CENTRELINE CLARITY

Structural Report

Wirecard AG — October 2019

A Retrospective Application

What This Report Is

A structural map of why Wirecard collapsed and how to recognise the same pattern
elsewhere.

What This Report Is Not
Legal advice, whistleblower guidance, or an investigation into who did what.
Author's Note (June 2026)

This report is a retrospective application of the Centreline Clarity framework to the decision
environment that existed in October 2019.

The analysis reflects what a hypothetical, structurally aware actor could reasonably have
concluded using information available at that time. It is not a reconstruction of what any specific
individual actually thought, knew, or decided.

The structural analysis has been preserved substantially as originally drafted.
The footnotes below identify passages where subsequent investigations, court proceedings,
parliamentary inquiries, intelligence disclosures, and public reporting have transformed areas of
uncertainty into matters that are now substantially established.
Their purpose is not to claim foresight. They exist to distinguish between:

e information available in October 2019,

¢ structural inferences drawn from that information,

o and facts established by later events.

Where later developments validated a structural inference, the original wording has been
preserved and annotated rather than rewritten.



A Note on This Report

The Barings Bank report asked what a structurally aware advisor would have seen a year before
collapse, looking at the right things. The City Harvest report asked what happens when the
questions could have been asked, answered, and still not acted upon. The WeWork report asked
what happens when everyone could see the problem clearly, yet the incentive structure made
acting on it individually irrational.

This report introduces a structurally distinct problem.

At Wirecard, governance failed because the institutional channels through which scrutiny
should have flowed had become (through a combination of defensiveness, political investment,
procedural formalism, and selective enforcement) structurally hostile to the actors attempting to
use them.

This is not a story about information being absent. Multiple independent actors had already
produced relevant evidence: journalists, internal compliance personnel, short sellers, auditors,
and external analysts.

The problem was not a lack of evidence. The real issue was that the system, the overall
environment, made it very costly for anyone to connect the dots.

Wirecard survived that long not because it kept secrets perfectly, but because the bridges
between the people who knew the truth were broken. This report maps the broken bridges.

A Note on Pav Gill

There was a real person sitting in the chair this report describes.

His name is Pav Gill. He was Wirecard's General Counsel for the Asia-Pacific region. He saw
what was happening. He documented it. He escalated it through proper channels. He watched
the institutional environment turn against the disclosure process rather than the conduct being
disclosed. He was right about everything.

External disclosure to the Financial Times eventually followed, but at significant personal and
professional cost. The route was not straightforward: initial contact with FT journalists in
October 2018 was made without his direct involvement. Gill himself did not publicly identify as
the whistleblower until May 2021, nearly three years after the FT's initial reporting began.

The institutional failures surrounding Wirecard have been extensively documented. Less
frequently examined is the burden placed on individuals inside such systems who must decide
whether professional obligation remains survivable once institutional protection mechanisms
become unreliable. This report is, in part, a structural account of what he was navigating.



Why This Case Requires the Framework's Most Significant Extension

The prior failure modes (Power Asymmetry, Authority Sacralization, Incentive Capture at Scale)
each describe a distinct configuration of how scrutiny is suppressed or made costly. Wirecard
requires a fourth classification.

Regulatory Inversion: A dynamic where the very institutions meant to protect scrutiny are

turned against it. This need not be through a massive, coordinated conspiracy; it can come

from individual players (regulators, auditors, lawyers) each protecting their own interests.
The end result is a hostile environment where someone drawing attention to problems faces
the authorities as an obstacle rather than a resource.

Institution Primary Diagnostic Challenge

Barings Bank Scrutiny was absent. The questions were never asked. Intervention
was procedural.

City Harvest Church Scrutiny had been made to feel like betrayal. Intervention required
navigating moral illegitimacy.

WeWork Scrutiny was available to everyone. Intervention was individually
irrational for every party except one.

Wirecard Scrutiny was being actively attempted by multiple independent actors
simultaneously. Intervention failed because the institutional
environment had been structured to interrupt convergence rather than
enable it.

At Barings, the problem was that no one could see. At City Harvest, seeing felt like betrayal. At
WeWork, seeing was fine as long as the valuation kept going up. At Wirecard, seeing was not
enough, because the channels through which seeing becomes action had been made structurally
hostile to the actors attempting to use them.

The Hypothetical Commissioner

This report is written from the perspective of a figure we will call the Regional General Counsel.

He is not Pav Gill. He is a structural construct. Pav Gill joined Wirecard in September 2017 and
left in October 2018. The hypothetical commissioner is appointed in mid-2019: a timeline
chosen to position the analysis at the point of maximum structural visibility, not to represent
Gill's actual tenure.

Where the framework's recommended actions diverge from Gill's actual path (most
notably, this report advises against resignation without established external
protection, whereas Gill left in October 2018) the divergence is NOT a judgment on



what Gill did. It is a structural observation about what sequencing the framework
would have produced. The construct's value is analytical, not evaluative.

He is a legally qualified General Counsel appointed to Wirecard's Singapore regional operation,
with a background in financial services compliance and no prior relationship with Wirecard's
Munich headquarters or its core leadership. He has been in the role three months. He has
reviewed the compliance reports from his team. He has seen the internal documentation of
suspicious transactions in the Asia-Pacific business. He has read, with professional attention,
the Financial Times reporting on Wirecard's accounting practices. He has noted that BaFin
responded to that reporting not by investigating Wirecard, but by filing a criminal complaint
against the journalists.

He has also noted what happened to the people inside Wirecard who raised concerns before
him.

He is a lawyer. He knows what his professional obligations require. He also knows that the
institutional environment through which those obligations would normally be discharged has
already demonstrated its willingness to act against disclosure actors.

He decides to think it through structurally before he decides what to do next. What follows is
that thinking.

STAGE 1 — STRUCTURAL DIAGNOSTIC

Phases 0-10 - Wirecard AG, October 2019

Identity Classification

Actor Classification Primary Stake
Regional General Load: Existential =~ Professional obligation conflicts with personal
Counsel Uncertainty sub-  security. The institutional environment has

type demonstrated willingness to act against disclosure

actors. Marsalek's documented associations introduce
unusual uncertainty about the boundaries and
channels of retaliation.

Jan Marsalek Load Identity as operational architect of the arrangement is
fused with its continuation. Documented intelligence
associations create an information security variable
affecting others' risk calculations!.

BaFin Structural Stake Role continuity, enforcement authority, mandate
legitimacy, European financial governance standing.
Prior actions (criminal complaint against FT
journalists) have created institutional path



dependency: reversing course requires acknowledging
those actions were misdirected.

EY Structural Stake  Audit relationship, sign-off authority, statutory audit
mandate, Big Four credibility. Procedural capture
through third-party confirmation methodology has
created its own path dependency.

KPMG (special audit) Structural Stake = The audit mandate gives it standing as the remaining
(institutional) independent scrutiny function. Its findings will
determine the collapse timeline.

FT journalists Exposure Reputational and legal consequences (criminal
complaint filed), not structural stake. They function as
external scrutiny actors without institutional
protection.

