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Abstract

This research is concentrated on the opinions of a PMC/Engineer staff of a dual metro
construction project in UP, India, in relation to project fraud and underpinned by toxic
leadership of the Employer. The research study employed a qualitative/interpretive
methodology focused on grounded theory to extract meaning associated with the views and
practices regarding the Employer and PMC Core Group collusion to negatively affect the
project performance and management competence. The research scope was PMC/Engineer
staff as part of the joint venture, contracted by the Employer, to oversee the project
management and construction. The targeted population was made up of eleven (11)
respondents, from a Project Management JV (PMC), located across a dual metro construction
project having similar experiences of toxic leadership and fraud. The research outcomes
comprised of four (4) main-themes - Employer, PMC Core Group, PMC, and ED; with
Fourteen sub-themes (14) — illustrated by 276 discussion targets.

The research outcome has raised important issues of project Employer derived fraud, where
toxic leadership was used to deflect from the fraudulent activities underpinned by a PMC Core
Group, acting as sycophantic fraud “enablers”. These included harassment, creation of fear,
arrogation of contract, and a sense of impunity of the Employer MD/DWI and the PMC Core
Group. The lack of risk management and project governance, attributed to significant
procedural failures of the project stakeholders, including the European donor, has raised clear
evidence of ongoing and associated fraud.
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1. Introduction

Many complex construction projects in Asia, suffer from the abuse of a toxic management
culture, created primarily to conceal actions and issues of fraud including misstatements of
facts (Reurink, 2018). These are singularly considered “misappropriation of authority” (Le, et
al., 2014). However, little attention is paid to dealing with fraud impacts (Gotelaere and Paoli,
2022). In complex projects, Employer governance requirements, reflects a formulated and
separate discipline solely focused on strategy (Morris and Jamieson, 2005), rather than on
project implementation (Miller and Hobbs, 2002) — especially when there are major projects
ongoing at the same time. Further, governance activities are not seen as project management,
and viewed unequivocally as a separate requirement for project management (Too and Weaver,
2014). The lack of governance in projects have been recognised (Sanderson, 2012) and where
interference due to lack of corporate alignment, has been voiced as a specific impact issue
(Crawford, et al., 2008). It is noticed, that forcing contractors to participate in collaborative risk
management without conducting any risk assessments, appears to be a method for major
stakeholders to gain power in complex projects (Li, et al., 2024). This has the effect of creating
future project failure and pushing back the boundaries of careful project management (Unger,
et al., 2012) through toxic leadership (Goldman, 2009) and misconduct (Pelletier, 2010; Greve,
Palmer and Pozner, 2010).

2. Literature Review
2.1 Toxic Leadership in Project Management

Toxic leadership in complex projects uses a ‘“‘egotistic” pathology (Yukl, 1999) and
internalised culture (Erkutlu and Chafra, 2017), and is systematically dysfunctional, against
appropriate project standards (Goldman, 2009). This is characterised by self-reinforced actions
underpinning project destructive behaviours (Chatterjee and Hambrick, 2007) by major
stakeholders - normally the Client/Employer. The negative behaviours that often includes
followers, hinder project performance from “within” (Frost, 2003) through shared
systemic-supervision (Tiwari and Jha, 2022). Project owners (Employers), who dominate
every stakeholder (Chatterjee and Pollock, 2017), through the implementation of negative
micromanagement (Wolor, et al., 2022), also embrace explicit harmful intentions (Mitchell and
Ambrose, 2007; Conger, 1990). In many projects, this has become the functioning “norm”
(Sankowski, 1995) through defensive and protective fraudulent behaviour (Pelletier and Bligh,
2008). A critical feature of the effects of toxic leadership, is that its destructive behaviour often
continues hidden, uncontested or ignored (Goldman, 2009), underpinned by “self-entitlement”
(Mao, et al., 2023).

Toxic leadership often reflects inadequate managerial/technical capability in the management
of staff (Lipman-Blumen, 2006). This has resulted in aggression, hostility and anger, that
damage relationships and trust, primarily through explicit collusive and destructive actions
(Locatelli, et al., 2017). Protectionist urges (Thoroughgood, 2021) - especially by the project
owner (Employer) - are also raised, to defend fraudulent practices (Pelletier and Bligh, 2008);
or with project failures affecting project safety or “public” knowledge (Harris, Kacmar and
Zivnuska, 2007). This destructive and caustic work environment, where workers are
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vulnerable to harassment and abuse (Bowling and Beehr, 2006), intimidation and fear
(Whicker, 1996; Hogan, Hogan and Kaiser, 2003), through negative toxic leadership behaviour
(Singh, Sengupta and Dev, 2018). Further, overt unethical leadership (Brown, Trevino and
Harrison, 2005), parallel with inadequate and brutal/nasty communication actions. These
transform proper work environments into horrendous work areas, through abusive supervision
(Chu, 2013) resulting from orchestrated intimidation, harassment and bullying (Garvey and
Mackenzie, 2023). This increases cost, inadequate quality and safety through a calculated
decrease in personnel performance (Snow, et al., 2021). Due to toxic leadership, many
complex projects, have suffered from intentional ineffective management of the project
operations (Vidal and Marle, 2008) to hide fraudulent behaviour. The outcomes have included
falsification of project data (omissions and deliberate changes in secret — Bonrath and Eulerich,
2024), overruns (Lehmann, 2017) through unnecessary delays, often by the project
owners/Employers ignoring their responsibilities under the contract (Yao, et al., 2021).

