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By chance, we began writing the preface to this collection of 34 articles that
consider various aspects of white-collar crime in different parts of the world
on the day that the criminal trial of the two leading Enron executives opened
in the federal courthouse in Houston, Texas. The Enron excesses both epito-
mized and adumbrated a deluge of exposed corporate wrongdoing, both in the
United States and in other industrialized nations throughout the world. As this
volume now goes to press some months later, the trial is now over, with both
defendants—former Enron President, Kenneth L. Lay, and the onetime chief
operating officer, Jeffrey K. Skilling having been found guilty. Lay reportedly
died of a heart attack while vacationing in Colorado shortly after the verdicts.

As the trial began, there was considerable uncertainty regarding how the
Enron case would turn out: i.e., what the jury would decide about either or
both of the defendants. The news agency Reuter’s quoted the lead editor of
this volume as speculating that the defendants would claim that they were
unaware of what was going on in Enron, and he pointed out that this was
“the only thing the defense has to stand on.” As it turned out the claim was
insufficient in persuading the eight woman, four man jury, especially since
several of the middle and high-level Enron managers already had entered guilty
pleas and, in exchange for sentencing leniency, agreed to testify against their
former bosses. But there were still indications at the time that the case was
far from what Americans, adopting basketball terminology, call “a slam dunk,”
a sure thing for the prosecution. Skilling reportedly allocated $37 million to
the legal team handling his defense. Daniel Petrocelli, one of the country’s
leading lawyers, headed that group although until then his practice had been
confined to civil matters. Petrocelli was the attorney who picked up the pieces
after the Los Angeles district attorney’s office fared so poorly in its effort to
convict O.J. Simpson of the (obvious) murder of his wife and a bystander
who proved to be in the wrong place at the wrong time. He won sizeable civil
judgments against Simpson for the victims’ survivors, although they have never
collected anything because Simpson’s considerable income is arranged so that
it is judgment proof. It was also notable that the lead federal prosecutor in the
Enron case was appointed by President Bush to a judgeship only a few weeks
before the trial began, and had to withdraw from the case. The president’s move
seemed odd, especially when viewed in light of the fact that he is known to have
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Preface

enjoyed close contacts with Enron executives—especially Kenneth Lay, who
he reportedly referred to as “Kenny Boy.”—when Bush was in the oil business
and later as governor of Texas.

The Enron case and other white-collar crimes around the world for a time gar-
nered great amounts of media attention until the invasion of Iraq by the United
States, arguably another form of white-collar crime. That war preempted the
major share of news reports that occupied the eyes and ears of readers and view-
ers. Nonetheless, the prominent fraud cases demonstrate the importance and the
necessity, as the new Millennium moves along, of criminological attention to
the crimes of persons in the upper echelons of society and the corporate entities
that pay them so handsomely. There is a need for much greater transparency
in business operations and for a regimen of corporate governance that stops
members of boards of directors from bestowing what some persons regard as
obscene amounts of money on the executives who appointed them to the boards.
Absent adequate oversight both within the financial community and from schol-
arly sources, the estimated four trillion dollars in market losses suffered in 2002
around the world because of massive corporate and accounting meltdowns will
continue apace.

Despite the enormity of the price paid for inadequate attention to white-collar
and corporate crime, by and large criminologists and, more generally, social
science scholars tend to bypass the subject and focus their research on traditional
street crimes—murder, manslaughter, and assault, drug transactions, and since
the feminist surge, rape, domestic violence, and child abuse. The chapters in
this book stress the need for better information and understanding of white-
collar and corporate crime. The facts and ideas that are presented by leading
scholars from throughout the world provide a background for complementary
and supplementary probes and theories.

Evenincluding the corps of investigative journalists, the ranks of investigators
and scholars who write about white-collar and corporate crime are relatively
thin, undoubtedly in part because the pursuit of information about the sub-
ject is beset by a number of special complexities and structural barriers. For
one, understanding of white-collar crime requires the command of knowledge
located in a variety of disciplinary domains: business and finance, economics,
law, criminology, sociology, psychology, and political science, among the more
prominent sources. For another, governmental and private funding agencies are
not hospitable to work that may question the legitimacy of their supporters,
who donate large amounts to their campaigns and the corporate entities that
supplied the moneys to establish the private foundations. For a third matter,
access to relevant information can be a very difficult and wearing endeavor. It
is a far more comfortable enterprise to do secondary analyses of data gathered
in survey format and please journal editors and peer reviewers with elaborate
tables and elegant statistical analyses, even if the results shed little to no light
on matters of public understanding or policy.

