credit hour production allocation is a better measure of college output and efficiency 

than student headcount alone. 

Allocating the funds via a credit hour production formula has its benefits.  Colleges 

that expand enrollment could depend on a corresponding expanded state funding.  This 

encourages innovation and rewards those who make an effort to enroll and retain more 

students.  To not divide state funds based on credit hour production means colleges are not 

encouraged to grow enrollments.  Should a local industry incur a layoff and suddenly create 

hundreds of potential students and the college want to expand enrollments to handle the 

additional students, there is currently limited financial incentive to do so.  It creates an 

environment of uncertainty in regard to future funding, and may cause strife among the 

recipients as each college positions itself to acquire more funding.  This encourages ‘political 

like’ maneuvers to grab available funding, and could cause a disproportionate amount of 

funds to those colleges that have the resources to lobby for funds.   

The need to protect existing funding levels and acquire additional funds may cause an 

indirect, but serious problem.  Allocating funds by the current method and not based on 

production method provides an opportunity for those colleges with unique needs to petition 

the Board for additional funding, but it may also provide an opportunity for those colleges 

with the most influence to sway the decision.  Whether this happens, the perception of 
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competition among the colleges in the System over finite funds may incline colleges to 

cultivate relationships and influence.  This “survival of the fittest” approach may create an 

environment that fosters the employment of influential staff or outside lobbyist, and who 

better in that role than members of the legislature?  Combining the facts that colleges are 

banned from hiring lobbyist, and that employees of the System are prohibited from lobbying 

the legislature in any manner inconsistent to the Board’s official legislative agenda, the lapse 

in funding via credit hour production may have increased the number of legislative 

appointments to jobs in the System.  For example, notes taken by a committee at Gadsden 

State Community College when considering the appointment of a state representative to a job 

vacancy included phrases like “has experience securing funds,” “ serves on appropriations,” 

“unique contacts on the budget committee,” and “has very first opportunity of available 

resources because he serves on the committee for appropriations” (The Associated Press, 

2007).  The competitive environment created by a budget process not based on production 

may have been much of the inspiration to employ members of the legislature. 

Having a member of the legislature on staff can provide the college with a voice in 

funding issues and with influence in matters of the legislature.  This may also add influence 

with the State Board of Education as the Board receives its funding and all education funding 

from the legislature.  Returning to funding based on credit hour production will encourage 

colleges to expand enrollment, and will reward innovation and intentional enrollment 

management.  It will diminish infighting over state funds and reduce the need for 

representation and influence in negotiations concerning funding.  The Board should develop 

a funding model flexible enough to allow variances in funding to address unique needs, but 
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this model should be rooted in the production of educational services by colleges.  Returning 

to credit hour production funding is recommended.   

 

5b. Encourage Ethics Law Reform 

 Strengthening the state ethics law may add to the current internal controls of the 

System.  Based on the examination of the events in the System, two enhancements to the 

authority of the Alabama Ethics Commission would help avoid some of the omissions of the 

past.  The AEC currently is legally forbidden to initiate an investigation unless it receives a 

formal complaint.  This curbs the ability of the AEC to launch an investigation even when 

there may be evidence of the need to probe an incident.  The other enhancement is to provide 

authority to the AEC to subpoena testimony and evidence related to its investigations.  

According to Director James Sumner, state agencies such as the Attorney General, 

Examiners of Public Accounts, Health Department, Real Estate Appraisers Board, Physical 

Therapy Board, Oil and Gas Board, and the Dental Board all enjoy this authority, but the 

AEC must petition another agency to acquire evidence for its investigations.  He continues to 

say, “The Alabama Ethics Commission is the only commission in the United States without 

subpoena power.”  Adding these to abilities to the authority of the Alabama Ethics 

Commission would strengthen Type D controls (see page 200) of the System.  

5c. Support Tougher Laws 

 
In addition to recommended changes in the state ethics law mentioned above, the 

Board should support creative legislation to deter similar corrupt behavior from reappearing.  

This legislation should focus on preventing specific malfeasance and help to solidify changes 

in the organizational culture as discussed above in sections 4f and 4h.  Within the spirit of 
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concentrating precisely on specific failures, the Board should support legislation to deter 

leaders from using their authority to circumvent policy for their own gain.  Since preventing 

a leader of an organization from such behavior is nearly impossible, legislation to financially 

punish the perpetrator should be consider.  In Florida, a state employee who commits a 

felony must forfeit their participation in the state’s retirement system.  Since many leaders 

are nearing retirement age and most likely would suffer major financial losses if removed 

from the state’s retirement system, this change in Alabama law would serve to deter any 

malfeasance by upper management which have proven to be impervious to other controls.   

6. Recreate Value and Protect the Asset 

According to crisis management specialist Robin Pugh (2009), in almost every case, the best 

solution for an organization in crisis is not to cease existence, but rather to make radical 

reforms which allow it to continue operations and endeavor to maximize its value.  When the 

organization successfully regains value, stockholders and stakeholders will then participate in 

protecting the newly-found asset.  When referring to the System as it emerges from its crisis, 

Participant I respectfully stated, “I am beginning to get the air of being proud to be in the 

System again.”  Recognizing the advancement of the System over the past months, it is time 

to re-acquaint the employees, students, and citizens with the value of two-year colleges.  In a 

System of colleges where some have failed, it is now time to focus on the many successes.  

Referring to the numbers presented in chapter 4, it appears that over 99% of employees are 

busy interacting with nearly 125,000 students in credit courses.  The vast majority of System 

employees are qualified and hard working and the extensive number of programs are 

operating efficiently and with integrity.  The Board should consider a public campaign to 

reassure the citizenry that their investment in higher education has value.  It should consider 



 

239 

methods to communicate the financial value, types of program offerings, and impact on 

students with intentions to restore hope, confidence, and excitement inside and outside the  

System.  Newly-found pride in the System will encourage stakeholders to protect “their 

asset” and elevate the importance of the roles of whistleblowers.  

 

Future Studies 

A number of related issues arose during the research, but because of its limited 

nature, the scope of this study did not allow for the pursuit of these areas.  Future studies of 

these areas would supplement the information contained here.  A study of the governance of 

the Alabama Community College System is needed with the focus on need, or lack thereof, 

of changes in the governance of the System.  One of the prevailing topics has been the 

assessment of government audits of colleges.  A study of the college audits performed by the 

private sector vs. a government agency would be helpful.  The impact of political parties on 

the System was mostly ignored, but might reveal unknown characteristics of the System.  

And finally, a follow-up long-term comprehensive study of the change in culture as a result 

of the changes in policy over this three year period may reveal how and when organizational 

culture is shifted.  

 

Completing the Journey: Defining the New Epoch 

Table 14 (see page 217) lists 6 major recommendations and 11 sub-recommendations 

for the System with intentions that they be generalizable and transferable to other situations.  

Since some of the items in the comprehensive list of recommendations have been completed 
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by the target of the case study and no longer apply, this section focuses on a more brief set 

directed toward the System with special emphasis on those items still unresolved.     

Since their origin, two-year colleges in Alabama have rich histories that mix 

contradictory times of commendable service and rapid expansion with enthralling 

controversy.  Although the birth of two-year colleges through political means may have been 

respectable, over the years the continued political influence nurtured a hidden cancer.  As a 

prodigy of a political environment, the Alabama Community College System suffered from a 

chronic, systemic condition that suddenly became acute under the intense microscope of a 

fortuitous federal investigation.  With cycles of recovery and relapse in its past, the question 

remains whether the aggressive actions of the System to recover from this era of corruption 

will usher in a fresh era of integrity, or whether this period is merely another familiar cycle.  

Regardless of the method to choose a new chancellor, the selection process itself is the first 

step in defining the new epoch.  After this decision is complete, it will be the responsibility 

of the new chancellor to lead in the next three steps of the journey: complete the healing, 

recreate value, and protect the asset.   

Model Ethical Leadership: The Selection of a New Chancellor 

As of this writing, the Board faces one of its greatest challenges to date: the selection 

of a new Chancellor.  To continue the recovery, the Board must select a new leader who 

exhibits both professional competence and a proven record of moral character.  Yet, more 

important than the choice of the new chancellor is for the Board members to make the 

selection in a manner in which they exhibit ethical leadership, and demonstrate their own 

newly established values of integrity, excellence, accessibility, accountability, and diversity 

(see page 137).  The importance of the process to select a long-term leader of the System 
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cannot be overemphasized; Both the type of person selected and the process to make the 

selection will make huge statements about the future direction of the System.  If the selection 

process used by the Board appears to be consistent with the stated values of the System, the 

manner of the selection will help reinforce to the citizenry that this recovery is one without 

relapse.  Avoiding a relapse is most important because the journey to credibility requires an 

internalization of integrity without relapse for a long enough period of time to overcome a 

skeptical public.  If the Board expects the members of the System to care about ethics, it 

must first find a way to model exemplary ethical leadership that puts the interest of the 

System above the self-interest of its leaders (Tyler, 2006, p. 223).  Conversely, if the public 

perception of the Board’s selection process emerges as one in conflict with its own stated 

values, the hypocrisy will spoil any budding amount of credibility recently accumulated.  

Furthermore, if the selection process portrays a milieu of political bartering where Board 

members put their political self-interest above that of the System, the result may well be 

apathy towards all reform with the stakeholders dismissing recent efforts as yet another bout 

with a chronic and hopeless cancer.  Thus, if the rebuilding of credibility is to continue on 

track, the selection process must be one that allows external observers to validate the 

System’s internal integrity.  Ultimately, the members of Alabama State Board of Education 

in their role of governance of the Alabama Community College System, to a great extent, 

determine what the culture will become not as a result of their espoused values, but their 

values in action.  

Complete the Healing: An Overview of Recommendations 1-5 

As in any emergency situation, stopping the bleeding is only the first step in the 

healing process.  While the System has completed some of the recommendations, a complete 
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healing will be an on-going process for quite some time.  Major recommendations 1-5 (see 

pages 218-238) are the core of the healing component in the journey to credibility.  With the 

termination of Chancellor Roy Johnson in July 2006, the Board made a bold move to “stop 

the bleeding” and start the process of heeling.  Taking quick steps to stop further decay, to 

immediately start rebuilding integrity, and to refocus on the organization’s purpose are all 

essential elements in the healing process.  Over the last three years, these steps have mostly 

been completed by the System.  Making tough personnel changes, tightening internal 

controls, validating an internal audit function, and protecting whistleblowers are also 

achievements which promote the healing process.   