2.2 Project Fraud

Fraud is determined as deception designed to mislead or deceive or obscure the truth (Wells,
2014). In terms of complex projects, this relates to documentary evidence that is inaccurate in
some material way that gives a false sense of the project reality. A political imperative

increases fraud risk, when the project is funded by government (national or local) (Gee, et al.,
2021).

If there is no risk assessment, then the level of exposure to fraud is high, as there is no
demonstrated process to restrict or counter such behaviour (Button and Gee, 2013). Project
fraud reflects individual actions that are designed to create misinformation, mismanagement of
documentation, and the withholding of real data, couched and protected by other measures
(Wells, 2014). However, the process of verification of such structural antecedents (Waytz,
Dungan and Young, 2013) is often difficult and time-wasting, especially from isolated
detection measures such as a yearly audit (Maulida and Bayunitri, 2021). This means
consistent and regular fraud monitoring is probably more important than waiting on detection
(Gotelaere and Paoli, 2022).

Fraud has been recognised by researchers and regulators, as a pernicious act by individuals
(Kleinfeld and Martens, 2023), using the fraud triangle (Wells, 2014) of concealment
(Trompeter, et al., 2013), the act, and also the benefit derived. Fraud in construction increases
where there is no accountability or appropriate levels of independent governance (Ellis, 2024).
The act of fraud may serve as a means for a person to obtain something of “value”, such as
money, ignoring contracts conditions, property, or privileges that they have no right to receive
or possess (Kratcoski and Edelbacher, 2018). Project fraud can develop unhindered when the
project owner (Employer) uses raw power, to obfuscate project process outcomes, and where
this is used to exercise staff personal gain (WB, 2011).

Project fraud outcomes are displayed in projects that show defective construction product
quality and subsequent safety failures (McDonnell and Nurmohamed, 2021); reducing the
effect of the “employee’s” voice (Morrison, 2011) and having no one specifically responsible
or accountable, to conduct fraud detection/prevention measures (Sohail and Cavill, 2008). It is
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also reported, that most frauds require the response of “someone in the know” — an informant -
who provides some element of justification for a fraud outcome, that often leads to fraud
detection of processes used by persons in authority (Button, et al., 2015). Where routine audits
are conducted, this “objective” process very rarely identifies any fraudulent issues (Fox, 2020)
— as the auditors are just focusing on the process, with the assumption that it is the process that
is being audited, rather than the person who controls the process. This has evolved into a
systemic problem fraught with difficulty for further actions (Fulop, Tiron-Tudor and Cordos,
2019).

Thus, different sets of accounts have been detected to attempt to offset the fraudulent behaviour
(Kassem, 2024) or that the accounting process is correct, but the underlying substance (change
orders, for example) has been changed or unauthorised or hidden. In many projects this is seen
as non-recording of data and falsifying the outcomes of processes (Wells, 2014) affecting data
integrity (Jennings, 2022), or by creating misrepresentations by engaging in threatening
behaviour or outright unethical “power” trips (Zhang and Wei, 2024). Thus, controlling
contractual responses and the cost processes given to one individual, sets a clear signal of the
risk of fraud — as a breach of procedure (Pickett, 2008) often created through contract billing
abuse and collusion (USGSA, 2012). Further fraud red flags include overt micromanagement,
with measures designed to hide document engagement, that shows the reality of the situation
(Iyer and Samociuk, 2006).

A major requirement to prevent fraud is to apply appropriate governance (Manacorda and
Grasso, 2018) but when such a governance entity is actually the focus of the fraud mechanism,
then the lack of external controls is a major weakness and failure. However, fraud inquiry often
starts with audit testing as a routine feature, designed to trigger issues or “red flags” (Vona,
2008) or more often through whistleblowing (Cascarino, 2013). The present study examines
fraud reasons for its development and continuation. Subsequently, this leads to the overarching
research question:

In what ways do Fraud and Toxic Leadership affect the Project Performance Capability and
Outcomes of a Dual Metro Construction Project, UP, India?

3. Methodology

Personal experiences of toxic leadership and its effects, requires a softer approach making
qualitative inquiry a very useful method to assist in exploring and examining the various issues
raised (Walsh, White and Young, 2008). The underpinning methodological positioning uses
critical realism in qualitative research (Fletcher, 2017). Critical qualitative theory allows a
reflective process for choosing between “conceptual alternatives and making value-laden
judgements of meaning and method” (Willis, 2007; Thomas and O’Maolchatha, 1989).
Subsequently, this research focuses on developing “authoritive opinion” from individuals of
the PMC staff (Willis, 2007), as an informed ‘knowledge agent’ (Sbaraini, et al., 2011) with
relevant experience (Sutton & Austin, 2015). The PMC staff are considered part of a critical
stakeholder, contracted by the Employer, to provide supervision and oversight on the project —
according to the contract. The research employed a semi-structured short-interview design
cognisant with a subjective knowledge view (Kvale, 1996), to develop an inductive approach
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(Glaser and Strauss, 1967). The study methodology uses relevant project-based contextual data
(Qu and Dumay, 2011) about project fraud and toxic leadership issues, which is underpinned
by theory construction (Cayla and Eckhardt, 2007) through applied reflexivity (Malterud,
2001). The research focused on developing an adequate, richer emerging theory (Kempster and
Parry, 2014).

