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Background  

Far too often, when news of devastation or major crime breaks, media headlines focus on negative outcomes and 

perpetrators, with the victims only receiving a cursory glance:   

Hijackers Crash Commercial Airliners into World Trade Center, Pentagon  

Hurricane Karina Bursts Levees, New Orleans Underwater  

Bernie Madoff’s Ponzi Scheme Defrauds Investors out of $65 Billion  

After the initial shock, investigations begin to piece together the details of the events that took place and learn how the 

disaster happened. The hijackers smuggled knives and threatened to blow up the planes in order to take control of the 

cockpit. Hurricane Katrina’s winds generated a storm surge that overwhelmed a strained levee system until it could no 

longer resist the perilous conditions. Bernie Madoff leveraged the trust gained during his financial career to recruit investors 

who did not see through his facade.  

Over time, stories of the individuals harmed by the crises rise to public attention. Surviving World Trade Center workers 

shared recollections of that fateful September morning. Newly homeless New Orleans families recalled the cherished 

memories made in their lost homes as they comb through their water-soaked belongings. Madoff victims wrote 

heartbreaking letters to the court detailing the scope of their financial calamity in supporting the maximum prison sentence 

for Madoff.  

History will remember Bernard “Bernie” Madoff for operating the largest-ever Ponzi scheme, a ploy in which fund investors 

receive a return based on the capital contributed by new investors rather than through returns on investment. Depositors 

invest money believing the Ponzi scheme is a legitimate investment fund, only to find out later that the fund is nothing but 

a lie benefitting the fund’s manager. Older investors are paid off using funds received by newer investors, generating a 

constant necessity for new investors to enter the fund or risk its collapse.   

Madoff may have operated one of history’s most financially devastating fraud schemes, but he was not innovative with 

regards to the type of fraud preformed. Charles Ponzi, the namesake of the Ponzi scheme, swindled thousands of investors 

out of $20 million in the early 1920s (Klock, 2010; Securities and Exchange Commission). Madoff’s deception, discovered 

in 2008, took the Ponzi scheme to a new level, defrauding thousands of investors of an estimated fifty to sixty-five billion 

dollars (Klock, 2010; Pozza, Morad, and Cox, 2010; Smith, 2011).  

Madoff’s career did not begin with any apparent deception. He founded Bernard L. Madoff Investment Securities (BLMIS) 

in 1960 as a legitimate Manhattan brokerage. Madoff’s success with BLMIS, along with his chairmanship of the NASDAQ 

stock exchange, created the impression that he was a trusted financial wizard, establishing Madoff as a reputable leader on 

Wall Street. By helping create competition with regional exchanges and increasing the influence of the NASDAQ, his 

actions aligned with the goals of the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), which sought to break the trading 

monopolies held by the New York Stock Exchange and American Stock Exchange (Hurt, 2009). On the surface, there was 

no reason for individuals and financial institutions not to trust Madoff.  

At around the same time he founded the brokerage, Madoff also started an investment advisory business. The mysterious 

investment advisory division of BLMIS operated two floors below the legitimate brokerage (Hurt, 2009; Klock, 2010). 

Although it was a well-known hedge fund by the late 1990s, the investment advisory business remained unregistered with 

the SEC until 2006 (Hurt, 2009). While Madoff founded what many described as a hedge fund, he never claimed to be a 

hedge fund manager. Instead, he simply claimed that BLMIS would consistently deliver annual returns of ten to twelve 
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percent through a conservative strategy of actively trading a portfolio of stocks and options using his innovative “split-strike 

conversion” strategy (Gregoriou and Lhabitant, 2009). Many investors believed this sales pitch since it came from a 

trustworthy source with high industry acclaim. Unfortunately for these investors, Madoff’s investment advisory business 

was little more than a Ponzi scheme, one that was exposed by the same market conditions that unraveled Ponzi’s original 

deception.   

