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Accounting for Anticorruption: Where Are the Social and
Environmental Accounting Scholars?
Oana Apostol

Faculty of Management and Business, Tampere University, Tampere, Finland

ABSTRACT
Accounting and corruption exist in a tense relationship in which
accounting is either the solution to or an accomplice of corruption.
Diverse areas of accounting research have examined both sides of
this relationship, but social and environmental accounting (SEA)
scholarship has lagged well behind. This is unfortunate, as venality
has dreadful impacts on society and the natural environment.

This commentary invites SEA scholars to shed light on the intricate
bonds between accounting, corruption and sustainability. To support
my argument, I explain why corruption matters to SEA and review
prior studies that examine the intersection of these two areas.
Building on extant accounting research on corruption, I argue that
future research should explore the effects of the new public
management (NPM) type of anticorruption reforms on the social
and environmental agenda. I maintain that, when used, NPM
practices should be adapted to local settings. I also make a case for
exploring the potential of locally informed accounting practices to
curb corruption that affects sustainability practices.

KEYWORDS
Corruption; NPM; social and
environmental accounting

Introduction

Corruption is ubiquitous in countries outside the West and is hardly negligible in the West
(Neu et al. 2013; Sargiacomo et al. 2015). Conceptualised broadly, corruption is the abuse
and misuse of power, especially in public office, for the purpose of obtaining private
benefits and favours. It occurs at various levels: individual, organisational, institutional
and governmental. Corruptive acts include (but are not limited to) nepotism, embezzle-
ment, bribery, extortion, influence peddling and fraud (Chetwynd, Chetwynd, and
Spector 2003). While corruption obviously affects many aspects of business and govern-
mental life in which accountants are particularly interested, its effects on the sustainability
agenda are also dire. Recent empirical studies suggest that venality interferes with already
faltering attempts to address matters such as climate change (Akhbari and Nejati 2019),
pollution (Candau and Dienesch 2017; Biswas, Farzanegan, and Thum 2012), biodiversity
conservation (Gore, Ratsimbazafy, and Lute 2013), other environmental issues (Ganda
2020) and human rights (Siddiqui and Uddin 2016), yet the role of the accounting
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profession and its processes and devices in facilitating or impeding corruption in relation
to all these issues remains poorly documented.

This commentary draws attention to the need to more courageously tackle the multi-
faceted problem of corruption from the perspective of the social and environmental chal-
lenges we currently face. While accounting scholarship on corruption is ample, the same
cannot be said for the contribution of social and environmental accounting research
(SEAR). I begin by describing two major streams in the accounting literature that take
opposing stances with respect to the usefulness of accounting methods in curbing ven-
ality. As this brief review will show, how accounting can contribute to anticorruption
efforts is not clear-cut or incontestable, making necessary sensitive approaches that are
alert to the social, economic and political contexts in which corruption occurs (Cooper,
Dacin, and Palmer 2013; Goddard et al. 2016). This short journey into the broad account-
ing literature is needed to understand how we can approach corruption in SEAR. I sub-
sequently explain why corruption should be seen as a phenomenon whose social and
environmental implications merit our attention. Next, I consider where we stand as a
research community in terms of examining corruption. I end this commentary by reflect-
ing on what can be done next to advance the research agenda on this topic.

Accounting and corruption: an uneasy relationship

High hopes have been placed on accounting to counter unscrupulous conduct in
business and government. In environments with a high risk of corruption, a complex
accounting infrastructure is typically proposed and deployed in efforts to curb corruption
(Everett, Neu, and Rahaman 2006). Scholars believe that accounting is useful in multiple
ways in fighting corruption as I briefly describe below.

First, internal controls are implemented, and monitoring and surveillance systems are
adopted to prevent and detect activities that divert organisational resources from their
intended purposes (Peltier-Rivest 2018). The rationale is that strict internal rules and
the division of organisational responsibilities can limit opportunities to engage in corrup-
tion and identify attempts to do so.

Second, a rigorous system of auditing by internal auditors and external agencies is
deemed an essential monitoring and inspection mechanism to ensure the integrity of
organisational operations (Ferry and Eckersley 2014; Iyoha and Oyerinde 2010). In the
public sector, this task falls to supreme audit institutions: external auditing bodies that
have an institutional mandate to oversee public spending and the financial management
of public entities (Reichborn-Kjennerud et al. 2019).