Eleven (11) respondents, from various project disciplines, were engaged voluntarily, through
personal discussions (Denzin and Giardina, 2016), from a personnel list of the total population,
as provided independently through the PMC HR. This represented a closed sample, within a
focused research frame (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003; Fink, 2000) qualifying sample “empirical
fitness” (Denzin and Lincoln, 2023).

A pilot study was conducted with two (2) respondents, selected through purposeful sampling
(Patton, 2002) from the targeted population and omitted from the main-interview process
(Maxwell, 2013). This was to ensure respondent understanding of language, structure and logic
(Kim, 2011) creating more equitably structured and rationalised interview procedures (James
and James, 2011)._

Each interview was conducted in English, taking around 45-60 minutes, following Sbaraini, et
al. (2011). The interview was audio-recorded, with written permission (Orb, Eisenhauer and
Wynaden, 2001) during Apr 2024. A standard set of open questions were asked of each
respondent (Gray and Wilcox, 1995), and configured to allow articulated probing (Punch,
2014). The respondent’s interview was carefully transcribed verbatim and the written outcome
was returned for review, redress and return (Bailey, 2008; Harris and Brown, 2010). The
application of process “validity” (Denzin and Lincoln, 2023) directly linked the stated research
question to the data, subsequent analysis and the research outcomes (Stenbacka, 2001). Thus,
internal procedural rigor was utilised (Johnson, Adkins and Chauvin, 2020), as part of the
implemented analytical design (Burns and Grove, 2001).

The transcriptions were manually interrogated for distinct codes according to Dey (2005). The
transcriptions were then digitally interrogated by using the auto-coding arrangement in NVivo
14 (Woolf and Silver, 2018) for further confirmation and rigor engagement. This underpinned
the thematic development and analysis (Glaser, 1992; Walsh, White and Young, 2008). No
conversation phrase, voice fragment of the transcription, was left uncoded (Rubin and Rubin,
2005; James and James, 2011). The outcome characterised the respondent’s opinions, through
cyclic coding sequences (Seale and Silverman, 1997). This was also further analysed to create
additional and focused dynamic rigour (James and James, 2011) by data reduction (Lincoln
and Guba, 1985). After the data interrogation, where “validity” was carefully applied
(Sandelowski and Barroso, 2002) and increased using triangulation (Onwuegbuzie and Leech,
2007) based on documentation trails from independent project sources (Harwood and Garry,
2003). Employing ‘credibility’ (Johnson, 1997) and ‘dependability’ (Lincoln and Guba, 1985)
in place of ‘reliability’ (Strauss and Corbin, 1990) assisted in a viable study robustness increase.
Developed themes were tested by consistent reviewing in order to create methodological
congruence (Hoye and Severinsson, 2007), and where auditability has been provided in the
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context of decision scope and actions, underpinning the above research process (Burns and
Grove, 2001; Mulhall, 2003).

Employee voice. The majority of organisational personnel, would not engage in voicing any
changes, publicly within the PMC (but would privately) as this could have specific and serious
outcomes later (Miceli, Near and Dworkin, 2008). The Project Director has already
experienced the severe trauma of threats, personal risk and harassment from the Employer’s
toxic leadership and eventually being dismissed for raising the fraud to an independent agency,
illustrating their modus operandi, to protect fraud events conducted by the Employer and
supported by the PMC Core Group.

Table 1. Research question, themes and discussion targets

Research Question _

In what ways do Fraud and Toxic Leadership affect the Project Performance
Capability and Outcomes of a Dual Metro Construction Project, UP, India?
Main-Themes (4) Sub-Themes (14) Discussion Targets
Employer Management Culture 26
Wilful Deception 24
Project Management 21
Accountability 15
Project Damage 22
Arrogation of Contract 22
Total 130
PMC Core Group False Accounting 21
Destructive Intent 23
Fraudulent behaviour 19
Total 63
PMC Finance/Payment 14
Accountability 21
Mismanagement 15
Total 50
ED Fraud 16
Lack of Project data assessment 17
Total 33
Total No. Discussion Targets 276
Total wordage of Interviews ~95000
4. Results

The resulting research themes are revealed below (Gonzalez, 2008), using specific and explicit
respondent opinion (Cassell and Symon, 2004). Subsequently, by cogitation of the research
question, the results portray Four Main-themes (4) - Employer, PMC Core Group, PMC, and
ED; with Fourteen sub-themes (14) - with 276 discussion targets - as indicated in Table 1,
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above, and shown below in Figure 1, along with personal comments extracted from
respondents to the stresses caused by the Employer’s toxic leadership and fraud events. Each
sub-theme theme, is located and examined, within each respective associated Main-theme.

I YT (rogason of Cooiract)
\

Figure 1.

Comments on Personal Intensity of Responses

These were presented in Figure 1, above, and indicate a real humanised response to the stresses
caused by fraudulent behaviour on the project supported by the Employer, Employer staff and
the PMC Core Group negative behaviour. The universal response appears to reflect
unimaginable personal stress, because no one was doing anything about the internal “fear”
created by the Employer and reinforced within the PMC by the PMC Core Group.

One of the major tools available for detecting corruption and fraud is to use personal
interviewing (Pickett, 2008). This complements the use of the qualitative methods utilised in
this paper.