 In the future, System leaders should recognize the importance of continuing the 

healing process by continually making worthy assessments and taking appropriate actions 

make the corresponding improvements.  Although the healing process is manifested in many 

small decisions, many of which have not yet been considered, the overall approach is a three-

tier plan:  

• accepting responsibility,  

• making internal changes in policy and procedures to insure adequate surveillance 

of operations and corresponding sanctions of rule breakers, and  

• rising above the control environment to one of commitment.   

 Accepting responsibility is the first act of healing, and there is plenty of blame to 

spread around.  The highest layer of guilt is the individuals who perpetrated the schemes.  

These leaders masked their true moral compass, violated the altruistic spirit of higher 

education, and used the System to their own personal benefit.  They bear the most shame.  

The second layer of guilt lies with those who are compensated to keep watch.  This 
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dissertation has been most critical of the external audit function because of the unique place 

auditors occupy in organizational controls and the crucial responsibility they shoulder to 

notify others when problems arise.  This is not a condemnation on any particular person, but 

rather a critique of the entire manner and approach of college audits.  Also in this layer, there 

is a place for the Board and the Legislature.  Although members of each body do not share 

equal guilt with those in layer one, they are our leaders, and with that anointing, bear an 

elevated responsibility.  The third layer includes all of us: employees, stakeholders, and the 

general citizenry.  We all share is some of the blame.  Since the ethics law in Alabama 

requires any person with knowledge of an ethics violation to report that violation, in a sense 

we all broke the law in our own small way.  At a minimum, our apathy and complacency 

contributed to the freedom of our leaders to contravene.  Although many people who knew of 

wrongdoings had legitimate fears of repercussions, nevertheless, many could have been the 

whistleblower who broke the case.  Like the alcoholic who can only improve after admitting 

his status, we must all accept our personal level of fault in order to join in the recovery.  May 

all employees and stakeholders vow “never again” and go forth with new zeal to protect one 

of our best public assets.  Once we all accept our status, then it is time to put blame aside and 

make a mutual commitment to a noble future.     

 Over the past three years, the System has made admirable strides in changes to 

personnel and procedures with hopes that new faces and tightened rules will fashion a culture 

of integrity.  Valiant procedures that insure adequate surveillance of operations and when 

necessary apply corresponding sanctions to the rule breakers have been made with laudable 

success, but in making the transformation to wellness, the System needs to rise above a 

control atmosphere to one of members with internal integrity.  They should be willing to put 
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the well-being of the organization above their own and focus on outcomes and incentives 

rather than compliance.  In order to truly heal, leaders should expect adherence to rules, but 

the focus should be on how workers will experience the results.  If members are to care about 

ethics, there should be an appeal by leaders to promote internal values above mere rules and 

sanctions (Tyler, 2006, p. 223).  Reaching this level of commitment to values is paramount to 

a move from a focus on healing to a focus on wellness. 

Recreate Value in the System 

Recognizing the advancement of the System over the past months, it is time to re-

acquaint the employees, students, and citizens with the value of two-year colleges.  “I am 

beginning to get the air of being proud to be in the System again,” stated a 12 year employee 

during an interview.  In a System of colleges where some have failed, it is now time to focus 

on the many successes.  As noted earlier in Recommendation 6, over 99% of employees are 

busy interacting with nearly 125,000 students in credit courses.  The vast majority of System 

employees are qualified and hard working and the extensive number of programs are 

operating efficiently and with integrity.  The Board should consider a public campaign to 

reassure the citizenry that their investment in higher education has value.  It should consider 

methods to communicate the financial value, types of program offerings, and impact on 

students with intentions to restore hope, confidence, and excitement inside and outside the  

System.  Media reports of investigations have been revealing only one small part of a huge 

storyline of community colleges in Alabama.  It is now time for the System to record its 

account, and it is a story worth telling.   

Newsworthy reports are usually concerned with the unusual, the more appalling the 

better, so when a Birmingham News reporter received a Pulitzer Prize for his investigative 
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reporting on the recent events in the System, it was evident that the story was unusual and 

followed by the masses.  No one denies the guilt nor excuses the behavior of the perpetrators, 

but widespread exposure of the criminal investigation without noting the many successes of 

the System is unfair to the many employees totally innocent of any wrongdoing and who 

work diligently to improve the lives of students in Alabama.  The fact that good news and 

routine hard work is not newsworthy may be one of life’s most unjust realities.  To prove 

this, consider the numbers presented in this dissertation.  Only a handful of the 10,000 

employees were implemented in any wrongdoing.  The System serves nearly 125,000 

freshmen and sophomore academic students, five times the size of the largest university in 

the state.  Another 175,000 students are served in non-credit professional develop and 

training for business studies.  Tuition has remained steady for several years while other state 

funded colleges and universities have significantly raised tuition making two-year colleges 

by far the most economical quality higher education experience in the state.  Recent studies 

show graduates of two-year colleges who continue their education at a university perform 

equal to students who enter the university as a freshman.  Focused adult training prepares 

thousands of high school dropouts to pass the GED examination.  Transition education to 

provide academically weak students an opportunity to attend college is a high priority.  

Strategic campus locations provide Alabama residents access to higher education within 50 

miles of any location in the state.  And all across the state, employees of the System fulfill 

the roll of economic development by working closely with government and business to 

provide a skilled workforce for businesses considering a move to Alabama.  These are facts 

that show the immense benefit to the state, and reveal the System as a true asset.  More 
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impressive than the mere facts is the reality that all of these processes flow magnificently 

without blunders year after year.   

Only those inside the System see the true impact of the System on the lives of the 

students.  The honorable work of thousands, who expect no gratitude or spotlight, goes 

unknown to the public.  Only employees inside the System routinely share with students the 

excitement of new opportunity, the fear of failure, the stress of challenge, the sounds of 

success, and the tears of graduation.  The benefits of the System in providing economic 

development, affordable access to college, and adult training are vast.  The real story, taken 

in perspective, is one of a massive and credible education provider that has been used by a 

few, embarrassed, but not defeated, and recovering well.  While the real story is one of macro 

dimensions, the true public good of the System can not be measured by budgets and policies, 

but rather in changes made in the lives of the students. 

 Kia is a middle-aged African-American who attended a community college in central 

Alabama.  She had worked for 20 years in the textile industry nearby, daily repeating a 

mindless tasks and struggling through life just as her parents had done years before.  She 

appeared in college for the first time, frightened and ill-prepared after being swept up in 

massive layoffs of textile workers all over the state.  She had never considered college, but 

found herself in a lively classroom of younger and, in her eyes, brighter students.  Kia was a 

large, jolly person, always smiling, always conversing, and always joking.  To instructors she 

was a joy to have in class as she brought charm to an experience that can often be somber.   

Kia was boisterous and outgoing to cover her deep void of self-esteem.  She often 

verbalized her inabilities, her lack of academic achievement, and her status as the lowest 

person in the room.  Most of her verbiage was humorous and lighthearted, but she used this 
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to cover her deep personal fear of failure.  She struggled through semesters of English, math, 

science, and accounting with personal and special encouragement from her instructors.  She 

exited with a fairly good understanding of the material, but with average grades, which is not 

unusual for students like Kia who have long interruptions in their education, falling short in 

reading comprehension and thus testing poorly.  She continued to struggle through other 

classes and later graduated.  Graduation was full of emotion for her.  It was a time for her to 

introduce her family to those at the college who had taken such an interest in her.   

A few months later, she returned to the college to visit her instructors and tell how 

she had entered a program to finish her bachelor’s degree and had received her first exam 

grades.  She had done exceptionally well and was overly excited.  Faculty members enjoyed 

learning of her success, but a more significant accomplishment was apparent.  She had for 

the first time realized that she was good enough to go to college.  Society had put her down 

all her life.  She had believed the lie, but now she knew in her heart that she could truly 

compete on the same level with others.  Traversing through community college was good, 

but making a high mark at the university was the final event in a series of revelations that 

triggered a confidence in her ability.  She finally understood that even after loosing her job, 

she was going make it.  She would not be dependent on others any more.  In short, she was 

good enough.  All of these thoughts were visible in the joy in her body language.  Instructors 

always knew she was equal, but on that day, she also realized it.  

 The story of Kia is not unique.  Her story repeats itself all over the state every 

semester.  It is why teachers teach, why staff members are drawn to the profession, and why 

the System exists.  Although instructors were there to support, encourage, and push her, it 

was not any one person’s ability that changed her life, but rather it was a System that 
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represents opportunity.  When other colleges close their doors, two-year colleges offer a 

chance.  The System, through its many employees, barters in hope.  When students offer their 

time, it gives them access.  When students give of their energy, it provides knowledge.  In 

exchange for their fears, it gives them confidence in themselves.  When students give their 

resources, it gives them good value.  When students give commitment, it offers opportunity 

and destiny.   

 Although personal stories like the one of Kia are common in the System, they are not 

the fodder for media reports.  However, for every criminal indictment, there are thousands of 

students like Kia.  It is our responsibility as stakeholders to tell the story of the Alabama 

Community College System in its full context, the good with the bad.  Former Chancellor 

Bradley Byrne agrees, “I think we are telling our story better, but we cannot expect the 

citizens to quickly say everything is OK….  It takes time.”  It is up to the leaders of the 

System to exhibit the moral values to insure an organization ready to barter hope.  It is up to 

all stakeholders to protect this valuable asset from those who would use its resources for their 

own self-interest.   

Protect the Asset 

To insure the heeling is complete, it is important for the System to have and to exhibit 

internal ethical values without a lapse back into corruption.  “The citizens have a right to 

have a healthy level of skepticism and to continue to apply a healthy level of skepticism to all 

of state government,” says former Chancellor Byrne in his interview.  Therefore, it is critical 

to shield the System from those, especially influential leaders, who desire to put their self-

interest above the interest of the System.  In other words, the System must be protected from 

abuse.  Recent steps to control corrupt behavior and expose it earlier will help.  Also, a 
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newly-found pride in the System will encourage stakeholders to protect their “asset.” Three 

specific recommendations, which have not been completed by the System, are highlighted 

here.  They are: Improve the external audit function, support new legislation, and encourage 

whistleblowers.   

The issues with the external audit function in the System have been addressed at 

length throughout chapters 4 and 5 (see pages 206, 210, 223, and 234).  Although it appears 

the System could legally reject the Examiners as the official audit supplier and privatize these 

services, the Board and Chancellor should carefully work with the Legislature to resolve this 

complicated problem.  This conundrum is a good example of Recommendation 5 that 

specifically discusses external reforms, and thus shines a light on the fact that some 

corrective actions that may lie outside the authority of the Board, corroborating the 

“precarious” nature of the journey to credibility.  The problems here lie not with individual 

examiners, but rather with the entire approach to auditing colleges in Alabama.  Complying 

with the Sarbanes-Oxley Act, insuring compliance to the audit principles of independence, 

and initiating other measures to provide suitable audits are critical in the process to protect 

the System.  Regardless of the complexity of this issue, it must be addressed due to the grave 

impact of a failure.   