Retail shareholders Unclear Identity stakes exist (capital loss) but cannot be
classified from the internal perspective. Flagged as
unresolved variable.

Fourth structural distinction from prior reports: in every prior case, the hypothetical
commissioner's identity classification was primarily professional and reputational: costly,
but bounded. At Wirecard, a sub-type appears that has not appeared before: Existential
Uncertainty. Simply put, the normal guardrails of corporate retaliation no longer apply.
Because Marsalek has documented associations with intelligence-linked and private security
figures, the Regional General Counsel cannot trust that his phone, his emails or his office are
free from surveillance?. This is not paranoia; it is a cold, rational assessment of the situation.
In this environment, the gap between corporate power and personal safety is dangerously
wide, thus treating personal data security as a matter of survival is structurally rational and
Jjustified.

Situation Overview

Wirecard AG is a German payment processing company, founded in 1999, listed on the
Frankfurt Stock Exchange, and admitted to the DAX index in 2018, replacing Commerzbank as
a symbol of Germany's ambition to produce a globally competitive financial technology
champion.

By October 2019 its market capitalisation is approximately €13 billion. Its CEO, Markus Braun,
is a respected figure in European technology circles. Its COO, Jan Marsalek, manages the
operational relationships that underpin the company's claimed profitability, particularly in the
Asia-Pacific region.

The company's financial accounts record approximately €1.9 billion in cash held in escrow
accounts at third-party acquiring banks in the Philippines and other Asian jurisdictions. This
cash is the primary asset supporting the balance sheet and the primary basis for EY's audit sign-
offs. Without it, Wirecard is insolvent.

The asset later proved fictitious.



The Regional General Counsel does not yet know this with certainty. What his compliance team
has produced is documentation showing that the Asia-Pacific business arrangements carry the
structural signatures of a payments operation processing transactions through intermediaries
whose beneficial ownership is opaque, generating revenue figures inconsistent with the
underlying transaction volumes his team can verify.

What he also knows about the institutional environment

— The Financial Times has published multiple investigative pieces questioning Wirecard's
accounting. Wirecard has responded with legal threats against the journalists and a
coordinated public relations campaign characterising the reporting as a conspiracy by short
sellers.

— BaFin has filed a criminal complaint against FT journalists Dan McCrum and Stefania
Palma, and several short-sellers, for market manipulation. That action is legally available to
it but which, in this context, functions as institutional endorsement of Wirecard's position
and a signal to anyone considering external disclosure. (The complaint was ultimately
dropped by German prosecutors in September 2020, after Wirecard's collapse, but its effect
on the disclosure environment in October 2019 is the structural variable, not its eventual
outcome.)

— KPMG has been commissioned to conduct a special audit by Wirecard's Supervisory Board.
That was publicly framed as an independent investigation and a concession made under
pressure. While the commissioning authority is the Supervisory Board rather than
management, the practical question from the Regional General Counsel's vantage point is
whether management's control over information access and timeline undermines what the
Supervisory Board commissioned.

— EY, the statutory auditor, has been signing off on accounts containing the €1.9 billion figure
for years, on the basis of confirmations from the third-party acquiring banks, confirmations
the Regional General Counsel's team has reason to believe are not independent.

— His internal escalation path runs through Singapore regional management and from there
to Munich: to the very people whose conduct is the subject of his concern.

— His external escalation path exists in a regulatory environment that has already
demonstrated, through the BaFin complaint, its willingness to act against disclosure actors
rather than the conduct being disclosed.

He is a lawyer with professional obligations he cannot discharge through the channels
ordinarily available to him. He is deciding what to do.

Key Constraints

Constraint Structural Effect

Compromised internal Raising concerns through Singapore regional management routes

escalation path them to Munich, to the people whose conduct is the subject of the
concern. This is not an oversight. It is the structure.

Degraded external escalation BaFin's complaint against the FT journalists is a demonstrated

environment signal, not an abstraction. It tells every potential external discloser

that the regulator is not a safe destination and that external



Weak whistleblower protections

Compromised legal advice
channels

KPMG mandate managed by
subject

Information security
uncertainty

Geographic isolation

Adversarial regulatory posture
toward scepticism

disclosure may be defined as market manipulation rather than
protected whistleblowing.

The legal framework for whistleblower protection in Germany is, in
October 2019, materially weaker than in the UK or US. The EU
Whistleblower Protection Directive has been adopted but not yet
transposed into German law.

Law firms that would ordinarily provide independent legal advice
may have relationships with Wirecard that compromise their
independence. Communications with outside counsel cannot be
assumed fully insulated from Wirecard's awareness.

The special audit was commissioned by the Supervisory Board, not
management. However, management controls information flow to
the auditors and access to the third-party acquiring banks. The
structural effect (from the Regional General Counsel's perspective)
is that the entity whose conduct is under examination controls what
the examination can reach.

Marsalek's documented associations with intelligence-linked and
private security figures mean that internal communications
systems, devices, and escalation pathways cannot be assumed fully
secure.

Singapore, not Munich. This limits access to board-level contacts
and increases dependence on the regional management chain that
is itself compromised.

Short sellers who have publicly questioned Wirecard's accounts
have been investigated and, in some cases, prosecuted. The
regulatory environment treats scepticism about Wirecard as
presumptively adversarial.

These constraints do not make action impossible. They make the sequencing of action a matter
of personal and professional survival as well as institutional integrity.

Pressure Map

Pressure Building

— The KPMG special audit is underway. If its mandate is broad enough and its access
sufficient, it will surface the same documentation the Regional General Counsel's team has
produced, attributable to an institutional actor with standing the FT journalists did not

have.

— EY's audit of the 2019 accounts is approaching. The third-party acquiring bank
confirmations that have supported previous sign-offs are under increasing scrutiny.

— The FT's reporting has created a public record of questions that Wirecard has not

answered, only suppressed.



— The Asia-Pacific compliance documentation is inconsistent with revenue figures being
reported to Munich. Its existence is a pressure that cannot be managed by ignoring it.

Pressure Leaking
— Some Wirecard employees in the Asia-Pacific region are privately uncomfortable with the
arrangements they are being asked to facilitate.

— The third-party acquiring banks whose confirmations support EY's audit are entities whose
principals have their own exposure if the arrangement unravels.

— Short sellers with detailed knowledge of Wirecard's accounting continue to accumulate
positions, suggesting the financial community's private assessment differs materially from
the public one.

— The KPMG auditors are encountering access problems that are themselves informative.

Pressure Redirecting

Redirected from Redirected to

Accounting questions Short seller conspiracy narrative.

Regulatory scrutiny BaFin's active institutional endorsement of Wirecard.

Internal compliance concerns The legal and professional risk of raising them externally.

EY's audit exposure The procedural legitimacy of third-party confirmation as an
audit method.

The KPMG mandate Wirecard's management of access and timeline.

Latent Pressure

— If KPMG's access to the third-party acquiring banks is granted and the confirmations
cannot be independently verified, the €1.9 billion becomes unauditable, which forces EY's
hand.