Madoff’s investment advisory business operated with minimal issues until the late 2000s. However, by 2008, the economic 

outlook deteriorated. The tumbling Dow Jones and S&P 500 indexes as well as the bankruptcy of Lehman Brothers panicked 

investors, who were seeing their wealth and retirement savings evaporate. As a consequence of the market chaos, many 

Madoff investors sought to cash out their investments. By the fall of 2008, Madoff ran out of the money he needed to pay 

his clients the return on investment he falsely claimed to have earned them over the years (Hurt, 2009). On December 10, 

2008, Madoff acknowledged to his employees and family that, for many years, his investment fund operated as nothing 

more than a Ponzi scheme (Hurt, 2009; Klock, 2010). The next day, U.S. federal officials arrested Madoff, charging him 

with a single count of securities fraud (Klock, 2010).   

After the fraud was exposed, U.S. federal investigators found that the supposed hedge fund had not conducted any trades in 

its last thirteen years of operation, even though statements to investors showed “profitable investment activity” (Hurt, 2009). 

Cumulative client losses related to Madoff’s Ponzi scheme ranged from $13.2 billion to sixty-five billion dollars, depending 

on the method used to estimate the losses, with the most cited estimates ranging from fifty to sixty-five billion dollars 

(Klock, 2010; Pozza, Morad, and Cox, 2010; Smith, 2011). Over the hedge fund’s life, investigators surmised that Madoff 

had handled no more than twenty billion dollars in client assets. The rest of the money allegedly in the fund never existed 

(Hurt, 2009).   

Upon conclusion of the investigation, U.S. federal officials made numerous additional charges against Madoff. By March 

10, 2009, Madoff faced a total of eleven charges, including: securities fraud, investment advisor fraud, wire and mail fraud, 

money laundering, making false statements, perjury, filing false documents with the SEC, and theft from employee benefit 

funds (Klock, 2010; Smith, 2011). On March 12, 2009, Madoff, appearing in court for the first time, waived his right to a 

trial by pleading guilty to all eleven criminal counts against him (Hurt, 2009; Klock, 2010; Smith, 2011).   

During sentencing, Madoff remained quiet, refusing to discuss his fraud or his “split-strike conversion” investment strategy. 

Many scammed investors, however, chose to be heard. Some shared their stories through victim impact statements to the 

courts. More victims detailed their plight in testimonials to journalists, in Internet posts, and to U.S. Congressional 

representatives. They hoped their narratives would increase Madoff’s prison sentence, shape new regulations on hedge 

funds, and rewrite the rules by which financial fraud victims were compensated (Hurt, 2009). For what the judge described 

as an “extraordinary evil,” the 71-year-old Madoff received a 150-year prison sentence on June 29, 2009 (Hurt, 2009; Klock, 

2010). Given Madoff’s age and length of sentence, he will most likely die in prison.  

His lengthy prison sentence resulted from the high impact of his fraud—as felt in both number of victims and total funds 

involved. The foundation of Madoff’s scheme was his ability to leverage his honorable reputation and obtain new client 

referrals from his established investors. Some have described Madoff’s crime as an “affinity fraud” for the trust Madoff 

exploited among those in his local Jewish community. When he started his firm in the 1960s, Madoff recruited clients from 

his Jewish friends and acquaintances. Over time, as his reputation grew, his client base extended to wealthy Jewish families 

in Manhattan and Palm Beach. By the time of the fraud’s discovery in 2008, Madoff had clients from all over the United 

States, Latin America, Japan, and Europe (Hurt, 2009; Smith, 2011). To build his esteem, or possibly to fend off detection, 

he turned away many wealthy potential clients, creating an aura of exclusivity (Hurt, 2009).   

Madoff’s clients represented a diverse segment of society and included hedge fund managers, charities, pension funds, 

retirees, celebrities, entertainment moguls, and self-described “average Americans.” Due to their wealth or financial savvy, 

Madoff’s clients were legally considered sophisticated investors participating in a private offering under U.S. law. 

