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1. Introduction

The financial crisiof 2001 witnessed an unprecedented leveboborate accounting
frauds involving some of America’s largest corporations. Executives from Enron, Tyco,
WorldCom, Global Crossing, Quest, Aldelphia and ImClone were all tried and tauhfoc
committing one form o&ccountingraud or another. The litargf scandalgore at thésoul’
of the American economy, and “many loyal workers who had invested in company 401 (k)s,
pensions, and mutual funds [saw] their life savings wiped out” (Gray, Frieder & Clark, 2005:
2).

Sevenyears later, ir2008, theglobal financial system was strubl a global financial
crisis ( GFC’) that changed the financial and economic landscape of the (&kkh,
2010a) Immediately after th&FC,a litany ofcorporateaccounting scandals began to mak
headlines. A few examples of these scanihalsidedthat of Bernard Madoff's (“Madoff”)
schemehatbroke out in 2008. Madoff was convicted and sentenced to 150 years in prison
for an elaborate Pongchemein which he swindled investors of over $50 billion (Henriques,
2009). There was also the case of a senior Hong Kong executive (and partner) at Ernst &
Young (“EY”) who, in 2009 wasdetainedor suspected forgery linketd the bankrupt
electronic maker Akai Holdings Ltd. EY later entered an out of court settlement in the
amount of $1 billiorfor anegligence claim with Akai Holdings Ltd (Ng, 200Sjmilarly in
2009,a Londonbased accountancy chiebm KPMG was sentenced to four years infail
swindling over $900,000 of the firms funds for personal use (Moult, 2009).

Fast forward to 2014 and there are reports alluding to the continued rise in accounting
fraud. AGlobal Economic Crime Survey (“GECS”) conductedPxycewaterhouseCoopers

(“PWC”) found that accounting fraud is on the rise and poses a serious threat to business

! “Corporate accounting fraud”, “corporate fraud”, and “fraud” will be useerahiangeably throughout the
paper. Given the nature of the paper, it was not necessary to disertianiglens since all of three were central
components of the research methlogy undertaken (also see Lynch, McGurrin & Fenwick, 2004: 397).
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(PWC, 2014)The GECS noted that unless fraud control and prevemtieasures are
implemented, businesses will be at greaterafskreparabledamagdrom fraud

While the exact statisticgrenot known, it is estimated that the number of fraud
examiners and auditotsained to detedraud has exploded since the GFC. The Association
of Certified Fraud Examiner(*ACFE’), arguably the wrld’s largest antiraud organisation
and premier provider of anti-fraud training and education, imasover 70,000 members
worldwide. To investigate accounting chicanery and other frauds, the ACFE advbaates
auditors and other anti-fraud professionals use the freudjleas a stadard investigative
method to understand the facttnat cause peopte commit fraud.

Thefraud triangle'slecompositiomas its origin irCressels (1953) bookOther
People’s Money: A Study in the Social Psychology of Embezzlébnessey’s 1953)fraud
triangleconsists of three elementgessurgopportunity and rationalisation, all of which
must be present in order for a crime to be committed (Cressey, 1953: 30). Support for the
fraud trianglecomes from adit professionals and standard setters afgue that
investigatorsanalysng financial statements will be able to quantify gressurgas in
inflated revenue or overstated net income) that led to the. fidey will also need tassess
the opportunityto commit the fraud with reference to weak or abadetjuate internal
controls and theationalisationtechniques used to justify the fraud (see Auditing Standards
Board, 2002; AICPA, 2002mphasis added

Concerned about the erosion of ethical standards within the accounting proféssion, t
American Institute of Certified Public Accountant&[CPA”) in 2002 and the International
Federation of AccountantsIFAC”) in 2006 , followed th&CFE’s footsteps and turned to
Cressey’s (1953) work on the fraud triangle for potential explanations fratias
(O’Connell, 2004: 733-784; Donegan & Ganon, 2008: 3). The adoption of the fraud triangle

is most evident in th&tatement on Auditing Standards (SAS) No. 99: Consideration of Fraud



in a Financial Statement Audivhich makes the compt the saindard methoébr
understanishg fraudulent conduct (Auditing Standards Board, 2002).

Despite the effod of the AICPA and the ACFE, it would appear tiat present state
of fraud prevention is one of abject failure (Sikka, 20M0zu, Everett, & Rahaman, 2013;
Free &Murphy, 2013 Cooper, Dacin & Palmef013 Morales,Gendron &Guénin-
Paracini, 2014). Fraud continues to be a problem to the point where the standard setters do
not have anything convincing to say about fraud prevention and prescribe fgoljmigsn
placeto reduce fraudMcBarnet, 2006; Dorn, 2010; Power, 20P3VC, 2014).

In this paper, | explore thetaim of the fraud triangle as a useful framework to combat
fraud.Using evidencdérom threecases| argue that the fraud triangle is raot alequate tool
for detecing fraud.In particular, | use Fairclough’61992, 1995a, & 20Q3version of critical
discourse analysis ("CDA") as a theoretical anchor and angii¢he fraud trianglendorses
a body of knowledge thédcks the objective critaairequiredto adequately address every
occurrence of fraud. One key emphasis is the body of knowledge endorsed by thehACFE t
associate fraud with moral issues (Morales et al., 2014: 177; also see Albrecht & Albrecht,
2004: 5). The ACFE'ddiscourse coceptualsesfraud as alishonest act perpetuated by an
individual for personal enrichment (Wells, 1997: 3-6). By this definition, fraud is rooted in
the individual's frail moralityr{ot as an effect of wider societal influesgevhich requires
surveillane effortsto begeared towardmdividual ethics by the orgar@son (Morales et al.,
2014: 177).
1.1 WhyCDA?

This paper illustrates a critical approach to the analysis of fraud discoursefanrthe
of CDA. Thesystematic exploration of thadten opaqueelationship of causality between
discursive andociocultural practicegives CDA a critical edge in the studyfcdud

discourse, especially as it builds on the premise that discursive practicesstrautive of



and are constituted hwider societapractices Hussein, 2008: 132). An analysis anchored
within the interface of CDA allows researchersit@over opaqueness and power
relationships embedded in fraud discoysseFairclough, 1995a: 132-133). In this sense,
the use ofCDA allows meto utilise awide range of sources to analyke ACFE’sdiscourse
onfraud moresystematically and in more detail from a linguigtérspective (selairclough,
Graham, Lemke, & Wodak, 2004: 3rocusing on the dialectic relationship between the
ACFE’s narratve and its audience, CDA addresses how the content and the linguistic
features ofdiscourse influence and are in turn influenced by the contexts of discourse
production, distribution, reception and adaptataswell aghe widerantiHfraudcontext in
which the discourseare embedded (Merfbavies & Koller, 2012: 180).

A CDA'’s framework vievg language as an “interactive process of meaniaging”
(Fairclough, 2003: 10) through which the discoutisseminated is used to expdwerand
dominance in thanti-fraud marketgee alsd/an Dijk, 1993: 249). @ken togetheiCDA
provides a framework that can be used to study texts and discourses on fraud diss&winate
the ACFE anddentify connections between the@drtese, Irvine, & Kaidonj2010). A
CDA'’s framingfacilitatesa critical understanding of a particular discursive process of the
acts that come to be seen as fraud and the control measures advocated se thieimi
occurrences (sdéraithwaite & Fisse, 1987: 221; Friedrichs, 1996: xvii; Powed,3), rather
than just searching for information fibre sake of i{Cortese et al., 2010: 7By anchoring
the analysis through a CDiRameworkthatspecifically searches for connecting
relationships, the potential to expdke distorteddialogue inwhich fraud isrepresented and

evaluated becomes much greater (M@hlies & Koller, 2012: 181).

The application of CDAentresonthe argument that the fraud triangle represents a
frameworkdeterminingthe causes of frau be rooted in individual behaviour (Cootr

al., 2013: 440; Morales et al., 2014: L.7Analytically, this discourse confinsthatthe



consciousness of wrongdoing is an objective phenomenon and that there is a universal
consensus on what constitufesud Cooper et al., 2013: 44@articularattention is given
to the discourse iwhich ‘fraud is conceptuabedin the audit and accounting literature,
especiallymis-statements resulting from fraudulent financial reportirgg {rauds involving
the manipulation of records and acct®imnd misstatements resulting from
misappropriation of assetsd(. frauds involving theft, misappropriation or embezzlement)
(Matthews, 2005: 520yvith the antecederitprevention effortaccompanyingthis definition
(Donegan & Ganon, 2008; Cooper et al., 2013; Morales et al., 2014; Power, 244
objective here i$0 address this limited perspective and disentangle the dominant discourse
promoted bythe ACFEto show that frauts a multifaceted phenomendhe contextual
factorsof whichmay not ft into a particular framework. As such, a claim can be made to the
effect thathe fraud triangle should not be seen as a sufficiently reliable model foaadtifr
professionals tdetect, investigate and deter fraud
1.2. Contribution®f the Paper

Thepapercontributes to the literatuseon-going concern over the use of the fraud
triangleto detect fraudn threeways(seeDormineyet al.,2012; Cooper et al., 201Bree &
Murphy, 2013Morales et al., 2014 First, the papegxtends the debate on the fraud triangle
to providea useful practitionés framework foidetecing and prevenng fraud Morales et al.
(2014) adopted Boucaultiarframingto show how a vision of fraud has been constructed
around the fraud triangle, which was develdm theaftermath of the creation of the fraud
examination disciplineThe present paper adds to this stream of research by anchoring the
analysis withinthe CDA’stheoretical framework.

Second it draws attention to the pronouncement and actions of two professional
bodies dedicated to fight fraud: the ACFE and AICPA. These two professional oglies

dedicated and actively working to reduce the problem of fraudhérisepartly for them that



an analysis of the fraud triangkecarried outere Thisanalysiss accomplishetby directly
responding to a number of burgeoning scholarly concertiseooverlyambitious claim that
the fraud triangle caact as a foundation for fraud detection and prevention and thate is t
only valid model for dealing with fraud (Donegan & Gagon, 2008; Cooper et al., 2013;
Power, 2013; Morales et al., 2014). As Morales et al. (2014) illustratedi;abhe triangle is
often applied within an apolitical, fraud prevention frame seitblas must continue to ask
guestions about itelevance and extent of influence oases wherit may not be applicable
(Donegan & Gagon, 2008

Lastly, as more and more high profile accounting freargsrumpeted throughout the
popular press, there hasen an increaddocus on fraudelated researciihese include
cases ofraud and money-launderinlylitchell, Sikka& Willmott, 1998;Lehman&
Okcabol, 200} the role of accountants in the fight against fraud and corrugEoer€tt,
Neu, & Rahaman, 2007; Sikka, 201(¢eu et al. 2013),the role of accountancy firms in tax
avoidance schemes (Sikkakkampton, 2005; Sikka, 201Qkhe rationaliation techniques
used to justify fraudMiurphy & Dacin, 2011), thefactors that influence accountants to
commit fraud(Dellaportas, 2013), the role of professional accounting associations in
reintegrating former members convicted of fraud (Dellaportas, 2014), anddirals
decision to co-offend in fraudFr(ee &Murphy, 2013. The presenpaper thus contributes to
this existing stream of research by offerangritical evaluation of the fraud triangle show
thatthemultifaceted and interrelated complexityfefud makes it difficult to come up with a
unidirectianal causal theorthat can explain all occurrersef fraud In a realistic fashion
that reflects the concerhgghlighted in recentesearci{Donegon & Gagon, 2008; Cooper et
al., 2013: Morales et al., 2014), the papetendghe literatureon the fraudriangleby
suggesting thatonsideration of macro social and econodimnersionsareworthy of

scholarlyattention.


http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0361368206000638%23bib97
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0361368206000638%23bib97

The rest of the pap@roceeds through fiveectionsln the first sectionl survey the
existing literature on ththree legs of the &ud triangle, followed by brief review of the
evolution ofits variantsThis is followed by aeview of CDA anda briefdiscussion omhe
methodologythatprovidesa rationale for the use of the case staggroach t@xplore
various accounting phenoneern the third sectionl, review thelatest work on accounting
fraud, particularlythe institutional and wider societal context within which it exiSextion
four providesa briefoverview of CDA and why it is a useful theoretical framewfork
discussinghe fraud triangle; ére, @rticular attentions given to the importance of discourse
in deconstructing and exposing a raenof key limitations the fraud trianghas Section
five concludes with aiscussion of the implicatiarof the analgis for the future of fraud

research and scholarship.
2. The Literature on the Fraud Triangle

2.1. Pressure to Commit Occupational Fraud

Cressey (1953) hypothesised that individuals commit fraud because sharaile
financial pressurédNonshareable financial pressure is a financial strain experienced by an
individual, which he or she does not intend to share with others. The indigichaddility to
communicate the financial strain serves as a motivation to transgress the tder tosolve
the problem. The literature on the pressure to commit occupational fraud can be broadly
classified intdfinancial pressures and non-financial pressures (AIC & PwC, 2003;
Fitzsimons, 2009; Albrecht et al., 2012). Nimmancial pressures can be further categorized
as (1) wok-related pressure (Hollinger & Clark983; Baucus, 1994; Holton, 200®eterson
& Gibson, 2003Bartlettet al, 2004); (2) pressure associated with gambling and drug
addiction Gakurai& Smith, 2003; Howe & Malgwi, 2006; Kelly & Hartley, 2010); and (3)
pressure associated with individuals who want to make a statbgn@rng luxurious

lifestyles (Rezaee, 200B¢llaportas, 2013; Nelverett & Rahamar013).
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Monetary succes#,we understand this as timapressiveacquisitionof millions
through personal accomplishment, is responsible for generating strong préssuieed in
a narrowly defined way and to pursue such success by ‘any means necashatyig fraud
(Choo & Tan, 2007: 209A financial strain, such as a distressed business or failed market
investment(s) is the catalyst that drives many offenders to commit foelidffortas, 2013:
30). In an organgional context, financial pressures stem from the company’s failure to meet
Wall Street’s expectations (Sikka & Hampton, 2005; Dorn, 2010; Sikka, 2010a; Power,
2013) In other cases, financial pressure arises from the company’s inabdibynpete with
other companies in similar industriedifrecht, Albrecht, & Albrecht, 2004; Sikka &
Hampton, 2005). Within these purviews, monetary incentives in the form of compensation
bonuses are given to executives to improve the company’s financial peréer(Brnna &
McGrath, 2007). Financial incentives, coupled with the company’s interest in irs/estor
relations (i.e. to keep stock price high and maintain investors’ confidence), sestdeal
incentives for executives to manipulate financial statements (Mardjono, 2005).

Work-related norfinancial pressures that motivate fraud include workers’
dissatisfaction and perceived inequities in thekplace Hollinger & Clark 1983AIC &
PwC, 2003). Hollinger and Clark (1983) chronicledrk-related pressures associated with
fraud, noing that employees’ dissatisfaction is one of the main indicators in predicting
fraudulent behaviour in an orgaat®n. In other studies, employees turn to fraud because of
perceived inequities in the wopldace Bartlett et al, 2004). Unfair treatment related to
promotion, remuneration aradlack of appreciation were all cited as reasons for workers to
commit fraud Pp. 60-65). These workers have little respect for the organisation they work
for and usually see fraud as an act of revenge against their employeragBE204).

Vices such as gambling and drugs represent another category of pressures that

motivate fraid (Dellaportas, 2013: 30). Easy access to online gambling including poker and



gaming machines, casinos and ledgtgle games has contributed to a substantial growth in the
gambling industrySakurai& Smith, 2003; Howe & Malgwi, 200&elly & Hartley, 20L0).
These mcreased opportunities serve as motivation for fraudsters to steal money and other
assets in order to satisfy their chronic dependence on gambling (ACFE, 20E2)t KRadies
have shown that the vast majority of offenders, whose primary motivation for fraud is
gambling, usually plough back their proceeds on gambling itself (Hing, Za0®yai&
Smith, 2003).