Finally, accounting is expected to provide ‘luminous arrangements’ (Neu, Everett, and
Rahaman 2015, 55) that record, document and report economic events, facilitating audit-
ing and public scrutiny. The visibilities that record-keeping seemingly provides explain
the prominence given to notions of transparency and accountability in combating corrup-
tion. Transparency initiatives assume that the public exposure of organisational infor-
mation will lead citizens and civil society associations to sanction noncompliant actions
(Ferry and Eckersley 2014). Accrual-based accounting and international accounting stan-
dards are considered particularly helpful in aligning accounting practices with the trans-
parency requirements expected of public institutions (Cuadrado-Ballesteros, Citro, and
Bisogno 2020).
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Predicated on a neoliberal ideological stance strongly informed by new public man-
agement (NPM), these accounting solutions are often expected to prevent, detect,
monitor and control corruption (Paterson, Changwony, and Miller 2019; Changwony
and Paterson 2019; Cuadrado-Ballesteros, Citro, and Bisogno 2020). As some studies
have highlighted (e.g. Everett, Neu, and Rahaman 2007), much of the literature in this
vein treats accounting as neutral and unproblematic, a universal panacea for corruption
across the globe. The effects of accounting reform on reducing venality are taken for
granted; when failures occur, the blame falls on insufficient or inadequate institutional
restructuring along NPM lines (Iyoha and Oyerinde 2010).

Some accounting scholars are more sceptical of accounting as a force to combat cor-
ruption (Ejiogu, Ejiogu, and Ambituuni 2019; Everett, Neu, and Rahaman 2007; Neu et al.
2013). Research shows that, especially in non-Western settings, where different societal
values and norms inform the economic and political order, market-based reforms, such
as NPM, have not easily been accommodated in local accounting systems (Sharma and
Lawrence 2015). Evidence has accumulated in the literature that the entire infrastructure
associated with accounting to fight corruption falls far short of producing the desired out-
comes in non-Western countries characterised by high venality. The reasons are many.
The information systems on which accounting bases its data collection, processing and
reporting can suffer from institutional deficiencies and become unreliable at best (Cain
et al. 2001). Even when such systems are functional, they can be defanged by discretion-
ary autocratic power (Khair et al. 2015). The same goes for internal controls, which can
easily be circumvented when fraudulent leaders are influential (Sikka and Lehman
2015). Assuming that information eventually reaches the public without political interfer-
ence, its usefulness is not guaranteed if the external constituents lack the skills to interpret
it or lack the authority to make a difference. Moreover, the ‘external guardians’ of the
public sector – auditors – seem reluctant to claim expertise in detecting corruption, typi-
cally excluding it from their official mandate (Jeppesen 2019; Reichborn-Kjennerud et al.
2019). Finally, numerous studies note the formal existence of a ‘proper’ regulatory frame-
work in many non-Western countries, which suggests that corruption is not about ‘insti-
tution absence’ but about ‘institution failings’ (Doig and McIvor 2003, 321).

All these reservations about accounting’s anticorruption benefits are in relation to a
myriad of cultural unknowns and local specificities, or what Sargiacomo et al. (2015)
call the ‘realities of practice’ that characterise complex contexts, especially in countries
outside the West. Neopatrimonialism, institutional coercion, colonialist legacies and
other local peculiarities culturally shape forms of accounting that are very different
from what is known in the West. NPM reforms are often applied without acknowledging
these local features. Not surprisingly, then, such reforms not only appear to have little
effect in curbing corruption but may also end up as accomplices to criminal acts.1

The two stances on accounting’s relationship to corruption reflect broader research
positions with respect to trust in the calculative power of contemporary accounting prac-
tices. Two simple analogies from the world of games can describe these positions. The
devotees of NPM see the relationship between accounting, transparency, accountability
and corruption as straightforward; the proper accounting practices are like a line of stand-
ing dominos that, when set in motion, will topple the corrupt tile at the end of the chain. If
it fails to fall as expected, then a domino (read, an element of reform) is missing or has
been misplaced. For the sceptical tribe, by contrast, the relationship of accounting and
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corruption resembles a chess game in which a move is informed by a player’s view of the
board (that is, the societal and political context) and may inspire unexpected moves from
the other player (i.e. unanticipated consequences of actions targeting corruption). As the
outcomes of the domino chain often disappoint, I propose that it is the time to exper-
iment more with the chess game.

Why should SEAR devote attention to corruption?

Corruption is socially and economically relevant to SEAR. Corrupt conduct and deprived
institutions not only destabilise economic mechanisms, create inefficiencies and increase
costs but also worsen ecological vulnerabilities and social inequalities, harmful effects that
are amply documented in the recent literature. Among the best-known examples in
which both environmental and social impacts are visible is the ‘resource curse’ that
affects many countries rich in natural reserves (Fjeldstad and Johnsøn 2017). Due to
power abuses, bribes and illegal agreements between state officials and extracting com-
panies, the exploitation of oil, gas and other natural resources brings few, if any, benefits
to local communities, especially outside the West. The paradox is that, instead of improv-
ing livelihoods, natural resources worsen them, because exploitation contaminates the
water and air, devastates local biodiversity and ruins people’s cultures and ways of
making a living (Denedo, Thomson, and Yonekura 2019). The environmental damage
and social disparities are obvious in such cases, where venal governmental and corporate
apparatuses prevent remediating action.

Prior studies have observed many instances of the ecological harms associated with
corrupt behaviour. Mrema (2017) documents elite capture associated with illicit agreements
to harvest and ravage woodlands in Tanzania, while Sumaila, Jacquet, and Witter (2017)
claim that corruption in fisheries has depleted fish stocks worldwide. Wyatt (2017) details
the diverse corruptive acts in the public and private sector that facilitate wildlife trafficking
and the extinction of endangered species. Apparently, few natural resources escape the
detrimental effects of venality, which leads Robbins (2000) to believe that the vitiation of
their management is the rule rather than the exception, regardless of context.