— If any of the third-party acquiring bank principals decide their own exposure is better
managed by disclosure than continued cooperation, the confirmation chain collapses.

— If the Philippine regulators begin their own inquiry, the jurisdiction where the cash is
supposedly held becomes a pressure source Wirecard cannot manage from Munich.

— If Marsalek's intelligence associations become publicly documented, the company's
reputational position collapses in a way that cannot be managed through legal action
against journalistss.

The pressure asymmetry at Wirecard runs in the opposite direction from what a functioning
governance system would produce. In a functioning system, pressure would flow from the
scrutiny function toward the company. At Wirecard in October 2019, the pressure runs in
reverse: the scrutiny function is under institutional pressure. The journalists are under
criminal complaint. The short sellers are under investigation. The internal compliance team's
documentation is a liability to the people who produced it, NOT to the people whose conduct it
documents. The Regional General Counsel is not navigating a governance failure. He is
navigating a governance inversion.



Irreversibility

Any of the following could trigger a loss of control from which recovery is no longer possible:

— KPMG completes its special audit and cannot verify the €1.9 billion, at which point the
finding belongs to an institutional actor whose output cannot be characterised as market
manipulation.

— EY refuses to sign off on the 2019 accounts without independent verification of the third-
party acquiring bank confirmations.

— The Philippine regulators confirm publicly that the cash does not exist in their jurisdiction.

— A third-party acquiring bank principal makes contact with regulators in any jurisdiction,
collapsing the confirmation chain from outside.

— Marsalek's intelligence associations become publicly documented in a way that changes the
political calculus for BaFin and the German establishment4.

— A Wirecard employee in the Asia-Pacific region makes a protected disclosure to a regulator
with genuine whistleblower protection provisions.

Two thresholds, running in opposite directions

For Wirecard: the threshold is the point at which the €1.9 billion cannot be confirmed by any
independent party with institutional standing. This threshold is approaching through the KPMG
audit process.

For the Regional General Counsel: the threshold is the point at which his compliance
documentation becomes known to Wirecard's leadership without a corresponding external
record having been established. After that point, his professional and legal exposure is
unmitigated.

These two thresholds create a sequencing imperative: establish an external record before the
internal documentation becomes known to the people it implicates. The most protective
scenario (and the most institutionally significant) is the KPMG audit reaching its natural
conclusion with genuine access. If KPMG gets what it needs, the collapse becomes institutional
rather than personal, and the Regional General Counsel's documentation becomes
corroborating evidence in a regulatory process rather than an isolated target for legal
suppression.

Failure Mode Classification

— Primary Driver — Incentive Distortion (the actor-level mechanism producing
Regulatory Inversion):

The locally rational action for each institutional actor with standing increases systemic risk.

— BaFin: defending a DAX flagship it has publicly endorsed, filing a criminal complaint
against journalists who were accurately reporting on Wirecard, the regulator faced a form



of institutional path dependency. Reversing course would have required acknowledging
that prior enforcement actions were directed at the wrong target: the journalists rather
than the conduct they reported. In that environment, continued defence of the existing
position becomes institutionally easier than reassessing it, even as contrary evidence
accumulates.

— EY: relying on procedurally defensible third-party confirmations for the €1.9 billion is
locally rational. It satisfies the form of the audit standard, maintains the client relationship,
and provides procedural protection. The systemic cost is that €1.9 billion in fictitious cash
is certified as real across multiple audit cycles.

— Wirecard's legal network: pursuing criminal complaints against journalists and short
sellers is locally rational: it deploys available institutional mechanisms to protect the client.
The systemic cost is that every internal actor observing this updates their assessment of the
cost of disclosure accordingly.

Each party's locally rational action, in isolation, is institutionally understandable. Together,
they produce Regulatory Inversion: an environment oriented (through convergent
independent actions rather than unified intent) so that scrutiny actors bear the cost of
scrutiny while the subject of scrutiny does not.

— Secondary Driver — Interpretive Inertia (the evidentiary mechanism sustaining
Regulatory Inversion):

Evidence exists across multiple independent channels: the Regional General Counsel's
compliance documentation, the FT's reporting, short seller analysis, KPMG's access problems,
and the structural signatures of the Asia-Pacific arrangements. Instead of looking at the whole
picture, each warning signal is isolated and muted: the journalism is branded as market
manipulation, the short sellers as conspirators, the internal compliance red flags go through
compromised reporting lines, and the KPMG access problems managed through timeline
extension.

In this case, Interpretive Inertia operates under the heaviest conditions yet. More than just
downplaying bad news; the establishment systematically neutralizes whistlebowers, critics and
doubt before they can unite.

— Tertiary Driver — Power Asymmetry (Visibility—Consequence Gap):

Marsalek controls visibility (the Asia-Pacific arrangements, the third-party confirmation chain,
the intelligence associations) and operational execution. BaFin, EY, shareholders, and the
Regional General Counsel bear downstream risk. Decision influence and consequence exposure
are completely misaligned. Unlike prior cases, here the asymmetry is operational and
retaliatory: the actor who controls the fraud's architecture also has documented associations
that create unusual uncertainty about the boundaries of institutional responses.

Sub-type: Audit Capture

EY's statutory audit relationship produced procedurally defensible sign-offs on accounts
containing a fictitious €1.9 billion. The third-party confirmation methodology satisfied the form



of independent verification without its substance; it confirmed that the acquiring banks said the
cash existed, not that it actually did.

Audit Capture is not a separate driver. It is Incentive Distortion (audit fees, client relationship,
path dependency from prior sign-offs) combined with Interpretive Inertia (signals from internal
compliance, FT reporting, and short sellers were not integrated because the procedural
framework did not require them to be) operating within a specific institutional relationship.

Audit Capture does not resolve the conflict between process and substance. It defaults to the
process.

The Convergence Failure

The fraud did not survive because the evidence was absent. It survived because every channel
through which the evidence could flow toward institutional action had been blocked, redirected,
or made too costly to use.

Case Why evidence didn't converge

Barings Evidence never existed in London.

City Harvest Evidence existed but questioning it was spiritually costly.

WeWork Evidence was visible but action was individually irrational.

Wirecard Evidence existed across multiple independent channels, each individually

functional, but the institutional environment had been structured so that those
channels could not carry it to where it needed to go without imposing costs
that most individuals could not sustain.

Recommendations must address the convergence failure, NOT the individuals' judgment. The
question is not whether the Regional General Counsel is courageous enough to act. The
question is whether the structure gives him a channel through which acting is survivable.

When Regulatory Inversion is present, using institutional channels becomes too costly for
individuals to sustain. BaFin's complaint against the FT journalists did not suppress the
evidence itself. It suppressed the channel through which evidence could travel. Every other actor
then updated their assessment of what disclosure would cost.

Primary Risks

Risk of doing nothing

The compliance documentation the Regional General Counsel's team has produced exists. It will
not disappear because he chooses not to act on it. When the fraud unravels (whether through
KPMG, through EY, through the Philippine regulators, or through the FT) the documentation



will be discoverable. His knowledge of its contents will be establishable. His decision not to act
will be the primary fact about his tenure.