The offenders’ desire for material possessions creates présstivemto live like
their more affluent counterparts (Dellaportas, 2013; [#eerett & Rahamar£013). The
type of pressure experienced by offenders in this category varies byntheidual
circumstancedfuffield & Grabosky, 2001; Peterson & Gibson, 2003; Morales et al., 2014).
Many of these offenders havedocentric motivations and a desire to possess more than one
can afford, colloquially referred to as ‘keeping up with the Jones™ (Dellapo2013: 31).
Egocentric motivatins serve aanincentive to the fraudster and are said to be “any pressures
to fraudulently enhance personal prestige” (Rezaee, 2005: 283). This type of motive is
usually “seen in those people with very aggressive behaviour and desire to achieve high
functional authority in the corporation” (p. 283). Offenders in this category aenedir
ambitious and are obsessed with power and control; personality traits thaherakedre
likely to engage in risky behaviour that could lead to frddellaportas, 813: 31).
2.2. Opportunity to Commit Occupational Fraud

The opportunity to commit fraud is the next component of Cressey’s (1953) fraud
triangle A perceived opportunity to commit a fraudulent act arises when someone in a
position of trust violates that trust to address a stwarable financial pressure (Cressey,
1953: 30). In the accounting literature, opportunity has been examined within the context of

weak internal controls whiglaccording to KPMG (KPMG, 2006, 2008, 201i8)a major
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factor attributake to fraud (Albrecht & Albrecht, 2004; Alleyne & Howard, 2005; Rae &
Subramaniam, 2008; Fleak, Harrison, & Turner, 2010; Kelly & Hartley, 2010; Strand
Norman, Rose & Rose, 2010: Dellaportas, 2013). Such an opporusig when the
individual has the technical skills and knowledge of “assets, people, information, and
computer systems that enables him or her not only to commit the fraud but to conceal it”
(Coenen, 2008; 12). Indeed, the opportunity to engage in fraud increases as the firm’s control
strucure weakens, its corporate governance becomes less effective, and the qitality of
audit functions deteriorates (Rezaee, 2005; Free, Macintosh & Stein, 200 EVdeett &
Rahaman, 2013 ower, 2013).

Others look to the criminology literature for explanation of the opportunity to commi
fraud (Colvin, Cullen & Ven, 2002; Donegan & Dagon, 2008; Benson & Simpson, 2009).
Colvin et al. (2002) argued that coercion and social support are necessary conditions for
criminal behaviour. Individuals, who are denied access to social supporefjtimate
sources, may seek social support from illegitimate sources (p. 25). In tne@b$social
support, individuals who learn “to manipulate others in efforts to gain social support and in
the process develop anantediately intense, calculative social bond, will be more likely to
approach a criminal opportunity with a calculating spirit” (p. 31). Donegan and Danon (2008)
build upon the work of Colvin et al. (2002) and examine opportunity from the perspective of
sub-cultural deviance. Donegan and Danon (2008) argued that the opportunity to commit
fraud comes from a sub-culture, which through its practices either sendsageéo support
or inhibit fraudulent conduct.
2.3. The Rationalisation of Occupational Fraud

Rationalsation is the lack of feelings and indifference expressed by offenders to
justify any guilt arising from their miscondud@¢llaportas, 2013: 32). Itis a mechanism by

which
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an employee determines that the fraudulent behaviour is “okay” in her arihés For
those with deficient moral codes, the process of rationalization is easy. For ttiose w
higher moral standards, it may not be quite so easy; they may have to convince
tlhze)mselves that a fraud is okay by creating “excuses” in theidsnf@oenen, 2008:
The social psychology and criminology literature both provide a great dedpahhe
understandingationalisation The criminologistsSykes and Matza (1970), in their work on
neutraligtion theory, arguethat criminals normallyse‘the techniques of neutradion to
rationali® their actsNeutralisationtechniques are often employed to shield the individual
from his or her own internal values surrounding the existence of guilt (Sykesza Ma&X70:
669). The psychological pcess okanitisng one's conscience was expanded upon more
recently by Murphy and Dacin (2011). Building on the work of Bandura (1999) (theory of
moral disengagement) and Festinger (1957) (cognitive dissonance theonyhyhuad
Dacin (2011) found three psychological pathways to frastiegkwithin
attitude/rationaliation: (1) lack of awareness, (2xuition coupled with rationalisation, and
(3) reasoning the perceived benefits outweigh the co$tse authors used their framework
to explain how fraud becomes normalised within an orgéinis and is consistent with the
works of Ashforth and Anand (2003), Lehman and Okcabol (2005), den Nieuwenboer and
Kaptein (2008), Rae and Subramaniam (2008), and Ball (2009) oexexutivesationalise
their crimind acts because they see it as a necessary part of their job.

Rationalsation also involves the fraudster reconciling his/her actions with commonly
accepted principles of decency and trust. Setfsing and “morally acceptable rationalization
is necessarpefore the crime takes place” (Dorminey et al., 2010: 19). Perhaps this is because
a fraudster who “does not view him/herself as a criminal, he/she must justifgrh
misdeeds to him/herself before he/she ever commits them” (p. 19). Brytahd2@1)

provide examples of common rationalidn employed by fraudsters to justify their illegal

behaviour: “everyone is doing it; it's only fair; I've (they’ve) no choices jtist a loan; no
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one is hurt; I've (they’'ve) earned it; they deserve it; it's nati@e; they don’t mind; it’s for

a good cause” (p. 57). Similarly, for corporate executives, the ratiatiatigso commit fraud
may include thoughts such as: “we need to keep the stock price high,” “all companies use
aggressive accounting practices,”istfor the good of the company,” or “the problem is
temporary and will be offset by future positive resul&sibfecht et al., 2004: 118T.hese
cognitive defence mechanisms are developed to justify and perhaps even valorise
occupational fraud. Togetheheyallow the perpetrator to view illegal behaviour as
acceptable and consistent with his or her personal code of ethics (Ashforth & Anand, 2003;
Albrecht, 2003; Dedoulis, 2006; Cohetal.,2010; Neu, Everett, & Rahaman, 2013;

Morales et al., 2014).

The presentliscussion on the elements of the fraud triangle is structured around
research that assume fraud is committed by dishonest individuals lacking eratat is the
duty of the organisation to establish credible layers of controls to prevergiim@oyees
from committing fraud or at leagt detect fraud in a timely manner (see Morales et al., 2013:
184).0thervariantsused different articulations tocrease thexplanatory potential of the
fraud triangleas a modern fraud diagnostic tool (see Albrecht, Howe & Romney, 1984;
Rezaee, 2002, 2005; Wolfe & Hermanson, 2004; Choo & Tan, 2007; Ramamoorti, Morrison
& Koletar, 2009; Krancher, Riley & Wells, 20L®Rlbrecht et al. (1984) introducete Fraud
Scale Model, which suggests that the likelihood of fraud occurring can be assessed b
examining the relative forces of pressure, opportunity and personal int&g#isee (2002
provided an alternativieeferred to as the3-C” model and consists of three components
necessary to commit corporate frad@onditions”, “Corporate structure”, andChoice”.

Wolfe and Hermanson (2004) proposed a fourth dimension, “capability”, to the fraudetriang

and in so doing, transformediritto a “Fraud Diamond”.
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Othersprefer to combine thizaudtriangle withpsychdogy, sociology and
criminology theories. Choo and Tan (2007) explain corporate fraud by relating the fraud
triangleto Messner and Rosenfeld’s (1994) worktloe AmericarDream Theory (“ADT”)
of crime. Ramamoorti et al. (2009) introduced thadB\ pple, Bad Bushel, or&i Crop
Syndromethe soecalled ABCs of fraudto understand the incidence of fraumm an
individual, group, and macroriented contextugderspective. Imddition,Krancher et as$.,
(2010 M-I-C-E (Money,ldeology,Coercion, andego/Entitlementimodel modies the
pressure side of the fraud triangts providing an expanded set of motivations beyond a
nonshareable financial pressure to commit fraud.

These varianteachattempted to respond to the perceiliedtations of the fraud
triangle by including the sociological, psychological and situatidaetiors that affect
behaviour. The influence tiiese interrelated complexitibas made it difficult for
researchers to come up with a unidirectional causal theory of crime (Colemanivieggjl
et al., 1998)As a result of the lack ofomsensus in the literaturegardingthe causes of
fraud, there is no reason to believe that the fraud triaorgay existing model can explain
the majority of corporate frauds (Coleman, 1985; Colvin et al., 2002; Donegan & Ganon,
2008; Benson & Simpson, 2009; Berger, 2011). The eclectic nature of fraud does not lend
itself to such an explanation. Consequently, if we are to accept that there is no unified
conceptual framework to explain the causes ofdy#ue fraud triangle as adopted by the
ACFE, AICPA and the auditing profession cannot be seen as the only valid model to explain
everyoccurrence of fraudlhese different articulations create a space for a critical analysis of
a mediagd discourse on tHeaud triangle(Cooper et al., 2013; Power, 2013). Before turning
to the analysis of the main theoreti@nd conceptual tools that hdween used by the ACFE

to explain and understand thecesseand reproduction of the branch of knowledge tias
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come to represetihe fraud trianglel will first look at the theoretical approach that has been

used to anchor this paper: CDA and the use of discourse.
3. Critical Discourse Analysisas aTheoretical Framework

Fairclough's 1992, 1995a, 2003, 2010) pastucturalist critical discourse analyss
a theoretical approach thfaicuses on the ways in which knowledge, subjects and power
relations are produced, reproduced and transformed within discaerss (& Palmer,2010:
1195). In particularCDA “ses out to capture the dynamic relationships between discourse
and society, between the migpolitics of everyday texts and the magaolitical landscape
of ideological forces and power relations" (Luke: 2002: 1D@hguags, whether writteror
spokenarethe “key raw materials out of which specific discourses, understood as bounded
ways of representing the world, get shaped” (Fairclough, 200 4. is particularly
critical on how knowledges maintained and legitirsed through discourse (van Dijk, 1993,
Fairclough & Wodak, 1997; Waller, 2006; Tupper, 2008; Chouliaraki & Fairclough; 2010).
Discourse not only has pragmatic functions of persuasion and credibility enhancement but
also sociepolitical functions of legitimsation and control (Maneri & ter Wal, 2005). As
Fairclough puts it, discourse is a means of "not just representing the wordd siogrifying
the world, constituting and constructing the world in meaning" (1992: 64). Within this
definition, the primary institutions of societgducationgovernment and economy as
interrelated systemsare largely immersed in the dissemination of discourses (Waller, 2006;
Tupper, 2008; Chouliaraki & Fairclough; 2010: 1214).
3.1. Fairclough’s Framework for Analysing Discursive Events

Fairclough’s (1992) framework is a text oriented form of discourse that hnés t
analyticalforces when interpreting a communicative event: text, discourse practiceceald so
practice.As can be seen in Figure lledirdough’s (1995b) CDA frameworkextrepresents

written/spoken language such aseavs reporspeech discourse practiceepresentshe
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process of producing, interpreting, and consuming the news /sgp@thandsociocultural
practicerepresentghe “social and cultural structures which give rise to the communicative
event of reportage” (Fairclough, 1995b: &vphasis addédThe combined effect of these
dimensions results in the dissemination of ideology and power, which is then comverted
social practice.
3.1.1.Text Micro-Level Analysis

Accordingto Fairclough (1995h}heanalysis of text is a significant part of social
scientific analysis and involveslinguistic deconstruction of vocabulary, grammar and
semantics above the sentence I€peb7). Linguistic analysiss informative for
understandinghie structural implications the construction of language and thienolevel
propertiesof text (Fairclough, 1995af-airclough noted that anguisticdiscursive analysis
of texts is concerned with critical awareness @fhat is present and alvgen texts which
could includ€e‘representations, categories of participamil constructions of participant
identity or participant relations" (Fairclough, 1995b; &8e alsd-airclough et al., 2004;

Fairclough, 201p
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Figure 1: Fairclough’s Dimensions of Critical Discourse Analysis (Fairclough,
1995a: 59).

3.1.2. Discourséractice Linking the sociocultural and textual

Discourse practice is the mediating dimension that lieksto the broader social
context of its production (Fairclough, 1995b: &@). The analysis of discourse practice
involves “various aspects of the process of text production and text consumption” (p. 58).
Fairclough went on to argue that discourse practice has two dimensaiitational
proceses anddiscourse process@sp. 58-59)institutional processasferto “institutional
routines such as editorial procedures involved in producing media text” (pp),58Hedeas
discourserocessesgefer“to the transformation which texts undergo in production and
consumption” (pp. 58-59). When put into context, “discourse practice straddles the division

between society and culture on the one hand, and discourse, language and text on the other"

(p. 60).
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3.1.3. Sociocultural Ractice Macro-Level Analysis

According to Fairclough (1995b), social practice is to be understood in terms of the
contextof the situation (i.e., institution and societdiat gives structure and meaning to
discourse (Fairclough, 2010)he analysis focuses on the wider social pradtcwhich the
discursive content belongsairclough’s analysis of this dimension givetevance to three
facets ofthe sociocultural context of discourse: economic (i.e. economy of the media),
political (i.e. power and ideological dominance), and calt(i.e.hegemonic cultural
practices)Fairclough, 1995b: 62).
3.2. CDA and Fraud

Comparatively littlein-depth research has bessnducted on CDA and fraud
(Machin & Mayr, 2012: 63). Drawing from the work done on fraud preventioostlyin the
accounting and audit literature, this paper takes a small step taadahesig this gap.
Discourse on fraud prevention and pirticular the discursive constructiaf management
fraud (i.e, materialmisstatements resulting from fraudulent financial reportiafigcts both
complementary and contested ideological positions (see Tupper, 2008; Matthews, 2005
Machin & Mayr, 2012).Generally, the termdeology’ may be understood to represent
"complex ways in which meaning is mobilized for the maintenance of relations and
domination” (Thompson, 1990; 8ee alswan Dijk, 1993) while a more attenuated
construction of the concept of ideolodsaws"” our attention to the ways in which meaning is
mobilized in the service of dominant individuals and groups” (Thompson, 199(:H£8).
construction and dissemination of formal fraud discourse is one way in which professional
associationsesponsible for perpetuating ideologies serve their ownrgelfess Miller,
Karunméki, & O’Leary, 2008):

[the] analyss of fraud and wrongdoing involves the shaping of definitions and

constructons of reality and what is seen as immoral, wrong or illegal. It is
closely linked to the global spread of ideology and discourses that define some
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practices as fraudulent, others as immoral, others as tradition, and ystasther
innovative (Cooper et al., 2013:446).

From this perspective, the dominant fraud prevention framework (i.e., the frawglefyian

an ideology that represents the intesedtthe authorities (in this case the ACFE) in
explaining, detecting and preventing fraud (see Donegan & Ganon, 2008; Cooper et al.,
2013; Morales et al., 2014). Accordingly, the spread of fraud prevention discourse
conceptuakedthrough a specific vision gains legitimacy and may work to suppress efforts
and limit options for changélowever, asllustrated ty Morales et al. (2014), much of the
peculiar discourse on what fraud is, what its causes are and who is responsiiér édiing

it canbe disentangkbwith careful attention to the teitat reproduces (e.g., see Tupper,
2008; Miller et al., 2008).

As an example, Morales et £014) adopted Foucaultian writings to frame and
examine the origins of the fraud triangle. Their framing suggestshihativocates of the
fraud triangle, implicitly or otherwise, frame the problem in such a way as wsetpeir
own chosen solution on ‘the problem’. By framing fraud as a problem that can be addressed
through increased surveillance of the individual, the work of accountants and auditors is
made necessary and valugldensequently, it makes sense that the ACFE uses the fraud
triangle because the fraud triangle validates its very existence. The tkeeerinrshort, is
that one's chosen solution(s) actually specify or constitute the very probleme¢a to be
addressed. By using a Foucaultian framing, Morales et al. (2répble to provide some
particularlyinteresting and provocative insightsadingto some unexpected conclusions on
the fraud trianglé.In a similar mannewgiscourse represengsgenre of works used by
professional anti-fraud and audit associations (ACFE, AICPA, and IFAC) to build aobody

knowledge that is representative of the fraud triangle (see Cressey, 1953; Wells, 1997)

21 would like to acknowledgene of the anonymous reviewers fhis point.
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Although the discourse representing the fraud triangle is primarily grounded in
Cressey's (1953) work,ithgenre also drawgoon other acclaimed work in criminologseg
Sutherland, 1937, 1949; Wells, 1997 as cited in Morales et al., 2014) to identdpagge
its componentiscourses arased to represent this dominance, takiregform of overt
support to promote a particular position while occluding other alternativteght
(Fairclough, 1992, 1995a; van Dijk, 1998 is therefore an important tofar analysinghow
the ideology of the fraud triangle is reproduced through institutional (i.eAGRE&) and
professionalbprocesse$o secure power and hegemony over a particular body of knowledge

that the ACFE claired can detect and prevent fraud.
4. Methodology

4.1. The Case Study Approach

Cooper and Morgan (2008) advocate the case study approach to study accounting
phenomena. According to Cooper and Morgan (2008), case studies can enhance research and
help understand complex accounting issues (p. 1%&ed many have used the case study
approach to studgsuegelated to corporate frauti{tchell et al., 1998; Mardjono, 2005;
Choo & Tan, 2007Ponegan &Ganon, 2008; Sikka, 200&8likeman 2009 Mitchell &
Sikka, 2011; Gabbioneta et al., 2013; Neu et al., Ol use of case studies allothigse
researcher® examinereal world accounting pbdems in an intellectually rigorous manner
(e.g.seeDonegan &Ganon, 2008; Neu et al., 2013 case study methodology facilitates
holistic investigation and adds strength to the validity of previous researdii{skell et
al., 1998; Sikka, 2008litchell & Sikka, 201). This epistemological approaatiows for
insights intothe inquiry around a contemporary accounting phenomenon within ifeeal-
context (Yin, 2003: 13).