Therefore, under the Securities Act of 1933, Madoff’s fraudulent investment advisory business was not held to the same 

level of regulatory scrutiny as other related businesses. From the SEC’s point of view, sophisticated investors have either 

the knowledge or financial means (i.e., hire legal representation or business advisors) to protect their own interests. However, 

some scholars have contested that some clients of Madoff were simply “ordinary retail investors” who met the wealth 

threshold but did not necessarily have a high level of financial market sophistication (Smith, 2011). Still, by virtue of their 

wealth alone, these investors were thought to be able to watch out for themselves and could therefore participate in a private 
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investment offering with little SEC regulation. Simply put, these investors were thought to have the resources to perform 

their own due diligence on whether to trust their money with Madoff. 

In aggregating the victim impact statements made to the courts, one can understand the charged sentiments of Madoff’s 

victims. Many believed that his fraud was of “unparalleled evil” and that he was solely responsible for the global 2008 

macroeconomic downturn. To these victims, no amount of prison time would fit the magnitude of the crimes Madoff 

committed, which even affected charitable organizations (Hurt, 2009). A number of charities that invested with Madoff have 

closed or reduced their activities because the funds on which they depended did not exist (Smith, 2011).  

Most victims only received a small fraction of the money they had invested with Madoff as restitution. The Internal Revenue 

Service allowed victims to deduct ninety-five percent of their losses, principal and phantom losses, immediately for tax 

purposes, and carry back net operating losses for five years or carry them forward for twenty years. While this guidance 

allowed many victims to receive sizable tax refunds, this relief from the U.S. federal government was small compared to 

the scope of the damage that Madoff’s scheme caused. His fraud completely erased life savings, college savings, retirement 

savings, and charitable contributions (Hurt, 2009). Besides the financial losses, victims lost financial security, independence, 

and pride. Many had to resort to relying on family members, friends, charities, or public assistance to pay for school, 

retirement, and living expenses (Hurt, 2009; Smith, 2011).   

This study uses the readily available, public information to investigate the profiles of Madoff’s victims. The next section 

reviews literature on victims of Ponzi schemes, followed by the methods and results sections. The last section presents 

conclusions and limitations of the paper.  

Literature Review  

As Button, Lewis, and Tapley (2009, p.19) note:   

Victims of fraud have been largely neglected by the broader community of scholars studying victimology 

(Shichor et al., 2001). This is despite evidence of the widespread risk of fraud. In the USA, for example, a 

nationwide survey for the National Institute of Justice found fifty-eight percent have been a victim of a 

fraud or attempted fraud (cited by Deem, 2000: 34).  

While not directly examining victims of Ponzi schemes, Button, Lewis, and Tapley (2009) note that, of those defrauded, 

seventy-one percent of males and thirty-four percent of individuals over sixty-five years old were victims of high-risk 

investment fraud. According to the Financial Fraud Research Center (n.d.):  

Studies of investment fraud victims found they too had characteristics that differed from the general 

population. Investment victims were more likely to be between fifty-five and sixty-two years old, male, 

married, wealthier, more financially literate, more open to sales pitches used by con men, more likely to 

have invested in high-risk investments and not likely to have checked the background of a broker before 

investing.  

Pak and Shadel (2011) review the profiles of victims of investment fraud, reporting that they are more likely to be older and 

male than the general population, more likely to have college degrees, and more likely to earn an annual income of over 

$50,000 per year. The research also notes that these victims are more interested in persuasion statements, more likely to 

expose themselves to sales situations, and less likely to be upset at the prospect of losing money.   

Deevy, Lucich, and Beals (2012) author a comprehensive analysis on financial fraud in the United States and its victims, 

including victims of investment fraud. They note that investment fraud victims bore many non-financial costs to coincide 

with their financial losses, including the forfeiture of a stable retirement, the pain of no longer leaving behind an inheritance, 

and the loss of confidence—sentiments echoed among many of the Madoff victims (Hurt, 2009). As part of their review, 

Deevy, Lucich, and Beals (2012) examine schemes perpetuated from 1990 to 2012 to determine the demographics of fraud 

victims. Investment fraud victims tend to be older, well-educated, wealthy, married, and male. Their study focuses on fraud 

more generally and does not break down investment fraud into its various types, such as pyramid schemes, recovery fraud, 

pump and dump schemes, and Ponzi schemes.  