Mounting evidence also suggests that corruption interferes with ecological restoration
efforts when resources allocated for improving public ecological services are misappro-
priated for private gain. In the agricultural sector, Teichmann, Falker, and Sergi (2020)
describe the mechanism that enables the abuse of European Union environmental pro-
grammes that offer incentives for environmental conformity: uncompliant local farmers
simply bribe local officials to evade penalties for violating environmental legislation. In
parallel, the farmers become eligible for environmental subsidies. Similarly, Smith and
Walpole (2005) argue that biodiversity projects suffer from corruption because those
involved in conservation schemes misuse funds, especially in countries with poor govern-
ance mechanisms in public agencies and public-private partnerships.

As these studies show, ample evidence is emerging on the ecological impacts of cor-
ruption. Much research also considers the consequences of corruption on citizens and
local communities. In this area, the relationship between corruption and poverty has
drawn much attention. The two seem to be correlated (Gupta, Davoodi, and Alonso-
Terme 2002), but the mechanism of this relationship is far from simple and clear-cut (Chet-
wynd, Chetwynd, and Spector 2003). On the one hand, elite capture and government-
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level bribery affect the marginalised by diverting public funds to private hands. On the
other, the victims may sometimes exacerbate their declining income by engaging in
small-scale bribery in circumstances in which it is not expected or requested. In so
doing, they perpetuate what Justesen and Bjørnskov (2014) call ‘street-level bureaucratic
corruption’. Corruption increases income inequality not only via bribes for essential ser-
vices but also via tax systems that disfavour low-income individuals as well as through
the preferential distribution of government projects to the powerful business elite
(Dincer and Gunalp 2012).

A consistent body of literature details the effects of corruption on substandard social
services, which especially affect those in need. Education quality, the use of public edu-
cational services and the perceived benefits of education are all affected when govern-
ment spending is diverted to other ends (Duerrenberger and Warning 2018). This only
worsens already bad social inequality and social exclusion, as poor-quality education
dims the prospects of low-income people for a decent life. Likewise, health care
systems are vulnerable to vitiating conduct, with most of the impacts felt by low-status
individuals who lack the means to use private health care institutions (Clarke 2020).
Beyond the various systems of public services, the nexus of businesses and officials
may cause a gangrene in political institutions that negatively affects democracy. For
instance, Remy (2017) tells the story of a local elite in the rosewood trade in Madagascar
whose political power was so great as to enable interference in democratic institutions
and electoral processes.

The literature summarised above highlights a plethora of social and environmental
phenomena in need of further attention from an accounting perspective. But where do
we stand as a research community in relation to all these?

What is the status of SEAR in regard to corruption?

Corruption research in accounting scholarship is vast, with several special journal issues
devoted to the topic (Cooper, Dacin, and Palmer 2013; Paterson, Changwony, and
Miller 2019), but corruption does not yet figure prominently in the SEAR agenda.
Lehman and Morton (2017, 282) go as far as to claim that SEAR has failed ‘to keep
pace with developments in the literature on corruption’. We should, however, recognise
the initial steps taken in recent years.

Noticing the poor SEAR engagement with the phenomenon of corruption, Islam et al.
(2018) suggest the need to ‘bring the study of bribery into the social and environmental
accounting literature’ via reporting practices. A growing body of literature has indeed
explored organisational corruption disclosures, usually via large scale studies. By way of
example, Barkemeyer, Preuss, and Lee (2015) analysed the anticorruption disclosures in
933 corporate sustainability reports (from 30 countries) that claimed compliance with
the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). The study reported country – and sector-level differ-
ences in corporate anticorruption disclosures. Blanc et al. (2017) looked at the anticorrup-
tion disclosures of the 105 largest multinational companies in relation to mass media
exposure and press freedom. They conclude that media is an important actor in pressur-
ing companies to report on anticorruption. Sari, Cahaya, and Joseph (2021) investigated
117 corporate reports and correlated the level of disclosure with several institutional vari-
ables, such as ownership and dependence on government tenders. This stream of
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research has usefully examined a variety of factors that trigger reporting and affect its
content and quality. Case studies on corruption disclosure practices are fewer and
often rely on content analysis of corporate reports. For instance, Islam et al. (2018)
focused on two global telecommunication companies and linked their corruption report-
ing to media attention. Blanc et al. (2019) conducted a single-case study of Siemens and
found changes in corruption and compliance reporting in response to a major corruption
scandal affecting the company.