In this paper, | usethreeillustrative cases teshowwhereand how the fraudiingle

is inadequate. To give perspectiVeised CDA to direct the selection of case& DA
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framingprovidesamore solid foundation for both choosing casesamalysingthem.As it
pertains to the present papeGCRA framing provides a clear justifitan for deciding which
cases are important to the study and what to look for in these Thsagitical analysis of
discourse shows how language is usedéatify problemsn the social order and how those
in authorityshape societal respossi® these problems (Jaworski & Coupland: 1999: 3).
Likewise, thecases are selected in a way to show how the construction of the (dominant)
discourses surrounding the fraud triangle privileges events that align withplheations of
fraud supplied by the ACFE and professional auditing groups, as well as explanatlmns of
persuasive marginafsion of "Other" in terms of the manipulation of detection and
prevention models thaiormalie deviance within organisations (Donegan & Ganon, 2008;
Mitchell & Sikka, 2011; Cooper et al., 2013; Morales et al., 20I4&discourse becomes
itself more marketable anzbnstitutesa sort of commaodity in which its purveyors can market
themselves througskillful use of strategies that nornsaihow the fraud triangkevaluates
fraud Cooper et al., 2013: 444lsosee Jaworski & Coupland, 1999: 5).

Two broad themes within CDA guidiee case selection process. The first of these is
influencedby Fairclough &WVodak’s (1997 work on the micro meaning of discourse. Here,
the cases were selectedtbr basis of how significant thesuesarein terms ofthemicro-
level of interactionused to promotthe fraudtriangle The useof languageand
communicatiorareof paramouhimportance in the micrtevel discourse (Jaworski &
Coupland, 1999 The second approach draws on van Bifd993)macraelevel methodology
and focusd onthe broad rhetorical strategiasd @ntral themes useo promotehe fraud
triangle Power, dominancandthe push for control by the ACFE of the ainéiud market
belongs to the macrevel of analysisEventually,a CDA has to theoretically bridge the gap
between these two approaches to form a unified whole. For instance, a speech about fraud

prevention at one of the ACFE’s regional conferences is a discatuitse micrelevel of
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interaction but at the same timenay be published as a constituent pathefACFE’s
examination toolkit and reproduce on a more méevel (see Morales et al2014: 172.

In employing these approaches, the cases were skteatensider ways in which
certain discourses of normality constitute a specific vision of fraud and how thiéselga
discourses fail to capture other elements of behaviour as fraudulent and Tilegedsueat
the hearof the case studies selec&dongly reflect the growing tensions between how the
ACFE and professional auditing groupsme the events related to fraud and how the broader
anti-fraud community interpret these events (Beeminey et al., 2010; Mitchell & Sikka,
2011; Cooper et al., 2013; Morales et al., 20T#ese were cases where the frauds were
complex and did not involve nashareable financial pressytheywerethe products of
collusion; and the fraudsters did not need to ratioadfisir actionsEach casshows how
theconstruction of a particular discursive event can work to misrepresent what tcobees
known as fraudThe selected cases ar&action of their relevanci that if the fraud
triangle does not represent every occurreptéraud, then it is essentia examine and
evaluate its applicatioand consequencessentially fronthe cases point of view.

By reading variousews outletsand theSecurities and Exchan@ommission’s
(“SEC) Accounting and Auditing Enforcement Releases, | was able to collatthssiof
cases for which there was sufficient informatiorcarry out a critical analysis of the
discourses used to promote the fraud triangle. Secondary evidence from newspaper r
wasalso used in the research. The cases involved both individuals working for the corporate
entity and the corporate entity themselves. Thse selectioapproach will allow for an
evaluation of the fraud triangle’s concepts from both a solo-offending (individualized) and
co-offending (collective) perspective in fraud (also see Free & Murphy, 20@3j)rdvide a
diversity of perspectives and industries, | used cases from a huge multingdtarnal

corporation (Walmart)a global financial service firmLéhman Brothefs and a professional
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service company (KPMG). The cases represent a general trend and in the edsaaf,L
precipitated the GFC and triggered a public debate on fraud among global banks.B the U
and elsewhere. The detailed examination of these cases represents a class @&nzhandm
provides reliablenformation that is symptomatic ofrauchbroader problem (see Flyvbjerg,
2004). The objective was to select cases that (dillprovide the greatest insights into areas
where the fraud triangle seems inadequanel(2) give the greatest possible amooht
informationthat will allow for ananalysis of the legs of the fraud triangle.

All of these cases are relatively familiar having received significant media coverage
since 2002. Bch case contains a brief discussion of the material facts surroungliingud,
and then presents information to highlight the inadequacy of the fraud triangle. While none of
the cases are perfestamplesthey provide enough evidenceaitow for a CDAthat
challengeghe theoretical underpinningadpractical relevance difie fraud triangle The
cases are dealt with as single units (a relatively bounded accounting phengméeoahe
aim is to elucidate features of a largmore profound set of similar phenomenon Hrat
reflectiveof corporate frauds (Gerring, 2004: 341).
4.1.1. Casd: Thomas Coughlin, Walmart Executive

In 1978, Thomas Coughlia, graduate from the California State University (East
Bay), began his career in the securities division and eventually became ViceeRresid
Loss Prevention at WalnmaOver the yea, Coughlin worked his way up to becoming the
Vice-Chairman, arguably one of the most powerful positions in the organisation. From 1998
to 1999 he served as the Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Offi¢ainuert
Stores DivisionIn 2001, he became a director of ChoicePoint Indgta aggregation
company listed on the New York Stock Exchange (NY&tffl also a member of Walmart’'s
Board. From 2002 to 2003, Coughsarved as Executiwéice President and President and

Chief Executve Officer of WatMart Stores Division. In 2003, he became Executive Vice
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President and Vice Chairman of \AMhrt Stores, Inc. (USA). On December 6, 2004,
Coughlin announced that he wouktire from Walmarts Board in January 2005 after 25
years with theCompany. In March 2005, Walmart announced that Coughlimdsaghedhis
seat from Walmart'8oardbecaus®f an internal investigatioimto allegationsof fraud and
deceit.According to aWall Street Journal'srticle, Coughlin

periodically had subordit@s create fake invoices to get Walmart to pay for his

personal expenses. The questionable activity appears to involve dozens of transactions

over more than five years, including hunting vacations, a $1,359 pair of alligator boots

custom-made for Mr. Coughlin and a $2,590 dog pen for Mr. Coughlin’s Arkansas

home (Bandler & Zimmerman, 2005: para. 4).
The articlegoeson to note that the total estimate of the fraudulent transactions were between
$100,000 and $500,000 over three to five years (parl @)ly of 2005, Walmart turned the
matter over to the United States Department of Justice. When the chargefaxstdur
April of 2005, Coughlin claimed that, “the money was spent on anti-union activities such as
paying people to identify stores where union leaders planned to recruit, accordimgitoea s
familiar with the matter” (Barbaro, 2005: para.lh)Januaryof 2006, Coughlin pleaded
guilty to five counts of wire fraud and one counfibihg false tax returns— all felonies
committed while servig on Walmart Board. Coughlin avoided prison time but was sentenced
to 27 months of home detention and five years probation; he was also ordered to pay $50,000
fines and about $411,000 in restitution to Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. (Voris & Boulden, 2006:
para. 2).
4.1.2. Case 2: Scott London, KPMG Partner

Scott Londonage 50, of Agoura Hills, California, is a certified public accountant

(“CPA”) who was licensed to practice in the states of California and Nevada. London was
employed akPMG from 1984 until his resignation in 201t the time of the offence, he

was the Partnan-Chargeof Southern California’s regional audit practered served clients

in California, Arizona and Nevada. London was also the Lead Audit Engagement Bartne
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the Herbalife, Ltd. (Merbalife”) and Skechers USA, Inc. (“Skechers”) engagemButsng
his 2009 to 2011 audit engagement period, London served as the Account Executive for
footwear designer Deckers Outdoor Corp (“Deckers”).

Due to his position at KPMG, London had accessaterialnon-public information
aboutmany of the firm’s clientsSecurities and Exchange Commission v. Scott London et al
2013). On at least 18 occasions between October 2010 and February 2013, Scott London, the
former partner of KPMG, was charged witinginal insider tradindor disclosingthe
material norpublic informationof five audit clientdo a friend, Bryan Shaw, who traded in
the companies’ securities prior to their corporate announcements. It is edttivatt Shaw
used the information to malgd.27 million in illegal trading profits (Pfeifer, Hamilton &
Chang, 2013Securities and Exchange Commission v. Scott London2@E8).The clients
affected by London’s auditor independence rule violatweie Herballife, Skecher,

Deckers, RSC Holdugs, Inc., and Pacific Capital Bancotmndon’s friend in turnewarded

him with $50,000 in cash and $70,000 in kickbacks for the information (Wells, 2013: para.
6). London pleaded guilty to insider trading and faces up to 20 years in fedeyal pris

April of 2014, London was sentenced to 14 months in prison and ordered to pay a $100,000
fine.

4.1.3. Case 3: Lehman Brothers

Lehman Brothers (“Lehman”) was founded in 1850 by German immigrants Henry
Lehman and his brothers, Emanuel and May#rile Lehmarprospered over the intervening
decades, it had to endure many challenges: the Great Biepesf the 1930s, two World
Wars, andhe Russian debt default of 1998nongt others. However, despite Lehman’s
ability to withstand these challenges, the subprime mortgage crisis brbagirde largest

investment bank hurling headlong to the ground.
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Lehmanis troubles stari@ with its decision to enter the real estate busimess
2003during the U.S. housing bubble. At first, this decision under their Chief tiseecu
Officer (*CEO “) Richard Fuld seemesredible.Record growth from Lehman'’s real estate
business enabled revenues in the capital markets unit to surge to 56% between 2004 and
2006. In 2006, the Compamsgcuriti®d $156 billion of mortgages, which repezgeda 10%
increase from 2005. For the full 2007 fiscal year, Lehman reported a recordame¢ iat
$4.2 billion on revenues of $19.3 billion (from $17.6 billion for the 2006 fiscal year).

In 2007, cracks began to surface in the U.S. housing marketamititreasing
numberof defaults. Lehman started to suffer losses and resorted to illegal techioigquoask
its loss. To hide its unhealthy financial position, Lehmesoredto a window dressing
technique calledRepurchasé greement (Rep&05) (effess, 2011) Repohas historically
been used to allow companies to manage their skont-cash, but “in Lehman’s case, these
transactions took on an unusual spin that were designed to make Lehman’s baldnce shee
appear to look healthier than they actually were” (p. 46). Repo 105 allowed Lehman to used
arcane accounting techniques to sell toxic assets to banks in Cayman Istaride w
understanding that they would eventually be bought B&ftk the help of itsauditors, this
accounting manoeuvre was engiregkto allow Lehman to create an impression that it had
$50 billion more in cash and $50 billion less in toxic assets on its laoakartificially
reduce its net debt lev@lValukas, 2010: 42)It was no surprise therefore that Lehman

declared bankruptcy with $615 billion in debt.
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Table 1-1: Summary of the Cases

How He Got Caught
Penalties

Facts Thomas Coughlin, Walmart Executive

Company Type A retail corporation

Fraud Type Misappropriated funds from Walmart between $100,000 and $500,000
Main Players Thomas Coughlin

How HeDid It Createl fake invoice to get Walmart to pay for his expenses

Investigation by the FBI and U.S. Department of Justice

5 years probation; 27 months home detention; pay $50,000 fine and $411,0
restitution to Walmartrad the Internal Revenue Service

How He Got Caught
Penalties

Facts Scott London, KPMG Partner

Company Type Professional accounting firm

Fraud Type Insider trading

Main Players Scott London

How He Did It Gave confidential information of companies he audited to a friend in eyelian

cash bribes and luxury items

FBI investigation
Sentened to 14 months in Prison; ordered to pay a $100,000 fine

How They Did It

How They Got Caught
Penalties

Facts Lehman Brothers

Company Type Investment firm

Fraud Type Hid $50 billion in toxic asset

Main Players Lehman's executives Richard Fuld, Erin Callan, its accountants, and the

Company’s auditors, EY

Sold toxic asset to banks in Cayman Island to create the impression thaanLe
had $50billion more in cash

Forced ino bankruptcy
No penalties imposed by SEC because of lack of evidence

5. The Role of Discourse irConceptualising “F raud”

Fraud categorised as “whitellar crime”has been the focus of a great deal of

research in criminology and sociolo@Sower, 2013: 526; Coopet al, 2013: 441Lynch,

McGurrin, & Fenwick, 2004: 390-391To understand how the terrindud has been

conceptuaBedin the literature, it is necessary to begin with historical warkhe definition

of white-collar crime.Eversince Sutherland (1949) coined the tewhite-collar crime, the

definitional problem of what constitut&fsaud” hasproven tobe an‘intellectual nightmare”

(Geis & Meier, 1977: 25see alsdBerger, 201} Despite the fact that in inaugurating the

coneptSutherlandventto great lengths to define whitmllar crime both through
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elaboration and examples, debate continues as to the proper definitioteofrtt{€oleman,
1985; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 199Qynch et al., 2004

Central to this debate is the discomfiting picture of crimes committed by people in
certain respectable occupatsofphysicians, lawyers, government bureauatts In
Sutherland's viewwhite-collar crime may be defined approximately as a crime committed
by a person of respedtiidity and high social status in the course of his occupation”
(Sutherland, 1949: 9). Alose look at Sutherland’s definition establishes the individual's
status, occupation, and orgaatisral affiliation ascentral to the definition of whiteollar
crime (Weisburd, Waring & Chayet, 2001: 8). Specifically, Sutherland “assocreddrm
‘white-collar crime with the individual (business managers axécutivey and their
organizationatircumstancés(Croall, 2001: 3; Morales et al., 2014: )7 distinguishing
between macro and micsmciological explanatiaof crime, Berger suggesthat macre
sociological theoriefocus on the broader historical, economic and political factorstfesdt
organisationsvhereasnicro-sociological theories “focus ohé link between individual
actors and their immediate organizational circumstar(@ssger, 2011: 27)Accordingly, if
one is to followBerger’s delineatiorutherland providea micro-sociological explanatioof
white-collar crime (Berger, 2011: 35-3€ece alsdMorales et al., 2014: 174

Sutherland’s (1937, 1945, and 194rks had a significant impact ddressey. In
addition to Cressey’s (1953) landmark work on embezzlement, he was instrumental in
continuing the work of Sutherland (slee examplePrinciples of CriminologySutherland &
Cressey1966. Cressey1953)wasparticularly interesteth occupational fraud arttie
circumstances th#ad occupational offenders to becortrest violators In developingthe
three elements of whidterbecane known aghe fraudtriangle,Cressey (1953) like
Sutherland (1949onsideredraud to be an individual problem (Morales et al., 20TH)s

observation was made by examining embezzleifnatiter than other whiteellar crimes)as
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a crime perpetrated kan individual acting alone for financial gain (Cressey, 1953:180).
this restricted viewCressey (1953)Jefinedwhite-collar crime as an act “perpetrated by an
individual acting alone, motivated by personal gain, and for which he has betrayeétiba pos
of trust that he had initially accepted in good faith” (Morales et al., 2014: 175).timgout
forward his definition, iis evidentthat Cresse€g (1953) focus was “on phenomena located
within the individual — perceptions, opinions and justifications that one gives to ongself”
176).The implicationtherefore ighat Cressey (1953aw the causasf crimeas being
rooted within the individual's psychologgitherthanthe social environmerind as such,
provided an individualistic explanation (Berger, 2011: 27 & 30; Morales et al., 2014: 171
Until recently,Sutherland’s (1949) micro-sociological approach and Cressey’s (1953)
individualistic explanationen the etiology of frautiaveoccupied a prominent place in the
accounting and audit literature (Albrecht, Howe, & Romney, 1984; Albeddit,2004;
Lehman and Okcabol, 2005; Rezaee, 2007; O’'Connell, 2007; Ramamoorti, Morrison &
Koletar, 2009; Coheat al, 2010; Jones, 2010; Razaee & Riley, 2010; Sikka,&£010
2010h Cooper et al., 2013; Dellaportas, 2013; Free & Murphy, 20183%.explanatory
attempthas gained ascendency an@duslt onaconstructiorthatsees fraud as being rooted in
the individual’s frail morality; iinvariably takes the character of the apparently deviant
individual(s) into question Koraleset al.,2014: 177; Power, 2013: 526). Fraudesntredon
“individual acts of moral deviance” (Morales al.,2014: 177) and is associated with a
neurotic personality (Dorminey et al., 2010), a Machiavebititude(Murphy, 2012), and an
industrial psychopath deceit for financial gainRamamoorti, 2008; Brazel, Jones, &
Zimbelman, 2009; Murphy & Dacin, 2011; Albrecht et al., 2012; Brody, Melendy & Perri,
2012).Psychological traitsuch as dishonestgreedand seHinterestare seen as theain

motivatiors for fraud. This dominant perspective of fraud considers it to be an abnormal
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phenomenon, perpetuated by rational actors who make dedisatasenot influencedoy

their situational context (Palmer, 2012).