Graham (n.d.), meanwhile, reviews the characteristics of investment fraud victims in the United Kingdom. Graham’s 

research outlines a picture of an investment fraud victim that is more likely to be retired, affluent, financially sophisticated, 

and male than the United Kingdom population at large. Graham’s study focuses on profiles of United Kingdom-based 
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investment fraud victims generally but acknowledges some variation of the demographics of victims based on the type of 

investment fraud; females, for instance, are more likely to be recovery fraud victims than victims of other frauds. The review 

of Ponzi scheme frauds in Graham’s research is limited and blended within a miscellaneous frauds category that includes a 

variety of investment fraud types.  

Considering that not much research exists about profiles of victims of Ponzi schemes, this study explores the profiles of 

Madoff’s Ponzi scheme fraud.  

Methods  

The data limited this study readily available on the Internet. Madoff client list was obtained from The Wall Street Journal 

online website and includes 162 pages of names in a pdf file format (Wall Street Journal). The list provided 8,060 unique 

investors. The profiles of investors were obtained through a number of public sources including, but not limited to, the 

Whitepages, Facebook, LinkedIn, Zillow, Spokeo, Google, Trulia, The New York Times, campaignmoney.com, 

peoplefinder.com, and peoplesmart.com.   

In the case of businesses or not-for-profit entities, the account holder was an executive of that entity with investment 

oversight authority. All profiles of entities researched for this paper relate to the executive associated with that account. In 

the case of pension funds or trust funds, the account holder was considered the trustee, and all profiles researched for this 

project relate to the trustee, who, by definition of the position, was not the ultimate beneficiary of the account. This study 

assumes that the account holders were the direct victims of Madoff’s scheme, even though it is known that some account 

holders were only third-party custodians or managers of someone else’s financial resources (i.e., trustees).    

Given their nature, some profiles were easier to categorize than others were. Data for marital status, client type, and 

living/deceased status were easier to collect than race, political party, education, and religion. Marital status, race, career 

status, religion, property value, age, and deceased/not deceased were simple to categorize given their objective nature. Client 

type and education were also relatively easy to categorize by looking at the name of the account and the university education 

associated with that account holder. The existence of specific law schools and medical schools was researched as needed 

for verification.   

U.S. state (geographic location, shortened as “state”) was relatively straightforward to categorize for its objectivity since 

there was only one address listed per account. The instances where the geographical location proved challenging was with 

accounts that contained a street address but no state or country information, especially when that same street address exists 

in multiple locations on Earth. Since there was no way of knowing which state this address was located in without having 

the state listed in the street address, the geographic data for these accounts were not included. Additionally, given the wealth 

of Madoff account holders, it is likely that some had multiple residencies. This study only considers the residences listed as 

the primary account address and assumes those are the primary residences of the account holders.  

Sex was sometimes straightforward to categorize and other times impossible. For some accounts, sex was easily discovered 

in the public domain or was determined based on the first name of the account holder. For others, the account holder listed 

had a first name that is a common name for both sexes, or the account holder was a non-human entity (bank, business, 

foundation, etc.) with no human contact listed. For example, Sam, Terry, and Jesse are widely considered gender-neutral 

Western first names that could be male or female. For these ambiguous accounts, sex data was not included in the sample.   

Some of the information collected on each account holder is subject to interpretation and judgment. Since a person’s political 

party affiliation is not typically public information, political party affiliation of account holders was inferred based on 

publicly-known donations to various candidates and political organizations as reported by resources such as 

campaignmoney.com.  

Profession proved to be the most subjective of all the profiles studied. The owner of a real estate firm could be considered 

a generic businessperson or a worker in the real estate industry. In this study, all owners, partners, and CEOs were classified 

in the “business other than accounting or finance” category, unless they were CPAs or working in the financial field. In 

those cases, they were categorized into the accounting, finance, and trustee category.   