This stream of literature treats corruption disclosures as an integral part of social and
environmental reporting initiatives, following the lead of the GRI, which includes several
indicators for corruption in its guidelines. At their core, these studies rely on trust in
reporting, assuming that the transparency enabled by reporting empowers societal
actors to act and discourages businesspeople from engaging in corruption. This is in
line with the neoliberal underpinnings of much anticorruption literature. As we know,
however, corporate voluntary reporting suffers from self-bias and is of hardly any use
in the actual detection of corruption (Leong and Hazelton 2017). Questions also remain
about the extent to which such voluntary reporting initiatives, which rely on businesspeo-
ple’s discretion, can deter illicit corporate spending. A less conventional treatment of
organisational disclosures could, therefore, uncover more meaningful evidence of corrup-
tion, as exemplified by Ren and Patten’s (2019) study in which, instead of relying on self-
categorised corporate corruption items, the authors scrutinised the income statement to
identify costs potentially indicative of criminal spending. Thus, their paper does not
unquestioningly accept self-laudatory narratives that reveal little, if anything, about the
scale and extent of corporate engagement with corruption, instead seeking alternative
evidence to trace this phenomenon in the corporate world. I foresee the potential of
research inspired by Ren and Patten to use and examine multiple sources of corporate
and noncorporate documentation as a useful means to uncover doubtful practices. For
example, researchers might juxtapose information from corporate and governmental
documents.

Among the innovative means of approaching corporate corruption disclosures is the
examination of voluntary and statutory transparency initiatives. These initiatives aim to
reverse the ‘resource curse’ by making visible both corporate payments to governments
and governmental expenditures. Chatzivgeri et al. (2020), Ejiogu, Ejiogu, and Ambituuni
(2019) and Cortese and Andrew (2020) look at transparency developments related to
extractive industries in the UK, Nigeria and USA, respectively, and provide useful insights
into the institutional interplay behind the emergence and functioning of such reporting
schemes. Investigations such as these usefully reveal the political and institutional mix
that explains the unintended consequences of reporting initiatives. They serve as a remin-
der that the shape, content and effects of corporate disclosure are partly the outcome of
broader institutional dynamics.

Several non-accounting studies comment on alternative, non-organisation – bound
forms of accounting and transparency initiatives. Jenkins and Goetz (1999) describe an
innovative ‘social audit’ procedure initiated by a local social movement in India,
whereby, during self-organised ‘public hearings’, official documentation was compared
with citizens’ experiences of public services. This procedure not only uncovered inconsis-
tencies indicative of corrupt acts but also overcame the problem of accounting illiteracy in
the local community. Moreover, among the alternative ways of unearthing corruption and
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holding the powerful to account, social media have been cited as an effective mechanism.
Ferry and Eckersley (2014, 11) tell of a Chinese official whose abuse of power was exposed
on social media via pictures that eventually led to his conviction. Citizens’ posts on social
media visually contrasted the luxurious live of the Chinese bureaucrat with the official
position in the state hierarchy that could not yield such wealth, effectively playing the
role described as ‘counter-accounts’ in SEA. Such forms of alternative reporting and
audit rooted in civil society are well able to highlight inappropriate or dubious actions
warranting further investigations. They are important because they give voice to those
most affected by corruption (Lehman and Morton 2017).

In addition to new approaches to studying corruption and alternative sources of docu-
mentation, two more matters are relevant to the topic. First, corruption is a fluid notion,
with connotations that fluctuate across settings, but its meaning is often treated as being
obvious (Cooper, Dacin, and Palmer 2013). Teichmann, Falker, and Sergi (2020), for
instance, note that practices of gift-giving and personal relationships are culturally insti-
tutionalised in China as compared to Western countries, thus making their classification as
corruption debateable in that context. Shore and Haller (2005) question the possibility of
assigning a single, unequivocal meaning to corruption, noting that nepotism and crony-
ism can aptly be designated as illegitimate conduct in Scandinavia, while, in Asia and
Africa, they are part of the moral duty to help loved ones. An injudicious application of
Western-informed theoretical frameworks could leave such details unnoticed. Among
the contextually informed studies is one by Goddard et al. (2016), who explain corruption
in terms of colonially inherited social relationships in Tanzania. The abuses of colonial
administrative and bureaucratic practices towards local Tanzanians undercut the legiti-
macy of state institutions that preserved non-native values and rationales. This, in turn,
made the rerouting of resources into private hands not only acceptable to the locals
but also commendable. Gore, Ratsimbazafy, and Lute (2013) offer a contextualised analy-
sis of corruption in the setting of conservation efforts in Madagascar. The authors note
that local interpretations of noncompliant conduct did not necessarily link it to immorality
or abuse of power (as commonly described in the literature) but to deficits in conservation
knowledge. Such in-depth investigations of the roots of corruption in its nascent context
are invaluable in designing accounting devices that best restrain the diversion of
resources from public services and local communities.

Second, there is a tendency to associate unscrupulous conduct and vitiated institutions
with ‘the Others’ outside the ‘civilized’ West, intimately connecting them with despised
phenomena, such as poverty, economic underdevelopment and democratic backsliding
(Shore and Haller 2005, 3). It is unclear to what extent this purported connection
reflects a myth. Corruption can indeed be more acute in such settings, but numerous
studies point out the existence of venality in many Western countries. Corruption may
manifest differently, implying greater sophistication in manipulating existing rules and
institutions (Neu et al. 2013), but that does not mean that it is absent. Therefore, we
clearly need context-receptive investigations to uncover this phenomenon in the West.