5.'1. PowelEnhancement and Discourse Production in Identifying and Addressing Fraud
sk Following onfrom a discursive practice that contextgasi‘fraud as being rooted in
theindividual psychology of the fraudstetrjs not surprising that theiscourse on

survellance techniques has enableaud prevention to baewedin more specific ways
(Cooper et al., 2013: 458¢ee alsAICPA, 2002; Wolfe & Hermanson, 2000-FAC, 2006

Power, 2013; Williams, 20)}3The need to establish a miesociological perspective on
fraudhas steeregdrevention efforts towards orgaat®nal surveillancef individual ethics
(Wells, 1997: 3-6; Albrecht & Albrecht, 2004: 5; Dellaportas, 2013: 31-32; Free & Murphy,
2013: 6; Power, 2013: 526; Morales et al., 2014: 15-16)hasfibcused fraud prevention
efforts“on how to impact potential fraudsters’ decisions not to commit fré@doper et al.,
2013: 443). This method of preventing and detecting fhesdcreatda new category of risk
known as fraud risk, which is designed to aid auditors in identifying and acting on sifjnals
potential fraud (Strand Norman et al., 2010; Power, 2013). Within this discoursesistaisd
seen as ontologically different from ‘frauaisfraud itself is considered to be a disruptive
event (Power, 2013). Fraud risk is conceptualised in terms of giving "prominence to the
power of ideas and specific conceptions of individuals, organizations and society" (Eboper
al., 2013: 450)Rather than being a matter of common sense and functional necessity, the rise
of fraud risk management as a functional response to the incidence of feswiolésnatic of

a distinct liberal project dindividualization and responsibilization” in corporate governance
discourse (Power, 2013: 526). ‘Fraud risk’ gives prominence to individuals and organisations
and “is positioned as an object in a wider system of rules for talking about, @actargl

governing organizations in the name of risk” (p. 526).
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In other contexts, it is théiscourses and practices of regulatory activities that enable
fraudrisk and prevention techniques to be understood in specific ways (Cooper et al., 2013;
see alsWilliams, 2013). In his account on securities regulation in Canadikams (2013)
depicted ‘regulatory technology’ in terrog“active agentproactively scanning available
market data for signs of trouble and then feeding the results to their human cotsiterpar
(Williams, 2013: 545). Ultimately, for Williams (2013), the key question is “how teclgyolo
shapes the field, scope, and logics of regulatory engagement producing pddrouaof
disorder to the exclusion of otheadl, the while constituting ‘finance’ and ‘the market’ itself
in the process” (p. 545yVilliams made references to enforcement gaps and regulatory
omissions whereby thgse of certain technologieseates a specific vision of fraud and,
inversely, fails tadentify other potentially fraudulent problems that are outside their gauge
(Williams, 2013: 55355). Existing technology defines events that are ledels ‘fraud’ ad
‘fraud risk’ because their effectiveness is dependent "on machine readabigation and
have difficulty identifying complex and innovative accounting and financialmstate
frauds" (Cooper et al., 2013: 451). These frauds rarely come to light bebaysare
subsumed under "the smooth surface of algorithms and technological outputs... framed in
terms of the sound principles of technocratic inquiry and disinterested debhérati
(Williams, 2013:555).

To the extent that regulators are using ‘regujatechnology’ to detect potential
misconduct, they play a critical role in shaping acts that have come to be seemastl by
extension the boundaries of enforcement (see Preda, 2009). Of toensajor actors (in
this case marketgent$ are no doubt aware of the limits of these ‘regulatory technologies’
andhaveadjusedtheir practices accordingliNeu et al., 2013; Braithwaite, 2013hese
practices have become part of the rules of the dartiee extent that théealter market

activities and potentially exacerbating existing financial risks” (Williams, 28383).The
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reality therefores that, as with most forsnof corporate policing, fraud detection and
prevention are constituted between a vast and decidedly amorphous ‘dark figuneeof cri
and a series of rather limited detection devices, interpretive capabilities ayidgar
capacities (Williams, 2012: 112). Routine fraud perpetrated by inddemsnesormaliged
and egregious behaviour by outsiders is the focus of prosecution (Cooper et al., 2013: 451).
The failure of regulatory technologies to detect fraud risk outside of theilsgggests
legitimate and orderly financial markets (Preda, 2088ppting this subterranean cluster of
narratives and discourses around fraud prevention “ignores the wider economic and
institutional context and issues of power, thereby ignoring macro social amoineic
dimensions (such as poverty) and occludes other models and understandings of fraud”
(Cooper et al., 2013: 444).
5.2. Unpackinghe Institutional and Societal Context of Fraud

Accounting and auditing research privileges the psychological explanation and
downplays thesociopolitical explanation®f fraud and fraud risks (Morales et al., 2014
176). In so doing, thmstitutional andsocial force nurturing fraud escape scrutiny and,
consequently, exonerate the social systEme. approach taken here is to widen the horizons
of the research artd draw on diverse disciplines that have addressed the social-
psychological, structural variables and mwalevel features of frautdoth in organisations and
in society (see Lynch et al., 2004; Cooper et al., 2013). This interdisciplinary review
highlights a significant body of work on whit®llar crime and recogses that fraud can take
shape through individual, collective or systemic forms (Cooper et al., 2l efforthas
raised different questions and provides new understanding of the term ‘fraud’ (see
Sutherland, 1949; Croall, 200Choo & Tan, 2007; Donegan & Ganon, 2008; Gabbioneta
et al., 2013Neu et al.2013; Williams, 2013see alsMurphy & Dacin, 2011; Murphy 2012;

Dellaportas, 2014 Fraudhas beemxamined in different substantive areas taking into
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consideration the various practices and situational contexts in which it occurs (Qfaog &
2007; Donegan & Ganon, 2008; Palmer, 2012; Cooper et al., 2013; Gabbioneta et al., 2013;
Neu et al., 2013). These different nuances and associations have contextuaitsad &a
common occurrence perpetrated by rational actors whose behaviourspae Ish#heir
social and environmental contexts (Palmer, 2012; Powers, 2013; Morales et al.ijf20&4)
occurrence of fraud is treated as a phenomenon that is socially construaedmtb
apparent that situational and orgatisnal factors must beapt of the discourse (see
Gabbioneta et al., 2013).
5.2.1. The Institutional Processes and Practices that Influence Fraud

Recent research has described the way in which institupiooedsseand practices
influencefraud (Sikka, 2010a, 2010Babbimeta et al 2013; Neu et al., 201Bavis &
Pesch2013. Gabbioneta et ahave emphased “howinstitutional arrangementsan be
unwitting accomplices to corporate illegality, initially by encouraging its eeoge (through
the mechanism of instituti@hendorsement), and then by providing opportunities for its
concealment (through regulatory loopholes, and the mechanism of institutionati@syri
(Gabbioneta et al., 2013: 16 emphasis addéele Gabbioneta et a(2013) highlighthe
limitations d the fraud triangle model (Cooper et al., 20I3)gansations have rules that
senior officers are expected to follow to achieve ogdimnal goalshowever although rules
are prescribed, evidence abostitat pressure from thep encouragesfficers b transgress
these rulesn orderto meet financiatlargets Freeet al.,2007; Everett, Neu & Rahaman,
2007 Cohen et al., 2010; Sikka, 2010b; Free & Murphy, 2013).

Sikka's (2010b) work on tax evasion and avoidas@astructional here-le (2010b)
notes that companidsgitimisetheir social credentials gromising responsibland ethical
conduct; however, orgamsonal culture and practices aretnecessarily aligned with these

publicly espoused claims (p. 153). His work draws attentiagheé@apbetween corporate
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talk, decisions and action culminating in orgadisypocrisyin regard tovhatcorporations
sayand doparticularlyas they need external legitimacy whilst internal practices pursue
profits at almost any cost (165). The systemi@ressure tanaximiseprofits has led
corporations to develop twdistinctcultures:

one promises ethical conduct to external audiences and this is decoupled from

the organisational practices which are geaoeidhproving profits by avoiding

and even evadingxes. In essence, companies have developed elaborate

practices tappropriate returns due to society on its investment of social

capital(p. 165).

The twoultimatelycannot beeconciled andhus implode (e.g. at Enron, WorldCom, etc.),
therebyexposing organised hypocrisy.

DavisandPesch2013) used an agent-based model to explore fraud dynamics in
organisationsTheir paper fits within the rational choice decisioaking modebf fraud and
examineshow bounded actors weigh up itheptions and chae particular fraud related
behaviour (Cooper et al., 2013hey alscstatethat inorganisitions where there areo
formal rulesto combat fraud, the rate of emulation between heterogeneous moral agents
impactsdramatically uporfraudulent activities in therganisation (pp. 480-4&mphasis
added. In their model, individual heterogeneous agents, each of whom could hawetthe
and opportunity to commit fraudamg witha profraud attitude, interact with each other (p.
469).The actors operate within'social network (a set of ceworkers) charactesedby its
ownrules which providesa mechanism for theultural transmissioof apro-fraud attitude
(p. 469). heir benchmarknodel identified twalassef organisations. In orgarasons
with low levek of interaction and emulation fraud tends to be fairly stable (pp. 480-481),
whereasn organigtions where there are high lesetf interaction and emulation among
heterogeneous agents fraud dynamics are chasaectdry extreme behaviours that result in

an unstable incidence of fraud (pp. 480-48he idea that there are two types of

organisations conducivte fraud when there are no rulesnforce the findings ofcreve et al.
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(2010) that all organ&tions, irrespective of their performartastory, are prone to fraudde
alsoCooper et al., 2013).

Fraud issues not only include organisational designs that are conducive to fraudulent
behaviours bualsohow common practices influence such conduct (Neu et al., 2013).
Relying on thenstitutional sociabgy of Bourdieu, Neu et al. (2018%ed data from the
Canadian governmentsponsorshigcandal{1994—2003) to demonstratdéow the ‘skilful
use’ ofmundaneaccounting practices and social interactions around these prdatitiste
fraud. In their anafsis they emphasiedthat the“involved accounting practicésr the
habitus of the corporatiomere arembodiedorm of capitalthat depended upon a deep
understanding of the institutional context and the ability to imagine and use bookkeeping a
accouning concepts in ways that facilitated corruption (Neu et al., 2013: 520).

Braithwaite’s 013)sociclegal analysi®f tax compliance andvoidance echadhe
problems highlighted by Neu et al. (2013). Braithwaite (2818)gests that most taxpayers
wart an“honest, low fuss’ tax adviser over a game player who aggressively pursues
loopholes” in markets of virtue (‘goods’) (Braithwaite, 2103: 4&8 alsdBraithwaite,

2005); lowever at the same time Braithwaite arguleat there is a demand for aggressive tax
avoidance schemes in marketf vice (‘bads’) (p. 459). Tax advisors who aggressively put up
new sheltersvill use these schemes to entice their clients before the sheltsrtdown by

the relevantuthorities ¢ee als®ikka, 2010bOtusanya, 2011 Braithwaite’s (2013)

account shows how individuals (tax advisors) and their respective firms comghelst that
seento haveeconomically irrational virtug Like Neu et al(2013),Braithwaités (2013)
analysisesmphasises the practicesed by professionals to bend the rules in favbtineir

clients. Perhaps it is the institutional pressure to madrprofit that forces corporations to

break the rules (Jackal988; Sikka, 2010a, 2010Btusanya, 2011)rhis practiceof

* The Canadian government’s sponsorship scandal {2008) was a national unification scheme that saw
approximately $50 million diverted into the bank accounts of political pariesgram administrators, and their
families, friends and business colleagues (see Neu et al., 2013: 505).
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prioritising profitablity rather than ethical conduct becomes instituticealias individuals
internalse the values and norms that condone such practices éHaait, 2004; Sikka &
Hampton, 2005; Sikka, 2008; Braithwaite, 2013; Gabbioneta et al.).2013
Fraudis therefoe a negotiated construction (Brytting, 2011: 33-34). The acts and
events that are labellet fraud (and normality) adecided byactors in positions of
authority (Galbraith, 2004&4ee alsdilliams, 2013). Fraud in corporations is tregural
order of thngs; it is the result of an institutionalised structure where actions which are take
for granted are assimilated as normal into the corporate culture by ¢edigiduals and
perpetuated with good intentionghile for others these same actions are implicit and carry
with them a considerable burden of malice and deception (Galbraith, 2004). Galbesith
on to argue that it is not shareholders or directors that are the leaders of corpibiatibe:;
management whicis ableto set its own incentiveystem to reward their performance.
Galbraith's (2004) attestation is worth quoting at length. According to Galbrait
[rleference to corporate management compensation as something sekbgldtys or
their directors is a bogus article of faith. Téraf this fiction, stockholders are invited
each year to the annual meeting, which, indeed, resembles a religioushate.isT
ceremonial expression and, with rare exception, no negative response. Infidels who
urge action are set aside; the managermesition is routinely approved. The
shareholders who previously suggested some social policy or environmentahconcer
have their proposals printed with supporting argument. These are uniformly rejected b
management... No one should be in doubt: Sharefstdewners -and their alleged
directors in any sizable enterprise are fully subordinate to the managé&rathnaith,
2004: 34).
Galbraith (2004) argues that these practices by corporate shenanigans becoatiseuand
only become fraudulent or ill@égnatein retrospectThus, Galbraith (2004) highlightghat
he characteses as “innocent fraud”; that is, he draws attention to how negative and harmful
practices in corporate life cdoecome respectable and even institutionalised (Galbraith, 2004;
see als®ikka, 2010a; Davis & Pesch, 2013; Gabbioneta et al.,)20&8 collapse of Enron,

other unrelated incidences of corporate fraud (Quest, Tyco International, HbedithS

Parmalat for example), and negligent auditing (Arthur Andemaédemonstratéow fraud
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is consumed and regularisedthg fraudulent mechanics of a fraudulent system (i.e. modern
capitalism) (Galbraith, 2004ee als®shforth & Anand, 2003; Sikka, 2010d)hese are all
painful corroborations of the reality of a state of innocence in which corporatersffised
to believe themselves to remawhich theynever stopedbelieving until they were
eventually caught; this is the reason why the fraud is considered innocdma{thal004).
Thus, the notion of responsible governancenadern capitalisrmay actually nurture
fraudulent practice@ower, 2013).
5.2.2. Societal Context and Structural Features that Influence Fraud

The societal context in which orgaai®nal illecality takes place itheoutcome of a
complex systematic peess that relies on the interaction between individaalcturaland
environmental factors (Cooper et al., 2013). This sociological view considers fraud $s be le
the result of individual deviance and more the cause of societal pressaidsN8ite, D85;
Coleman, 1985, 1987; Poveda, 1994; Free et al., 2007; Do&eGamon, 2008; Mitchell et
al., 1998). Indeedhs Coleman explains, personaltsene stories that seek out an individual
villain as a targetor public outrage ignore the structural forces (Coleman, 1985: 14-16). As a
matter of fact, "many organizational crimes cannot be attributed to ang smdglidual, but
only to the kind of impersonal social forces that the media all but ignore" (p. 16).

From conception onwardanindividuals moral and cognitive development is
strongly influenced by thephysical environment and interactions with societal groups and
institutions thatreembedded ithe social syster(Coleman, 1987)This interactive
socialsation process has an impact on the transmission of traits associatedusittefna
behaviour (Gabbionet&tal., 2013;Neuetal., 2013).For many, personality traits guide
behaviour and can have an impactagoerson's preferencas they engage with the wider
social systenfBraithwaite, 2013)As individualsbecomemoreengagd with theworld

aroundthem,their liberal or conservativedeologiesare shaped by theflux of information
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that isdisseminated through communication media (Cooper et al., ZD&iliscourse that
is disseminated is one theicouragethe general public to value monetary success and
social statusver respect for humanitthose that are recogedas havingachieved sut
success have their affluent lifestyles splashed across magazines, waetifiésvision
channels.