Some profiles had more data in the sample than others. Client type was the characteristic where the most data was collected, 

with 98.4 percent of accounts containing client-type data. Marital status (96.6 percent) and sex (90.1 percent) were two other 

areas with a greater than ninety percent data collection rate. Religion was the profile with the lowest collection data rate, 

with fifteen percent of accounts determined to be affiliated with a religious preference. Political party and education (both 
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22.7 percent) were two additional profiles in which less than one-third (<33.3 percent) of accounts contained actionable 

data. Table 1 presents the percentage of accounts for which we were able to collect data on a particular profile. The upcoming 

Results section outlines information as it pertains to the victim profile information that was possible to classify in this 

research.  

Results  

Identified Madoff account holders had addresses all over the U.S. and in over a dozen foreign countries; an estimated ninety-

seven percent of account holders had U.S. addresses, while only three percent of Madoff account holders had international 

addresses. Within the U.S., the most common state was New York, the nerve center of the fraud. An estimated forty percent 

of identified Madoff account holders had New York addresses, far more than from any other state. The only other state to 

house more than ten percent of identified Madoff victims was Florida, with 21.4 percent. As shown in Figure 1, nearly 

seventy-eight percent of identified Madoff victims had primary addresses in one of five states: New York, Florida, New 

Jersey, California, and Massachusetts. Previous scholars have noted that many Madoff’s victims had addresses in Manhattan 

or Palm Beach (Hurt, 2009; Smith, 2011). This study found consistency with this discovery, finding that at least sixty percent 

of all identified Madoff account holders had addresses in New York state or Florida.   

Based on the client list, identified Madoff client account holders formed four major groups: individuals, 

bank/business/foundations, pension funds, and trust funds. The clear majority of accounts, eighty-six percent, were 

individual accounts. The remaining identified accounts were held by banks, businesses, or foundations (7.5 percent); pension 

funds (6.3 percent); or trust funds (0.4 percent). This is shown in Figure 2.  

Figure 3 presents the sex of the identified account holders. Nearly sixty-five percent of the identified account holders were 

male, while just over a third were female (thirty-five percent). A small number of identified accounts were considered joint 

accounts, with two people, one male and one female, listed. These accounts totaled less than one percent of identified 

account holders in Madoff’s fraud.   

In 2009, the time of Madoff’s court proceedings, an estimated ninety-five percent of identified account holders were still 

alive, and only about five percent were deceased. Of those still alive in 2009, the average (mean) and median age of an 

identified account holder was sixty-nine years old. While Madoff has never disclosed exactly how long he had been 

defrauding clients, it is known that his crimes span many years and perhaps decades. Figures 4 and 5 show whether the 

identified account holder was alive or deceased and the age of account holders as of 2009, respectively.  

Identified Madoff victims were generally well-educated and skilled. As shown in Figure 6, an estimated twenty-seven 

percent of all identified account holders had doctorate degrees (JD, MD, and PhD), sixty-four percent had master’s degrees, 

and twenty-seven percent had bachelor’s degrees or some college education. Only one percent of identified victims had no 

post-high school education.  

As indicated in Figure 7, as many as ninety-two percent of identified Madoff account holders were Jewish. This aligns with 

prior research that documented how Madoff enlisted many Jewish clients based on his goodwill and connections in the Palm 

Beach and Manhattan Jewish communities. The remaining identified account holders were either Christian (eight percent) 

or had other/no religious beliefs (less than one percent).  

The findings in Figure 8 show that identified Madoff victims were more likely to be associated with Democratic Party than 

with Republican Party politics. Figure 8 shows that, based on party registration and political donations, an estimated sixty-

four percent of identified Madoff account holders were Democrats, and twenty-seven percent were Republicans.  

Analysis of race indicates that ninety-seven percent of identified Madoff account holders were white. Only three percent of 

identified account holders were of another race. The results are presented in Figure 9.  