What lies ahead for corruption research in SEAR?

As has been shown, much of the emerging SEAR on corruption is dedicated to reporting.
In itself, this is unsurprising, as the SEAR tradition privileges the study of reporting among
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all varieties of accounting methods and devices. The results of these studies support
much of the literature on sustainability reporting, especially in terms of using disclosure
as an instrument to manage organisational legitimacy and stakeholders’ impressions.
Chatzivgeri et al. (2020) and Ejiogu, Ejiogu, and Ambituuni (2019), in their examinations
of transparency initiatives in extractive industries, provide insights into the institutional
landscape that facilitate such uses of corporate corruption reporting. Lehman and
Morton (2017), by contrast, find fault with the neoliberal ideological roots that underpin
social and environmental reporting. From this perspective, SEAR appears to subscribe to
the sceptical branch of scholarship that believes that contemporary forms of accounting
are of no use in controlling corruption.

Signs of belief in a positive role for accounting with respect to corruption are few,
appearing mostly in relation to forms of external, non-organisational accounting in
which civil society and the local community play a role (Jenkins and Goetz 1999; Ferry
and Eckersley 2014). Despite Lehman and Morton’s (2017) call to broaden the scope of
corruption research in SEAR to include civil society, however, forms of accounting that
are not bound to organisations have yet to be examined. A few studies suggest that
some of these accounts (e.g. counter-accounts) may play a role in exposing corruptive
behaviour (e.g. Denedo, Thomson, and Yonekura 2019), but more insights are needed.
Notably, however, the optimism in relation to accounting and corruption in this tiny
stream of literature differs greatly from that expressed in studies that blindly trust in
NPM reforms as discussed earlier in this paper. Most likely, little harm comes from the
absence of the NPM-supportive perspective in the corruption-related literature in SEA,
but this should not prevent close examinations of the functioning of the accounting
apparatus currently deployed to deal with venality in environmental and social matters.
Understanding the historical conditioning is a helpful first step in investigating the work-
ings and consequences of NPM reforms. Furthermore, the impact of accounting measures
on anticorruption efforts should also be assessed in other ways than by relying on the
content, quality and quantity of corporate (and other organisational) reports. Scholarship
could explore the introduction of more locally informed accounting methods, which may
be better suited to curbing corruption than the common set of NPM reforms.

I propose that SEAR may be inspired by a consistent body of scholarly work on the
relationship between accounting and venality as well as by recent conceptualisations
of corruption from outside the accounting literature (e.g. Thompson 2018; Haller
and Shore 2015). For instance, Haller and Shore’s (2015) anthropological perspective
on corruption, in which the concept of corruption is based on the study of cultural
manifestations and formal and informal rules, is particularly useful in situating this
phenomenon in the local setting.

In the end, of course, the question is why SEAR should engage in a conversation about
corruption in the first place. What can we add to existing discussions of the topic? The
current evidence suggests that accounting methods, although centrally placed in antic-
orruption reforms in multiple settings, especially outside the West, have only a marginal
impact (Ejiogu, Ejiogu, and Ambituuni 2019; Sikka and Lehman 2015). Furthermore,
accounting practices appear implicated in the processes of misappropriation, with the
skilful use of accounting technologies masking the abuse of power (Neu et al. 2013).
Exposing the mechanisms by which these practices are linked to social and environmental
impacts is an initial but significant task in taking the next steps to curb corruption. With
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their systemic thinking and acute interest in socio-environmental ramifications, SEA
researchers are well equipped to shed light on the nature of corrupt practices in relation
to sustainability. We need to better understand the role of accounting in facilitating ven-
ality as well as how accounting could be adapted to prevent it, being mindful of the mul-
tiple contextualities affecting the phenomenon.

If accounting is part of the problem, it can also be part of the solution. Very recently,
the International Federation of Accountants announced an action plan for the accounting
profession’s fight against corruption with five key components, among them expertise,
engagement and partnership (IFAC 2022). This reflects a belief that accountants have a
role to play and that their knowledge can be mobilised for this purpose. SEAR scholars
have even more to offer. Their inquisitive, inclusive and dialogical nature well positions
them to explore and experiment with democratically defined accounting reforms that
can eventually inform practitioners and policy debates.

There is seat for the SEA community at the chessboard. Who will dare to play?

Note

1. To clarify my own position with respect to NPM, I am not claiming that the NPM arsenal is
completely useless in these settings or that it should be utterly abandoned. I do suggest,
however, that any accounting reform rooted in Western worldviews should, at the very
least, consider the unique assortment of peculiarities that characterise each context.
Specific tools from current models of NPM should be adopted only after thoughtful reflection
on their feasibility and suitability to local institutions and cultural specificities.