 As discussed in the recommendation section Encourage Whistleblowers on page 224, 

the most likely way to expose a fraud is via whistleblowers.  This function was all but non-

existent in the culture.  Participant E described the atmosphere as one of being in the mafia 

with employee afraid of repercussions.  Had there been a legitimate route to safely report 

corruption in the past, the entire scandal may have been averted.  Note that when reporter 

Brett Blackledge began his coverage of the problems in the System, there was an outpouring 
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of information to him by employees in the System from all parts of the state (see page 162).  

He stated in his interview, “There is no way I could have done what I did without the huge 

number of people who helped me….  You can look at the stories and see that it was people 

all over the state who became whistleblowers and used the Birmingham News as the 

solution.”  The fact that so many employees turned to the media to report malfeasance is 

confirmation that the System lacked a valid channel for whistleblowers.  Realizing this, the 

Board in March 2009 modified policy 318.01 to add protection for whistleblowers.  In 

addition, employees are being encouraged to contact the new Internal Audit Division which 

will soon be adding a special phone line to receive the calls in a manner to protect the 

whistleblowers.  These measures are a good start to creating a channel for reporting deviant 

behavior, but only time will tell if employees feel the culture has changed to one that 

welcomes “functional disobedience” and protects those who participate.   

 The final part of step in protecting the asset is to support legislation that will 

permanently apply new policies, or that accomplish a need that outside the authority of the 

Board.  Recommendation 5 contained narratives on several types of legislation that the Board 

has or should support.  One specific change is emphasized here with another mention.  The 

Board should support legislation that removes employees from participating in the state 

retirement system when convicted of a work-related felony (see page 237 for more 

information on this recommendation).  This action will target leaders who consider 

malfeasance and would prohibit felons from gaining the benefits of life-long retirement 

checks even after leaving the System in disgrace.  Had this one law been in place, much of 

the unethical behavior in the System, which was perpetrated by upper management, may 

have been averted due to the fear of the severe consequences of their actions if exposed.  
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Modeling ethical leadership when selecting the new chancellor, completing the 

healing process, recreating value, and protecting the asset are all steps that will help move the 

System into a new epoch of integrity.  These four steps condense the general 

recommendations and apply them to the case study.  These steps also demonstrate the 

essence of ethical leadership.   

 

Conclusion 

This dissertation began by introducing unethical behavior in the business world and 

then comparing the elements, theories, and lessons learned to higher education.  

Acknowledging the occurrences of scandals in business and the void in higher education 

compelled a comparison of seemingly different situations, but after the research, it appears 

that scandals such as Enron are closely related to the one experienced by the System.   Much 

like the energy giant Enron, the Alabama Community College System suffered greatly at the 

hands of a few leaders who traded their moral principles for the own personal gain.  Isolated 

incidents of individual corruption can be expected due to the proliferation of unethical 

behavior in recent times across business, government, and education, but it was the lapse of 

moral principles at the leadership level that caused the harm for both entities.  Leaders in 

both episodes used their authority and dubious relationships to circumvent social 

expectations, policies, and even laws without detection.  Like Enron’s employees and 

customers, innocent employees, students, and concerned stakeholders who acted prudently 

and without knowledge of the corruption have been disgraced.  Ken Lay, CEO of Enron, 

would not have willingly entered into complex accounting schemes over several years 

resulting in personal gain without the comfort of knowing his actions would not be exposed.  
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Neither did Chancellor Roy Johnson.  Like Enron’s cozy relationship with its auditors, 

confounding relationships in the System set the stage for collusion among those in power.  

Chancellor Byrne recently stated “We have had political forces in Alabama in the past that 

did not live up to their fiduciary duty and fostered a culture of corruption.”   

To combat a lapse in moral principles, internal controls must exist to protect the 

organization from unethical behavior, the source of which is not the lack of knowledge of 

morality, but the lack the inner strength to control a person’s actions in the face of 

temptation.  The book Moral Leadership: The theory and practice of power, judgment, and 

policy, best describes this truism:  

Corporate leaders know the fundamentals of what is right and wrong.  If that 

knowledge has somehow eluded them by the time they get to business school, it will 

take more than the curricular equivalent of “compulsory chapel” to set them 

straight….The problem most often arises not because the individuals lack knowledge 

of ethical distinctions, but because they lack the strength to act on what they know 

under situational pressure….teaching crooks a little Aristotle won’t make them better 

human beings. (Rhode, 2006, p. 49)  

Therefore, the precarious future of the Alabama Community College System rests in the 

crucial selection ethical leaders who possess moral character and have proven their 

authenticity by consistently demonstrating the personal strength to adhere to ethical 

principles in their personal and professional endeavors.  As the Latin proverbs goes, it is 

absurd that a man rule others who cannot rule himself.     

 

 
 



 

253 

 
 
 
 

REFERENCES 

 
 
AICPA. (2002). New Fraud Audit Standard Will Help Auditors Uncover Fraud; Cornerstone 

of Comprehensive Anti-Fraud Program. The CPA Letter, 82. 

Alabama Chancellor upset by junior college study. (2009, May 15). Montgomery Advertiser. 
Retrieved May 16, 2009, from http://www.montgomeryadvertiser.com 

Alabama College System. (2007). College Websites.   Retrieved January 26, 2008, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/colleges/colleges.aspx 

Alabama Commission on Higher Education. (2008). Preliminary Fall Enrollment Fall 2007. 
The Alabama Commission on Higher Education Web Presentation.   Retrieved 
August 8, 2008, from http://www.ache.alabama.gov/Abstract0809/enrollment/ 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005a, March 24). Policy 101.01: State Board of 
Education: Governance Responsibility. The Alabama College System Policies and 

Procedures.   Retrieved March 20, 2009, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/101.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005b, March 24). Policy 102.02: Chancellor: 
Responsibility for Operation of the Colleges. The Alabama College System Policies 

and Procedures.   Retrieved December 31, 2007, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/102.02.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005c, March 24). Policy 102.05: Chancellor: 
Department of Postsecondary Education. The Alabama College System Policies and 

Procedures.   Retrieved March 20, 2009, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/102.05.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005d, March 24). Policy 108.01: Alabama College 
System Mission Statement. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved July 31, 2007, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/108.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005e, March 24). Policy 203.01 President: Recruitment 
and Selection. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved 
December 31, 2007, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/203.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005f, March 24). Policy 203.02 President: Line of 
Authority. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved 
December 31, 2007, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/203.02.pdf 



 

254 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005g, March 24). Policy 203.02: President: Line of 
Authority. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved 
December 31, 2007, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/203.02.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005h, March 24). Policy 204.01: Appointment of Local 
Administrative Staff. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved December 31, 2007, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/204.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005i, March 24). Policy 205.02 Nepotism. The 

Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved May 10, 2009, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/205.02.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005j, March 24). Policy 208.01: Legislation The 

Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved May 13, 2008, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/208.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005k, March 24). Policy 215.01 Alabama College 
System Lobbying Activities. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved May 13, 2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/215.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2005l, March 24). Policy 607.01 Evaluation of 
Personnel. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved 
December 31, 2007, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/607.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007a). College Websites.   Retrieved January 26, 2008, 
from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/colleges/colleges.aspx 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007b, October 25). Policy 101.02: State Board of 
Education: Personnel Matters. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved December 31, 2007, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/101.02.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007c, August 23). Policy 110.01 Establishment of 
Division of Internal Audit. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved July 17, 2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/110.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007d, October 25). Policy 111.01 Institutional gifts to 
Board Members, Officers, and Directors. The Alabama College System Policies and 

Procedures.   Retrieved July 17, 2008, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/111.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007e, January 25). Policy 205.03 Employment of 
Relatives. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved July 17, 
2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/205.03.pdf 



 

255 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007f, January 25). Policy 205.04 Disclosure of 
Employment of Relatives. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved July 17, 2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/205.04.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007g, January 25). Policy 205.05 Supervision and 
Evaluation of Relatives. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved July 17, 2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/205.05.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007h, January 25). Policy 205.06 Disclosure and 
Approval of Contract Information. The Alabama College System Policies and 

Procedures.   Retrieved July 17, 2008, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/205.06.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007i, September 27). Policy 213.01 College-Related 
Foundations. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved July 
17, 2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/213.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007j, October 25). Policy 601.04 Harassment. The 

Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved July 17, 2008, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/601.04.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007k, September 27). Policy 602.01 Appointment and 
Assignment of Personnel. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved July 17, 2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/602.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007l, December 13). Policy 623.01 Criminal 
Background Checks. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved July 17, 2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/623.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2007m, March 27). Various 300 level college financial 
management policies. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved July 17, 2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008a). The Alabama College System Contract Report.   
Retrieved August 7, 2008, from 
http://extranet.acs.cc.al.us/contractsurvey/contractreport.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008b). The Alabama College System Five Year 
Trends.   Retrieved July 31, 2008, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/facts/trendsindex.aspx 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008c). The Alabama College System Unduplicated 
Annual Student Headcount by Program Category.   Retrieved July 31, 2008, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/facts/2006-2007/year/undupannstuhdct.aspx 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008d, December 11). Policy 108.01: Alabama College 
System Mission Statement. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved May 15, 2009, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/108.01.pdf 



 

256 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008e, February 29). Policy 220.01 Elected State 
Officials: Employment Prohibited. The Alabama College System Policies and 

Procedures.   Retrieved May 14, 2008, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/220.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008f, May 22). Policy 501.01 Construction, 
Renovation and Alteration. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved July 17, 2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/501.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008g, May 22). Policy 508.01 College Owned 
Residential Property. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved July 17, 2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/508.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008h, May 22). Policy 513.01 Illegal Gambling. The 

Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved July 17, 2008, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/513.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008i, May 22). Policy 516.01: Use of College Name or 
Logo. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved July 17, 
2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/516.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008j, May 22). Policy 519.01: Naming of Buildings 
and Other College Facilities. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   
Retrieved July 17, 2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/519.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008k, February 29). Policy 609.04 Flexible Work 
Schedule. The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved July 17, 
2008, from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/609.04.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008l, April 24). Policy 703.01 Instructional Quality. 
The Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved July 17, 2008, 
from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/703.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008m, April 24). Policy 714.04 Standards of Academic 
Progress: Federal Financial Aid. The Alabama College System Policies and 

Procedures.   Retrieved July 17, 2008, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/714.04.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2008n, June 26). Policy 804.01: Fees: General. The 

Alabama College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved December 20, 2008, 
from http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/804.01.pdf 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2009a). The Alabama College System Fast Facts.   
Retrieved March 19, 2009, from http://www.accs.cc/fastfacts.aspx 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2009b). Board Briefs (Vol. April 23, 2009): The 
Alabama College System. 