Doing nothing is not a neutral position. It is a choice whose consequences are determined by
events he does not control.

Risk of moving through internal channels

The internal escalation path routes directly to the people whose conduct is the subject of the
concern. Internal escalation at this stage does not discharge his professional obligations; it alerts
the implicated parties to the existence of the documentation and the identity of the person who
produced it.

In a normal governance environment, internal escalation is the required first step. In a
Regulatory Inversion environment, internal escalation is the mechanism by which the Regional
General Counsel becomes the subject of institutional response rather than the instrument of
scrutiny.

Risk of external disclosure without preparation

The BaFin complaint against the FT journalists establishes that external disclosure without legal
protection may be treated as market manipulation. Proceeding without established legal
protection in a jurisdiction with genuine whistleblower provisions means entering an
environment where retaliatory mechanisms are already visible and active.

Risk of moving too late

If the KPMG audit completes and its findings become public before the Regional General
Counsel has established an external record, his compliance documentation becomes
corroborating evidence in a process he did not initiate. That is the best available outcome, but
one in which he has no control over how his role is characterised.

The timing window is not measured in board meetings. It is measured in audit milestones.

Recommended Actions

This phase requires a different structure from the prior reports. In the prior reports, the
recommended actions were primarily institutional: request independent review, document
concerns in board minutes, commission outside legal opinion. At Wirecard, the governance
channels have been compromised or rendered hostile. The recommended actions are therefore
sequenced differently - personal protection first, institutional disclosure second - because
without personal protection, institutional disclosure cannot be sustained in the form required.

Immediate — next 30 days — Personal Protection Sequence

— Retain independent legal counsel in a jurisdiction with genuine whistleblower protection
provisions: specifically, counsel with no prior relationship to Wirecard, to Wirecard's law
firms, or to any entity in Wirecard's network. The UK's whistleblower provisions, or those
of a jurisdiction where the Regional General Counsel has personal standing, are preferable
to Singapore or Germany at this stage.



— Secure all compliance documentation in a location not accessible to Wirecard's IT
infrastructure. Personal devices, personal cloud storage, or physical copies, NOT Wirecard
systems, not Wirecard-managed devices, not email accounts Wirecard controls.

— Create a contemporaneous record (dated, witnessed where possible) of what the Regional
General Counsel knows, when he learned it, what internal steps he took, and what
responses he received. This record is his primary professional protection. It establishes the
timeline of his knowledge and his attempts to act on it through proper channels.

— Do not resign. Resignation at this stage removes his access to documentation, removes his
standing as an internal actor with professional obligations, and may be characterised as an
admission. If he is to leave, he should leave after the external record is established, not
before.

— Do not confront Marsalek or any Munich-based leadership directly. Direct confrontation
alerts the implicated parties to the specific concerns and the identity of the person raising
them BEFORE the Regional General Counsel has established the external record that
makes that alert survivable.

Within 60 days — Disclosure Sequencing

— Make contact, through independent legal counsel, with a regulator in a jurisdiction with
genuine authority and genuine whistleblower protection. In October 2019 the options are
limited but not absent: the UK's Financial Conduct Authority, the US Securities and
Exchange Commission if US-listed instruments are involved, or the Monetary Authority of
Singapore with a specific focus on the Singapore operation's conduct.

— Provide the compliance documentation to the FT's investigative team, not as a primary
disclosure but as corroboration of reporting they are already doing, through legal counsel
who can negotiate protected source status. The FT's institutional interest in the story and
the legal framework for source protection in the UK are both relevant protections.

— Document every step of the disclosure process through independent legal counsel. The
record of how disclosure was made is as important as the disclosure itself; it is the evidence
that the Regional General Counsel acted as a responsible professional rather than as a
market manipulator.

Preserve: his professional standing, his legal protection, the integrity of the documentation his
team has produced, and his ability to be a credible witness when the fraud unravels through

whatever channel it eventually does. The goal is not to stop Wirecard. By October 2019 it may
be too late for that. The goal is to ensure that when Wirecard falls, the record shows who tried

to stop it, through what channels, and what the institutional environment looked like when
they did.

Expected Reactions

The resistance at Wirecard is unlike any prior case. It is not territorial, moral, or visionary. It is
institutional and retaliatory; that has already been demonstrated before the Regional General
Counsel acts.



— Wirecard's legal team will characterise any external disclosure as market manipulation, the
same characterisation applied to the FT journalists. This is the prepared institutional
response. It does not require new facts. It requires only that disclosure occur.

— Marsalek will be informed. What follows depends on factors the Regional General Counsel
cannot fully assess, including the nature and extent of his associations with intelligence-
linked networks and what those associations mean in practice for someone who has
become a disclosure risk.

— BaFin will not intervene on the Regional General Counsel's behalf. Its institutional position
is already established. It may receive a complaint from Wirecard naming him as a source of
market-manipulating disclosures.

— The Singapore regional management will distance themselves. Some will cooperate with
Wirecard's legal response. Some will simply follow instructions from Munich.

— EY will not volunteer that its audit methodology is under question. Its institutional
incentive is to maintain the procedural legitimacy of its prior sign-offs for as long as
possible.

— KPMG's auditors, if operating in good faith, will be encountering the same access problems
the Regional General Counsel's documentation would predict. There may be a channel
(through independent legal counsel) for the compliance documentation to reach them in a
way that is protective of its source.

Institution Nature of Resistance

Barings Bank Professional and territorial: Leeson resisted because it threatened control;
London resisted because it threatened their merger timeline.

City Harvest Church Moral and relational: felt, to many doing it, like faithfulness rather than
obstruction.

WeWork Visionary: scepticism reframed as a failure of imagination.

Wirecard Institutional and retaliatory: the environment had already demonstrated,

before the Regional General Counsel acted, that it was willing to redirect
pressure toward disclosure actors rather than toward the conduct being
disclosed.

He cannot assume communications are private. His legal counsel should anticipate pressure
or inquiry, and that the market manipulation characterisation will be deployed before his
legal protection is established. He is not navigating a difficult conversation. He is navigating
an institutional environment with demonstrated retaliatory capacity.

The following statements were produced by different institutional actors: BaFin, EY, Wirecard's

legal and communications apparatus, each operating within its own mandate. None are
necessarily false. That is what makes them dangerous. Together they answered every process
question while the substantive question went unaddressed.



| What they say

‘What it answers

What it does not answer

"EY has signed off on the
accounts."

Was the statutory audit
process completed?

Did the audit methodology independently
verify that the primary asset exists?

"BaFin has reviewed the
allegations."

Did the regulator
respond?

Did the response investigate the conduct or
redirect pressure toward the journalists
reporting it?

"Wirecard has cooperated
fully with KPMG."

Was some access
granted?

Was the access sufficient to verify the €1.9
billion independently of Wirecard's own
representations?

"The third-party banks have

Did confirmations

Were the confirming entities independent of

confirmed the cash." arrive? the arrangement they were confirming?