It has to be recognised that the risks to individuals who were prepared to discuss fraud and
toxic leadership issues on the project — even in secret — was extremely high (De Graaf, 2010).
These risks included being dismissed, loss of reputation, not being able to get another job and
family pressures if any one of these respondent names were made public (Vandekerckhove and
Tsahuridu, 2010). Subsequently, the respondents appeared to feel very strongly that the present
setting, was due to the Employer’s heightened vitriol, with the PMC Core Group support,
creating an adversarial and untenable situation, which had been experienced for a considerable
period of time.
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For context, the respondents qualified the status of the PMC Core Group whom included, the
authorised representative of the lead JV, the project coordinator, the costs lead (who was also
the contract manager — without such qualifications), the contract manager (without any
qualifications) and the designer K1 for the underground works.

4.1 Data Outcomes — Themes and Discussion
4.1.1 Main Theme - EMPLOYER

Management Culture

“They are destructive and demeaning and the MD and the DWI engage in controlling and
coercive behaviour against the PMC staff. They are dangerous and devious. They don’t care
about proper project processes or the quality and safety defects they created...”

“The Employer has “normalised” physical/verbal abuse, coercion, threats, acts of visible and
retribution in meetings and discussions and abuse of power on the project, over a long period
of time and creates conflict by dictatorship behaviour. Aggression should not be tolerated, just
because they are the Employer.”

Wilful Deception

“The Employer has no managerial legitimacy to run the project due to taking-over the contract
and is responsible entirely for the rapid decline in trust, fear, harassment and aggression
towards members of the PMC, and especially the PD.”

“They ignore any record that shows they are at fault and even destroy the original data and
replace by themselves and then force our staff to re-sign it or any other document they want...”

“The project is failed by the sheer dishonesty and systemic unprofessional behaviour of the
MD and DWI. The work is unsafe, and the structures are incomplete and inadequate. This is
deception on a huge scale.”

Arrogation of Contract

“There is plenty of evidence that the Employer has manipulated the project for their own
political benefit because he [MD] only refers to politicians, never the locals. This not right.”

“Whilst all these problems were caused by the MD and DWI by deliberately not following the
contract. No wonder the project is in such dire problems. All caused by
them... ... deliberately.”

Project Management

“The idea that the Employer knows best is ridiculous, especially when the contract calls for a
European PMC, because of the $650MIn loan from the *** [European donor]. The MD thinks
he is superior to everyone. It is obvious he is no project manager.”

“We know he [MD] is not qualified in project management - he is a systems guy. His
incapability has affected us and the project. He is dangerous......to the safety of the metro.”
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“They [MD and DWI] suffer from complete self-interest causing chaos and anger, associated
with their style of project mismanagement. ...They are intolerable...”
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Project Damage

“The MD and the DWI should be independently reviewed for such damaging project outcomes.
They’re fully responsible for this major project failures. ...only them.”

“The scale of the authoritarian regime created by the Employer, has had a significant negative
and dangerous effect on the project. We cannot do our jobs properly and are continuously
doing things over and over, that is demanded by the Employer and that is defeating our
capability to conduct the work we need to, to ensure the safety and quality are constructed into
the works.”

Accountability

“We want accountability for the carnage and hurt caused by the MD on the project... ... and his
belligerent staff. He is ethically corrupt, dishonest and dangerous.”

“It took the PD 10 weeks to be told by the MD that corruption was a major issue on the project,
because the MD said he transferred 2 Employer employees off the project. This brings up the
issue as to why the authorities have ignored the fraud issue over the last 4 years?”

4.1.1.2 Main Theme - Employer Discussion

The project is defined by a toxic management culture and aggressive engagement of the MD
and DWI, to sustain a toxic work environment of distain, fear, harassment, and overwork. It
was reported, that many PMC personnel were treated as “employees of the Employer, and as
slaves”, when they actually should work independently for the PMC - in violation of
contractual terms (Robinson, 2013). However, this would appear to be a smokescreen covering
the conduct of fraud, through wilful and intentional deception (Seger, 2012), by manipulation
and false recording of actual project outcomes and data (Brown and Loosemore, 2015),
affecting the integrity of the works (safety/quality).

The reported use of the project for political gain by the MD, has illustrated the “inappropriate
political” interference in project financial decisions (Sohail and Cavill, 2008). This appears to
be through outright interference of contractual requirements through its arrogation (Charrett,
2022) by the MD, and engaging and forcing the PMC to reduce manpower, manipulate costs,
reduce documentation and provide deliberately inaccurate “post-construction” reports and
“As-Built” drawings - that did not reflect the reality of the project status (Mohanty and Rai,
2022). This is despite the significant waste of project time for activities on the project critical
path, by the material project delays caused by the Employer, on many project packages over a
consistent period of time, during the early years of the project.

Project corrupt influences include the continued acceptance of low quality and/or
non-compliant goods/services, that form part of the final item or structure (IACRC, 2024) and
negatively influencing the execution of the contract - without authority. An example, is the
major changes made to the main Agra metro station (Taj Mahal) — which was changed from an
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iconic design to an ill-constructed steel box, of little architectural significance, and even less
functional safety outcomes, due to the significant changes made without proper documentation
trails. This leaves the strategy to execution completely inadequate or conceptualised without
any defining model, due to the MD’s lack of design coherence and capability.