Rarely howeverjs thecompletestory of the successes and failures depien such
non{iction media;instead, a glossy snapshot of tagsto-richesstory is given and the
victims of thewrongdoings that took place along the way are ignored or swept under the
carpet(Messner & Rosenfeld, 1994; Galbraith, 2004; Braithwaite, P04 & society that is
everchangingandcoupledwith anincreasing reliancapon the interndbr information, the
real stories are starting to take shapd theyare not pleasanThe leaders of the futureea
lying, cheating andising manipulation as necessary componefitsstitutional, political and
social life(Galbraith 2004; Braithwaite, 2013euetal., 2013). Mottos such as "if you ain't
cheating, you ain't trying" and "you only live once (YOLO)" are the underpisrand
justifications behind suchices(seeMurphy & Dacin, 2011; Murphy, 2012). This line of
discouse viewsfraudassocially constructed and is considered t@beof those phenomena
which are particuldy sensitive to andymptomatic ol more pervasive and genesable
characteristiavithin a wider socih economic, legal and politicédlamework (see
Braithwaite, 2013; Cooper et al., 2Q1An individual’'s behaviours embeddedvithin
organistional contextsvhere actionsare shaped by social influence processssch as
norms of reciprocity, social comparison, and dissonance reduction — by which individuals
might be drawn into and then become caught within a flow of wrongd¢®aibioneta et
al., 2013: 486).

In searching for explanatiaf the correlates orongdoing, consideration must be

given to thewider societal context and how it shajpgserson'stellectualand moral
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developmen{Coleman, 1987)from this perspective, crime lisarned and becomesutine
(Ashforth& Anand, 2003Galbraith, 2004; Murphy & Dacin, 2011; Murphy, 2012he
challenge is to unpadke politics of thidearnirg to gain insightsnto how the text of fraud
discourse is constructegdroducedconsumed and regularised.

6. Applying the CDA Analytical Framework

6.1. CDA and the (De)construction of Pressure to Commit Fraud

6.1.1.Level of Analysis: Text

The perceived need for money as articulated by Cressey (1953) may well be a
necessary ingredient for fraud to occur (Choo & Tan, 2007; Brytting et al., 2010). Even
though Wells, the founder of the ACFE, acknowledged the notion o$harable financial
problems in his reconstruction of Cressey’s (1953) work, he replaced it with the notion of
‘pressure’ (Wells, 1997: 11). Furthermore, inspired by the fraud triangle, the pvofdss
accounting bodies (AICPA, 2002, paragraph 31, p. 16; see also IFAC, 2006, paragraph 24,
section A25, p. 174) have extended the chain of translation with the notion of
“incentive/pressure” (Morales et al., 2014: 182). As in Wells’ (1997) work, theshareable
financial problem has disappeared and been replaced with an “incentive” or “pressure” t
commit fraud (p. 182).

The redefinition of Cressey’s (1953) "nsharable financial pressure" allows for an
understanding of the deformation mechanisms at work in reformulating the condept a
understood in criminology and redeployed in the fraud and auditing community (Morales et
al., 2014: 182)A focus on this redefinition can offer a strategic approach that allows analysts
to deconstruct the ideological discourse tiegcome to represent the incentive/pressure
element of the fraud triangle. The substantive translation misses a centrab€pessey’s
(1953) thesis whereby a “sequence of events” is present when a violation occsralaseht

when there is no violation (Cressey, 1953: T2s it endorses the notion that individsal
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who are subject to incentives or situational pressures will commit fraud @dagbl., 2014:
182). Replacing the concept of Cressey's (1953)amamnable financial problem with the
ACFE and AICPA's construction of ‘incentive and pressure’ means that thdigdeiain of
factors that may have led the individual to commit fraud is pushed even further into the
background (Morales et al., 2013: 182). The notiontthethanagement and/or employees
have an incentive or are under pressure is based on the assumption that they lazom ‘ta re
commit fraud” (AICPA, 2002, paragraph 7, p. 8, as cited in Morales et al., 2013:d82), f
example the pressure faced by managemediesto manipulate their financial targets in

order to meet Wall Street’s expectasqisee Greve et al., 2010).

6.1.2 Levelof Analysis: Discourse Practice

At the discursive practidevel, each of these choices (incentive and pressure) allows
the ACFE and by extension the anti-fraud establishment to set up the basic sdrape of
enteprise through which their choices of fraud discoanserepresentedt allows them to
foreground a meaning that privileges an explanation bast#tearcentive/pressure to
commit fraud and background other possible caul@s meaning was contextusdid by the
anti-fraud community to pigeonhole fraud in the realm of the speaifiividualscommit
fraud in conditions involvingufficientincentives and pressures (AICPA, 2002, paragraph
31, p. 16; Power, 2013: 526). The area of interest in this indiligtha discourse is that
"personal incentives and perceived pressure drive human behavior" (Ramamoorti, 2008:
525), while the area of salience is that judgment is readily passed on moral defiants
succumb to financial pressures without looking at thectural variables and maclevel
features that havehaped their behaviour (Morales et al., 2014: $é8;alsd.ynch et al.,

2004; Free et al., 2007; DonegarGanon, 2008; Cooper et al., 2013).
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6.1.3 Levelof Analysis: Sociocultural Practice

With regards to sociocultural practigels important to note that at the institutional
levelthe ACFEasauthorities of the discourse and its support cast of professional auditing
groupshaveforegroundecatertainfeatures and suppressed others in their translation of "non-
shareable financial pressure” (Cressey, 1953). They decide what to includeand w
exclude from the discourse; how the discourse is represented in the anti-fraud cgmmunit
how the construct of "pressure” is conceptealjsand wheredundaries are placed in this
conceptuakation. The point is that the meaning of ‘incentive/pressure’ is not governed by
objective criteria, but rather by the structural conventions necessarynotpra specific
vision in whichcertaintypes of behaviouaire classified as the incentive/pressure to commit
fraud and are endorsed gm@mulgated asne of the prerequisites of the fraud triangle
(Peecher, 1996; Hogan et al., 2008; Murphy, 2012). Indeed for some, the need to act
fraudulently may arise from incentives/pressure; for othevgever fraudulent behaviour
could simply be dependent upon a range of macro-level factors not accounted for by the
ACFE's discourse (Fitzsimons, 2009; Murdock, 2008; Rae & Subramanian), 2008
6.1.4.TheReconceptualiseHresurelLeg Applied

To analyse howext and thealiscursive processes thave comédo represent the
“pressure” to commit fraudrerestricted in theiexplanation across contexts, returning to the
casesnvolving Coughlinand Londommay be valuableCoughlinwasan icon,at one time
was the ViceChairman- the second highest rank executive —la@dvas a candidate to
become the CEO. He worked at Walmart for 25 years, five of them as the second most
powerful executivevithin the CompanyWhat makes this cas@en more interesting is that
in the year immediately prior to his resignation, Coughlin’s compensation toppedi$ mi
(Bandler & Zimmerman, 2005: para. &tealing items “worth just a fraction of the millions

of dollars he earned in salary, bonuses and stock opiseesiis rather petty for a man of
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Coughlin’s means (Associated Press, 2006: parand@ed, risking $6 million in annual
compensation for a $500,000 payoff along with the reputational damage that comes with
getting caught does seem rathreational 6ee alsdorminey et al., 2010: 20).
Likewise, n the insider trading case involving LondorK&MG, thefraud triangle’s

component opressure was by far the least possible mdoveommittingthe fraud After
his plea, in a webcast on etkiforthe AICPA, London was quick to admit that he “didn’t do
it for money” and further reasoned that the money he acceptesirfot material to [his]
income level” (Pfeifer, 2013: para-8j. Nevertheless, the risks taken by Londoe evident
in other @ses omillionaire CEOs and partneperpetuating corporate fraud (pp. 20-21).

The conduct exhibited by CoughlamdLondonareinconsistent with the discourse
disseminated by the ACFE and the AICPAhe pressurkeg of the fraud trianglélhe
perceivel need for money is no doubt a necessary requiremefiatal;however as is
evident from both Coughlin and London's circumstances, pressure has provemto be
incomplete descriptor of their motivatiottsoffend and is not representative of every
occurence of fraudgeeDorminey et al., 2010: 18). In other words, the analysis of textual
features in relation to how the larger discourse on “pressure” is dissetmamateonsumed is
dependent upon the sociocultural practices that nurtured its existéecanidreanalysis of
“pressure” and the manner which its meanings reproduced and recontextuatisreflects
the preoccupatiowith a recursive analytic movemehiat legitimsesdominance and
hegemony, which enables its operatiogaildbn to suit a pdicular socioculturatontext(see
Luke, 2002: 100).
6.2 CDAand the (De)construction of Opportunity to Commit Fraud
6.2.1 Levelof Analysis: Text

Cressey’s (1953:17) assertion that financial problems can be resolved by therviolat

of a “position of trust” (perceived opportunity) is replaced with the term “oppaoytusy
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antifraudprofessionals (ACFE) and standard setters (AICPA and IFAC) (Moragts et
2014). In contrast to Cressey (1953), tieisonceptualisatiors central tahe construction of

a dominant discourse around "opportunityiedimensions of which revolve around deficient
internal controls (Davis & Pesch; 2013: Power, 2013; Williams, 2013). The focus is on the
individual acting alone. The individual fraudster becomes the unit of analysis andhbis or
corresponding preoccupation with monetary success provides the incentive to circumvent
internal controls.

The choiceof words (whethem spoken or written text) can signify different
meanings oestablisicertain terrain that alritative bodies want to position their audience
to follow (Fairclough, 1992, 1995, 2008ze alsd~airclough & Wodak, 1997; Chouliaraki &
Fairclough, 2010). The terrain will signify the focus of a particular coursetioinawhich
may need to be mademicit. For example, if a text uses "perceived opportunity” rather than
"opportunity”, one immediately gets a sense of the direction that is being laltlisutuch
easier to build a fraud prevention mechanism that focuses on the “opportunity” to commit
fraud rather than the much more interpretative "perdemgoortunity”. For Cressey,

"perceive opportunity” focuses on the individual's percepdibactingwith intent; that is, the
individual must necessarily perceive the possibility to perpetuatena ¢Gressey, 1973, pp.
xii-xiii). Through this lens, internal controls to eliminate the opportunity for feaabkss
important than individual perceptions; rather, according to Cressey (1973), one should
assume thdbbjective opportunitiesfor fraud alvays exist (Morales et al., 2014: 175). The
term "opportunity” as it is constructed by the fraud triangle is interpreted to 'ltted any
apparently ‘ordinary’ individual can commit fraud, and subsequently, promulgateoaidie
that privileges organizianal controls to eliminate the opportunity to commit fraud” (Morales

et al., 2014: 186; Power, 2013: 529).
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6.2.2 Levelof Analysis: Discourse Practice

A common rhetorical strategy in this discursive practice is the associatioadmetw
opportunity and fraud. Here, the purveyors of the discourse frame opportunity as the only
element of fraud risk that employers can influerkan§, Lybaert, & Vanhoof, 2010; Power,
2013; Williams, 2013). The emphasis is on the need for internal corsirads: an employee
is in a position of trust (i.e., no one is checking), internal controls can be violated (Marales
al., 2014: 178see alsMessina, 1997; Buckhoff, 2001; Brytting et al., 2011). Fraud demands
the individual’s ability and knowledge to circumvent indraontrols without the possibility
of getting caught (Neu et al., 2013; Power, 2013). As a result, discussions in accounting and
auditing research havended to focus upon the reproduction of dominance around the theme
of internal controls for the prevention and detection of fraud (Messina, 1997; Buckhoff, 2001,
Albrechtet al., 2004; Alleyne & Howard, 2005; CIMA, 2008; Rae & Subramaniam, 2008;
Fleak et al., 2010; Kelley & Hartley, 2010; Strand Norman et al., 2010; Cooper et al., 2013;
Power, 2013; Morales et al., 2014). As the following excerpts show, discourses on
"opportunity” and "internal controls” appeaara variety of research effortspWwever, they
reproduce the same content, promote a similar branch of knowledge, support the same
strategy and behg to the same discursive formulation:

In sum, an individual who is able to rationalize personal gain at the expense of

others is likely to commit fraud when incentive and opportunity exist (Wilks &

Zimbelman, 2010: 725).

Even if there is an assumption “that management integrity could be

compromised, given the right incentive and opportunity, then the risk of fraud

increases significantly” (Srivastava, Mock, & Turner: 2003: 29).

Professional accounting bodies have been much more profotimglrimterpretation of
opportunity:

In terms of opportunity, fraud is more likely in companies where there is a
weak internal control system, poor security over company property, little fear
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of exposure and likelihood of detection, or unclear policies with regard to
acceptable behaviour. Research has shown that some employees are totally
honest, some are totally dishonest, but that many are swayed by opportunity
(CIMA, 2008: 13).
Consequently,
[0o]ne of the most effective ways to tackle the problem of fraud is to adopt
methods that will decrease motive or opportunity, or preferably both
rationalisation is personal to the individual and more difficult to combat,
although ensuring that the company has a strong ethical culture and clear
values should help (CIMA, 2008: 14).
The centrality of this discourse to the reproduction of knowledge shows how mear@ngs
ascribed to "opportunity" and how this meaning is institutionalised, interpreted and
transmitted by the wider arftiaud communitywhich views fraud as an individual problem
to be thwarted by effective internal controls (Peterson & Gibson, 2003; Albrechtciatdb&e
Albrecht, 2004; Alleyne & Howard, 2005; Rae & Subramaniam, 2R@8y & Hartley,

2010; Jans et al., 2010; Strand Norman et al., 2010).

6.3.3 Levelof Analysis: Sociocultural Practice

At the sociocultural practice level of CDA, the discourse on the opportunity to
commit fraud implies a dialectical relationship between the message (i.e., theidéscu
event) being disseminated and the manner in which institutions (i.e., anti-fraud atigas)s
haveframed it. The systematic exploration between discourse practice andutocadc
practice exposes the distortion of anti-fraud discourse on internal controlseatanism to
curb fraud risks in organisations (see Power, 2013; Davis & Pesch), Egdizd is analysed
through the lens adnindividual’'s behaviour and does not provide a solid theoreticalfbase
assessg the likelihood of fraud under conditions of collusion (Coleman, 1985; Befason
Simpson, 209; Colvin et al., 2002; Berger, 2011). Internal controls are not possible in a
collusive environmentasthe system may still be circumvented by corporate executives and

auditors working together to perpetrate fraud (Ashforth & Anand, 2003; Free et at., 2007

44



Benson & Simpson, 2009; Stuebs & Wilkinson, 2010; Free & Murphy, 2013;ENeuett, &
Rahaman, 2013; Power, 2013; Lokanan, 2dI#)e greatest risk as we have repeatedly seen
from the recent accounting scandals comes from those in a position of authority who
conspirewith others to commit fraudulent acts that can cripple entire economies (Dedoulis,
2006; Sikka, 2010a; Gabbioneta et al., 2013; Neu et al., 2013; Power, 2013).
6.4.4. The Reconceptualised Opportunity Leg Applied

To illustrate how the discourse time “opportunity to commitfraudis constructedo
privilege a particular situational conteattthe exclusion of othergt’s revisit theLehman
case’ In this case, the main players were the executiesman'saccountants and the
Company’s auditors, Ernst & Young (“E&Y”). The bankruptcy examiner of therian
Brothers Case Anton Valukas (2010) was critical of E&Y’s part in the collapserding to
Valukas (2010), E&Y took no steps to question the non-discldsutehman’sexecutives
of the $50 billion, off-balance sheet transactions that flattered the bank’s &hposition.
Rather, it seems that E&Y wascouragingarticipants to present Lehman’s low leverage as
positive news to investors (Jeffers, 2011). Together, E&Y colluded with Lehmanistiersc
and in-house accountants to take advantage of accounting rules in order to present a
favourable financial statement to stakeholders (Valukas, 2010). The misleadinggbaftra
Lehman’s true financial health appearfitoe beemerpetrated through the actions of
individuals working togethegither withn the organiation or across orgasations, as
opposed to being the actions of a single misguided individual (see Ashforth & Anand, 2003:
2). Fraudulent practices were disseminated throughout Lehman via an instifortcuogss

that allowed such practices to prosp@albioneta et g12013).E&Y was ceopted by

* The concentration is more profound wittspect tdhe segregation of dutiewhich has garnered close
scrutiny since the enactment of tBarbanesOxley Actsection 404 requirements (Dorminey et al., 2010: 19).
®> Another example of collusive behavidathe Freddie Mac (2003) frauthse The main players in thereddie
Mac scandal were the President, CFO, and Sr. ¥PSEC investigatiofiound that they collaborated to
fraudulently misstate earnings (mostly underreported) over a-yaar period in order to smooth volatility in
earnings and meet Wall Street targ&EC v. Fedral Home Loan Mortgage Corporatio007).
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Lehman’s executives and a tacit agreement was fostered to turn a blind eyeulefaud
practices (see algishforth & Anand, 2003: 11). This secret cooperation amongst individuals
became more difficult to detect when one of the gatekeepers (in this case E&Xisibkp
for monitoring such behaviour became part of the problem (Coleman, 1985).