Acknowledgments

I am grateful to Michelle Rodrigue and Colin Dey for their invitation to write this piece, their support
and comments during the process. The financial support from the Academy of Finland research
project (decision no. 324215) under the leadership of Professor Eija Vinnari is gratefully
acknowledged.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

ORCID

Oana Apostol http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9318-6478

References

Akhbari, R., and M. Nejati. 2019. “The Effect of Corruption on Carbon Emissions in Developed and
Developing Countries: Empirical Investigation of A Claim.” Heliyon 5 (9): e02516. doi:10.1016/j.
heliyon.2019.e02516

Barkemeyer, R., L. Preuss, and L. Lee. 2015. “Corporate Reporting on Corruption: An International
Comparison.” Accounting Forum 39: 349–365. doi:10.1016/j.accfor.2015.10.001

Biswas, A. K., M. R. Farzanegan, and M. Thum. 2012. “Pollution, Shadow Economy and Corruption:
Theory and Evidence.” Ecological Economics 75: 114–125. doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.01.007

SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL ACCOUNTABILITY JOURNAL 9

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9318-6478
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2019.e02516
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2019.e02516
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2015.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.01.007


Blanc, R., C. H. Cho, J. Sopt, and M. C. Branco. 2019. “Disclosure Responses to A Corruption Scandal: The
Case of Siemens AG.” Journal of Business Ethics 156 (2): 545–561. doi:10.1007/s10551-017-3602-7

Blanc, R., M. A. Islam, D. M. Patten, and M. C. Branco. 2017. “Corporate Anti-Corruption Disclosure.”
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 30 (8): 1746–1770. doi:10.1108/AAAJ-02-2015-1965

Candau, F., and E. Dienesch. 2017. “Pollution Haven and Corruption Paradise.” Journal of
Environmental Economics and Management 85: 171–192. doi:10.1016/j.jeem.2017.05.005

Cain, P., A. Doig, R. Flanary, and K. Barata. 2001. “Filing for Corruption: Transparency, Openness and
Record-Keeping.” Crime, Law & Social Change 36: 409–425.

Changwony, F. K., and A. S. Paterson. 2019. “Accounting Practice, Fiscal Decentralization and
Corruption.” The British Accounting Review 51: 100834. doi:10.1016/j.bar.2019.04.003

Chatzivgeri, E., L. Chew, L. Crawford, M. Gordon, and J. Haslam. 2020. “Transparency and
Accountability for the Global Good? The UK’s Implementation of EU Law Requiring Country-
by-Country Reporting of Payments to Governments by Extractives.” Critical Perspectives on
Accounting 67–68 (1–22): 102107.

Chetwynd, E., F. Chetwynd, and B. Spector. 2003. Corruption and Poverty: A Review of Recent
Literature. Final report. Management Systems International, Washington, USA.

Clarke, D. 2020. “Changing the Conversation, Why We Need to Reframe Corruption as A Public
Health Issue.” International Journal of Health Policy and Management 9 (6): 257–259.

Cooper, D. J., T. Dacin, and D. Palmer. 2013. “Fraud in Accounting, Organizations and Society:
Extending the Boundaries of Research.” Accounting, Organizations and Society 38: 440–457.
doi:10.1016/j.aos.2013.11.001

Cortese, C., and J. Andrew. 2020. “Extracting Transparency: The Process of Regulating Disclosures for
the Resources Industry.” Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 33 (2): 472–495. doi:10.
1108/AAAJ-11-2017-3226

Cuadrado-Ballesteros, B., F. Citro, and M. Bisogno. 2020. “The Role of Public-Sector Accounting in
Controlling Corruption: An Assessment of Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and
Development Countries.” International Review of Administrative Sciences 86 (4): 729–748. doi:10.
1177/0020852318819756

Denedo, M., I. Thomson, and A. Yonekura. 2019. “Ecological Damage, Human Rights and Oil: Local
Advocacy NGOs Dialogic Action and Alternative Accounting Practices.” Accounting Forum 43 (1):
85–112. doi:10.1080/01559982.2019.1589904

Dincer, O. C., and B. Gunalp. 2012. “Corruption and Income Inequality in the United States.”
Contemporary Economic Policy 30 (2): 283–292. doi:10.1111/j.1465-7287.2011.00262.x

Doig, A., and S. McIvor. 2003. “The National Integrity System: Assessing Corruption and Reform.”
Public Administration and Development 23: 317–332. doi:10.1002/pad.287

Duerrenberger, N., and S. Warning. 2018. “Corruption and Education in Developing Countries: The
Role of Public vs. Private Funding of Higher Education.” International Journal of Educational
Development 62: 217–225. doi:10.1016/j.ijedudev.2018.05.002

Ejiogu, A., C. Ejiogu, and A. Ambituuni. 2019. “The Dark Side of Transparency: Does the Nigeria
Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative Help or Hinder Accountability and Corruption
Control?” The British Accounting Review 51: 100811. doi:10.1016/j.bar.2018.10.004

Everett, J., D. Neu, and A. S. Rahaman. 2006. “The Global Fight Against Corruption: A Foucaultian,
Virtues-Ethics Framing.” Journal of Business Ethics 65: 1–12. doi:10.1007/s10551-005-8715-8