Attempts to gain access to real or presumed white-collar offenders before the
legal system has (or does not have) its way with them can be a dauntingly de-
manding task. If they are high enough on the business, political, or professional
totem pole, they have receptionists, aides, secretaries, and other factotums who
screen those to whom they will grant an audience. Crossing that barrier requires
persuasive powers far beyond the reach of most of us. If you persist, typically



you will be referred you to their attorney, who, if he or she is so gracious as to
answer your telephone call or e-mail (or your fourth or fortieth such approach),
will interdict any access to their client and offer, at best, platitudinous observa-
tions regarding the absurdity of the authorities’ allegations and the blameless
position of the suspect, not to mention his or her extraordinary contributions to
the well-being of all of us.

On the other hand, if there is a public trial of a white-collar crime case, a
researcher can find the court setting a particularly fruitful venue for gathering
information. This is a resource that to date has been greatly underutilized; in
the area of white-collar crime, we are aware only of Hazel Croall’s courtroom
observations of the trials of trading offenders in the United Kingdom. Court trials
offer an opportunity to observe the emotions and hear the words of the leading
players in a case, both during formal proceedings and in informal moments
during court recesses and lunch breaks. There usually will be an opportunity
to interview witnesses, kin of the accused, and sometimes the accused and the
accusers. Court transcripts offer what can be extremely useful information and
direct quotations.

In addition to the difficulty of doing fieldwork on white-collar crime, there is
the dearth of governmental information. Since the 1930s in the United States,
when the federal Department of Justice and the Federal Bureau of Investigation
began tabulating data in the Uniform Crime Reports, information that tends to be
similar to that available in other jurisdictions around the world, criminologists
have had access to crime statistics as a basis for further analysis and theory
building. The worldwide surge in surveys that tabulate reports by victims of their
experiences with crime have added an important dimension to this statistical
base. But neither criminal justice reports nor victim surveys attend to white-
collar and corporate crime, so that it requires a sensational single case or a
discovered panoply of illegal behavior in the upper echelons of the business,
political, and professional world to at least momentarily place such behavior in
the limelight. There are no systematic counts of white-collar crimes that occur in
a given year, or the number of individuals who are arrested for such offenses. Itis
difficult enough to carry out satisfactory cross-national comparisons of criminal
behavior, given the variations in definitions of crime, reporting distinctions
(some countries count crimes known to the police, others only those offenses
which eventuate in a court appearance, and still others only persons entering
prison). It becomes significantly more complicated in regard to white-collar
and corporate crime. Readers, for instance, will note the important differences
that our contributors recite in regard to what their countries define as behavior
that can be prosecuted as corporate crime, presuming their statutes have such a
category at all.

Absent systematic information from public sources, scholars, as the ensuing
chapters clearly demonstrate, often come to rely heavily on media sources, par-
ticularly newspapers. These can provide invaluable information and insights,
yet it is worthwhile to keep in mind the caution from Diane Vaughan, a leading
white-collar crime scholar who is represented by a contribution in the Hand-
book, about uncritical acceptance of media reports:

We tend to see the media as our colleagues, for in keeping with our critical stance
toward the power elite, journalists tantalize us with exposes that attack the powerful.
In our enthusiasm for the bounty of information that the sensational case produces, we
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must remind ourselves of what we know about the manufacture of news and the social
construction of knowledge for public consumption.

John Kenneth Galbraith once remarked that he feared that economics was
becoming an offshoot of applied mathematics. The same might be said of crim-
inology, most particularly in regard to the forms that it is taking in the United
States, which has been at the forefront of the criminological enterprise. It is
informative to compare the contents of Criminology, the leading American dis-
ciplinary journal, with that of the British Journal of Criminology and the leading
journals in Asia, Latin America, and on the European continent. One might sus-
pect that they are dealing with two very disparate realms of knowledge, one
heavily methodological, the other much more humanistic. The most prestigious
criminological work in the United States appears to be a quest for “scientific
respectability”” and an enhanced status vis-a-vis more established areas of study.
As aresult, the tail of statistics and methods has been allowed to wag the dog of
social and empirical relevance. Unfortunately, whatever the form of crimino-
logical work—heavily statistical or more qualitative—it typically fails to attend
very diligently to white-collar and corporate crime. The intellectual imbalance
reflected in the neglect of white-collar and corporate crime leads to the allega-
tion that criminology essentially serves the state’s interest in the social control
of traditional kinds of law-breakers.