 

257 

Alabama State Board of Education. (2009c, March 26). Policy 318.01: Audits. The Alabama 

College System Policies and Procedures.   Retrieved May 15, 2009, from 
http://www.acs.cc.al.us/board/Policies/318.01.pdf 

Altman, G. R. (2007a, May 9). Bishop's former financial aid chief, 13 others, accused of 
theft. Mobile Press-Register, p. 1. Retrieved May 10, 2007, from 
http://www.al.com/press-register 

Altman, G. R. (2007b, August 12). Byrne says educators not needed to fill positions. Mobile 

Press-Register, p. 1. Retrieved August 13, 2007, from http://www.al.com/press-
register 

Altman, G. R. (2008a, May 2). Overturn of 'double-dipping' ban passes. Mobile Press-

Register. Retrieved September 13, 2008, from http://www.al.com/press-register 

Altman, G. R. (2008b, August 7). Ruling: Teacher wrongly fired. Mobile Press-Register. 
Retrieved August 7, 2008, from http://www.al.com/press-register 

Altman, G. R. (2009, February 03). Bishop State appeals cost college $1.29 million. Mobile 

Press-Register. Retrieved June 26, 2009, from http://www.al.com/press-register 

American Heritage Dictionary. (1991). Boston, MA: Houghton Miffliln Company. 

Arizona Lawmakers Target Maricopa Travel Expenses. (2006, November 20). Community 

College Week. Retrieved September 13, 2008, from Professional Development 
Collection database. 

Ashburn, E. (2007). Scandal rocks Alabama's 2-year-college system. Chronicle of Higher 

Education, Vol. 53(Issue 28), pp. A28-A29. 

Belkin, D., & Kesmodel, D. (2009, January 30). Illinois Ousts Governor. The Wall Street 

Journal. Retrieved January 30, 2009, from http://online.wsj.com 

Benner, R. B. (2007). Virtue Theory and Leadership Theory: Cross-Cultural Models for 
Administrators and Faculty. In D. M. Hellmich (Ed.), Ethical Leadership in the 

Community College: Bridging Theory and Daily Practice (pp. 2-15). Bolton, MA: 
Anker Publishing Company, Inc. 

Bernard, S., & Augstums, I. M. (2009, January 23). Former Merrill chief Thain out at Bank 
of America. Atlanta Journal-Constitution. Retrieved January 23, 2009, from 
http://www.ajc.com/ 

Beyerle, D. (2007, October 6). Latest two-year college system chancellor has been busy 
cleaning house. Tuscaloosa News. Retrieved October 8, 2007, from 
http://www.tuscaloosanews.com 

Beyerle, D. (2009, February 19). Schmitz ordered back to work. The Decatur Daily. 
Retrieved February 25, 2009, from http://www.decaturdaily.com/ 



 

258 

Bishop State woes show Riley right. (2007, April 15). Mobile Press-Register. Retrieved 
April 15, 2007, from http://www.al.com/press-register 

Blackledge, B. (2006a, October 23). Bishop State can't account for how workers used 
$261,800 in cash. Birmingham News. Retrieved July 31, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2006b, August 24). College president hired in-law of fired system 
chancellor. Birmingham News. Retrieved July 31, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2006c, October 8). Dozens of legislators paid by 2-year colleges. 

Birmingham News, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2006d). Prosecutors want Johnson's house. Birmingham News, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2007a, December 27). Access Group founder Winston Hayes agrees to plead 
guilty to bribery and conspiracy to commit money laundering in two-year college 
case. Birmingham News. Retrieved December 27, 2007, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2007b, December 9). Heritage to Hope nonprofit paid Alabama Sen. E. B. 
McClain after he helped arrange funding from two-year college system. Birmingham 

News. Retrieved December 9, 2007, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2007c, May 30). Merchant admits paying kickbacks. Birmingham News. 
Retrieved May 28, 2009, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2008a, February 1). Alabama lawmaker Sue Schmitz arrested in two-year 
college probe. Birmingham News. Retrieved February 1, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2008b, April 1). Alabama two-year colleges' former Chancellor Roy Johnson 
pleads guilty in kickback scheme. Birmingham News. Retrieved April 1, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2008c, June 06). Ex-legislator tells how he profited in Alabama two-year 
college money scheme. Birmingham News. Retrieved July 15, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2008d, June 3). Federal trial of ex-Fire College Director W.L. Langston 
begins. Birmingham News. Retrieved June 3, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2008e, June 3). Former Fire College head tried to hide $300,000 check, 
witness testifies. Birmingham News. Retrieved June 4, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 



 

259 

Blackledge, B. (2008f, May 25,). Former prosecutor casts doubt on Alabama two-year 
college investigation. Birmingham News. Retrieved May 25, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2008g, February 7). Former Southern Union State president agrees to plead 
guilty to lying to a grand jury. Birmingham News. Retrieved February 16, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2008h, April 22). Fraud charge dismissal sought. Birmingham News. 
Retrieved April 22, 2008, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2008i, May 31). Money given to Republicans by AEA-funded PACS 
unprecedented, GOP officials say. Birmingham News. Retrieved May 31, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2008j). Two-year college investigation shifts to Alabama legislators and 
board of education members as former Chancellor Roy Johnson agrees to plead 
guilty. Birmingham News, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Blackledge, B. (2008k, May 9). William Langston Jr., son of former Fire College director, 
pleads guilty to receiving bogus contract iin connection with two-year college 
investigation. Birmingham News. Retrieved May 9, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Board, E. (2008, March 19). Senate should kill this sham reform bill. Mobile Press-Register. 
Retrieved March 19, 2008, from http://www.al.com/press-register 

Bolman, L. G., & Deal, T. E. (2003). Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choice, and 

Leadership (Third ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Bray, N. J. (2003). Faculty perceptions of academic deans: Stakeholders, boundary-

spanning, and social control. Unpublished Dissertation, Vanderbilt University, 
Nashville, TN. 

Bush, T. (2003). Theories of Educational Leadership and Management (Third Edition ed.). 
Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications. 

Byrne, B. (2008). The evolving role of Alabama's 2-year institutions. Montgomery: Alabama 
Community College System. 

Byrne, B. (2009a). Appeals court rules in favor of Bishop State instructor who took 10 of his 
own commercial food service classes (Vol. May 01, 2009). Montgomery: Alabama 
Community College System. 

Byrne, B. (2009b). Building On Our Successes, Meeting Our Challenges (pp. 34). 
Montgomery: Alabama Community College System. 



 

260 

Byrne, B. (2009c). Resignation (Vol. Memo #2009-EXE-093). Montgomery: Alabama 
Community College System. 

Byrne, B. (2009d). Two years of going the distance; Light-years ahead of where we started. 
Montgomery: Alabama Community College System. 

Chandler, K. (2008a, August 19). Ex-chancellor Roy Johnson testifies he pressed school 
president to find job for Rep. Sue Schmitz. Birmingham News. Retrieved August 20, 
2008, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Chandler, K. (2008b, August 21). Program director was pressured to hire legislator, official 
testifies. Birmingham News. Retrieved August 22, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Chandler, K., & Walton, V. (2008, October 31). Architect Julian Jenkins indicted in two-year 
college probe. Birmingham News. Retrieved October 31, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Chappell, S. K. (2007). Leading from the Head and the Heart. In D. M. Hellmich (Ed.), 
Ethical Leadership in the Community College: Bridging Theory and Daily Practice 
(pp. 122-130). Bolton, MA: Anker Publishing Company, Inc. 

Courant, P. N., McPherson, M., & Resch, A. M. (2006). The public role in higher education. 
National Tax Journal, Vol. 59(2), pp. 28. 

Covey, S. R. (2007). The 8th Habit. New York, New York: Free Press. 

Creswell, J. W. (2003). Research Design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed method 

approaches (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Davis, G. W. (2007a). A guide to ethical decision-making by presidents and boards. In D. M. 
Hellmich (Ed.), Ethical Leadership in the Community College: Bridging Theory and 

Daily Practice (pp. 154-165). Bolton, MA: Anker Publishing Company, Inc. 

Davis, G. W. (2007b). Why Presidents and Trustees Should Care About Ethics. In D. M. 
Hellmich (Ed.), Ethical Leadership in the Community College: Bridging Theory and 

Daily Practice (pp. 46-60). Bolton, MA: Anker Publishing Company, Inc. 

Dean, C. J. (2007, February 21). Chancellor wants board just for colleges. Birmingham News. 
Retrieved February 21, 2007, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Dean, C. J. (2008a, June 25). AEA lawsuit over Byrne's hiring tossed. Birmingham News. 
Retrieved June 25, 2008, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Dean, C. J. (2008b, March 14). Little-known two-year college reserve fund is run by school 
under investigation. Birmingham News. Retrieved March 14, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 



 

261 

Dean, C. J. (2008c, May 3). Supboenas seek investment records in Alabama two-year college 
investigation. Birmingham News. Retrieved May 3, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Demonia, R. (2006, October 8). Colleges are victims of scandals, too. Birmingham News. 
Retrieved April 27, 2007, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Demonia, R. (2008a, April 13). Money for nothing. Birmingham News. Retrieved April 13, 
2008, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Demonia, R. (2008b, February 1). New information about nepotism again demonstrates how 
corruption flourished in Alabama's two-year college system. Birmingham News. 
Retrieved February 2, 2008, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Demonia, R. (2008c, June 7). Some of Alabama's fired two-year college officials are fighting 
their dismissals - and winning at least interim victories. Birmingham News. Retrieved 
June 17, 2008, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Demonia, R. (2008d, January 22). State Representative Betty Carol Graham plans to step 
down as vice presient of a two-year college, meaning one Alabama legislator with a 
serious conflict of interest. Birmingham News. Retrieved May 15, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Demonia, R. (2009, February 23). Alabama judge orders lawmaker Sue Schmitz returned to 
state job. Birmingham News. Retrieved February 25, 2008, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Dictionary.com. (2009).   Retrieved May, 2009, from http://dictionary.reference.com/ 

Ehinger, J. (2007, September 26). Fired-on the spot! Huntsville Times. Retrieved September 
26, 2007, from http://www.htimes.com 

Einstein Law. (2009, January 31). Learn about securities fraud lawsuits and the Enron 
scandal! Enron Fraud InfoCenter.   Retrieved January 31, 2009, from 
http://www.enronfraudinfocenter.com 

Elington, M. J. (2007, September 26). Do you know if your a member?  State official, senator 
unaware of foundation and their membership. Decatur Daily. Retrieved September 
26, 2007, from http://www.decaturdaily.com 

Ellis, T. (1994). Auditor's Report on the Activities and Operations of the Alabama Center for 

Quality and Productivity. Retrieved July 20, 2008. from State of Alabama Office of 
the Auditor. 