Everett, J., D. Neu, and A. S. Rahaman. 2007. “Accounting and the Global Fight Against Corruption.”
Accounting, Organizations and Society 32: 513–542. doi:10.1016/j.aos.2006.07.002

Ferry, L., and P. Eckersley. 2014. “Accountability and Transparency: A Nuanced Response to Etzioni.”
Public Administration Review 75 (1): 11–12. doi:10.1111/puar.12303

Fjeldstad, O. H., and J. Johnsøn. 2017. “Governance Challenges in Tanzania’s Natural gas Sector:
Unregulated Lobbyism and Uncoordinated Policy, in Tanzania.” In Corruption, Natural
Resources and Development from Resource Curse to Political Ecology, edited by A. Williams, and
P. Le Billon, 44–57. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

Ganda, F. 2020. “The Influence of Corruption on Environmental Sustainability in the Developing
Economies of Southern Africa.” Heliyon 6: e04387. doi:10.1016/j.heliyon.2020.e04387

10 O. APOSTOL

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-017-3602-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-02-2015-1965
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeem.2017.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2019.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2013.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-11-2017-3226
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-11-2017-3226
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852318819756
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020852318819756
https://doi.org/10.1080/01559982.2019.1589904
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1465-7287.2011.00262.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/pad.287
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2018.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2018.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-005-8715-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2006.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12303
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2020.e04387


Goddard, A., M. Assad, S. Issa, J. Malagila, and T. A. Mkasiwa. 2016. “The Two Publics and Institutional
Theory – A Study of Public Sector Accounting in Tanzania.” Critical Perspectives on Accounting 40:
8–25. doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2015.02.002

Gore, M. L., J. Ratsimbazafy, and M. Lute. 2013. “Rethinking Corruption in Conservation Crime:
Insights from Madagascar.” Conservation Letters 6 (6): 430–438. doi:10.1111/conl.12032

Gupta, S., H. Davoodi, and R. Alonso-Terme. 2002. “Does Corruption Affect Income Inequality and
Poverty?” Economics of Governance 3: 23–45. doi:10.1007/s101010100039

Haller, D., and C. Shore. 2015. Corruption. Anthropological Perspectives. London: Pluto Press.
International Federation of Accountants [IFAC]. 2022. IFAC’S Action Plan for Fighting Corruption and

Economic Crime.
Islam, M. A., T. Dissanayake, S. Dellaportas, and S. Haque. 2018. “Anti-Bribery Disclosures: A Response

to Networked Governance.” Accounting Forum 42 (1): 3–16. doi:10.1016/j.accfor.2016.03.002
Iyoha, F. O., and D. Oyerinde. 2010. “Accounting Infrastructure and Accountability in the

Management of Public Expenditure in Developing Countries: A Focus on Nigeria.” Critical
Perspectives on Accounting 21 (July (5)): 361–373. doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2009.06.002

Jenkins, R., and A. M. Goetz. 1999. “Accounts and Accountability: Theoretical Implications of the
Right-to-Information Movement in India.” Third World Quarterly 20 (3): 603–622. doi:10.1080/
01436599913712

Jeppesen, K. K. 2019. “The Role of Auditing in the Fight Against Corruption.” The British Accounting
Review 51: 100798.

Justesen, M. K., and C. Bjørnskov. 2014. “Exploiting the Poor: Bureaucratic Corruption and Poverty in
Africa.” World Development 58: 106–115. doi:10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.01.002

Khair, A. H. A., R. Haniffa, M. Hudaib, and M. N. A. Karim. 2015. “Personalisation of Power, Neoliberalism
and the Production of Corruption.” Accounting Forum 39: 225–235. doi:10.1016/j.accfor.2015.06.001

Lehman, G., and E. Morton. 2017. “Accountability, Corruption and Social and Environment
Accounting: Micro-Political Processes of Change.” Accounting Forum 41: 281–288. doi:10.1016/j.
accfor.2017.10.004

Leong, S., and J. Hazelton. 2017. “Improving Corporate Political Donations Disclosure: Lessons from
Australia.” Social and Environmental Accountability Journal 37 (3): 190–202. doi:10.1080/
0969160X.2017.1336108

Mrema, J. P. 2017. “Forest Resources and Local Elite Capture: Revisiting a Community-Based Forest
Management ‘Success Case’ in Tanzania.” In Corruption, Natural Resources and Development from
Resource Curse to Political Ecology, edited by A. Williams, and P. Le Billon, 131–141. Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

Neu, D., J. Everett, and A. S. Rahaman. 2015. “Preventing Corruption Within Government
Procurement: Constructing the Disciplined and Ethical Subject.” Critical Perspectives on
Accounting 28: 49–61. doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2014.03.012

Neu, D., J. Everett, A. S. Rahaman, and D. Martinez. 2013. “Accounting and Networks of Corruption.”
Accounting, Organizations and Society 38: 505–524. doi:10.1016/j.aos.2012.01.003