Madoff victims held a variety job titles in diverse professions. As shown in Figure 10, some account holders were owners 

or CEOs of large and small businesses. A handful were movie directors. Others were college professors. Many were lawyers 

or doctors. A few were engineers. Regardless of their background, a majority (53.5 percent) of identified Madoff account 

holders were either trustees or had backgrounds in business—people whom many expect to perform due diligence before 

deciding to invest large sums of money with a particular advisor. Interestingly, over twenty-five percent of identified account 

holders were CPAs and accountants.  
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The results in Figures 11 and 12 indicate that the overwhelming majority (92.3 percent) of identified Madoff’s clients were 

working, and a smaller majority were single (67.1 percent). These results support prior research, which showed that victims 

of investments fraud were usually single male individuals (Button, Lewis, and Tapley, 2009).   

In summary, the findings of this study indicate that identified Madoff’s victims were mostly wealthy,1  male, Jewish 

individuals. These individuals were likely to be still working, unmarried, and living in New York or Florida. The majorities 

of identified victims also either had a business education or were financially shrewd individuals such as accountants and 

CPAs.   

Conclusion and Limitations  

Disasters are more than the forces that cause the destruction. Within the disaster, there are the often-overlooked victims. By 

statistically analyzing the profiles of select Bernie Madoff’s Ponzi scheme victims, we can better understand the scope of 

his crimes and the types of people he deceived.    

Madoff victims represented various backgrounds. The victims held many different jobs in the fields of academia, medicine, 

law, entertainment, real estate, and business. Madoff’s scheme was so brazen that he not only cheated financially 

inexperienced individuals but also fooled many business and investment professionals. It did not matter to Madoff whether 

a client was an investor specialized in financial services or fine arts. Madoff tricked accountants and actors alike.   

This study uncovers demographic predictabilities in the profiles of the identified victims. As stated in previous research on 

the subject and supported here in the study of identified victims, the “typical” Madoff client was likely to be a wealthy, 

Jewish man residing in either New York or Florida. In addition, the “typical” client was also older but still working, well-

educated, single, white, and likely to support Democratic Party politics. While this generalization might represent a certain 

kind of Madoff client, it certainly does not represent all of them. However, by discovering some consistencies, we can obtain 

a greater understanding of the overall financial destruction created by Madoff.   

This study is subject to several limitations. First, while the list of accounts managed by Madoff derived from official public 

sources, the challenge came in uncovering detailed information about these account holders. As mentioned in the Methods 

section, the profiles of investors were obtained through a number of public sources. This study assumes the accuracy of the 

information obtained via these websites. For instance, education and profession data for this study was obtained from social 

media websites such as Facebook and LinkedIn, where users typically self-report personal information that cannot be 

independently verified for accuracy. 

Second, consolidating and coding the data for statistical analysis was a manual process. Even though great care was taken, 

such a method is potentially susceptible to human error, as is the nature with any manual process.  

Third, this study only could verify profile data for a subset of Madoff’s victims, ranging from fifteen percent to over ninety-

eight percent, depending on the characteristics studied (i.e., profession, religion, etc.). Therefore, the findings may only 

apply to the identified individuals and may not be necessarily generalizable to all victims of Madoff’s scheme. Since profile 

information could not be obtained for all investors via public means, the data of the sample may not be applicable to the 

total population of Madoff account holders. For each profile, the amount of data collected for each investor ranged from 

fifteen percent for religion to 98.4 percent for account-holder type.  

Information about victims’ religious affiliations was not readily available. We could only obtain religious affiliation 

information for 1,206 investors, or fifteen percent of the total. Of the 1,206 identified investors, 1,104 or 91.5 percent were 

Jewish, ninety-nine or 8.2 percent were Christian, and three or 0.2 percent had other religious affiliations. If these 

percentages were generalized to the population, then an estimated 91.5 percent of account holders would have a Jewish 

background. However, it should be noted that extrapolating from a non-statistical sampling would not be valid given the 

scope of this research. The generalization would be inappropriate and unsustainable coming from this study alone.  