"Wirecard has denied all A Does denial constitute evidence, and who bears
. " Was a denial issued?

allegations. the burden of proof?

"Short sellers have a financial
interest in a negative
outcome."

Do short sellers profit
from price decline?

Does financial interest in an outcome make the
underlying analysis false?

Monitoring Signals

Positive indicators — situation is manageable
— Independent legal counsel is retained in a jurisdiction with genuine whistleblower
protection before any disclosure is made.

— The compliance documentation is secured outside Wirecard's infrastructure.

— KPMG's access to the third-party acquiring banks is granted and its findings are consistent
with the compliance documentation.

— EY raises formal questions about the €1.9 billion before signing the 2019 accounts.
— A regulator in a jurisdiction outside Germany initiates inquiry into the Asia-Pacific

arrangements.

— The FT's reporting continues and its legal position is sustained.

Negative indicators — escalation required

The Regional General Counsel receives contact (formal or informal) from anyone

connected to Wirecard's legal team or Marsalek's network before independent legal
protection is established.

entities.

accounts.

reporting.

Marsalek becomes less visible or accessible.

His personal devices show signs of monitoring or intrusion.
His independent legal counsel reports contact from Wirecard or Wirecard-connected

KPMG's access to the third-party acquiring banks is denied or restricted.
The KPMG audit timeline is extended beyond the point at which EY must sign the 2019

BaFin makes a public statement reaffirming its support for Wirecard in response to new




Decision checkpoint: if independent legal protection has not been established within 30 days,
and if any of the negative indicators above have appeared, the Regional General Counsel must
treat the security of his documentation and his personal information environment as the
priority; above disclosure strategy, above professional sequencing. A professional obligation
discharged at unsustainable personal cost is NOT a governance achievement. This framework
is designed to preserve optionality. At Wirecard, preserving optionality includes preserving
the person.

Non-Actions

The following actions increase exposure without increasing corrective capacity. Avoid them:

— Internal escalation through the Singapore regional management chain: this is notification
of the implicated parties, not governance.

— Direct confrontation of Marsalek or Munich leadership without independent legal
protection in place.

— Using Wirecard's IT infrastructure, devices, or email systems for any communication
related to the compliance concerns.

— Retaining legal counsel with any prior relationship to Wirecard or Wirecard-connected
entities.

— Disclosing to the FT or any external party before independent legal protection is
established.

— Resigning before the external record is in place.

— Accepting assurances from anyone in the Wirecard network that the concerns have been
reviewed and found to be unfounded.

— Treating BaFin as a safe disclosure destination given its established institutional position.

— Underestimating the operational uncertainty created by Marsalek's documented
associations.

Precision over exposure. Documentation over confrontation. Sequence over speed.

This is the only report in this series where the framework must explicitly address the personal
information security of the person it is written for. That is not incidental. It is the defining
structural feature of Regulatory Inversion as a failure mode: the condition in which the
institutional environment increases the personal cost of professional obligation rather than
protecting those who discharge it.

Executive Summary — Stage 1

A German payment processing company, listed on the DAX and certified by a Big Four auditor,
has recorded €1.9 billion in cash that does not exist. The fraud is sustained by a chain of third-



party confirmations that no independent party has yet been able to verify, in jurisdictions that
may have been chosen for their regulatory distance from Germany.

The decisive variable is not evidence availability. The evidence exists: in the compliance
documentation the Regional General Counsel's team has produced, in the FT's reporting, in the
short sellers' analysis, in the KPMG access problems. The decisive variable is whether these
evidentiary streams can converge into actionable scrutiny, WITHOUT the institutional
environment destroying the actors attempting to carry them there.

The Regional General Counsel cannot escalate internally without alerting the implicated parties.
He cannot escalate externally without legal protection that the institutional environment has
been structured to deny him. His window is the KPMG audit; while it is underway and its
findings are not yet public, his documentation has institutional corroboration approaching
through an independent channel.

The correct move is independent legal protection before any disclosure. Not martyrdom. Not
silence.

Survival with record.



STAGE 2 — STRUCTURAL INTERVENTION MAPPING

Building on Phase 0-10 findings - Wirecard AG, October 2019

Stage 2 is not a summary of Stage 1. It maps what happens structurally if nothing changes and
identifies where intervention can still alter the trajectory.

Missing Structural Function

The system currently lacks any independent scrutiny function that is both institutionally
credible and structurally insulated from Wirecard's legal and regulatory influence.

The statutory auditor remains dependent upon verification mechanisms that have not produced
independent confirmation. The regulator has publicly adopted positions that make reassessment
institutionally costly.The internal compliance function has produced accurate documentation
and has nowhere safe to send it. The external journalism is under criminal complaint.

The KPMG special audit is the only remaining independent scrutiny function with institutional
standing. Its mandate, access, and timeline are the central variables.

Distortion generated — the convergence failure's precise mechanism

— Internal compliance evidence: isolated within a compromised escalation structure that
routes concerns to the people they concern.

External journalistic evidence: subjected to criminal complaint, converting the act of
accurate reporting into a legally contested act requiring institutional defence.

Short seller evidence: characterised as motivated manipulation, converting financial
scepticism into a reputational and legal liability for those expressing it.

Audit evidence: managed through the procedural legitimacy of third-party confirmation,
which satisfies the form of independent verification without its substance.

The fraud does not survive because the evidence is absent. It survives because every channel
through which the evidence could flow toward institutional action has been made too costly,
too contested, or too procedurally contained to produce convergent pressure. Regulatory
Inversion's structural achievement: it does not need to defeat the evidence. It only needs to
defeat the channels.



Load Redistribution Map

Regional General
Counsel

EY

BaFin

KPMG

Philippine Regulators

Retail Shareholders

FT Journalists

Unassigned Load

Carrying professional obligation to
disclose in an environment where

disclosure channels have been made

institutionally hostile.

Certifying accounts containing the

€1.9 billion on the basis of third-party

confirmations not independently
verified.

Defending Wirecard's institutional

position while the fraud accumulates.

Conducting a special audit whose

mandate and access are controlled by

the subject of the audit.

Hosting the jurisdiction where the
cash is supposedly held without
independent inquiry.

Holding stock in a company whose
primary asset does not exist, on the
basis of a certified audit.

Carrying the public interest scrutiny
function at personal and institutional

legal cost.

| Structural Cost if Unchanged

Professional, legal, and
reputational exposure;
information security uncertainty.

Criminal and civil liability when
fraud is confirmed; reputational
destruction.

Regulatory credibility; European
financial governance legitimacy.

Institutional credibility if findings
are managed or suppressed.

Jurisdictional implication in the
fraud when cash is confirmed
absent.

Total loss of investment.

Criminal complaint; legal costs;
reputational attack.

Load most requiring redistribution: the evidence burden must move from individual actors
operating in isolation: the Regional General Counsel, the FT journalists, the short sellers, to
an institutional actor with the standing and the mandate to make the evidence's implications
unavoidable. KPMG is that actor. Its special audit is the load redistribution mechanism the
system has produced. The question is whether it will be allowed to function.