Fain, P. (2008a, January 10). Investigation Leads to Suspension of Community-College 
President in Alabama. Chronicle of Higher Education   Retrieved January 11, 2008, 
from http://www.chronicle.com 



 

262 

Fain, P. (2008b). Photo Finishes a Presidency, and Illustrates a New Risk. Chronicle of 

Higher Education.   Retrieved August 30, 2008, from 
http://chronicle.com/daily/2008/08/4408n.htm 

Ford, B. (2009). The Newsletter of Alabama Politics. Inside Alabama Politics. 

Former lawmaker to serve 15 months. (2008, August 15). Montgomery Advertiser. Retrieved 
August 15, 2008, from http://www.montgomeryadvertiser.com 

Former two-year college system chancellor's sentencing hearing delayed. (2009, June 13, 
2009). Birmingham News. Retrieved June 14, 2009, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Foss, B. (2002, June 15). Enron, By The Numbers; Court Filing Reveals Amounts Paid To 
Execs, Outraging Workers. CBSNews.com.   Retrieved March 19, 2009, from 
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2002/06/15/national/main512378.shtml 

French, Orr, Beason, Marsh, & Brooks. (2008). Audit Reform Act. Retrieved February 15, 
2008. from 
http://alisdb.legislature.state.al.us/acas/ViewBillsStatusACASLogin.asp?BillNumber
=SB367. 

Gordon, R. K. (2009a, January 22). Alabama state Sen. E.B. McClain, Rev. Samuel 
Pettagrue convicted in fraud, bribery trial. Birmingham News. Retrieved January 22, 
2009, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Gordon, R. K. (2009b, July 2). Anniston architect Julian Jenkins pleads guilty in 2-year 
college case to get charge reduced from bribery to aiding and abetting. Birmingham 

News. Retrieved July 13, 2009, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Gordon, R. K. (2009c, May 27). Auburn businessman Tim Turnham receives 2 years 
probation for role in Alabama 2-year colleges fraud. Birmingham News. Retrieved 
June 20, 2009, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Gordon, R. K. (2009d, January 23). Judge OKs delaying SEC civil action against Langford, 
others. Birmingham News. Retrieved January 23, 2009, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Gordon, R. K. (2009e, June 04,). Securities and Exchange Commission fines Merchant 
Capital for abuses during Alabama two-year college bond rating trips. Birmingham 

News. Retrieved June 23, 2009, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Gough, S. (2006). Hypothetical markets: educational application of Ronald Dworkin's 
sovereign virtue. Journal of Philosophy of Education, Vol. 40(Issue 3), pp. 287-299. 

Hanson, K. O. (2006). Perspectives on Global Moral Leadership. In D. L. Rhode (Ed.), 
Moral Leadership: the theory and practice of power, judgement, and policy (pp. 291-
300). San Franscisco, California: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 



 

263 

Hardin, R. (2006). Morals for Public Officials. In D. L. Rhode (Ed.), Moral Leadership: the 

theory and practice of power, judgement, and policy (pp. 111-125). San Franscisco, 
California: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 

Hardy, D. E. (2007). Threats to ethical leadership: The hubris of absolutism, the politics of 
affinity-based decision-making, and the development of unethical followers. In D. M. 
Hellmich (Ed.), Ethical Leadership in the Community College: Bridging Theory and 

Daily Practice (pp. 103-121). Bolton, MA: Anker Publishing Company, Inc. 

Hernandez, K. (2009, May 6). Richburg's pension checks halted. Daily News. Retrieved May 
6, 2009, from http://www.nwfdailynews.com/ 

Holden, D. (2008, August 20). Hammett says he set up pay for Schmitz. Huntsville Times. 
Retrieved August 20, 2008, from http://www.htimes.com 

Huckabee, C. (2008). Judge says Alabama Board Erred in College President's Firing. 
Chronicle of Higher Education   Retrieved May 28, from http://www.chronicle.com 

Hughes, B. (2008, February 23). Feds request records from Athens State on legislator in 
probe. Decatur Daily. Retrieved February 23, 2008, from 
http://www.decaturdaily.com 

Hunter, D. (2009, April 29). Alabama 2-year college system checkbook online. Montgomery 

Advertiser. Retrieved June 26, 2009, from http://www.montgomeryadvertiser.com 

Influential taxpayers cheated the system. (2008, June 13). Mobile Press-Register. Retrieved 
June 16, 2008, from http://www.al.com/press-register 

Johnson, R. W. (2008). Terms of the Agreement. Retrieved February 5, 2008. from U.S. 
District Court Northern District of Alabama. 

Jones, A. (2007a, December 6). Nix to be sentenced for Fire College fraud. Tuscaloosa 

News. Retrieved December 6, 2007, from http://www.tuscaloosanews.com 

Jones, A. (2007b, April 2). Trial puts spotlight on 2-year system. Tuscaloosa News. 
Retrieved April 2, 2007, from http://www.tuscaloosanews.com 

Jones, A. (2008a, October 31). Anniston architect indicted in probe. Tuscaloosa News. 
Retrieved November 2, 2008, from http://www.tuscaloosanews.com 

Jones, A. (2008b, June 4). Ex-official testifies Langston led fraud. Tuscaloosa News. 
Retrieved July 15, 2008, from http://www.tuscaloosanews.com 

Jones, A. (2008, February 14). Ex-UGA staffers cited for credit card misuse. Atlanta 

Journal-Constitution. Retrieved July 16, 2008, from http://www.ajc.com/ 

Jones, A. (2008c, June 5). Foundation money used to buy house, witnesses say. Tuscaloosa 

News. Retrieved July 15, 2008, from http://www.tuscaloosanews.com 



 

264 

Jones, A. (2008d, January 25). Johnson agrees to plead guilty. Tuscaloosa News. Retrieved 
January 25, 2008, from http://www.tuscaloosanews.com 

Jones, A. (2009, April 28). Wife of former Shelton State president sentenced. Tuscaloosa 

News. Retrieved April 28, 2009, from http://www.tuscaloosanews.com 

Jones, R. L. (1993). Audit of John C. Calhoun State Community College: October 1, 1990 

Through September 30, 1992. Montgomery, Alabama: Department of Examiners of 
Public Accounts. 

Jones, R. L. (2009). About Us. State of Alabama Department of Examiners of Public 

Accounts   Retrieved November 1, 2008, from http://www.examiners.state.al.us 

Kanungo, R. N. (2001). Ethical leadership and governance in organizations: A preamble 
(December 2001 ed., Vol. Dec 2001): Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences. 

Katsinas, S. G. (1994). George C. Wallace and the founding of Alabama's Public Two-Year 
Colleges. The Journal of Higher Education, Vol. 65(No. 4), pp. 447-472. 

Kelderman, E. (2009, January 30). House Speaker in Florida Steps Down Over Inquiry Into 
College Job. Chronicle of Higher Education.   Retrieved January 30, 2009, from 
http://chronicle.com 

Keller & Owens LLC. (2009). Preventing and Detecting Fraud in Not-For-Profit 

Organizations; An Overview of Fraud in the United States. Overland Park, Kansas. 
(L. Keller & Owens o. Document Number) 

Kerr, C. (2001). The Uses of the University (5th ed.). Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard 
University Press. 

Keup, J., Walker, A., Astin, H., & Lindholm, J. (2001). Organizational Culture and 

Institutional Transformation. Retrieved January 30, 2009. from http://eric.ed.gov. 

Kezar, A. (2000). Pluralistic Leadership. The Journal of Higher Education, Vol. 71(No. 6), 
pp. 722-737. 

Kotter, J. P. (1996). Leading Change. Harvard Business School Press: Boston, 
Massachusetts. 

KPMG's U.S. Fraud Survey Uncovers Wide Evidence of Losses. (1998).   Retrieved May 14, 
2009, from http://www.allbusiness.com. 

Lange, D. (2008). A multidimensional conceptualization of organizational corruption control. 
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 33(Issue 3), 20. 

Lay, Skilling guilty on nearly all counts. (2006, May 25). MSNBC Web Presentation.   
Retrieved January 30, 2009, from http://www.msnbc.com/id/12968481 



 

265 

Leadership Quotations. (2007). Inspirational Quotes.   Retrieved June 11, 2008, from 
http://www.inspirational-quotes.info/leadership.html 

Leech, M. (2009, May 29). Joan Davis appointed interim chancellor of Alabama two-year 
college system. Birmingham News. Retrieved June 25, 2009, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Levin, J. S. (2000). The Practitioner's Dilemma: Understanding and Managing Change in the 
Academic Institution. In A. M. Hoffman & R. W. Summers (Eds.), Managing 

colleges and universities: issues for leadership (pp. 29-42). Westport, CT: Bergin & 
Garvey. 

Lyman, B. (2007, December 6). Senate leader hires convicted ex-lawmaker. Mobile Press 

Register. Retrieved December 27, 2007, from http://www.press-register.com 

Maxwell, J. C. (2000). Falling Forward: turning mistakes into stepping stones for success. 
Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson. 

McGuirt, L. (2007). Central Alabama Community College Personnel Handbook & Policy 

Manual. Alexander City, AL: Central Alabama Community College. 

McKinney, R. (2008, May 4). Double-dipping creates conflict. Mobile Press-Register. 
Retrieved May 4, 2008, from http://www.al.com/press-register/ 

Merriam-Webster Inc. (2009). Merriam-Webster Online.   Retrieved June 12, 2009, from 
http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/whistleblower. 

Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education. San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Mills, R. (2006). Leadership in higher education and the second half of life [Electronic 
Version]. Education, 127.2, pp. 9. Retrieved August 21, 2007, from Gale Academic 
OneFile. 

Moltz, D. (2009). Forced Transparency. Inside Higher Education.   Retrieved May 27, 2009, 
from http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2009/05/26/alabama 

MSNBC.com Staff. (2009, January 29). Obama slams Wall Street on bonuses. MSNBC Web 

Site.   Retrieved January 29, 2009, from http://www.msnbc.com 

MSNBC.com Staff, The Associated Press, & Reuters.com. (2009, January 28). Dark side of 
Wall Street at center stage. MSNBC Web Site.   Retrieved January 28, 2009, from 
http://www.msnbc.com 

NACUBO. (2003). The Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002: Recommendations for Higher 

Education (No. 2003-03). Washington, D.C.: National Association of College and 
University Business Officers. (NACUBO o. Document Number) 



 

266 

Nuss, R. (2009). State of Florida vs. Raymond Edward Sansom and James Robert Richburg. 
Retrieved April 20, 2009. from 
http://media.bradenton.com/smedia/2009/04/21/14/IndictmentSansom.source.prod_af
filiate.69.pdf. 