While the results outlined in this study cannot be extrapolated appropriately to the entire Madoff victim population, the 

results nevertheless unearth a handful of issues worthy of additional research. Future endeavors could shift the focus to the 

stories of individual victims instead of a profile of the victims as a group. Such an undertaking could include reviewing the 

victim-impact statements and interviewing willing victims. A case study profiling a small handful of victims could shed 

                                                 
1 Based on the profession of the victims and the fact that the average (mean) property value of a Madoff account holder was an estimated 

$3.317 million, and the median property value was approximately $705,000. 
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light on several topics: the victim’s life before investing in Madoff; how the victim became a client; the victim’s motivations 

for investing; the victim’s perception of investment risk; and how the fraud changed the victim’s life.   

Other research could examine Madoff’s fraud from a more psychological perspective. Why clients chose to trust Madoff 

and what reasons lay behind Madoff turning away potential clients are valid questions worth investigating in future research. 

Additionally, approaching research in the perspective of the proxemics and kinesics—analyzing Bernie Madoff’s 

mannerisms, the body language, and sentiments employed during business interactions—could reveal the techniques he 

used to build trust with the victims and uncover the mental paradigm through which he viewed his clients.   

The amount of care business professionals and trustees used in investing with Madoff also merits further research, especially 

since half of Madoff’s identified clients were themselves business professionals or trustees. It is not unreasonable to suggest 

such individuals are expected to be financially competent, regardless of whether their exact occupation was business owner, 

CEO, accountant, financial analyst, marketer, or salesperson. By virtue of their career backgrounds and job titles alone, 

these victims, given their career background in business and financial manners, should arguably have been able to look out 

for their own interest better than the general public.  

The notion that so many of these people fell victim to Madoff’s fraud underscores the deceptiveness of Madoff’s scheme. 

Should these individuals have asked harder questions and dug more deeply into Madoff’s “split-strike conversion” investing 

methods? Should these individuals, given their career background in business and financial manners, have known better 

than to invest with someone consistently promising above-market returns? Answering these questions would provide more 

insight into the workings Bernie Madoff’s Ponzi scheme—one of history’s most infamous financial frauds―and may help 

prevent future incidents of these types of fraud.  
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Table 1: Data Collection Percentage by Profile  

  

 Accounts where Data was Obtained  

Characteristic Percentage of Accounts Number of Accounts  

Client Type 98.4% 7935/8060 

Marital Status 96.6% 7788/8060 

Sex 90.9% 7326/8060 

State (geographic location) 88.7% 7151/8060 

Deceased or Not Deceased  73.9% 5959/8060 

Age 72.6% 5850/8060 

Career Status 48.4% 3901/8060 

Profession 42.5% 3423/8060 

Property Value 35.2% 2835/8060 

Race 33.3% 2686/8060 

Political Party 22.7% 1831/8060 

Education 22.7% 1831/8060 

Religion 15.0% 1206/8060 
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Figure 1: State (Geographic Location/Address)  

  

 

State 

Number of Accounts 

% of All Accounts 

% of Determinable 

Accounts 

1) New York 2826 35.1% 39.5% 

2) Florida 1530 19.0% 21.4% 

3) New Jersey 489 6.1% 6.8% 

4) California 401 5.0% 5.6% 

5) Massachusetts 331 4.1% 4.6% 

  5577 69.2% 78.0% 

     

 All Other U.S. 1383 17.2% 19.3% 

 International 191 2.4% 2.7% 

  1574 19.5% 22.0% 

     

 Total 7151/8060 88.7% 100% 

  

  

 
  

New York 
39 % 

Florida 
21 % 

New Jersey 
7 % 

California 
6 % 

Massachusetts 
5 % 

All Other  
U.S. 
19 % 

International 
3 % 

Address 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



Journal of Forensic and Investigative Accounting 

Volume 11: Issue 2, Special Edition, 2019 
 

342 

Figure 2: Client Type  

  

Client Type 

Number of 

Accounts 

% of Determinable 

% of All Accounts Accounts 

Individual 6819 84.6% 85.9% 

Bank, Business, Foundation 584 7.2% 7.4% 

Pension Fund 497 6.2% 6.3% 

Trust Fund 35 0.4% 0.4% 

    

Total 7935/8060 98.4% 100.0% 
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Figure 3: Sex 

 