Propagation Path — If Nothing Changes

Phase A — Continuation (October—December 2019)

KPMG's special audit continues. Access to the third-party acquiring banks is managed by
Wirecard: partial access granted, timeline extended, findings delayed. EY prepares to sign off on
the 2019 accounts. The Regional General Counsel's compliance documentation sits within a
compromised escalation structure. The FT continues reporting under legal pressure. The €1.9
billion remains on the balance sheet. The fraud continues to compound.



Phase B — Activation (January—April 2020)

KPMG's special audit is completed. Its findings cannot confirm the €1.9 billion. The report is
released publicly in April 2020; it managed to avoid confirming the worst definitively, but the
access failures are on record. EY refuses to sign the 2019 accounts without independent
confirmation of the cash. The Philippine central bank states publicly that the cash does not exist
in its jurisdiction. The confirmation chain collapses from multiple directions simultaneously.

Phase C — Irreversibility (June 2020)

EY formally refuses to certify the 2019 accounts. Wirecard acknowledges that the €1.9 billion is
missing. Markus Braun is arrested. Jan Marsalek flees to Russia, via Belarus, with apparent
assistance from intelligence-linked networks. Wirecard files for insolvency. The DAX's flagship
financial technology company is confirmed as a fraud without precedent in German corporate
history.

The Regional General Counsel's compliance documentation, if he has survived to this point with
his record intact, becomes part of the evidence base of the most consequential financial fraud
investigation in European history.

Estimated timeline to narrative lock-in: already locked by October 2019. BaFin's institutional
position, EY's procedural commitment, and Wirecard's legal infrastructure have all been
deployed. The only remaining question is which independent scrutiny function breaks through
first... and how much has accumulated when it does.

Locked Decision

The currently unavailable decision is a coordinated, multi-jurisdictional regulatory investigation
into Wirecard's accounts: initiated before the 2019 audit cycle, treating the convergent evidence
of the FT reporting, the short seller analysis, the KPMG access problems, and the internal
compliance documentation as a systemic concern rather than a series of isolated allegations to
be individually managed.

It cannot be made because:

— BaFin's institutional position precludes it from initiating an investigation that would
validate the journalism it has characterised as market manipulation.

— The European Securities and Markets Authority lacks the direct investigative authority the
situation requires.

— No single regulator has full visibility across the German, Singapore, and Philippine
jurisdictions simultaneously.

— The public and institutional significance attached to Wirecard as a German technology
champion creates resistance at the level of the German establishment that makes a
coordinated investigation politically costly for anyone who would need to initiate it.

— The legal framework for cross-border financial fraud investigation in the EU is, in October
2019, insufficiently developed to move at the speed the audit calendar requires.



Structural change required: a single regulator, or a coordinated group, must accept
jurisdiction over the full picture rather than managing individual fragments of it. This
requires either a whistleblower disclosure that provides a single actor with the full
evidentiary picture, or a KPMG finding sufficiently unambiguous that it forces EY's hand
before the 2019 accounts are certified. Both mechanisms are available in October 2019.

Neither is guaranteed.

Structural Beneficiaries

Actor Current Gain

Markus Braun Continued CEO authority, personal
wealth, institutional credibility.

Jan Marsalek Continued operational control,
association networks, personal
freedom.

EY Continued audit fees; procedural
defensibility of prior sign-offs.

BaFin Avoidance of institutional
consequences of having defended a
fraud.

German Financial Continued credibility of DAX as an

Establishment index of genuine corporate quality.

Wirecard's Legal Network Continued fee income from legal
actions against journalists and short
sellers.

| Duration

Until EY refuses sign-off.

Until arrest warrant - then
flight.

Until refusal to certify 2019
accounts.

Until Wirecard's collapse
makes its position publicly
indefensible.

Until Wirecard's collapse
reframes the DAX admission
as an establishment failure.

Until those actions become
indefensible.

Beneficiary most capable of slowing correction: Jan Marsalek. His operational control of the
Asia-Pacific arrangements, his management of the third-party confirmation chain, and his
documented associations with intelligence-linked groups create the possibility of influencing
or disrupting scrutiny processes in ways unavailable to most actors in comparable cases®. He
is not merely a beneficiary of the fraud continuing. He would be its operational architect, and
the uncertainty surrounding the extent of his influence and available networks is itself a

structural variable.

Secondary beneficiary: BaFin. Having publicly defended Wirecard and taken action against
journalists reporting on the company, BaFin faced an institutional path dependency. A
reversal would have required revisiting prior public positions and enforcement decisions.



Acceleration Triggers

Trigger Effect Response Likelihood
Window

KPMG unable to verify Institutional confirmation; ~ Weeks High - access problems
€1.9 billion EY forced to act. are already visible
Philippine central bank Geographic basis for cash Immediate Moderate - jurisdiction
statement narrative collapses. has own exposure
EY refuses 2019 sign-off =~ Public market response; Days Certain if KPMG

trading suspension. findings are

unambiguous

Regional General Evidentiary corroboration; ~ Weeks to months Depends on legal
Counsel external protected record protection sequence
disclosure established.
Third-party bank Confirmation chain Minimal Low - but principals
principal contacts collapses from outside. have exposure
regulator
Marsalek becomes Operational architecture Immediate Low - but consequence
unavailable becomes unmanageable; is total

everything managed

collapses simultaneously.
Short seller publishes full  Institutional scrutiny Weeks Moderate
evidentiary case forced into public domain.

Trigger most likely within timeframe: KPMG's access problems. The special audit is the most
institutionally credible independent scrutiny function currently operating. Its inability to
confirm the €1.9 billion (the inevitable outcome of genuine independent access) is the trigger
most likely to force EY's hand before the 2019 accounts are certified.

Intervention Leverage and Sequencing

Primary leverage point: the convergence of the KPMG audit timeline and the EY audit sign-off
deadline. These two institutional processes are the last independent scrutiny functions with
standing that Wirecard has not fully neutralised. Their sequential operation, KPMG findings
informing EY's sign-off decision, is the mechanism by which the fraud's collapse can be
institutionally managed rather than publicly catastrophic.



Move 1 — Immediate (next The Regional General Counsel establishes independent legal

30 days) protection in a jurisdiction with genuine whistleblower provisions. He
secures his documentation. He creates a contemporaneous record. He
makes no disclosure until this protection is in place.

Move 2 — Disclosure Through independent legal counsel, the Regional General Counsel

sequencing (within 60 days) makes contact with KPMG's special audit team, not as a whistleblower
to a regulator, but as a source of corroborating documentation
relevant to the audit's mandate. This contact is mediated by legal
counsel, protected by the audit's confidentiality framework, and
documented. It does not require BaFin's cooperation. It does not
create a market manipulation exposure.

Move 3 — Conditional Simultaneously, through independent legal counsel, protected contact

parallel disclosure with the FT - not as a primary source but as corroboration for
reporting already underway. The FT's source protection framework,
combined with UK legal protections, provides a second external record
independent of the KPMG channel.