Press-Register Staff. (2008, June 13). Influential taxpayers cheated the system. Mobile Press-

Register. Retrieved June 16, 2008, from http://www.al.com/press-register 

Prior, W. H., Jr. (2008). Moral duty and the rule of law. Harvard Journal of Law & Public 

Policy, Vol. 31(1), p. 18. 

Problems in two-year colleges. (2008, July 13, 2008). Birmingham News. Retrieved July 13, 
2008, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Pugh, R. (2009). Business recovery: external crisis management teams. Accountancy Age.   
Retrieved May 25, 2009, from 
http://www.financialdirector.co.uk/accountancyage/features/2235776/business-
recovery-external 

Pulley, J. L. (2005). The Matchmaker. Chronicle of Higher Education, Vol. 51(Issue 38), p. 
A1. 

Rankin, B. (2008, May 13). Ex-Tech worker pleads guilty in credit card fraud. Atlanta 

Journal-Constitution. Retrieved May 14, 2008, from http://www.ajc.com/ 

Ratley, J. D. (2008). 2008 Report to the Nation on Occupational Fraud & Abuse. Austin, 
TX: Association of Certified Fraud Examiners, Inc. (I. Association of Certified Fraud 
Examiners o. Document Number) 

Rawls, P. (2008, March 17). Two-year college's leader fights review attempt. Mobile Press-

Register. Retrieved March 17, 2008, from http://www.al.com/press-register/ 

Ray, T. (2008, April 25, 2008). Gadsden State Community College President Renee 
Culverhouse announces resignation. Birmingham News. Retrieved April 25, 2008, 
from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Razzano, F. C., & Jones, K. H. (2009). Uncertainly Surrounds Federal Law of Private Sector 
Honest Services Fraud. White Collar and Corporate Investigations Newsletter.   
Retrieved May 26, 2009, from 
http://www.pepperlaw.com/publications_update.aspx?ArticleKey=1388 

Reed, J. L. (2007). Your Letter of July 31, 2007 to Dr. Yvonne Kennedy. In C. B. R. Byrne 
(Ed.) (pp. 2). Montgomery, Alabama: Alabama Education Association. 

Reeves, J. (2008, January 31). Alabama Representative Sue Schmitz indicted in 2-year 
college probe. Associated Press, from http://www.al.com/ 

Reference.com. (2009).   Retrieved May, 2009, from http://dictionary.reference.com/ 



 

267 

Remaking 2-year colleges; Lengthy search for 4 presidents ends, 3 more to go. (2007, 
December 17). Montgomery Advertiser. Retrieved December 17, 2007, from 
http://www.montgomeryadvertiser.com 

Report criticizes Alabama's two-year college oversight structure. (2008, January 02). Mobile 

Press-Register. Retrieved January 13, 2008, from http://www.al.com/press-register 

Rhode, D. L. (2006). Where is the leadership in moral leadership? In D. L. Rhode (Ed.), 
Moral Leadership: the theory and practice of power, judgement, and policy (pp. 1-
53). San Franscisco, California: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 

Rittenberg, L. E., Schwieger, B. J., & Johnstone, K. M. (2008). Auditing: A Business Risk 

Approach (6 ed.). Manson, OH: Thomson Higher Education. 

Rothman, S. (1999). What is Higher Education's Responsibility to Society? Academic 

Questions, Vol. 12(4), pp. 6. 

Roy Johnson comes clean. (2008, January 25, 2008). Birmingham News. Retrieved January 
25, 2008, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Schmitz found guilty in Decatur corruption trial. (2009, February 24). Montgomery 

Advertiser. Retrieved February 25, 2009, from 
http://www.montgomeryadvertiser.com 

Slaughter, S., & Rhoades, G. (2004). Chapter 12: The Academic Capitalist 
Knowledge/Learning Regime. In Academic Capitalism and the New Economy; 

Markets, State, and Higher Education (pp. 305-338). Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins 
University Press. 

Stephens, C. (2009, July 22). Former state Rep. Sue Schmitz sentenced to 30 months in jail. 
Birmingham News. Retrieved July 22, 2009, from 
http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Svensson, G., & Wood, G. (2008). A Model of Business Ethics. Journal of Business Ethics, 

Vol. 77(Issue 3), pp. 303-322. 

Talbot, G. (2009, May 28). Bradley Byrne launches bid to be state's next governor. Mobile 

Press Register. Retrieved June 26, 2009, from http://www.press-register.com 

Taylor, S. (2008a, June 13). Langston guilty on all counts. Tuscaloosa News. Retrieved June 
13, 2008, from http://www.tuscaloosanews.com 

Taylor, S. (2008b, October 29). Langston sentenced to 10 years in prison. Tuscaloosa News. 
Retrieved October 29, 2008, from http://www.tuscaloosanews.com 

The Associated Press. (2007, April 16). Gadsden college tops list on hiring legislators. 
Mobile Press Register. Retrieved April 16, 2007, from http://www.al.com/press-
register 



 

268 

Thelin, J. R. (2004). A history of American higher education. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins 
University Press. 

Tyler, T. R. (2006). Self-Sacrifice and Self-Interest. In D. L. Rhode (Ed.), Moral Leadership: 

the theory and practice of power, judgement, and policy (pp. 213-228). San 
Franscisco, California: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 

Value Quotes. (2009). Value Quotes: Quotations on values, virtues and ethics   Retrieved 
March 15, 2009, from http://www.valuequotes.net/ 

Varughese, J. (2005). Quincy College under fire. University Business(August 2005). 

Wallin, D. L. (2007). Ethical Leadership: The Role of the President. In D. M. Hellmich (Ed.), 
Ethical Leadership in the Community College: Bridging Theory and Daily Practice 
(pp. 33-45). Bolton, MA: Anker Publishing Company, Inc. 

Walton, V. (2008a, July 17). State Senator E. B. McClain, the Reverend Samuel Pettagrue 
conspiracy trial postponed until January. Birmingham News. Retrieved July 22, 2008, 
from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Walton, V. (2008b, August 20). Wife of former Shelton State Community College head 
agrees to plead guilty for holding a phony job. Birmingham News. Retrieved August 
20, 2008, from http://www.bhamnews.com/archives 

Warren, C. S., & Reeve, J. M. (2007). Financial and Managerial Accounting (9th ed.). 
Mason, OH: Thompson South-Western Publishing. 

Wax, G. (2007). Plato's Republic and the Ethical Leader. In D. M. Hellmich (Ed.), Ethical 

Leadership in the Community College: Bridging Theory and Daily Practice (pp. 16-
32). Bolton, MA: Anker Publishing Company, Inc. 

WJHG.com Staff. (2009, April 28, 2009). Dr. Bob Richburg Fired as NWF State President. 
WJHG TV Web Site.   Retrieved April 28, 2009, from http://www.wjhg.com 

Wooldridge, D. (2009). Corporate Crisis Recovery: Lessons from jetBlue Breakdown. Inside 

Work.   Retrieved May 25, 2009, from 
http://insidework.net/resources/articles/corporate_crisis_recovery 

WSFA Staff. (2008, January 24). Former Postsecondary Chancellor Pleads Guilty, Forteits 
$18 Million.   Retrieved January 24, 2008, from 
http://www.wsfa.com/global/story.asp?X=7768327 

Zemsky, R., Wegner, G. R., & Massy, W. F. (2005). Chapter 4: On being mission-centered 
and market-smart. In Remaking the American University: Market-Smart and Mission-

Centered (pp. 51-68). New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. 
 
 
 



 

269 

 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDICES 

 
 This section contains five appendices which supplement the information contained in 

the dissertation.  Appendix A is a listing of the official policies of the Alabama Community 

College System showing the dates of the last two most recent updates for each policy.  

Appendix B is a listing of all colleges included in the Alabama Community College System 

by location.  Appendix C, D, and E present Institutional Research Board approvals and 

interview protocols.  
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Appendix A: Policies and Guidelines with Last Date of Change  

Alabama Community College System 
From 1994 to 2009 

 

Policy 
Number 

Description Last Date 
of Change 

Date of 
Previous 
Change 

Changed 
after July 
2006 in 

Response 
to Scandal? 

Series 
100 

Management and Control of the ACCS 

101.01 State Board of Education: 
Governance Responsibility  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

101.02 State Board of Education: 
Personnel Matters  

10/25/2007 12/08/1994 Yes 

101.03 State Board of Education: 
Composition, Election, Term of 
Office  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

101.04 State Board of Education: 
President and Vice President  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

101.05 State Board of Education: 
Qualifications of Members  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

102.01 Chancellor: Appointment  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

102.02 Chancellor: Responsibility for 
Operation of the Colleges  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

102.03 Chancellor: Powers and Duties  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

102.04 Chancellor: Descision-making 
Authority  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

102.05 Chancellor: Department of 
Postsecondary Education  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

102.06 Chancellor: Official Names of 
Colleges  

03/24/2005 10/24/1996 n/a 

102.07 Chancellor: Consolidation or 
Merger of Postsecondary 
Institutions 

03/24/2005 01/25/1996 n/a 

103.01 Alabama Public School and 
College Authority  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

104.01 Cooperation with Other Agencies: 
Alabama Commission on Higher 
Education  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

105.01 Technical/Community College 
Designation  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

106.01 Alabama Industrial Development 
Training Institute  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 
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107.01 Service Areas  03/24/2005 01/12/1995 n/a 

108.01 Alabama Community College 
System Mission Statement  

12/11/2008 01/13/2002 No 

109.01 Adult Education  03/24/2005 10/23/2003 No 

110.01 Establishment of the Division of 
Internal Audit  

08/23/2007 New Yes 

111.01 Institutional Gifts to Board 
Members, Officers and Directors  

10/25/2007 New Yes 

     

Series 
200 

Local College Administration 

201.01 Calendar  03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

201.02 Calendar: Instruction  03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

202.01 Advisory Committees  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

203.01 President: Recruitment and 
Selection  

01/24/2008 01/24/2003 Yes? 