Come to think of it,timay be rathemaive to picture “opportunity” as something
Lehman’s executives recently discovered and were seduced by to commiBirgtidd et
al., 2011: 52). Rather, as the evidence suggests, fraud is less the result of solo-offehding a
more the esult of collusion between senior managers and vasity experiencethner
circle of accountants dnnformation technologgxperts (see alsBoleman, 1985; Mitchell
et al., 1998; Free et al., 2007; Donegan & Ganon, 2008; Morales et al., 2014; Lokanan,
2014). The fraud is usually perpetrated by these individuals who cleverly camairithge
manipulate internal controls to carry out the fraudulentMitthell et al., 1998; Free et al.,
2007; Lokanan, 2014). It takes specialised knowledge to commit taddp some extent it
may seem as if the orgaation’s control system has been consciously re-designed into an
opportunity for fraud (Brytting et al., 2011: 52). Accordingly, it is not always oppoyttimait
leads to fraudand it could be the other way aroumath the fraudsters creating the
opportunity to commit the fraud (p. 52). The fraud triangle’s inability to explain tre m
collusive corporate frauds therefore presents a parsimonious discourse of of{Enelng
Murphy, 2013: 30). The collusion to commit fraud amongst individuals within the
organistion, as well as across orgsations, does not appear to fit the fraud triangle’s
framework.
6.3. CDAand the (De)construction of Rationalisation to Commit Fraud
6.3.1 Levelof Analysis: Text

In his related concept of “verbalizatiqiCressey (1953pundthat the internal

conversation that the perpetrator has with himself in dodeationalse his behaviour can
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serve agnotivationto remove guilt (Cressey, 1953: 3@&e ale Murphy & Dacin, 2011:
Murphy, 2012). The striking feature of Cressey's (1953) work is that
embezzlers tend to rationalize their behavior in ways that imply that deep doyn, the
are honest. Specifically, Cressey contends that, before committing aoviptag
person cowminces himself that the act will not compromise his identity as an honest
person and that it conforms to a certain ethical view of himself (Morales et al., 2014:
176).
In fact, rationakation is seen as
part of the motivation of the crime. Because the fraudster does not view himaelf a
criminal, he must justify his misdeed before he ever commits them. The rationalization
IS necessary so that the perpetrator can make his illegal behaviour intelbdiloie
and maintain the concept of himself as a trusted person (Krancher et al., 2010: 66).
The “verbalisation, or the words and phrases that embezzlers used to ratetladis actions
(and inaction), was the more important element that got them into trouble (CrE3S8y
111).

A modified discourse to understarationalisatiorhas been constructed by the anti
fraud establishment. The discouhses redefined "rationahtion” to meet certain objectives,
namely to see it as a part of human nature (Morales et al., 2014: 17). This redediniti
‘rationalsation’ is central to the production and reproduction of knowledge around the
concept and is represented by the following texh Wells: “once the line is crossed, the
illegal acts become more or less continuous” (Wells, 1997: 17). The message beisgdndor
with this discourse is to associate ratiogation with attitude, which shifts the unit of
analysis closer to defiam relationto the individual's morality (Morales et al., 2014). This
permutation, promoted in the work of the AICPA, segmassume that "some individuals

possess an attitude, character, or set of ethical values that allow them to kpawihg

intentionally commit a dishonest act” (AICPA, 2002, paragraph 7, p. 8). H¢ianalsation
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is being placed in the backgroundday attitudinal stance that endorses deficiencies in the

morality of individuals as the reas@or committingfraud (Morales et al., 2014: 182).

6.3.2 Levelof Analysis: Discourse Practice

The ACFE’s deconstruction of the term “ratiosalion” andts alignmentwith
dishonesty and lack of integrity (or personal ethics) has led to increased research on the
individual psychology of the fraudster (Buckhoff, 2001; Albrecht et al., 2004; Dedoulis,
2006; Choo & Tan, 2008; Murdock, 2008ae & Subramaniam0P8; Brazel et al., 2009;
Albrecht et al., 2010; Cohen et al., 2010; Murphy & Dacin, 2011). The majority of attention
seems to have been placed on language that standardisetetsfined as the dominant
logic of rationalsation. Such language has led to the solidification of a particular branch of
knowledge that associates fraud watrtainhapless souls (usually a fifstae offender) with
agood reputatiomn the community and centred aroungerceivingthe individual as an
"accidental fraudsterKrancher et al., 201&ee als@uckhoff, 2001; Albrecht et al., 2004;
Rae & Subramaniam, 2008).

Thesediscursive formulationaretheoretically justified using Cressey’s (1953) work
by systematically deconstructing the concept of ratisaibn and nelacing it with an
ideology that stresses dishonestiyby associating it with a lack of integrity or dubious ethics
to rationalge a fraudulent act (Morales et al., 20186;see als@Buckhoff, 2001 Albrecht et
al., 2004; Rae & Subramaniam, 2008; Srivastava, Mock, & Turner, 2009). The sustained
effect of this discourskas steeredrevention efforts anencourage@uditors to assess the
individual morality of the fraudster

Regulators should place greater consideration on ethics in the officially

promulgated auditing standards in order to enhance the ability of auditors to be
more effective in detecting corporate fraud (Cohen et al., 2010: 272).
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[Auditors should] understand the financial reporting environment (for example,
attitudes, ethics, motes, and pressures) affecting the CEO, CFO, and others who
are involved in the entity’s financial reporting (AICPA, 2005: 5).

Auditors can become familiar with the rationalization categories and design
interview techniques to identify them. An identifiedionalization serves as a
psychological red flag to the presence of fraud (Murphy & Dacin: 2011: 615).
The masked academic discourse on the demand for auditors to assess theantbgtitycal
values of their clientBasstrengthened and reinforced the rhetoric that an understanding of
the individual’s morality will perhaps have more impactanms ofpreventing a potential
fraudster from committing fraud (see Cooper et al., 2013: 443-444).
6.3.3 Level of Analysis: Sociocultural Practice
The institutional markesation of rationaligtion as it is presented in the fraud triangle
is socioepolitically “situated” to align with the fraudster’s justification to commit fraud. It
then follows that an analytical enterprise is constructed that facilitatssuagive practice
that aligrs rationalsationwith a lack of irtegrity and morality athekey offending traits of
the fraudster (Morales et al., 2014: 182). There are, however, fundamental proldlems wi
these constructions. First, the ratiorgtiisn legas defined by Cressey (1953) and
reformulated by the ACFE is not directly observable because it is impossknlevtoexactly
what the individual may be thinking (Dorminey et al., 2010; Murphy & Dacin, 2011; Morales
et al., 2014). Second)e socioculturigpractice and the operationsgdtion of “rationalsation”
does not apply to pathological fraudsters who, by the very nature of their persgiaditie
no moralsor need to rationalestheir behaviour (Albrecht et.aR004; Dorminey et al., 2010;
Murphy, 2012). The grandiose sense of self of these individuals means, more often than not,
that they have no conscience atternatively as we have seen in the London case, they do

not see their actions as being wrong (Bakan, 2004; Stout, 2005; Dorminey et al., 2012).
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Pathologicalfraudsters posseas exceptional ability to rationaktheir behaviours
(Brytting et al., 2011: 53). Whatever action thale can be justified in theminds which,
when combined with their ability to rationadisraudulent ast can lead to fraud even when
the pressure and opportunity factors are slight (p. 53). The actions of predatortefsaacs
more deliberate, cause larger losses and are harder to detect, making them mosesiange
than the accidental fraudst®&drminey et al., 2010: 18-19). When one factors these
personality traits into the equation, it appears that the fraud trianglereatedvith
accidental fraudsters in mind, which is sustained by coexisting discursotegsady anti-
fraud establishments. By Wie of being better organised, all the pathological fraudster needs
is an opportunity; s/he does not need any pressure or ratadimadito circumvent the law
(Howe & Malgwi, 2006: 28-29; Albrecht et al., 2010: 263-265; Krancher et al., 2010: 22).
6.4.4. The Reconceptualised Rationalisatieqg Applied

The discourse on the “rationaison” to commit fraud is privileged to stalsdia
constructiorof fraud that distances itsétbm Cressey's (1953) conceptualisation. To fully
understand the consequences and implication of this constructghegto revisitthe
insider trading scandal involving LonddWWhen one takes a closer look at the charges
levelled against London and then tries to use the ratiatialisleg of the fraud triangle to
explain hisactions, it seems impossible to piece them togd#eer als@orminey et al.,
2010; Murphy & Dacin, 2011). Now, if London had bought a new $3 or $4 million mansion
when the market was at its peak, one could have ratsedahat he may have needed the
extra cash to finance his home. But from all published reports, the $3 million home would
only beworthtwo or three times his annual compensation bonus. Moreover, London was still
alleged to be living in the Southern Californian home that he had bougi¢ ble¢ time he
was promoted to partner, which puts the value of his house at about one-third of his annual

compensation. Even London’s lawyer later pointed out that there was no money trouble.

50



Based on the news reports and the calibre of journalists who worked on the story, there wer
no drugs or girlfriend involved, and also no family problems. So how could a regional audit
partner of one of the most prestigious auditing firms possibly develop a
rationalsation/justification for the alleged insider tradithat took place?
Perhaps the justification can be found in Murphy and Dacin’s (2011) work on the

psychological pathways of fraud. According to Murphy and Dacin (2011),

individuals are motivated to see themselves in a positive light. If an indivadoanits

fraud, then s/he is motivated to improve self-image in some other way. [Self-

affirmation] theory asserts that an individual could admit wrongful behaviour if s/he

affirmed another equally valuable part of the self (p. 610).
From this theoreticgbosition, rationaligtion takes on a different meaning distinct from
the fraud triangle’s conceptusdition §ee alsd-ree et al., 2007; Morales et al., 2014). A
fraudster may try to help those in need if helping the needy is important to him br her
Londons case, he rationaéid his actioaby acknowledging that helid it to help out
someone whose business was struggling. It was a bad, bad mistake” (Pfeifer, 2013: pa
7). Here London is involved in sedffirmation where he is cleansing his conace and
changing his attitude to morally justify hsprehensible behaviour as appearmgthy of
a higher purpose (see Murphy & Dacin, 2011: 610). Even though some may construe
London’s rationakation as having merit, it does not change the fact thetds a willing
participant in passing materiaicluding non-public information about the securities of
companies he audited in exchange for cash and lgiftglon construed a fraudulent
situation and then placed the responsibility for his acttssw~here (see Murph2012:
244).

Evidently,there are incidences of fraud where the ratisaibn leg, as defined by

the fraud triangle, may not be applicable at all (Albrecht et al., 2010; Jones, 2010;

Murphy& Dacin, 2011). In this alternative discourse, in contrast to the ‘normal’ and
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accepted characteristics of the construct, the fraudster's behaviour iatasseth a
neurotic personality (Stout, 2005; Dorminey et al., 2010; Murphy, 2102; Ramamoorti,
2008; Kelly & Hartley, 2010). This discourseversal hasinveiled a pathological
fraudster” (AKA predatonyvho feels no guilt for his or her actions (Stout, 2005; Dorminey
et al., 2010)the predator is seen as a serial offender who actively seeks out internal
control weaknesses that he or she is ablake advantage oDprminey et al., 2010).

Table 22 sums up the shortcomings of the fraud triangle. The fraud triangle is not
a general theory of crime and cannot explain all occurrences of fraud. Tisbaraile
financial pressure to which Cresse9%B) referred is an incomplete descriptor and does
not account for the various types of pressures that lead to fraud. Perceived opportunit
does not address collusive behaviour and management overrides. The rationalisation to
commit the fraud is a neobsevable trait. Somerdudsters do not need rationalisation to
commit fraud; all that is required is a perceived opportunity where the propabilit
committing the act and getting caught is low. There iag®d for pressure or

rationalistion.
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Table 1-2: Table Showing the Shortcomings of the Fraud Triangl®

Definition

Shortcomings

Explanation of Shortcomings

The Fraud Triangle

The convergence of
incentive/pressure,
opportunity, and
rationalsation will lead to
fraud.

The fraud triangle is not a
general theorpf crime and
cannot explain every
occurrence of fraud (see
Hirschi & Gottfredson,
1989).

1. Pressure, opportunity, an

rationalsation do not need to

converge and be present in
all fraudulent acts.

2. The fraud triangle does n
adequately address the
predatoryfraudster ad those
that are better orgarad.

Perceive Pressure
Non-shareable financial
need.

Non-shareable financial

pressure is an incomplete
descriptorof the fraudster’s
motivation (see Dorminey et
al., 2010).

The pressure tcoenmit the
fraud does not need to be
nonsharable and financial.

Opportunity
The presence of opportunity

to commit the fraudulent act|

Opportunity does not addres
collusive behaviour and
management ovedes (see
Alleyne & Howard, 2005;
Dorminey et al, 2010
Lokanan, 2014).

Opportunity does not take
into consideration criminal
cooperation, i.e., the proces
in which individuals pool
their expertise to commit
fraud.

[2)

Rationalisation
Morally justifiable reasons tq
act.

) obsenable (see Murphy,

1. Rationalisation is not

2012).
2. Some fraudster does not
need ationalistion to

commit fraud (see Murphy &

Dacin, 2011).

1. Rationaliationcannot be
quantified andneasured

2. The predatoryraudster
does not need to rationadis
her/his action; all s/heeeds
iS an opportunity to act.

7. Some Concluding Thoughts

In this paper, have employed DA frameworkto analyse the fraud discourse

disseminated by the ACFE more systematically and more critically from a linguistic

perspective (see alstorteseet al., 2010; Merkl-Davies & Koller, 2012). By linking the

content and linguistic features of the fraud triangle discourse to the specifext of text

production and the wider arfiaud community, have been able to show that the ACFE and

its alliarce of antifraud associations uses semiotic devices to strategically achieve thsir goal

® See als®ormineyet al.’s(2010) work for an extension of the fraud triangle model
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(Merkl-Davies & Koller, 2012Morales et al., 2014 A CDA's framing reveals that this
discourse is part of a contested terrain where language is used as a wdagbtate the
interest of professional associations, and more importantly solidify the sagnuéiof their
relationshig with each otherMlorales et al., 2014 orte® et al., 2010). Perhaps more
importantly, a critical discourse of analybiss exposethe “interactive process of meaning
making” within the language usldo conceptuate fraudand its antecedents’ prevention
strategies thatvould not have been possible without employing CDA (Fairclough, 2003: 10).
Contextually, a CDA'’s framingasallowed me to challenge the reseagfforts
involving the fraud trianglewhich have associatkcorporate illegality with the prerequisite
antecedents of pressure, opportunity and rationalisation (Gabbioneta et al., 2Cdl8s Mor
al., 2014). While these three elements may prove insightful in unddargjaviay the
situational fraudster chooses to offead;DA shows that thegiraw attention away from
other issues and presses that may be associated Wwahd (Cooper et al., 2013: 444,
Gabbioneta et al., 2013: 493). More specifically, the individual focus on the deaialong
model downplayshe strand of criminology that views crime from a masociological angle
(Morales et al., 2014: 173ge alsdonegan & Ganon, 2008; Cooper et al., 20I8g
ACFE's emdorsementf fraudasan individualised problem rather than a sqoditical issue
raises three concerns that are related to the fraud triangle conceptshé&iestdorsement of
a flawed model haed individuals to believe that they can continue their actions without
getting caughtamplifying their motivation to cheaBecond, théaeavy reliance on the
ACFE's limited conception of fraud and the focus on the fraud triangle amutéisedent’s
concepts (Brody et al., 20lBasestablisheapportunitiefor concealmentenabling
individuals and organisations to successfully plan and execute fraud. Third, concediment
fraudhas beemided and abetted by an identifiable discoursehtastinked rationalsation to

attitude in the process aligng fraudulent behaviouwith the individual's personality and
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frail morality (AICPA, 2002: 8). &ken together, the discourse associated with these
concernsuggests that fraud risk factors are grouped into the legs of the fraudetaaoghd
“conditionsthat indcate incentives/pressures to perpetrate fraud, opportunities to carry out
the fraud, or attitudes/rationalizations to justify a fraudulent action” PANC2002, paragraph
31, p. 16; see also IFAC, 2006, paragraph 24, section A25, p. 174).