Thus, the reported forceful acceptance of 75% non-compliant structural underground works in
the project, is an example of corrupt influences by the Employer (IACRC, 2024), through
failure to meet the Employers contractual specifications, but accepted, without reporting this in
the project documentation — despite the PMC PD written assessment blaming the Employer for
expediting the project timeline, without appropriate due diligence. The same metro station as
stated above, also has major issues with only one way in and the same way out, leading to
severe safety issues in case of fire — to which the concrete slabs and the tunnel structures have
not undergone any actual fire-safety tests before the CMRS certification. This is further
evidence of deliberate manipulation (Jennings, 2022) and deception (Furnham and Taylor,
2011) leading to higher cost, increased schedule time, and reduced safety and quality on the
project. Thus, the Employer’s “wilful deception” of taking over (arrogation) the PMC Contract
(Charrett, 2022) and data and document manipulation (Gupta, et al., 2006), are a major issue
showing the Employer’s intention to continue to commit fraud and hide their fraudulent
activities. Further, deliberate fraudulent deceit by providing documents knowingly false
(Mohanty and Rai, 2022), derived from the project through extortion (Brown and Loosemore,
2015) to the CMRS, which was conducted solely by the Employer — MD, appears to be a
significant misdemeanour. This negatively affects the project risks of the many and significant
non-compliances of safety and quality for the underground works. This is especially important
as the Employer appears to be enriching itself unduly, and not to the contract requirements, due
primarily to quantum meruit failings (Bailey, 2016).

This evidence also indicated that no internal audit system was present (Ameyaw, et al., 2017).
Further, the data outcomes suggest that the lack of corporate governance over the Employer,
has also increased the project risk for fraudulent behaviour (Mangala and Kumari, 2017).

However, this lack of governance (PMI, 2021) and the lack of transparency, at project
management level, has led to wide governance gaps on the project (Alizadeh, et al., 2022). The
consistent Employer misrepresentation (Mohanty and Rai, 2022) has led to complete impunity
of the Employer MD and others, denigrating the project outcome, according to contractual and
legal requirements within an adverse “apparatus of governmentality” (Foucault, 2010). The
Employer has used the PMC Core Group to shield and enforce the behaviour of the Employer’s
staff, by ensuring that documentation does not create issues for the Employer denigration
management strategies (Manacorda and Grasso, 2018) to construct the project in the fastest
way, without ensuring the sustainability of the design nor its structural integrity, and where
money trails following physical evidence from site, are difficult to follow. This evidence
confirms concealed Employer negligence (Driel, 2018), physical and mental abuse of PMC
staffing — including the PMC PD and the cloaking of toxic leadership (James, 2024). Contract
arrogation, has been ignored throughout the project undertaking - which appears to be
politically motivated (Gee, et al., 2021). The act of retaliation by the Employer (to relieve the
Project PD from his position for raising the toxic leadership and the fraud issues and standing
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up against the Employer behaviour) is an example of the lengths the Employer has undertaken
to conceal such high levels of fraud on the project (Rothschild and Miethe, 1999).

It would appear that major public fraud was conducted by the Employer, when the MD
provided fraudulent documents, amounting to false accounting and false submissions
(Stalebrink and Sacco, 2007) to the CMRS inspection (As-Built drawings) used deceptively
(Saenz and Brown, 2018) to try to hide the reality of the structural integrity of the works; and
where the PMC PD issued a letter immediately this was realised, by withdrawing the signatory
to 184 drawings. The false drawings remain on the project unrevoked.

There is a clear lack of accountability (Pickett, 2008) which needs to be judged against the
myriad instances of deliberate fraud conducted by the Employer MD, DWI and other staff,
where the Employer has completed ignored the operational TOR of the contract.

4.1.2 Main Theme - PMC CORE GROUP_

False Accounting

“Oh yes, the K1 Cost. He’s definitely corrupt. He got a new car, new house — all in the last 9
months - just after the Employer told us to increase his salary and pay him a bonus. He even
does it openly now and is as aggressive and arrogant as ever. Yes, they are corrupt...”

“The false accounting includes the design, drawings, data from site, PMC reporting, where
letters are changed, not issued deliberately or where data is deliberately changed that would
hurt the Employer. It’s all around us.

Destructive Intent

“Of course, the Employer used the Contract person. He’s not qualified, he gets told by the K1
Costs what to do — because he is their boss. There is nothing to stop these people [PMC Core
Group]. Nothing, because they are run by ***, the authorised representative. He is in the
Employer’s pocket... ... He even prevented another JV partner from Italy getting money and the
savings shared between the Employer and him. Nasty stuff then and it still hurts them today.”

“The project reports are provided by the PMC, where the data is unusually dependent upon
data ‘manufactured’ by a few PMC staff, who continue to work only for the Employer and
where this data does not reflect the reality of the project outcomes, as it often made up and
compromises the safety of the works.”

“The PMC authorised representative was told on numerous occasions — even in front of the
PMC PD, that as a consequence of being told by the MD that fraud was being conducted on the
project in a meeting, he ignored these, and it seems that he was constructively assisting this on
the project. This is wrong. Totally...”

Fraudulent Behaviour

“The project co-ordinator was asked by the PMC PD to get data about tunnelling performance.
When he realised how incredibly dangerous to the Employer this was, he sent the PD another
set of data — toned down — changed by hand. This is what they do — fraudulent to the last...”
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“It is about time that the MD and the DWI realised that they cannot hide behind the curtain of
corruption on the project, which is reinforced and supported openly by them. Unfortunately,
there is a small group in the PMC who do their bidding too. These people need to be
disconnected from the project ASAP. Then we can get back to working in a proper project — for
those that are left.”