203.02 President: Line of Authority  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

203.03 President: Resignation  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

204.01 Appointment of Local 
Administrative Staff  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

205.01 Nepotism: Statute  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

205.02 Nepotism: Policy  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

205.03 Employment of Relatives  01/25/2007 New Yes 

205.04 Disclosure of Employment of 
Relatives  

01/25/2007 New Yes 

205.05 Supervision and Evaluation of 
Relatives  

01/25/2007 New Yes 

205.06 Disclosure and Approval of 
Contract Information  

01/25/2007 New Yes 

206.01 Court Orders  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

207.01 Position Announcements: 
Professional Faculty or Staff  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

208.01 Legislation  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

209.01 Appointment of Legal Counsel  03/24/2005 09/28/1995 n/a 

210.01 Policies  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

211.01 College Closings  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

212.01 Educational Accreditation 
Agencies  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

213.01 College-Related Foundations  09/27/2007 12/08/1994 Yes 

214.01 Records: State Records 
Commission  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

215.01 Alabama Community College 
System Lobbying Activities  

03/24/2005 07/08/1997 n/a 

216.01 Political Action Committees  03/24/2005 01/25/1996 n/a 
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217.01 Conferment of Title of Emeritus  03/27/2008 09/26/1996 No 

218.01 Conferment of Distinguished 
Service Award  

03/27/2008 01/28/1999 No 

219.01 Violence Threat Response  03/24/2005 05/25/2000 n/a 

220.01 Elected State Officials: 
Employment Prohibited  

02/29/2008 New Yes 

221.01 Proper Signification of Earned and 
Honorary Degree  

03/27/2008 New No 

     

Series 
300 

Financial Management     

301.01 Financial Management  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

301.02 Accounting Procedures  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

302.01 Fidelity Bond Schedule  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

302.02 Treasurer  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

303.01 Accreditation Expenses  03/27/2008 10/28/1999 Yes 

303.02 Returned Check Fee  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

304.01 Financial Reporting  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

306.01 Short-term Debt  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

306.02 Long-term Debt  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

307.01 Depositories  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

307.02 Reserve Fund  03/27/2008 New Yes 

308.01 Cash Management  03/27/2008 03/24/2005 Yes 

309.01 Purchasing  03/27/2008 02/24/2005 Yes 

309.02 Single Source and Sole Source 
Vendors  

03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

310.01 Voluntary Payroll Deductions  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

310.02 Insurance: Property and Liability  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

313.01 Instructional Supplies  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 Yes 

315.01 Gifts and Bequests  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

315.02 Solicitation of Gifts or 
Contributions from Vendor  

03/27/2008 New Yes 

316.01 Travel  03/27/2008 08/24/2000 Yes 

317.01 Cancellation of Uncollectible Debt  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

318.01 Audits  03/26/2009 03/27/2008 Both 

319.01 Federal Funds  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

320.01 Auxiliary Services  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 Yes 

321.01 Copyright, Trademark, and Patent 
Ownership  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

322.01 Institutional Membership  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

323.01 Code of Ethics in Procurement and 
Contracting  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 
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324.01 Physical Property Inventory  03/24/2005 09/28/2000 n/a 

     

Series 
400 

Transportation Management    

401.01 Transportation  03/27/2008 12/08/1994 No 

     

Series 
500 

Physical Facilities Management    

501.01 Construction, Renovation, and 
Alteration  

05/22/2008 03/24/2005 No 

502.01 Student Housing  05/22/2008 03/24/2005 No? 

504.01 Funding Capital Projects  05/22/2008 03/24/2005 No? 

505.01 Faclities Inventory  05/22/2008 03/24/2005 No? 

506.01 Leasing of Land or Facilities from 
Others  

09/01/2008 New No? 

507.01 Temporary Use of Campus Facility  05/22/2008 03/24/2005 No? 

508.01 College Owned Residential 
Property  

05/22/2008 03/24/2005 No? 

509.01 Easements and Rights-of-Way  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

510.01 Safety and Security  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

511.01 Firearms on Campus  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

512.01 Non-Institutional Use of 
Institutional Facilities  

05/22/2008 03/24/2005 No 

513.01 Illegal Gambling  05/22/2008 03/24/2005 No 

514.01 Tobacco Products  05/22/2008 03/24/2005 No 

515.01 Agents, Vendors, and Solicitors  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

516.01 Use of College Name or Logo  05/22/2008 03/24/2005 Yes 

517.01 Animals & Pets on Campus  08/24/2006 03/24/2005 No 

518.01 Disposal of Interests in Property: 
Real  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

519.01 Naming of Buildings and Other 
College Facilities  

05/22/2008 10/25/2007 Yes 

     

Series 
600 

Personnel    

601.01 Equal Employment Opportunity  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

601.02 Nondiscrimination  10/25/2007 03/24/2005 No 

601.04 Harassment  10/25/2007 03/24/2005 No 

602.01 Appointment and Assignment of 
Personnel  

09/27/2007 01/22/2004 Yes 

602.02 Hiring Practices and Procedures  05/25/2006 03/24/2005 No 

602.03 Temporary Duty  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

603.01 Contracts: General  03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 
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603.02 Contracts: Summer Employment of 
Instructors, Counselors, and 
Librarians  

03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

604.01 Positions: Vice President  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

604.02 Administrative Positions  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

605.01 Qualifications of Personnel  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

605.02 Postsecondary Faculty Credentials  03/24/2005 08/27/2004 n/a 

606.01 Compensation for Two-Year 
College Personnel  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

606.02 Instructor Qualifications for Salary 
Ranks  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

606.03 Salary Schedule Exceptions  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

606.04 Placement of Current Salary 
Schedules  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

606.05 Extra Duty Pay  05/25/2006 03/24/2005 No 

606.06 Retirement System  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

606.07 Issuance of Badge and Pistol to 
Retiring Campus Police  

03/24/2005 06/27/2002 n/a 

606.08 Emergency Shelter Duty and Pay 
Provision  

05/25/2006 New No 

606.09 Salary Schedules  10/25/2007 03/24/2005 No 

607.01 Evaluation of Personnel  08/28/2008 11/14/1996 Yes 

608.01 Instructor Load and Hours  03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

608.02 Instructor, Librarian, and 
Counselor Hours  

03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

608.03 Instructor Overload  03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

609.01 Duty Days and Holidays  03/26/2009 03/24/2005 No 

609.02 Duty Days: Instructors, Librarians, 
and Counselors  

03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

609.03 Operation of the Institution  03/26/2009 03/24/2005 No 

609.04 Flexible Work Schedule  02/29/2008 New Yes  

610.01 Leaves with Pay  03/24/2005 08/26/1999 n/a 

610.02 Paid Absences Due to Job-Related 
Injuries  

03/24/2005 05/23/1996 n/a 

611.01 Leaves without Pay  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

612.01 Professional Development 
Opportunities  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

612.02 Tuition Assistance  03/24/2005 10/28/2004 n/a 

613.01 Drug-Free Workplace  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

614.01 Fair Labor Standards Act 
Compliance  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

615.01 Conflict of Interest  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

616.01 Personnel Record Information  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 
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617.01 Resignations  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

618.01 Abandonment of Position  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

619.01 Fair Dismissal Act Procedure  03/24/2005 10/28/2004 New law 
proposed 

620.01 Grievance Procedure - Title IX  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

621.01 Personnel Report  03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

622.01 Garnishment  03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

623.01 Criminal Background Checks  12/13/2007 New Yes 

624.01 Reduction In Force  10/23/2008 New No 

     

Series 
700 

Instructional Programs    

701.01 Program Policy  04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

702.01 Requests for New Instructional 
Programs  

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

703.01 Instructional Quality  04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

704.01 Instructional Sites  04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

705.01 Converterting Contact Hours to 
Credit Hour Equivalencies 

03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

706.01 Credit Awarded Through Non-
Traditional Means: General 

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

707.01 Public Radio/Television Stations  03/24/2005 01/13/1994 n/a 

708.01 R.O.T.C. Programs  03/24/2005 01/13/1994 n/a 

709.01 Foreign Educational Tours  04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

710.01 Live Work: General  06/26/2008 03/24/2005 No? 

710.02 Live Work: Policies  06/26/2008 03/24/2005 No? 

710.03 Live Work: Off Campus  06/26/2008 03/24/2005 No? 

711.01 Program/Craft Advisory 
Committees  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

712.01 Degrees and Awards  04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

713.01 Grading System: General  04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

713.02 Grading System: Optional Grades 
for Institutional  

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

713.03 Grading System: Repetition of 
Courses  

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

713.04 Grading System: Course 
Forgiveness  

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

713.05 Grading System: Academic 
Bankruptcy  

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

713.06 Grading System: Student Course 
Overload  

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

714.01 Standards of Academic Progress: 
General  

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 
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714.02 Standards of Academic Progress: 
Institutional Credit Courses 

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

714.03 Standards of Academic Progress: 
Transfer Students  

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

714.04 Standards of Academic Progress: 
Federal Financial  

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

714.05 Standards of Academic Progress: 
Veterans Administr  

04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

715.01 Graduation Requirements: Degrees  03/24/2005 01/28/1999 n/a 

715.02 Graduation Requirements: Formal 
Awards Other Than Degrees  

03/24/2005 09/28/2000 n/a 

716.01 Academic Honors: Per Term  04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

716.02 Academic Honors: Upon 
Graduation  

03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

717.01 Course Directory  04/24/2008 03/24/2005 No 

718.01 Correctional Education  03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

719.01 Academic Freedom  03/24/2005 01/28/1999 n/a 

720.01 Private School Licensure  03/24/2005 01/23/2003 n/a 

     

Series 
800 

Student Policy    

801.01 Admission: General  03/24/2005 11/14/2002 n/a 

801.02 Admission: Enrollment of 
Accelerated High School Student  

06/26/2008 03/24/2005  

801.03 Admission: Dual Enrollment/Dual 
Credit for High School Student  

03/24/2005 04/24/1997 n/a 

801.04 Admission: Dual Enrollment/Dual 
Credit for High School Student: 
Early College Enrollment Program  

08/28/2008 New No 

802.01 Student Assessment  01/22/2009 03/24/2005 No 

803.01 Tuition: General  06/26/2008 11/14/2002 No 

803.02 Refunds  03/24/2005 03/26/1998 n/a 

804.01 Fees: General  12/11/2008 03/24/2005 Yes 

805.01 Student Aid Programs: 
Scholarship/Financial Aid 
Committee  

03/24/2005 01/13/1994 n/a 

805.02 Student Aid Programs: Institutional 
Scholarships/Waivers  

08/28/2008 05/24/2005 No 

806.01 Intercollegiate Athletics: General  06/26/2008 03/24/2005 No 

806.02 Intercollegiate Athletics: Drug 
Testing of Student Athletes  

06/26/2008 03/24/2005 No 

807.01 Student Organizations  06/26/2008 03/24/2005 No 

808.01 Student Safety  03/24/2005 01/13/1994 n/a 

809.01 Student Records: General  03/24/2005 01/13/1994 n/a 
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810.01 Student Payments  06/26/2008 03/24/2005 No? 