By advocatinghe fraud triangléherefore it can be argued that the ACRRd
AICPA havedivorced their understanding of corporate criminals fesmanderstanding of
corporate fraudThe fraud triangle tends to explain why some decent and trustworthy
individuals (i.e.the accidental fraudster) make bad choices, and may b&abiplainlow-
level, occupational frauds with some degree of certainty (Ramamoorti et al., P609)
facilitate this rhetoricthefraud triangle iopenly endorsed as a tool by its framers to
promote a branch of knowledge around fraud prevention and individual deviant morality (see
Cooper et al., 2013Moraleset al., 2013). This branch of knowledge is important in
maintaining and reproducing the frau@ngle asa practitionerframeworkthat promotes "the
evaluation, monitoring and normalization of the character of organizational mémbers
(Morales et al., 2014: 171). Such discourse is a complex andlewdtione that privileges
the perception that fraud is rooted in the individual's frailatityr while turning a blind eye
to the social process through which individuals’ behaviamesnfluenced (Davis & Pesch,
2013: 470). To sum up, tiikaud triangledoes go some way in explaining why corporate
executives and their inner circle of accanis, lawyers, and information technolagperts
are associatedith fraud. However, thre is adanger that the individualized focus of this
decisionmaking model will distract attention from other decisiaaking approaches dn
issues related to fray@ooper et al, 2013: 444; also see Donegan & Ganon, 2008; Dorminey

et al., 2010; Cooper et al., 2013; Gabbioneta et al., 2013; Morales et al., 2014).
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Going forwardjt is important that artiraud research recogs that predators do
exist andprovide professionalwith the requisite skifi for detecing the distinguishing
characteristics foexposing the predatory fraudster (Dorminey et al., 200@pssist in this
cause, "stronger understanding of the role of culture and institution in promotion,
persistence and prevention of fraud would enable feanid professionals] to address some
of the more systemic issues on a mdexe!" (Cooper et al., 2013: 452). In the sociology and
criminology literature on whiteollar crime, there is a long standiogncern to locate
wrongdoing within wider societal influences (Hirschi, 1969; Braithwaite, 198Etan,

1985; Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1989; Colvet al.,2002; Wikstrom & Treiber, 2007). This
social science understanding “starts from a position thatlityoand fraud are neither

personal nor universal, but are situated in specific social and historical co(@oaper et

al., 2013; 445). Fraud is multifaceted and is a reflection of the perpetrator’s surgoundin
habitat As such a consideration of theider macro social and econontignensions arall

critical for gaining an understanding of the unethical behaviour that could eVWeteadlto

fraud Coleman, 1985; Donegan & Ganon, 2008; Misangyi, Weaver, & Elms, 2008; Cohen
et al., 2010; Cooper et al., 2013; Gabbioneta et al.,;20Gfles et al., 2014 his

integrated approacthighlights the value of a more situated view of how freakes placé
(Cooper et al., 2013: 451), and provides additional insights gndtspolitical origins

(Morales,et al., 2014Davis& Pesch, 2014).

56



References

Albrecht, W. S. (2003)raud ExaminationOhio: Thompson- SouthWestern.

Albrecht, W., Howe, K., & Romney, M. (1984). Deterriftaud: The Internal Auditor’s
PerspectiveFLA: IIA Research Foundamn.

Albrecht, W. S., & Albrecht, C. O. (2004jraud examination and preventio®hio:
Thompson- SouthWestern.

Albrecht, W. S., Albrecht, C. C., & Albrecht, C. O. (2008)aud and corporate executives:
Agency, Stewardship and Broken Trukiurnal ofForensic Accountingd, 109—
130.

Albrecht, C., Turnbull, C., Zhang, Y., & Skousen, C. J. (2010). The relationship between
South Korean chaebols and fradhnagement Research Revi&8(3), 257-268.

Albrecht, W. S., Albrecht, C. O., Albrecht, C. C., & Zimbelman, M. F. (208&jud
Examination(4™ Ed). Ohio: South Western Cengage Learning.

Alleyne, P., & Howard, M. (2005). An exploratory study of auditors’ responsibilitjréard
detection in Barbado#lanagerial Auditing Journal20(3), 284—-303.

American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA). (2002). Statement ortiAgdi
Standards (SAS) No. 99: Consideration of Fraud in a Financial Statement Audit
(American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, Durham).

American Institute of Ceffied Public Accountants (AICPA). (2009Y1lanagement Override
of Internal Controls: The Achilles’ Heel of Fraud Preventibime Audit Committee
and Oversight of Financial Reporting. Available from:
http://www.aicpa.org/ForThePublic/AuditCommitteeEffectigesa/DownloadableDo
cuments/achilles_heel.pdf

Ashforth, B., & Anand, V. (2003). The Normalization of Corruption in Organizations.
Researchn Organizational Behavigr24, 1-52.

Associated Press. (2006ormer WatMart Exec Sentenced for ThaftashingtorPost
Available from:http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2006/08/11/AR2006081100547.htm| Accessed 20.11.13.

Association of Certified Fraud Examiners (ACFE). (202112 Report to the Nations on
Occupational Fraud and AbusACFE. Available from:
http://www.acfe.com/rttn.aspx Accessed 24.10.13.

Auditing Standards Board. (2002). Statement on Auditing Standards No0.99: Consideration of
Fraud in a Financial Statement Audit.

57


http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/01913085
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/08/11/AR2006081100547.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/08/11/AR2006081100547.html
http://www.acfe.com/rttn.aspx%20Accessed%2024.10.13

Australian Instute of Criminology and PricewaterhouseCoopers (AIC and PwC). (2003).
Serious fraud in Australia and New ZealaResearch and Public Policy Series, No.
48. Canberra: Australian Institute of Criminology.

Bakan, J. (2004)T'he CorporationThe Pathological Pursuit of Profit and Powekondon:
Constable & Robinson Ltd.

Ball R. (2009). Market and Political/Regulatory Perspectives on the Recent Aogount
ScandalsJournal of Accounting Research{(2), 27#323.

Bandura, A. (1999). Moral Disengagement in the Perpetration of InhumaRgies®nality
and Social Psychology Revi€gy193-209.

Bandler, J., & Zimmerman, A. (2005). A Widlart Legend's Trail of Deceil.he Wall Street
Journal Available from:
http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB111291400324201359 Accessed 16.10.13.

Bartlett, N., Endo, R., Tonkin, E., & Williams, A. (2004). Audit planning for the detection of
fraud. In R. Johnson (EdReadings in Auditingpp.58-70), Milton: Wiley & Sons.

Barbaro, M. (2005). Coughlin Says Cash Helped Wait: Ousted Executive Cites Expense
of Anti-Union Activity. Washington PostAvailable from:
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/articles/A38810-2005Apr8.html Accessed
16.19.13.

Baucus, M. S. (1994). Pressure, opportunity and predisposition: A multivariate model of
corporate illegalityJournal of Managemen20(4), 699—-721.

Brazel, J., Jones, K., & Zimbelman, M. F. (2009). Using nonfinancial measures to assess
fraud risk.Journal of Accounting Research7, 1135-1166.

Benson, M. L., and Simpson, S. S. (200hite-collar crime: An opportunity perspective
New York: Routledge.

Berger, R. J. (2011)Whitecollar crime. The abuse of corporate and government power
Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Braithwaite, J. (1985). Whiteellar crime.Annual Review of Sociolog¥1, 1-25.

Braithwaite, J. (2005Markets in vice, markets in virtu®xford: Oxford
University Press.

Braithwaite, J. (2013). Flipping markets to virtue with qui tam and restorativegusti
AccountingOrganization, and SocigB8(6-7): 458-468.

Braithwaite, J., & B. Fisse. (1987). Self Regulation and the Control of Corporate,@mim
Shearing, C., Stenning, P. (EdBJivate Policing(pp. 221-246). Beverly Hills: Sage

58



Brennan, N. M., & McGrath, M. (2007). Financial statement fraud: Some lessons from US
and European case studi@sistralian Accounting Review7(2), 49-61.

Brody, R. G., Melendy, S. R., & Perri, F. S. (2012). Commentary from the American
Accounting Association’s 2011 annual meeting panel on emerging issues in fraud
researchAccounting Horizons26(3), 513-531.

Brytting, T., Minogue, R., and Morino, V. (201The Anatomy of Fraud and
Corruption: Organizational Causes and Remedigrrey: Gower Publishing.

Buckhoff, T. A. (2001). Employee fraud: Perpetrators and their motivat@i®?&.Journa)
71(11), 72-73.

Chartered Institute of Management Accountants (CIMA) (2008). Fraud risk eraeat; A
guide to good practice. London: CIMA.

Chouliaraki, L., & Fairclough, N. (2010ritical Discourse Analysis in Organizational
Studies: Towards an Integrationist Methodolatpurnal of Management Studjes
47(6): 1213-1218.

Choo, F., & Tan, K. (2007)An “American Dream” theory of corporate executive Fraud.
Accounting Forum31(2), 203-215.

Clikeman, P. M. (2009)Called to account: Fourteen financial frauds that shaped the
American accounting professioNew York: Routledge.

Coenen, T. (2008Essentials of Corporate Fraud\J: John Wiley & Sons.

Cohen, J., Ding, Y., Lesage, C., & Stolowy, H. (201)rporate fraudrad managers’
behavior: Evidence from the predsurnal of Business Ethic85, 271-315.

Coleman, J. W. (1985The criminal elite. The sociology of whiteHlar crime (3 Ed). New
York: St. Martin’s Press.

Coleman, J.W. (1987). Toward an Integrated Theory of Whdtkar Crime, American
Journal of Sociology93, 406-439.

Colvin, M., Cullen, F., and Ven, T. (2002). Coercion, social support, and crime: An emerging
theoretical consensuSriminology, 40, 19-42.

Cooper, D., and Morgan, W. (2008). Case study research in accodmaaginting
Horizons 22 (2), 159-178.

Cooper, D., Dacin., T., & Palmer, D. (2013). Fraud in accounting, organizations and
society: Extending the boundaries of reseatdtounting, Organization, and Society
38, (6-7):440-457.

59



Cortese, C.I., Irvine, H.J., & Kaidonis, M.A. (2010). Powerful players: How constituents
captured the setting of IFRS 6, an accounting standard for the extractivei@sdustr
Accounting Forum34(2): 76-88.

Cressey D. (1953).0Other People’s Money: A Study in the Social Psychology of
Embezzlemen€alifornia: Wadsworth.

Cressey, D. R. (1973ntroduction to the reprint edition. Other people’s money. A study in
the social psychology of embezzlenf@tEd.). New Jersey: Patterson Smith.

Croall, H. (2001)Understanding White Collar Crim®pen University Press: Buckingham.

Davis, J.L., & Pesch, H.L. (2013). Fraud dynamics and controls in organizations.
Accounting, Organization and SocigB8(6-7): 469-483.

Dedoulis, E. (2006). The Code of Ethics and the development of the auditing profession in
Greece, the period 1992-20@counting Forum30(2), 155-178.

Dellaportas, S. (2013). Conversations with inmate accountants: Motivation, opportunity and
the fraud triangleAccounting Forum37, (1), 29-39.

Dellaportas, S. (2014). The effect of a custodial sentence and professional fits¢joalion
reintegrationCritical Perspective on Accounting
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2014.03.005

den Nieuwenboer, N., and Kaptein, M. (2008). Spiralling down into corruption: A dynamic
analysis of the social identity processes that cause corruption in orgarszati
grow. Journal of Business Ethic83, 133-146.

Dorminey, J. W., Fleming, A. S., Kranacher, M.J., & Riley, R. A. Jr., (2010). Beyond the
fraud triangle CPA Journal 80(7), 16-23.

Dorminey, J, Fleming, A., Kranacher, M., Riley, R. (2012). The Evolution of Fraud Theory.
Issues in Accounting Education(2): 555-579.

Donegan, J. J., & Ganon, M. W. (2008). Strain, differential association, and coercion:
Insights from the criminology literature on causes of accountant’s misconduct
Advances in Public Interest Accountjrgy 1-20.

Dorn, N. (2010)The Governance @ecurities: Bnzi Finance, Regulatory Convergence,
Credit CrunchBritish Journal of Criminology50 (1): 23-45. doi:
10.1093/bjc/azp062

Duffield, G., & Grabosky, P. (2001, MarcA)he psychology of fraud: Trends and issues in
crime and criminal justiceNo. 19. Canberra: Australian Institute of Criminology.

Everett, J., Neu, D., and Rahaman, A. (2007). Accounting and the global fight against
corruption.” Accounting, Organizations and Socie3%( 6), 513-542.

60


http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0155998212000518
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0155998212000518

Fairclough, N. (1992)Discourse and social chang€ambridge, UK: Polity Press.

Fairclough, N. (1995aLritical Discourse Analysis: The Critical Study of Langua8eston:
Addison Wesley.

Fairclough, Norman (1995hbyledia DiscourseLondon: Edward Arnold

Fairclough, N. (2003)Analysing discorse: textual analysis for social researdtondon,
UK: Routledge.

Fairlcough, N. (2010)Critical Discourse Analysis: The Critical Study of Langua2jé
edition. NY, New York: Taylor & Francis.

Fairclough, N., & Wodak, R. (1997). Critical discourse analysis. In T.A. van Dijk (Ed.),
Discourse as social interaction: A multidisciplinary introductiqp. 258-284).

London: Sage.

Fairclough, N., Graham, P., Lemke, J., & Wodak, R. (2004). Introduc@iatical Discourse
Studies1(1), 1-7.

Festinger L. (257). A Theory of Cognitive Dissonancgalifornia: Stanford University
Press.

Friedrichs D. (1996).Trusted Criminals. White Collar Crime in Contemporary Socisgw
York: Wadsworth Publishing Company.

Foucault, M. (1969)The archaeology of knowledgEransl. A.M. Sheridan 1972. London:
Tavistock (from French).

Fleak, S. K., Harrison, K. E., & Turner, L. A. (2010). Sunshine center: An instructiomal cas
evaluating internal controls in a small organizatiseues in Accounting Education
25(4), 709-720.

Flyvbjerg, B. (2004). Five misunderstandings about case-study research. eal€;.Ga
Gobo, J.F. Gubrium, and D. silverman (Ed@uyalitative Research Practidep.
420-434). London and Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Fitzsimons, V. G. (2009). A troubled relationship: Corruption and reform of the public sector
in developmentJournal of Management Developme28(6), 513-521.

Free, C., Macintosh, N., & Stein, M. (2007). Management controls: The organizatiamhal fra
triangle of leadership, culture and ¢at in Enron.lvey Business Journaf1(6), 1—
5.

Free, C., & Murphy, P. (2013). The Ties that Bind: The Decision to Co-offend in Fraud.
Contemporary Accounting Researdoi: 10.1111/1911-3846.12063

61



Gabbioneta, C., Greenwood, R., Mazzola, P., & Minoja, M. (2013). TihBuence of the
institutional context on corporate illegaliticcounting, Organizations and Society
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/].a0s.2012.09.002.

Galbraith, J.K. (2004)T'he Economics of Innocent Fraud: Truth For Our TiMNew York:
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.

Geis, G., & Meier, R. (1977WhiteCollar Crime.New York: Free Press.

Gerring, J. (2004). What is a case study and what is it good\fo€e?ican Political Science
Review 98(2), 341-354.

Gottfredson, M.R., & Hirschi, T. (1990 General Theory of Crimé&tanford: Stanford
University Press.

Gray, K., Frieder, L., & Clark, W. Jr. (2008}orporate Scandals: The Many Faces of Greed
St. Paul: Paragon House.

Greve, H. R., Palmer, D., & Pozner, J.E. (2010). Organizations gdaielive causes,
processes and consequences of organizational miscomdachcademy of
Management Annalg(1), 53-107.

Henriques, D. (2009). Madoff is Sentenced to 150 Years for Ponzi SchkeenBlew York
Times Available from:
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/30/business/30madoff.html?pagewanted=all& _r
0 Accessed 02.10.14

Hing, N. (2002). The emergence of problem gambling as a corporate social issugahiaAust
International Gambling Studieg, 101-22.

Hirschi, T. (1969)Causes of delinquencBerkeley: University of California Press.

Hirschi, T., & Gottfredson, M. (1989T.he significance of white collar crime for a general
theory of crimeCriminology, 27 (2), 359-371.

Holton, C. (2009). Identifying disgruntled employee systems fraud risk througiniteixigy:
A simple solution for a mukbillion dollar problemDecision Support Systems
46(4), 853-864.

Hogan, C.E., Rezaee, Z., Riley Jr., R.A., Velury, U.K. (2008). Financial statemaht fra
Insights from the academic literatufauditing: A Journal of Practice & Theorg7
(2): 231-252.

Howe, M. A., & Malgwi, C. A. (2006). Playing the ponies: A $5 million embezzlememt cas
Journal of Education for Busines32(1), 27-33.

Hollinger, R., and Clark, J. (1983Jjheft by Employeed_exington: Lexington Books.

62


http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/30/business/30madoff.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/30/business/30madoff.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0

Hussein, L. (2008).-91 Response(s): Three Arab-American groups respond discursively to
the attacks of September 11, 2001. In R. Dolén J. Todoli (Eda)yzing Identities
in Discourse Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

International Federation of Accountants (IFAC) (2006). International SthodafAuditing
No. 240. The auditor’s responsibilities relating to fraud in an audit of financial
staements. Geneva: IFAC.

Jackall, R. (1988Moral mazes: The world of corporate managédsw York: Oxford
University Press.

Jans, M., Lybaert, N., & Vanhoof, K. (2010). Internal fraud risk reduction: Resultdaiba
mining case studynternational Journal of Accounting Information Systefriq1),
17-41.

Jaworski, A., & Coupland, N. (1999). Introduction: Perspectives on Discourse Analysis, in
Jaworski, A., Coupland, N. (EdsT)he Discourse Read@op. 137). London,
England: Routledge.