“...everything they do[PMC Core Group], is designed to disrupt what we do. They change
everything, letters, data, meeting reports. You name it, they don’t like anything going to the
project that will hurt them — even proper reports of the reality of the project...”

“They colluded together to restrict our capability and when the new PD came, he saw this
straight away, but was powerless to change it because the Employer got rid of him, because he
was a danger to them...”

4.1.2.1 PMC Core Group Theme Discussion

The outcome shows that the PMC Core Group has acted against the best interests of the project
through collusion (Furnham and Taylor, 2011) with the Employer - as sycophantic “enablers”,
negatively affecting project performance (Hillson, 2002). This was analysed as being
conducted “in place of” construction collaboration (Deep, Gajendran and Jefferies, 2019), by
aiding the toxic and unethical behaviour of the Employer, and raising clear notions of a conflict
of interest (PMI, 2021). The PMC Core Group preference for collusion, created defined,
internal protectionist mechanisms, to conceal the fraudulent practices (Gottschalk, 2023).
Further, the outcome heavily suggests that the PMC Core Group actively went out of their way
to ostracise, threaten and harass (members of the JV), lie to, and openly admonish any
individual who did not follow this rational (Kusy and Holloway, 2009).

This points to the Employer, who could not conduct fraudulent activities, without the
assistance of the PMC Core Group. This established collusion between the Employer
management and the PMC Core Group is of real concern, as collusion was considered the
general and routine act of concealment of the fraud practices on the project (Petrucelli, 2012)
inside a political context (Larkin, 2013). Despite the strenuous activities of the PD, the PMC
Core Group undermined good project processes consistently and without caring of the
consequences (Button, et al., 2015). This outcome also reflected on the notion that the toxic
management culture was designed and implemented to ensure that fraud could be conducted,
and that the toxic leadership culture were designed and implemented to protect and conceal the
fraudulent actions.

4.1.3 Main Theme - PMC

PMC Finance/Payments

“The lack of contractual monies given to one of the PMC partners, severely indicates that the
Employer and the PMC Core Group management collusion to prevent them from gaining from
the contract, and to reduce the gaze of transparency of corruption on the project clearly
supported by the senior group of the PMC.”
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“The cost department are so secret, it is like they are keeping things from us deliberately. This
isn’t right.”

“l am appalled by the Employer. The MD berates us, threatens and harasses us, then our
management [PMC] do exactly the same — all because of money and snaking payments.”

Mismanagement

“The contract person [name] controls contract interpretation (despite being unqualified for
the role); another person controls technical decisions and who is appointed for the role (based
on covert instructions from the Employer — but is not qualified to be on the project); and
another controls the cost books. They all sign and the Employer will only accept documented
outcomes from these people. This is the fraud control in action...”

“...oh, I see. That’s simple. Many of our staff are leaving for two reasons. One because they
took money, now feel threatened due to what the PD was doing to prevent such issues, and have
left before they were found out.. ...and named, such as the designer in Kanpur...”

“They create fear, desperation and a hostile work environment. They should never be
managing this project...”

““Some of the key persons have no qualifications at all. The contract manager, for example, is
no more qualified than someone from the street. So, think about it, why is he there? I tell you;
he does what he is told by the Cost person who is also the contract manager, and who also is
not qualified as a contract manager. This kinda tells you about the small management [PMC
Core Group] who shouldn’t be there, but are — doing exactly what they are told by the
Employer...”

“The management group [PMC Core Group] are just as toxic as the Employer staff; more so
even — because they are just doing it for gain, are unprofessional, unqualified and show little
commitment to good project needs...”

4.1.3.1 PMC Theme Discussion

The PMC, as independent engineer for the underground works, is reported to have been
compromised by the Employer and the PMC Core Group, as toxic followers and enablers -
supporting the Employer, through collusion (Furnham and Taylor, 2011). This shows the
underpinning mechanism for misrepresenting staff/mismanagement (Mohanty and Rai, 2022) -
affecting the PMC capability to supervise the underground works by both entities engaging in
fraudulent behaviour (Stalebrink and Sacco, 2007) affecting the project safety and quality. This
can also be seen as a lack of accountability (Petrucelli, 2012). Subsequently, the PMC Core
Group are there to “enable” and “conceal” the Employer fraudulent behaviour (Hillson, 2002)
through compromising behaviour, and to do what the employer wants, despite the contract
requirements. This has had a demonstrably and severely negative effect on the project safety
and quality.

Of further concern, was that PMC project management decisions appear to have been
controlled by an off-site, authorised representative, who was not a direct member of the project,
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and not even an engineer or had any project management capability or qualifications — the
“authorised representative”. This person appears to have bought off, the European named
company (Spanish) controlling the JV, which is now a wholly independent Indian entity —
leaving the other JV member — Italian — without any monies from their place on the project.
Thus, the PMC does not appear to be the same entity that won the bid — except in name. This
should be a major concern for the European Donor (ED), as the bid JV management
characteristics are different.