What must not be rushed: any disclosure before independent legal protection is established.
The BaFin precedent is not an abstraction. It is a demonstrated pattern. Moving without
protection means entering an environment where retaliatory mechanisms are already visible
and active.

What must not be delayed: the establishment of independent legal counsel. Every day without
it is a day in which the Regional General Counsel's documentation exists without the
protection that makes it survivable to hold.

Monitoring for Structural Shift

High-signal tightening indicators
— The Regional General Counsel receives any contact (formal or informal) from Marsalek's
network or Wirecard's legal team that references his compliance work.
— His personal devices show signs of monitoring.
— KPMG's access to the third-party acquiring banks is formally denied by Wirecard.
— The KPMG timeline is extended beyond the EY sign-off deadline, decoupling the two
processes.

— A new legal action is filed against FT journalists or short sellers, signalling that the
retaliatory posture is being actively maintained.

— Marsalek travels to jurisdictions associated with intelligence activity.
— Senior Wirecard employees in the Asia-Pacific operation begin leaving quietly.



Signal that changes everything

Marsalek becomes unreachable. In every prior report, the ultimate signal was a financial
event: a margin call, a bond redemption failure, a valuation collapse. At Wirecard, the
ultimate signal is a person becoming unavailable’. Marsalek's continued presence is the
operational architecture's load-bearing element. His absence (voluntary or otherwise) means
the architecture is no longer being actively managed. When that happens, everything the
architecture was managing becomes visible simultaneously.

Executive Summary — Stage 2

The Stage 1 diagnostic identified the structural condition: a fraud sustained not by the absence
of evidence but by the systematic interruption of every channel through which the evidence
could converge into institutional action. The scrutiny function had been made structurally
costly: through legal threat, institutional endorsement of the subject company, procedural
formalism, and jurisdictional fragmentation operating convergently rather than by design.

Stage 2 reveals what happens if nothing changes. The KPMG audit will eventually reach its
conclusion. EY will eventually be unable to sign off without independent verification it cannot
obtain. The Philippine jurisdiction will eventually confirm the cash is not there. When these
institutional processes converge (as they did in June 2020) the collapse will be total, public, and
without the managed disclosure that would have made it survivable for the institution and its
shareholders.

The Regional General Counsel's compliance documentation will be found. The question is
whether it is found as the record of a professional who acted through proper channels at
significant personal cost OR as the record of a professional who knew and chose silence.

The only intervention that changes this is legal protection before disclosure, and disclosure
before the collapse.

Not martyrdom. Not silence.

Survival with record.



AFTERWORD

What Actually Happened

Pav Gill did raise concerns internally. He was ignored. He was subsequently pressured. The law
firm he worked with was pressured. He was right about everything.

External disclosure to the Financial Times eventually followed. a process that unfolded over
years rather than in a single act, and that required extraordinary professional resolve in an
environment that had been structured to make that resolve catastrophic. Gill did not publicly
identify himself as the whistleblower until May 2021.

In June 2020, KPMG's special audit confirmed it could not verify the €1.9 billion. EY refused to
certify the 2019 accounts. The Philippine central bank confirmed the cash was not in its
jurisdiction. Wirecard acknowledged the money was missing. Markus Braun was arrested. Jan
Marsalek fled to Russia, via Belarus, with apparent assistance from intelligence-linked networks
whose full identity and operational scope remain incompletely established at the time of the
collapses.

Wirecard filed for insolvency. The €1.9 billion was confirmed as fictitious. The largest
accounting fraud in German corporate history had been running, in plain sight, for years,
sustained by a combination of institutional capture, jurisdictional fragmentation, audit
proceduralism, and an institutional environment that redirected pressure toward the people
surfacing the fraud rather than toward the fraud itself.

EY faced investigations in multiple jurisdictions. BaFin faced a parliamentary inquiry. The
German establishment faced the question of how a DAX company had been actively defended
against accurate journalism by the country's financial regulator.

Pav Gill is now an advocate for whistleblower protection reform. His experience of having done
everything professionally required - and bearing the institutional cost of doing so - is what
Regulatory Inversion looks like when it lands on an individual.

What the structure reveals

The Wirecard collapse was not a sudden event. It was the end point of a structural path that had
been building for years, sustained by machinery more sophisticated than any prior case in this
series.

The evidence existed. Multiple independent actors had produced it. The channels through which
the evidence should have converged had been individually addressed: blocked, redirected, or
made too costly to use. BaFin, the institutional actor that should have integrated the evidence,
had instead become part of the environment that increased the cost of surfacing it. EY, the audit
function that should have been the last line of defence, had substituted procedural compliance
for substantive verification.



The question that remains

The Barings report ended with Peter Baring looking for motive when he should have been
looking at structure. The City Harvest report ended with a board that could have answered the
questions and still found them impossible to act on. The WeWork report ended with everyone
looking... and the incentive structure making action individually irrational.

Wirecard ends with something structurally distinct from all three: the evidence was present, the
channels were individually functional, but the institutional environment had been structured so
that those channels could not carry the evidence to where it needed to go without imposing costs
that most individuals could not sustain.

That is what Regulatory Inversion produces. And it is the condition that exists wherever
institutional mechanisms that should protect scrutiny have instead been oriented toward
increasing the cost borne by the actors attempting to use them.



FOR THE READER

This report was written for someone sitting with a decision in front of them.

Not a bad person. Not an uninformed person. Someone with legitimate authority, legitimate
goals, and an information environment that is - structurally, not maliciously - showing them an
incomplete picture.

If you are a compliance officer, a general counsel, or an internal auditor whose professional role
requires you to surface concerns in an organisation where the internal escalation path routes to
the people whose conduct is the subject of the concern - and where the external disclosure
channels have demonstrated willingness to act against disclosure actors rather than the conduct
being disclosed - you are navigating the structural condition this report describes.

The first move, before anything else, is independent legal protection in a jurisdiction that will
honour it.

If that description fits the situation you are currently navigating in your organisation, on your
board, in your committee, or on your desk, the intake questions are the logical next step. They
apply the same structural framework to your specific situation.

Not because the framework has all the answers. Because the framework was designed to ask the
questions that the structure around you has made difficult to ask.

Submissions — https://centrelineclarity.com/snapshot/
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ABOUT THIS REPORT

Analytical Scope
This report is a structural analysis rather than a factual investigation.

Its purpose is to examine decision environments, information flows, incentive structures,
governance arrangements, and the conditions under which corrective action becomes more
difficult, delayed, or impossible.

The analysis does not seek to determine criminal or civil liability, regulatory culpability, or the
subjective intentions of any individual or institution.

References to risks, incentives, pressures, motivations, likely responses, or structural constraints
should be understood as analytical assessments of the environment rather than assertions
regarding the actual state of mind, conduct, or intent of any particular person or organisation.

The framework is designed to identify where pressure accumulates, where visibility breaks
down, and where optionality may be preserved before outcomes become irreversible.

This report is not legal advice, regulatory advice, investment advice, whistleblower advice,
compliance advice, or professional advice of any kind. Any real-world action involving legal
rights, disclosure obligations, employment matters, regulatory engagement, governance
responsibilities, or personal risk should be undertaken only with advice appropriate to the
relevant jurisdiction and circumstances.