     

Series 
900 

Institutional Effectiveness    

901.01 Institutional Effectiveness: 
Developmental Instruction  

03/24/2005 11/18/2004 n/a 

902.01 Institutional Effectiveness: 
Placement Testing  

01/22/2009 03/24/2005 No 

902.02 Institutional Effectiveness: 
Reporting Placement Results to 
Local Superintendents  

03/24/2005 01/28/1999 n/a 

903.01 Institutional Effectiveness: 
Instructional Program Review  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

904.01 Institutional Effectiveness: 
Faculty/Staff/Administration 
Evaluation 

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

905.01 Institutional Effectiveness: 
Institutional Management Plans  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

906.01 Institutional Effectiveness: 
Placement and Follow-up  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

907.01 Institutional Effectiveness: General 
Education Core  

03/24/2005 12/08/1994 n/a 

     

     

     

Guideline 
Number 

Description Late Date 
of Change 

Date of 
Previous 
Change 

Changed 
after July 
2006 in 

Response 
to Scandal? 

     

102.07 Chancellor: Consolidation or 
Merger of Postsecondary 
Institutions 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

219.01 Violence Threat Response 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

221.01 Proper Signification of Earned and 
Honorary Degree 

05/28/2008 n/a Yes 

304.01 Financial Reporting 04/10/2008 n/a Yes 

309.01 Purchasing 08/01/2006 n/a No 

316.01 Travel 12/03/2008 n/a No 

316.01 College Out-of-State Travel Report 12/03/2008 n/a No 

320.01 Auxiliary Services 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

321.01 Copyright, Trademark, and Patent 
Ownership 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

324.01 Physical Property Inventory 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 
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501.01 Construction, Renovation, and 
Alteration 

01/18/2007 n/a No 

505.01 Faclities Inventory 11/10/2008 n/a No 

601.04 Harassment 02/05/2004 n/a n/a 

602.01 Appointment and Assignment of 
Personnel 

07/13/2006 n/a Yes 

602.02 Hiring Practices and Procedures 07/13/2006 n/a Yes 

603.02 Contracts: Summer Employment of 
Instructors, Counselors, and 
Librarians 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

605.02 Postsecondary Faculty Credentials 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

606.01 Compensation for Two-Year 
College Personnel 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

606.08 Emergency Shelter Duty and Pay 
Provision  

11/10/2008 n/a No 

607.01 Evaluation of Personnel 11/10/2008 n/a Yes 

608.01 Instructor Load and Hours 06/02/2004 n/a n/a 

610.01 Leaves with Pay 03/10/2004 n/a n/a 

610.02 Paid Absences Due to Job-Related 
Injuries 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

611.01 Leaves without Pay 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

612.02 Tuition Assistance 04/03/2008 n/a No 

614.01 Fair Labor Standards Act 
Compliance 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

615.01 Conflict of Interest 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

616.01 Personnel Record Information 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

623.01 Criminal Background Checks 04/07/2008 n/a Yes 

701.01 Program Policy 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

704.01 Instructional Sites 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

706.01 Credit Awarded Through Non-
Traditional Means:Gener 

06/01/2004 n/a n/a 

710.01 Live Work: General 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

715.01 Graduation Requirements: Degrees 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

720.01 Private School Licensure 04/03/2003 n/a n/a 

801.01 Admission: General 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

801.03 Admission: Dual Enrollment/Dual 
Credit for High School Student 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

803.01 Tuition: General 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

803.02 Refunds 09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

805.02 Student Aid Programs: Institutional 
Scholarships/Waivers 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

806.02 Intercollegiate Athletics: Drug 
Testing of Student Athletes 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 
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901.01 Institutional Effectiveness: 
Developmental Instruction 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

902.01 Institutional Effectiveness: 
Placement Testing 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 

902.02 Institutional Effectiveness: 
Reporting Placement Results to 
Local Superintendents 

09/23/2002 n/a n/a 
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Appendix B: List of Colleges by Location 

Alabama Community College System 
 

1 Alabama Southern Community College  Monroeville 

2 Athens State University  Athens 

3 Bevill State Community College  Jasper 

4 Bishop State Community College  Mobile 

5 Calhoun Community College  Decatur 

6 Central Alabama Community College  Alexander City 

7 Chattahoochee Valley Community College  Phenix City 

8 Drake State Technical College  Huntsville 

9 Enterprise-Ozark Community College  Enterprise 

10 Faulkner State Community College  Bay Minette 

11 Gadsden State Community College  Gadsden 

12 Ingram State Community College  Millbrook 

13 Jeff Davis Community College  Atmore 

14 Jefferson State Community College  Birmingham 

15 Lawson State Community College  Bessemer 

16 Lurleen B. Wallace Community College  Andalusia 

17 Marion Military Institute  Selma 

18 Northeast Alabama Community College  Scottsboro 

19 Northwest-Shoals Community College  Florence 

20 Reid State Technical College  Evergreen 

21 Shelton State Community College  Tuscaloosa 

22 Snead State Community College  Boaz 

23 Southern Union Community College  Wadley 

24 Trenholm State Technical College  Montgomery 

25 Wallace Community College  Dothan 

26 Wallace State Community College  Hanceville 

27 Wallace Community College  Selma 

28 Alabama Industrial Development Training  Montgomery 

29 Alabama Technology Network  Birmingham 

30 CITY Programs  N/A 
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Appendix C: IRB Approval Letter 

 

 

Signature removed for Electronic Publication 
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Appendix D: Interview Protocol for Group 1 (Agencies) 

 
 
 
 

Interview Protocol 

Donald L. Kelly 

Group 1: Agency Representatives 
 
Interview Steps 
 

1. Do introductions and welcome 
2. Explain the purpose of the study 
3. Review and sign consent form 
4. Explain use of audio recorder and ask consent 
5. Proceed with questions 

 
Questions 
 

1. Briefly describe your role and responsibilities at XYZ Agency. 
 

2. How long have you been in your current position? 
 

3. What is the function and purpose of your agency? 
 

4. What is your agency’s relationship or responsibility to the colleges in the Alabama 
Community College System or the System as a whole? 
 

5. Explain what services your agency provides for the Alabama Community College 
System. 
 

6. Are these services required by law? 
 

7. Is your agency paid for these services?  If so, explain how a charge is calculated and 
what would a typical fee range?   
 

8. What initiates an agreement for services?  Explain this process and who is involved. 
 

9. In the last 10 years, has your agency been involved in any investigations of any 
individuals within the Alabama Community College System?  If you can discuss, 
please explain  

a. How the investigation began, 
b. What your agency found, 
c. What action was taken by your agency, and 
d. What is the final result of the investigation? 
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10. As a result of evidence uncovered in investigations, the State Board of Education 
terminated Chancellor Roy Johnson in July 2006.  Since then, the Board has modified 
several policies in an attempt to control suspected corruption.  These changes include 
limiting the employment of relatives, training of all personnel in the State’s ethics 
law, more reporting to the central office, the addition of an audit division in the 
Chancellor’s Office, and limiting employee’s participation in the Legislature.  The 
purpose of this dissertation is to assess these changes.  Do you feel that these changes 
are 

a. appropriate? 
b. too much or too little? 
c. working? 
d. Adequate to change the organizational culture to prevent future similar 

unethical behavior and leadership within the System? 
 

11. Is there anything else you would like to add to our conversation? 
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Appendix E: Interview Protocol for Group 2 (Employees) 

 
 

Interview Protocol 
Donald L. Kelly 

Group 2: System Employees 
Interview Steps 

 
1. Do introductions and welcome 
2. Explain the purpose of the study 
3. Review and sign consent form 
4. Explain use of audio recorder and ask consent 
5. Proceed with questions 

 
Questions 

 
1. Tell me a little about yourself.  What do you do here at XYZ College? 

 
2. How long have you been in your current position? 

 
3. Briefly explain your academic and professional experience?  

 
4. There are two parts to this interview.  One part consists of questions about events 

prior to July 2006 and the other concerns the Systems response to these events.  
According to news reports, prior to July 2006, a number of unethical actions 
transpired within the Alabama Community College System.  These unethical actions 
were executed by faculty, staff, and administrators within the System, and by 
vendors, legislators, and others outside the System.  In your opinion,  

a. How could so many examples of unethical behavior have happened? 
b. Who or what was primarily the cause or blame? 
c. How could it have gone undetected for so long?  

 
5. Checks and balances exist when state and college funds are expended.  Internal 

checks include approvals by responsible employees.  External checks include routine 
audits and the fear of prosecution by the Ethics Commission or the Attorney General.  
In your opinion, what checks and balances failed and why? 

 
6. As a result of evidence uncovered in investigations, the State Board of Education 

terminated the Chancellor in July 2006 and began an effort to modify official policies 
in an attempt to control suspected corruption and restore credibility to the System.  In 
general, do you feel the Board’s actions including the actions of the new Chancellor 
are an attempt in the right direction? 
 

7. There are three primary areas that the State Board of Education has changed official 
policy since July 2006.  We will categorize these areas as personnel, policy, and 
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accountability.  In the personnel area, policies have been changed or added to restrict 
the employment of relatives, to disclose the employment of relatives, to require ethics 
training, to require more robust employee evaluations at administrator levels, and to 
restrict the hiring of legislators in the System.    

a. How have these changes impacted your job here? 
b. How have these changes impacted the operations here at this college? 
c. Do you feel these changes in official Board policy will make a significant and 

positive change in the organizational culture at your institution and the 
System?   

 
8. In the second area, policies have been changed or added to centralize some of the 

financial operations, to require more approvals at the Chancellor’s level, more 
reporting of financial transactions including contracts, and to add public reports of 
expenditures in the System.  These changes are primarily to the financial operations 
of the System. 

a. How have these changes impacted your job here? 
b. How have these changes impacted the operations here? 
c. Do you feel these changes in official Board policy will make a significant and 

positive change in the organizational culture at your institution and the 
System?   

 
9. In the final area, policies have been changed or added to promote more 

accountability.  For instance, a division of audit was added to the Chancellor’s Office.   
a. How have these changes impacted your job here? 
b. How have these changes impacted the operations here? 
c. Do you feel these changes in official Board policy will make a significant and 

positive change in the organizational culture at your institution and the 
System?   

 
10. The purpose of this dissertation is to assess these changes in policy to determine if 

they make a difference in your job, at your institution, and in the System as a whole.  
Do you feel that the changes in policy enacted by the Board since July 2006 are 

a. appropriate? 
b. too much or too little? 
c. Adequate to change the organizational culture to prevent future similar 

unethical behavior and leadership within the System? 
 

11. In general, how is the attitude and morale around here?  Are people embarrassed, 
dismayed, excited, uninterested?  
 

12. The AEA has resisted some of the changes.  Is their resistance appropriate?  Too 
much?  Too little?   
 

13. Is there anything else you would like to add to our conversation?   
 
 