This shows that the Employer, preferred persons to manipulate (Smith, 2021) in the PMC who
had little or no knowledge of specialities, such as contract management/project finance or costs;
or even technical staff, such as a designer, who reportedly would not prepare design outcomes
appropriately — except to the Employers requests — without using calculations. This is justified
through indications, that in numerous meetings, where the designer would not state what the
underpinning calculations were for a concrete structure, such as tunnel segments. This concern
is warranted, as the fraudulent behaviour could develop and continue, but that the contractual
requirements of safety and quality (and quantity) could be ignored. For example, a letter and
report issued by the PMC PD, related to the severity of the non-compliances of the
underground works, was reported to have been ignored, as the PMC Core Group issued a letter
stating that the works was safe for train operations — after the CMRS - despite the reporting
outcomes reflecting the inadequate data provided by the PMC project coordinator and showing
clear statistical evidence of the inadequate state of the underground works against the
Employers requirements — stated in the contract. This shows the complete lack of professional
engagement of safety and quality matters on the project and the consistent arrangements of
fraudulent behaviour.

The PMC has not protected itself by ensuring that PMC staff undergo any kind of fraud/ethics
training (Smith, 2021). This appears to have been due to a lack of risk management (Jadhav and
Choudhury, 2022) and also leads to the possibility that this would help staff see the fraudulent
behaviour more easily and make it harder to conceal. This illustrates a lack of ethics
understanding and capability for the PMC management (Petrucelli, 2012; Smith, 2021).

The PMC collusion has affected the project integrity (Wells, 2014) by assisting the Employer
to hide money trails, and replace and change documentation to match the Employer demands
and issue letters/drawings falsely (Shan, et al, 2020) - after the event. This is very different
from the normal project process of good project governance. This also shows a consistent lack
of accountability (Petrucelli, 2012) of the PMC management, that has allowed mismanagement
and financial fraud, as reported, to have gone unchecked or ignored on the project (Iyer and
Samociuk, 2006).

4.1.4 Main Theme — European Donor (ED)
Fraud

“The [Bank] should not just wait for a complaint; it should engage with its own processes and
conduct regular reviews to make sure there isn’t any fraud being conducted on the project. ...If
I see it, and I do, they should to.”
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“Something is clearly wrong here, when there is no governance on the project by any
independent authority. None. They are left to their own devices, and look at what’s happened.
There is a huge amount of fraud, that mostly everyone knows about, but no one except the PD is
doing something about it. Those in power are just empowering the fraudsters. It’s that simple.
Why!?”

Lack of Project Data Assessment

“I thought. I mean | thought | knew, that the [Bank] had a job of ensuring compliance to proper
project processes according to the [Bank] governance duties. Seems | am mistaken about this,
and the fraud just goes on, becoming bigger as the Employer’s staff grow.

“Even when the [Bank]have been told, I think, they have taken many months to investigate, and
are not serious about it; and now the PD has been sacked. It is a shame that professionals are
treated like this for raising the fraud issues with the people who conduct this at such high
levels.”

4.1.4.1 European Donor (ED) Theme Discussion

It was reported that there were no fraud risk measures taken on the project or published/utilised
by the Employer/PMC or the contractors, or the European donor (ED), and if used, such
measures are opaque to any internal review (based on Manacorda and Grasso, 2018). The ED
governance process regarding risk of fraud is therefore considered visibly non-existent, where
little or no live measurements/monitoring is conducted or reported (EIB, 2024) — at least at the
project level. The ED is therefore considered inattentive and where data assessment, that is
controlled by the Employer, is long after the fact, with no remedial treatments, or preventative
measures revealed on the project reporting system, to prevent manipulation or obfuscation.
This shows the lack of precautionary measures taken by the ED on the project. Further, the
PMC is reported as not being allowed to discuss project matters directly with the ED at any
time. This means that the ED is particularly at risk (IACRC, 2024), as assurances by the
Employer (the entity borrower) will only involve the Employer management and/or staff using
negative “undue influence” (Bailey, 2016). This influence is seen as biased, untrue, and above
all, lacks transparency. Since the ED has all of the data available to them, then forensic fraud
analysis (Capras and Achim, 2023) could have been conducted to ensure that data trails are
operating as expected. No published project document shows any connection to, or output from,
such a process.

There has been no published internal review of any discrepancies leading to acts of fraud
within the project to date (Iyer and Samociuk, 2006). The review would assist the ED in
determining the level and scope of project fraud risk outcomes. Fraud actions on the project
therefore, should also take the attention of the ED, as befits its internal governance
requirements. Employer direction appears to be consistently attributed to wants and not
contractual requirements, lacking transparency, as contractual requirements, specifications for
safety and quality. This comes from the toxic leadership, and translates to a project under great
professional, technical and financial stress. The project results do not provide value for money,
and where Employer personal agency takes precedence over project undertaking, through
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collusion (Giles, 2012) and where the ED governance has not protected the PMC staff human
rights, as part of its imposed safeguarding obligations (EIB, 2023).

A major weakness was realised in the research, that the ED had not envisaged being utilised
nor being looked for — the vast corporate energy directed to fraudulent behaviour. A serious
error appears to have been the consistent blocking of the PMC (as a major stakeholder) by the
Employer from having regular independent discussions with the ED, and this therefore
indicates that the European donor has not conducted sufficient governance over the project.
Further, this also indicates that the ED has not conducted any fraud risk assessment (Serpella,
et al., 2014) and have also not implemented an appropriate risk management strategy relating
to fraud prevention for the project (Singh, 2014).

