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Anderson: An Obstruction of Justice?
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1. Corrupt refers having willingly acted dishonestly in return for personal gain or money. The meaning of corrupt was correctly applied with regard to Arthur Anderson since their main objective was to supplant audit quality as a firm.
2. I think that Anderson violated the law by not providing the correct financial statements of Enron. Anderson also violated the law by destroying the evidence that could be used during the case; the materials could have acted as basis upon which Anderson could have been found guilty. 
3. The overturning of the decision of the lower court by the Supreme Court was appropriate since, the lower court did not provide concrete evidence that could have been used to make judgment against Anderson. Also, Supreme Court ruled out that, “It is not necessarily corrupt in persuading another person… with intent to … cause that person to withhold documents.”
4. Both SEC and the Department of Justice should have tried specific individuals who had engaged in acts believed to be unlawful because they lacked evidence that could directly indicate that the unlawful acts were committed so that the company could have benefitted from the acts.
5. I believe that Anderson’s employees acted in an unethical manner since their actions falls outside of what is considered morally right for a person, a profession or an industry. It was required of them as per the law to not temper with any financial statements but they still tempered with the same documents. They are required not to withhold any needed materials that could be used as evidence in a court of law but they destroyed the materials that could be used in the case.
6. Duncan had shredded into pieces the documents prior to any formal investigation and also he was the one who was responsible for what had gone on in Enron. “The main witness … David Duncan, a former Anderson partner in charge of the Enron audit.”
7. The plaintiffs named so many entities in their lawsuit so that they could help in showing that they had information that could have made the court rule that the companies named be audited; Anderson had been auditing them and thus there could be some malpractices during the process. 
The entities made such a claim because they did not want to sue Anderson as a group. They were not involved in the case thus it was better to keep it that way.