Paterson, A. S., F. Changwony, and P. B. Miller. 2019. “Accounting Control, Governance and Anti-
Corruption Initiatives in Public Sector Organisations.” The British Accounting Review 51: 100844.
doi:10.1016/j.bar.2019.100844

Peltier-Rivest, D. 2018. “A Model for Preventing Corruption.” Journal of Financial Crime 25 (2): 545–
561. doi:10.1108/JFC-11-2014-0048

Reichborn-Kjennerud, K., B. Gonzalez-Díaz, E. Bracci, T. Carrington, J. Hathaway, K. K. Jeppesen, and I.
Steccolini. 2019. “Sais Work Against Corruption in Scandinavian, South-European and African
Countries: An Institutional Analysis.” The British Accounting Review 51: 100842. doi:10.1016/j.
bar.2019.100842

Remy, O. 2017. “Rosewood Democracy.” In Corruption, Natural Resources and Development from
Resource Curse to Political Ecology, edited by A. Williams and P. Le Billon, 142–153.
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

Ren, Y., and D. M. Patten. 2019. “The Impact of Governmental Pressure on Corporate Corruption
Spending: Evidence from China.” Social and Environmental Accountability Journal 39 (2): 124–
136. doi:10.1080/0969160X.2019.1621763

SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL ACCOUNTABILITY JOURNAL 11

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2015.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12032
https://doi.org/10.1007/s101010100039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2016.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2009.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436599913712
https://doi.org/10.1080/01436599913712
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2015.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2017.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accfor.2017.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969160X.2017.1336108
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969160X.2017.1336108
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2014.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aos.2012.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2019.100844
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-11-2014-0048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2019.100842
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bar.2019.100842
https://doi.org/10.1080/0969160X.2019.1621763


Robbins, P. 2000. “The Rotten Institution: Corruption in Natural Resource Management.” Political
Geography 19: 423–443. doi:10.1016/S0962-6298(99)00087-6

Sargiacomo, M., L. Ianni, A. D’Andreamatteo, and S. Servalli. 2015. “Accounting and the Fight Against
Corruption in Italian Government Procurement: A Longitudinal Critical Analysis (1992–2014).”
Critical Perspectives on Accounting 28: 89–96. doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2015.01.006

Sari, T. K., F. R. Cahaya, and C. Joseph. 2021. “Coercive Pressures and Anti-Corruption Reporting: The
Case of ASEAN Countries.” Journal of Business Ethics 171: 495–511. doi:10.1007/s10551-020-
04452-1

Sharma, U., and S. Lawrence. 2015. “Power, Politics and Privatization: A Tale of a Telecommunications
Company.” Critical Perspectives on Accounting 28: 13–29.

Shore, C., and D. Haller. 2005. “Introduction – Sharp Practice: Anthropology and the Study of
Corruption.” In Corruption. Anthropological Perspectives, edited by D. Haller, and C. Shore, 1–26.
USA: Pluto Press.

Siddiqui, J., and S. Uddin. 2016. “Human Rights Disasters, Corporate Accountability and the State.”
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 29 (4): 679–704. doi:10.1108/AAAJ-07-2015-2140

Sikka, P., and G. Lehman. 2015. “The Supply-Side of Corruption and Limits to Preventing Corruption
Within Government Procurement and Constructing Ethical Subjects.” Critical Perspectives on
Accounting 28: 62–70. doi:10.1016/j.cpa.2015.01.008

Smith, R. J., and M. J. Walpole. 2005. “Should Conservationists Pay More Attention to Corruption?”
Oryx 39 (3): 251–256. doi:10.1017/S0030605305000608

Sumaila, U. R., J. Jacquet, and A. Witter. 2017. “When Bad Gets Worse: Corruption and Fisheries, in
Tanzania.” In Corruption, Natural Resources and Development from Resource Curse to Political
Ecology, edited by A. Williams, and P. Le Billon, 93–105. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing
Limited.

Teichmann, F., M. C. Falker, and B. S. Sergi. 2020. “Gaming Environmental Governance? Bribery,
Abuse of Subsidies, and Corruption in European Union Programs.” Energy Research & Social
Science 66: 101481. doi:10.1016/j.erss.2020.101481

Thompson, D. F. 2018. “Theories of Institutional Corruption.” Annual Review of Political Science 21:
495–513. doi:10.1146/annurev-polisci-120117-110316

Wyatt, T. 2017. “How Corruption Enables Wildlife Trafficking, in Tanzania.” In In Corruption, Natural
Resources and Development from Resource Curse to Political Ecology, edited by A. Williams, and
P. Le Billon, 154–162. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

12 O. APOSTOL

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0962-6298(99)00087-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2015.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04452-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04452-1
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-07-2015-2140
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpa.2015.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605305000608
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2020.101481
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-120117-110316

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Accounting and corruption: an uneasy relationship
	Why should SEAR devote attention to corruption?
	What is the status of SEAR in regard to corruption?
	What lies ahead for corruption research in SEAR?
	Note
	Acknowledgments
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