5. Conclusions

The research study finds strong evidence of toxic leadership, collusion, manipulation of
documentary evidence, submissions of misinformation and documentary fraud to the CMRS
for metro operational approvals. The study has also revealed the negative impact of the PMC
Core Group has had on PMC staff and the manipulation of project finances and project data to
follow the directions of the Employer.

Finally, this research demonstrates that a high status Employer, has engaged in fraud
(Gottschalk, 2023) due to “legitimate” access to apply measures to disrupt the proper
functioning of the project (Williams, et al., 2019), through toxic leadership in order to conceal
the arrogation of the PMC contract; and engage in fraudulent behaviour through
misinformation and misstatements of facts, manipulation of the project record and harassment
of the ordinary PMC and contractor staff. As reported, a small group of PMC managers (most
unqualified for the role approved by the Employer on the PMC), assisted the Employer, by
acting as Employer assets and project destabilising proxies. These were engaged in restrictive
and resistive behaviour and practices, targeting anyone, including the PD PMC, to prevent and
misinform the other operating staff of the PMC, to ensure the unprofessional Employers
“orders” were implemented. The PMC Core Group appears to also dissuade, conceal or
manipulate the project processes, to prevent any action designed to reveal the Employer and
PMC Core Group fraud. Therefore, the project has been materially affected by the irrational
toxic leadership of the Employer, with the aid of the PMC Core Group. This has caused higher
project costs, major delays materially caused by the Employer, lack of quality regarding
structural entities, and serious impacts on safety, during construction and during the operations
of the underground parts of the metro.

Further, the PMC Core Group appears to blame the PMC PD, for making the collusion,
misrepresentation and manipulation on the project visible to the European donor. However,
such toxic behaviour was deemed unprofessional, against good project management and
possibly illegal. No person should be targeted with a loss of job, for such behaviour, just
because they make it visible to a higher project authority.

Further, this research shows that fraud, collusion (Huisman, 2020) and the Employer toxic
culture, aided by the PMC Core Group, has created the basis on which an operational metro
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could not be conceived as safe due to fire, tunnel and underground station construction
safety/quality failures. The Employer MD told the PMC PD in an early meeting, “We do things
differently in India. We do things better, faster and safer than the European way of metro
construction”. Given the above, the reality does not appear to reflect this statement, and this
Employer management culture needs to be changed.

The metro project has lacked a cohesive management strategy and its rational implementation
(Tawse and Tabesh, 2021) due to the arrogation of the PMC contract.

The research outcome also raises the question of who is responsible for governance on the
project, and because the European donor provides a large portion of the funds for the dual
metro, then the European donor is responsible for institutional “...assurance and insight on
governance adequacy and risk management effectiveness.” (Eulerich and Lohmann, 2022).
This is especially important since the dual metro Employer, has no higher internal governance
than the MD, who from the evidence, has orchestrated the toxic leadership, utilised “expulsion”
measures on the PMC PD for raising the fraud issues with the European donor, and did not
report the project fraud to the European donor, at any time. The Employer therefore
demonstrably lacks the “...systematic, disciplined approach to evaluate and improve the
effectiveness of risk management, control, and governance processes...” (Eulerich and
Eulerich, 2020) required, to at least, manage and control fraud on the project.

The outcome indicated clearly that the metro project has moved unnecessarily to an entrenched
“totalitarian-oriented project”. The project appears to be managed by a “rogue” Employer -
solely managed (to work upon or try to alter for a purpose — Dictionary, 2024) through the
whims and adversity caused by the MD and DWI orchestrations, with little or no recognition of
the contract conditions for either the PMC or the contractor. This has had the effect of creating
a pernicious, penurious environment, with the Employer in a veritable state of “poverty of
mind”. The Employer had outsourced the need to conduct supervision over tunnelling and
underground aspects of the contract (Jeang, 2015), which were completely ignored by the
Employer resulting in crucial and critical damage to the underground works.

Of further concern is the treatment of the PMC staff as reported by respondents, as “slaves to
the Employer”, which has created much pain and suffering due to stress (mental and physical),
overwork (sometimes over 18 hours/day 2/3 times a week), underpayments (no increase in
salary from day one) and a “superior’ attitude of the Employer staff, including the MD. This is
an anathema to modern day project experiences and management. Given the above, the MD
and the DWI are seen as unfit to manage the dual metro.

For the project, formal requirements to conduct forensic fraud analysis would help reveal the
level and scope of any fraud taking place and who has been conducting such fraud. This would
reveal liabilities and costs and payment trails that would not ordinarily be found (Deloitte,
2018). The voices from the PMC personnel suggest that the PMC could and should have,
challenged the toxic Employer behaviour due to their position under the contract, and did not.
The PMC Core Group, thus, remain a clear “internal disruptive and negative force” in its
support of the Employer, as irresponsible agents of fraudulent behaviour, to the detriment of
the project capability and performance outcomes. If any other major Indian metro projects are
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funded internationally and show toxic management and malfeasance issues, resulting in clear
risks to safety and quality, India will never meet its stringent requirements to become a
developed country by 2047 (Kouamé, 2024).

As one respondent stated passionately before concluding, “I’m going to do fantastic, super
things in a new project, with great new friends and earn much more money than here. ...all
because of the need for power and greed through fraud, by the MD and his cronies. | hope
these untouchables are going to face the music. | ask you, would you ride the metro knowing
these bad things they have done?”
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