Sex 

Number of 

Accounts 
% of All Accounts 

% of Determinable 

Accounts 

Male 4743 58.8% 64.7% 

Female 2535 31.5% 34.6% 

Both (Joint Account) 48 0.6% 0.7% 

    

Total 7326/8060 90.9% 100.0% 
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Figure 4: Deceased or Not Deceased 

 

Deceased or Not Deceased 

Number of 

Accounts 
% of All Accounts 

% of Determinable 

Accounts 

Not Deceased 5690 70.6% 95.5% 

Deceased 269 3.3% 4.5% 

    

Total 5959/8060 73.9% 100.0% 
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Figure 5: Age 

 

Age of Account Holders (in years) 

Average (mean) Age of Account Holder 68.9 

Median Age of Account Holder 69 

Youngest Account Holder Age 22 

Oldest Account Holder Age 107 

  

Number of Accounts Determinable 5850/8060 

Number of Accounts Determinable (%) 72.6% 

 

Figure 6: Education 

 

 Education Number of 

Accounts 

% of All Accounts % of Determinable 

Accounts 

No Post High School Education 18 0.22% 0.98% 

No Post Bachelor Degree 1171 14.53% 63.95% 

Master Degree 142 1.76% 7.76% 

Law, Medical and Doctorate Degree 500 6.20% 27.31% 
    

Total 1831 22.72% 100.00% 
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Figure 7: Religion  

 

Religion 

Number of Accounts 

% of All Accounts 

% of Determinable 

Accounts 

Jewish 1104 13.7% 91.5% 

Christian 99 1.2% 8.2% 

Other 3 0.0% 0.2% 

    

Total 1206/8060 15.0% 100.0% 
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Figure 8: Political Party 

 

Political Party 

Number of Accounts 

% of All Accounts 

% of Determinable 

Accounts 

Democratic Party 1171 14.5% 64.0% 

Republican Party 500 6.2% 27.3% 

Both 142 1.8% 7.8% 

 1813 22.5% 99.0% 

    

Other  18 0.2% 1.0% 

    

Total 1831/8060 22.7% 100.0% 
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Figure 9: Race  

 

Race 

Number of 

Accounts 

% of Determinable 

% of All Accounts Accounts 

White 2617 32.5% 97.4% 

Other 69 0.9% 2.6% 

    

Total 2686/8060 33.3% 100.0% 
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Figure 10: Profession  

 

 

Profession 

Number of Accounts 

% of All Accounts 

% of Determinable 

Accounts 

1) Business (excl. accounting, finance, trusteeship) 966 12.0% 28.2% 

2) Accounting, Finance, Trusteeship 864 10.7% 25.2% 

3) Healthcare (Medical Doctor, Nurse) 475 5.9% 13.9% 

4) Legal (Judge, Attorney, other legal professions) 381 4.7% 11.1% 

5) Real Estate, Construction 208 2.6% 6.1% 

6) Art, Entertainment, Sports 168 2.1% 4.9% 

7) Not-for-Profit 103 1.3% 3.0% 

8) Science (Scientist, Engineer) 64 0.8% 1.9% 

 Other 194 2.4% 5.7% 

     

 Total 3423/8060 42.5% 100.0% 
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Figure 10: Profession (continued) 

 

Profession 

Number of Accounts 

% of All Accounts 

% of Determinable 

Accounts 

Business (any) 1830 22.7% 53.5% 

Non-Business 1593 19.8% 46.5% 

    

Total 3423/8060 42.5% 100.0% 
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Figure 11: Career Status  

    

Career Status 

Number of Accounts 

% of All Accounts 

% of Determinable 

Accounts 

Retired 302 3.7% 7.7% 

Not Retired 3599 44.7% 92.3% 

    

Total 3901/8060 48.4% 100.0% 
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Figure 12: Marital Status  

  

Marriage 

Number of Accounts 

% of All Accounts 

% of Determinable 

Accounts 

Married 2563 31.8% 32.9% 

Not Married, Single, Divorced 5225 64.8% 67.1% 

    

Total 7788/8060 96.6% 100.0% 
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