This analysis was produced using the Centreline Clarity diagnostic framework: a structured
approach to mapping decision environments, identifying where pressure accumulates, and
preserving optionality before thresholds become irreversible.

Within these case studies, the framework has been applied across five institutional types:
financial, charitable, commercial, corporate-regulatory, and operational technology. The failure
modes identified across the series are:



Failure Mode

Structural Condition

| What the Individual Loses

Power Asymmetry

Authority Sacralization

Incentive Capture at Scale

Regulatory Inversion

Implementation Displacement

Decision influence and
consequence exposure are
completely misaligned. One
actor controls all information;
another bears all risk.

Informal authority consumes
the structural space that formal
governance requires. Scrutiny
has been made morally
illegitimate.

Every actor with standing has
been financially invested in the
problem continuing. Acting on
known concerns becomes
individually irrational.

Institutional mechanisms that
should protect scrutiny instead
increase the cost of using them.
The channels through which
evidence should flow have been
made too costly to carry it.

The authority to decide and the
obligation to live with the
decision belong to different

people. The harm is structurally
positioned to accumulate below

the level where evidence is
collected.

The ability to know,
independently, what is
happening

The ability to question without
being seen as disloyal

The ability to act with
institutional effect

The ability to use institutional
channels of redress without
reprisal

The ability to see the harm
before committing

These are not five separate problems. They are five expressions of the same underlying
condition: the structural gap between where decisions are made and where their

consequences are felt.

If you recognise that gap in your organisation, your board, or a situation you are currently
navigating, the intake is where this analysis begins for your specific situation.

The same structural method.

Your specific constraints, your specific role, your specific window.

Submissions: https://centrelineclarity.com/snapshot/
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Notes and References
Footnote 1

In October 2019, Marsalek's intelligence associations were matters of emerging reporting and professional
suspicion, not yet established through formal proceedings. By 2026 this has since been substantially
documented. Court proceedings in Austria involving Egisto Ott, together with British prosecutions
relating to a network linked to Marsalek, established connections between Marsalek and Russian
intelligence activity. The structural concern identified in this report was therefore grounded in a genuine
environment that later became documented through multiple jurisdictions.

BBC News (Austrian conviction): https://www.bbec.com/news/articles/cwy21541dz40

Vienna.at (Pre-trial reporting on Ott): https://www.vienna.at/marsalek-case-charges-against-

schellenbacher-for-aiding-escape-filed 6320

Footnote 2

In October 2019, this was a structural precaution based on emerging reporting, not a conclusion drawn
from established fact. By 2026 subsequent investigations confirmed that Marsalek maintained
operational relationships with individuals connected to Russian intelligence networks. No public evidence
has established that surveillance activities were directed against Wirecard's Singapore compliance
personnel specifically. However, later findings support the structural conclusion that ordinary
assumptions about information security may not have been appropriate in this environment.

BBC News (Austrian conviction): https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cwy21541dz40

Footnote 3

2026 Update: Court proceedings, criminal prosecutions, parliamentary inquiries, and investigative
reporting between 2020 and 2026 substantially documented the scope of Marsalek's intelligence-related
activities. These disclosures expanded public understanding of the Wirecard matter beyond corporate
fraud into questions carrying national security dimensions.

Austrian Parliament (Parliamentary Inquiry):

https://www.parlament.gv.at/dokument/XXVIII/J/329/fnameorig 1666385.html

BBC News (Austrian conviction): https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cwy21541dz40

The Business Times (Singapore Convictions): https://www.businesstimes.com.sg/singapore/jail-
singaporean-briton-over-offences-linked-wirecard

Footnote 4

2026 Update: By the time Marsalek's intelligence-related activities became documented through public
proceedings, Wirecard had already collapsed. Subsequent parliamentary inquiries and public reviews of


https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cwy21541dz4o
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regulatory conduct occurred in a context materially altered by those disclosures. The institutional
consequences for regulators and oversight bodies were more severe as a result.

Austrian Parliament (Parliamentary Inquiry):

https://www.parlament.gv.at/dokument/XXVIII/J/329/fnameorig 1666385.html

Charter 97 (Escape to Belarus): https://charterg7.link/en/news/2026/1/22/670845/

Footnote 5

The characterisation 'documented associations' reflects what was available in public reporting in October
2019. The fuller picture of Marsalek's operational intelligence relationships was established through
proceedings and inquiries between 2020 and 2026. By 2026 Marsalek's escape through Belarus to Russia,
and subsequent investigations into the networks that assisted him, have been documented through
multiple court proceedings and inquiries. The asymmetry identified in this passage (between institutional
power and individual protection) was therefore warranted as a structural observation.

Vienna.at (Charges against Schellenbacher for aiding escape): https://www.vienna.at/marsalek-case-

charges-against-schellenbacher-for-aiding-escape-filed/9936320

Charter 97 (Escape details): https://charterg7.link/en/news/2026/1/22/670845/

Footnote 6

2026 Update: Singapore court proceedings established Marsalek's involvement in the preparation of false
documentation used in audit processes. German, Austrian, and British investigations further documented
his connections to intelligence-linked networks. The capacity described in this passage to delay or
complicate corrective scrutiny appears, on the basis of those findings, to have been greater than could
have been established from publicly available information in October 2019. As of June 2026, Marsalek
remains outside German jurisdiction.

Singapore Police Force (Official Conviction): https://www.police.gov.sg/Media-
Hub/News/2026/01/20260108 two _individuals convicted and sentenced for falsification of accou
nts

singapore/jail-singaporean-

The Business Times (Singapore details): https://www.businesstimes.com.s

briton-over-offences-linked-wirecard

BBC News (Intelligence connections): https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cwy21541dz40

Footnote 7

2026 Update: This signal arrived in June 2020 when Marsalek fled Germany and subsequently emerged
in Russia. His departure coincided with the rapid unravelling of the fraud's operational architecture.
Subsequent investigations between 2020 and 2026 have documented assistance from individuals
connected to intelligence-linked networks in facilitating that departure.
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Vienna.at (Charges against Schellenbacher): https://www.vienna.at/marsalek-case-charges-against-
schellenbacher-for-aiding-escape-filed/9936320

Charter 97 (Escape confirmation): https://charterg7.link/en/news/2026/1/22/670845/

Footnote 8

2026 Update: Reporting, parliamentary inquiries, and court proceedings have documented that
Marsalek's departure from Germany involved coordinated assistance across multiple jurisdictions. Some
aspects of the full picture remain unresolved. Later findings support the conclusion that his escape was
assisted rather than spontaneous.

Vienna.at (Charges against Schellenbacher): https://www.vienna.at/marsalek-case-charges-against-
schellenbacher-for-aiding-escape-filed/9936320

Charter 97 (Escape assistance): https://charterg7.link/en/news/2026/1/22/670845/

Austrian Parliament (Inquiry into escape networks):
https://www.parlament.gv.at/dokument/XXVIII/J/329/fnameorig 1666385.html
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