Jeffers A. (2011). How Lehman Brothers used Repo 105 to manipulate their financial
statementsJournal of Leadership, Accountability and EthiB¢5): 44-55.

Jones, K.L. (2010). The game of fraudulent financial reporting: accounting fos,athi
Cheryl R. Lehman (EdEthics, Equity, and Regulatigihdvances in Public Interest
Accounting, Volume 15) Emerald Group Publishing Limited, pp.141 — 160.

Kelly, P., & Hartley, C. A. (2010). Casino gambling and workplace fraud: A cauyidala
for managersManagemenResearch Reviev@3(3), 224-239.

KPMG. (2006).Fraud survey 2006Australia: KPMG Forensic.
KPMG. (2008).Fraud survey 2008Australia: KPMG Forensic.
KPMG. (2010).Fraud and misconduct survey 20Kustralia and New Zealand: KPMG.

Krancher, M., Riley, R., & Wells, J. (201®orensic Accounting and Fraud Examination
Rosewood: John Wiley & Sons.

Lehman, C., & Okcabol, F. (2005). Accounting for crir@etical Perspectives on
Accounting16(5), 613—-639.

Leitch, S, & Palmer, 1.(2010. ‘Analysing &xts in context: current practices and new
protocols for critical discourse analysis in organization studmsnal of
Management Studie4?7, 1194212

Lokanan , M.E. (2014). How senior managers perpetuate accounting fraud? Lessa@uslfor fr
examiners from an instructional casmurnal of Financial Crimg21(4), 411 — 423.

Luke, A. (2002). Beyond science and ideology critique: Developments in criticalds®
analysisAnnual Review of Applied Linguistjc22, 96-110.

63



Lynch, M., McGurrin, D., & Fenwick, M. (2004). Disappearing act: The representati
corporate crime research in criminological literatdiirnal of Criminal Justice
32, 389-398.

Machin, D., & Mayr, A. (2012). Corporate crime and the discursive deletion of
responsibility: A ase study of the Paddington rail craShme Media Culture: An
International Journal9(1) 63-82.

Maneri, M., & ter Wal, J. (2005). The Criminalisation of Ethnic Groups: An Issue éolidV
Analysis.Forum: Qualitative Social ResearcB(3), Art. 9. Avalable from:
http://www.qualitativeresearch.net/index.php/fgs/article/view/29/62 Accessed
12.09.13

Mardjono, A. (2005). A tale of corporate governance: lessons Why Firmsl&aikgerial
Auditing Journa] 22(3), 272-283.

Matthews, D. (2005). London and @y Securities: a case study in audit and regulatory
failure. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journdl8(4), 518 — 536.

McBarnet, D. (2006). After Enron Will ‘Whiter than Whi@sllar Crime’ Still WashBritish
Journal of Criminology46 (6), 1091-1109. doi: 10.1093/bjc/azl068

Merkl-Davies, D.M., & Koller, V. (2012)Metaphoring’ people out of this world: A Critical
Discourse Analysis of a chairman’s statement of a UK defence firm. Atoguforum,
36(3): 178-193.

Messina, F. M. (1997). Commaense approaches to fraud awareness prevention detection.
Nonprofit World 15(4), 36—38.

Messner, S., & Rosenfeld, R. (199€yime and the American DrearBelmont: Wadsworth.

Miller, P., Karunmaéki, L., & O’Leary, T. (2008). Accounting, hybrids andrtteagement
of risk. Accounting, Organizations and Socie®3(7/8), 942—967.

Misangyi, V. F., Weaver, G. R., & Elms, H. (2008). Ending corruption: The interplay among
institutional logics, resources, and institutional entreprenfgedemy of
Managerent Review33(3), 750-770.

Mitchell, A., Sikka, P., & Willmott, H. (1998).\8eeping it under the carpet: The role of
accountancy firms in money launderidg:counting Organization & Societ23
(5/6), 589-607.

Mitchell, A., & Sikka, P. (2011) The PiStipe Mafia: How Accountancy Firms Destroy
Societies, Basildon, UKAssociation of Accountancy and Business Affairs
Available from: http://visar.csustan.edu/aaba/PINSTRIPEMAFIA.pdf Aseé 02.
07.14

64



Morales, J., Gendron, Y., Guénin-Paracini, H. (2014). The construction of the risky
individual and vigilant organization: A genealogy of the fraud triarggeounting,
Organizations and Societittp://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.a0s.2014.01.006

Moult, J. (2009). KPMG accountancy chief fiddled £545,000 to pakifonew wife's
£15,000-amonth luxury tastes. IMail Online. Available from:
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/articl&208975/KPMGdirectorstole 500-000-
expenseclaim-scamfund-wifes-lavishlifestyle.html Accessed 11.14.13.

Murdock, H. (2008). The three dimensions of fraimernal Auditor 65(4), 81-83.

Murphy P. (2012). Attitude, Machiavellianism and the rationalization of misregorti
Accounting, Organizations and Sociedy (5), 242-259.

Murphy, P., & Dacin, T. (2011). Psychological pathways to fraud: Understanding and
preventing fraud in organization¥ournal of Business Ethic&01(4), 601-618.

Neu, D., Everett, J., & Rahaman, A. (2013). Internal Auditing and Corruption within
Government: The Case of the Canadian Sponsorship Pro@antemporary
Accounting Resear¢l30(3), 1223-1250.

Neu, D., Everett, J., Rahaman, A., & Martinez, D. (2013). Accounting and networks of
Corruption.Accounting, Organization and Socig88(6-7), 505-524.

Ng, J. (2009). Hong Kong Police Raid Ernst & YoungWall Street Journal Available
from: http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB12542899166365 182 ssed
10.17.13.

Strand Norman, C., Rose, A. M., & Rose, J. M. (2010). Internal audit reporting lines, fraud
risk decomposition, and assessments of fraud Aiskounting, Organizations and
Society 35(5), 546-557.

O’Connell, B. (2007). Enron. Con: “He that filches from me my good name ...makes me
poor indeed”Critical Perspectives on Accountings, (6-7), 733-749.

Otusanya, O.J. (2011). The role of multinational companies in tax evasion and tax avoidance:
The case of NigeriaCritical Perspectives on Aounting 22 (3): 316-332.

Peterson, B. K., & Gibson, T. H. (2003). Student health services: A case of emplogkee fra
Journal of Accounting Educatip21(1), 61-73.

Pfeifer, S. (2013). Scott London pleads guilty to insider trading at KRM&Angeles
Times Available from: http://articles.latimes.com/2013/jul/02/busineds/la
london-kpmg-plea-20130702 Accessed 02.11.13.

65


http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB125428991663651923
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1045235404000073
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1045235404000073
http://articles.latimes.com/2013/jul/02/business/la-fi-london-kpmg-plea-20130702
http://articles.latimes.com/2013/jul/02/business/la-fi-london-kpmg-plea-20130702

Pfeifer, S., Hamilton, W., & Chang, A. (201B8ederal prosecutors chargelk€RMG auditor
Scott LondonLA Times Available from:
http://articles.latimes.com/2013/apr/11/businesi/lao-chargesscottlondon-
kpmg-20130411Accessed 09.02.13.

Palmer, D. (2012Normal Organizational Wrongdoing: A Critical Analysis of Theories of
Misconduct in and by Organizationdew York: Oxford University Press

Peecher, M. E. (1996). The influence of auditor’s justification processes on thsiomk&cA
cognitive model and experimental evidentmurnal of Accounting ResearcB4(1):
125-140.

Poveda, T.G. (1994Rethinking whitecollar crime Praeger, Westport, Connecticut.

Power, M. (2013). The apparatus of fraud riskcounting, Organizations and Socie®3(6-
7): 535-543.

Preda, A. (2009Framing finance: The boundaries of markets and modern capitalism
University of Chicago Press, Chicago.

PWC. (2014). Economic crime: a threat to business processes. Available from:
http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/economarime-survey/businesprocesses.jhtml
Accessed 02.10.14.

Rae, K., & Subramaniam, N. (2008). Quality of internal control procedures: Antecadents
moderating effect on organizational justice and employee fManagerial
Auditing Journal 23(2), 104-124.

Ramamoorti, S. (2008). The psychology and sociology of fraud: Integrating the behavioral
sciences component into fraud and forensic accounting currissiges in Accounting
Education 23(4), 521-533.

Ramamoorti, S., D. Morrison, & Koletar, J.W. (200B)inging Freud to Fraud:
Understanding the State-of-Mind of the_€vel Suite/White Collar Offender
Through “A-B-C” Analysis Working paper, Institute for Fraud Prevention.
Retrieved from: http://www.theifp.org/researghants/IFPWhitepapes3.pdf
Accessed 05.10.13.

Rezaee, Z. (2002)Financial Statement Fraud: Prevention and Detectidaw York:
John Wiley & Sons.

Rezaee, Z(2005). Causes, consequences and deterrence of financial statemeQiritaadl.
Perspectives on Accountinge, 277—-298.

Razaee, Z., & Riley, R. ( 201(®inancial Statement Fraud: Prevention and Detectidaw
York: Wiley & Sons.

Sikka, P., & Hampton, M. (2005). The Role of Accountancy Firms in Tax Avoidance: Some
Evidence and Issuegccounting Forum29(3), 325-343.

66


http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/economic-crime-survey/business-processes.jhtml
http://www.theifp.org/research-grants/IFP-Whitepaper-3.pdf

Sikka, P. (2008). &balization and its discontents: accounting firms buy limited liability
partnership legislation in jersefccounting, Auditing and Accountability Jourpal
21 (3): 398-426.

Sikka, P. (2010a). Financial crisis and the silence of the audkoesunting Organizations
and Society34(6—-7), 868-873.

Sikka, P. (2010b). Smoke and Mirrors: Corporate Social Responsibility and Tax Avoidance,
Accounting Forum34 (3/4), 153-168.

Srivastava, R. P., Mock, T. J., & Turner, J. L. (2003). An Analysis of the Fraud Triangle.
Available from:
https://aaahqg.org/audit/midyear/03midyear/papers/Research%20RoafeiaBH
TurnerMock-Srivastava.pdAccessed 23.06.13.

Srivastava, R. P., Mock, T. J., & Turner, J. L. (2009). Bayesian fraud risk formula for
financialstatement audit®#ibacus 45(1), 66—87.

Stuebs, M., & Wilkinson, B. (2010). Ethics and the tax profession: Restoring the public
interest focusAccounting & the Public InteresiO, 13-35.

Stout, M. (2007)The Sociopath Next Door: The Ruthless Verse$idst of UsNew York:
Broadway Books.

Sykes, G., & Matza, D. (1957). Techniques of neutralization: A theory of delinquency.
American Sociological Revie®2, 664-70.

Sakurali, Y., & Smith, R. (2003, Jun§ambling as a motivation for the commission of
finance crime, trends and issues in crime and criminal jusioe 25. Available

from: http://www.aic.gov.au/media_library/publications/tandi2/tandi256.pdf
Accessed 18.11.13.

Sutherland, E.H. (1937The Professional Thie€hicago: The University of Chicago.

Sutherland, E.H. (1945)s Iwhite-collar crime’ crime?American Sociological Revigwt0,
132-1309.

Sutherland, E.H. (1949hite collar crime New York Holt, Reinhart, &Winston.

Sutherland, E.H., & Cressey R.D.. (19@8jinciples of CriminologyPhiladelphia:
Lippincott.

Thompson, J. B. (1990)deology and modern culture: Critical social theory in the era of
mass communicatio€ambridge: Polity Press.

Tupper, K. (2008). Drugs, discourses and education: a critical discourse analysigtof a

school drug education texiscourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education
29 (2): 223-228.

67


https://aaahq.org/audit/midyear/03midyear/papers/Research%20Roundtable%203-Turner-Mock-Srivastava.pdf
https://aaahq.org/audit/midyear/03midyear/papers/Research%20Roundtable%203-Turner-Mock-Srivastava.pdf
http://www.aic.gov.au/media_library/publications/tandi2/tandi256.pdf

Valukas, A. (2010). Report of Anton R. Valukas, Examiner.4/dn re Lehman Brothers
Holdings Inc., Debtors. Available from:
http://web.stanford.edu/~johntayl/Examiner%200n%20Lehman%20Weekend.pdf
Accessed 08.26.14.

Van Dijk, T.A. (1993). Principles of Critical Discourse Analysis. Discourse & Society, 4(2),
249-283.

Voris, B.V., & Boulden, J. (2006). Walart Ex-Vice Chairman Coughlin Gets House
Arrest. Bloomberg. Retrieved from:
http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsaefisid=aL KzGkSrUrZI&refe
r=home

Waller, L. G. (2006). Introducing Fairclough's Critical Discourse Anslykethodology for
Analyzing Caribbean Social Problems: Going Beyond Systems, Resources, Soci
Action, Social Practices and Forces of Structure or Ddkeof as Units of Analysis.
Journal of Diplomatic Language&(1). Available at SSRN:
http://ssrn.com/abstract=912329

Weisburd, D., Waring, E., & Chayet, E. (2000yhite Collar Crime and Criminal Caregr
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wells, J. T. (1997)Occupational fraud and abuse: How to prevent and detect asset
misappropriation, corruption and fraudulent statemenigxas: Obsidian Publishing
Company.

Wells, J. (2013). Former KPMG Partner Scott London: | Got About $70,000 in Kickbacks.
CNBC Available from:http://www.cnbc.com/id/100822499 Accessed 15.11.13.

Wikstrom, P., & Treiber, K. (2007The Role of SelControl in Crime
Causation: Beyond Gottfredson and Hirscl®sneral Theor of Crime.European
Journal of Criminology4 (2), 237-264.

Wilks, J., & Zimbelman, M. (2010). Decomposition of FraRidk Assessments and
Auditors’ Sensitivity to Fraud Cue€ontemporary Accounting Reseay@1i(3): 719-

745.

Williams, J. (2012)Policing the Markets: Inside the Black Box of Securities Enforcement
London: Taylor & Francis Ltd.

Williams, J.W. (2013). Regulatory technologies, risky subjects, and findrauialdaries:
Governing ‘fraud’ in the financial marke#&ccounting, Organizatioand Society
38(6-7), 544-558.

68


http://web.stanford.edu/%7Ejohntayl/Examiner%20on%20Lehman%20Weekend.pdf
http://www.cnbc.com/id/100822499

Wolfe, D., & Hermanson, D. (2004). The fraud diamond: Considering the four elements of
fraud. TheCPA Journal Available from:
http://www.nysgpa.org/cpajournal/2004/1204/essentials/p38 Ateessed
16.11.13.

Yin, R. (2003) Case study research: Design and meth@sEd.). Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Cases Cited

SEC v. Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation, et@hse No. 0GV-1728 (U.S.D.C.,
D.D.C) (filed September 27, 2007).

Securities and Exchange Commission v. Scott London etraled States District Court for
the Central District of California, Case No. CV 13 2558 RGK (PJWHx) (filed
September 27, 2013).

69


http://www.nysscpa.org/cpajournal/2004/1204/essentials/p38.htm

70



	Coleman, J.W. (1987). Toward an Integrated Theory of White-Collar Crime, American Journal of Sociology, 93, 406-439.
	Greve, H. R., Palmer, D., & Pozner, J.E. (2010). Organizations gone wild: The causes, processes and consequences of organizational misconduct. The Academy of Management Annals, 4(1), 53–107.
	Henriques, D. (2009). Madoff is Sentenced to 150 Years for Ponzi Scheme. The New York Times. Available from: http://www.nytimes.com/2009/06/30/business/30madoff.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0 Accessed 02.10.14
	Hing, N. (2002). The emergence of problem gambling as a corporate social issue in Australia.  International Gambling Studies, 2, 101-22.
	Hirschi, T. (1969). Causes of delinquency. Berkeley: University of California Press.
	Hirschi, T., & Gottfredson, M. (1989). The significance of white collar crime for a general theory of crime. Criminology, 27 (2), 359–371.
	Hollinger, R., and Clark, J. (1983). Theft by Employees.  Lexington: Lexington Books.
	Lokanan , M.E. (2014). How senior managers perpetuate accounting fraud? Lessons for fraud examiners from an instructional case.  Journal of Financial Crime, 21(4), 411 – 423.

	Valukas, A. (2010). Report of Anton R. Valukas, Examiner. Vo. 4, In re Lehman Brothers Holdings Inc., Debtors. Available from: http://web.stanford.edu/~johntayl/Examiner%20on%20Lehman%20Weekend.pdf Accessed 08.26.14.
	Van Dijk, T.A. (1993). Principles of Critical Discourse Analysis. Discourse & Society, 4(2),  249-283.
	Securities and Exchange Commission v. Scott London et al., United States District Court for the Central District of California, Case No. CV 13 2558 RGK (PJWx) (filed September 27, 2013).