Indeed, part of the failure of academics to pay greater attention to white-collar
crime lies in the original formulation of the concept itself. Edwin H. Sutherland,
at the time a 56-year-old professor at Indiana University, introduced the term
“white-collar crime” in his 1939 presidential address to the American Socio-
logical Society. Ever since, its parameters have been a matter of considerable
contention. Sutherland’s was a muckraking enterprise, and he focused on the
offenses of “respectable” persons in the upper reaches of society that were
committed in the course of their work. This status emphasis contrasts with the
contending and later position that white-collar crime can best be examined in
regard to persons who violate specific laws, such as those against bribery and
insider trading. The second definition allows for the study of a specified sample
of violators, but it also comes to embrace a considerable array of persons who
by no stretch of the imagination could be regarded as occupying positions of
power that they abused. Many are unemployed, have been charged with fraud
for writing insufficient fund checks, or have engaged in similar kinds of petty
offenses. Some twenty years ago, the Australian scholar John Braithwaite con-
cluded that using Sutherland’s definition remained the best way to proceed with
white-collar crime research, noting: “This at least excludes welfare cheats and
credit card fraud from the domain.” As a reader will discover, an overwhelm-
ing number of contributors to this volume who deal with specific white-collar
offenses adhere to Sutherland’s definition or else focus on corporate violations.

Nonetheless, it has been argued that while Sutherland’s conception of white-
collar crime was born from an effort to liberate traditional criminology from the
“cognitive misbehavior” reflected in the spurious correlation between poverty
and law-breaking, it has itself become an imprisoning framework that confuses
the offender with the offense and inadequately attends to the structural aspects
of white-collar crimes. Studies of the savings and loan debacle in the United
States, for example, showed that high-status offenders were able to engage in
acts resembling what is seen as “organized crime,” acts that involved the same



type of premeditated looting for personal gain that characterized the behavior
of their underworld counterparts.

It has further been argued that both resource constraints and class bias affect
the recognition and treatment of white-collar crime, laying a cloak over such
acts by defining them as “non-issues.” The result, we believe, represents a major
shortcoming in law and society scholarship that traditionally has focused on the
“law in action.” A more critical approach views the “law in inaction” as equally
if not more important, especially in regard to white-collar and corporate crime.

The chapters in this volume add greatly to our knowledge and interpretations
of white-collar and corporate crime and, especially important, they involve
scholars from around the world who approach the subject matter from different
perspectives. Global understanding of white-collar and corporate crime is long
overdue, considering that many large-scale organizations have for some time
now expanded their domains beyond national borders and conduct business in
multiple countries. Contributions from nine countries appear in the Handbook:
Australia, Belgium, Canada, China, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, the United
Kingdom, and the United States. The great diversity of thought and approaches
to the area of white-collar and corporate crime is well represented by case
studies, historical analyses, theoretical treatments, development issues in the
field, and legal interpretations. The topics addressed cover an even broader
terrain, including corruption, fraud, financial crime, pollution, organizational
decision-making and wrongdoing, criminal intent and motivation, computer
crime, healthcare fraud, state-corporate crime, as well as prevention tactics,
criminal justice responses, and punishment. There are a number of comparative
studies and socio-political analyses as well as discussion of postmodern global
issues, industrial manslaughter, corporate crime and criminal liability, stock
market fraud, gender issues, the role of the media, white-collar crime in the
professions, and theoretical issues regarding interpretative concerns.

The essays demonstrate the continuing need for an increased research focus
on white-collar and corporate crime. Such work can have important scholarly
and policy implications in regard to understanding organizational behavior, pre-
vention strategies, crime theory, regulatory regimens, and legal change. Raising
consciousness about the depth, dynamics, and disaster of white-collar crime
hopefully will reshape notions regarding the social and economic significance
of offenses such as insider trading and financial fraud, the tragedy of environ-
mental pollution, the damaging consequences of corruption, and other major
assaults on the quality of life in the global community.

Irvine, California, USA Henry N. Pontell
Gilbert Geis
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Beyond Macro- and Micro-Levels of
Analysis, Organizations,
and the Cultural Fix

Diane Vaughan

Since the mid 1980s, scholars theorizing about the causes of individual deviance
and crime—street crime—have begun to consider the possibility of theoreti-
cal integration. Verifying the extensiveness of this activity and simultaneously
reifying it, Travis Hirschi called it the “integrationist movement,” identifying
proponents as “integrationists.”! Theoretical integration is an activity that in-
volves the formulation of linkages among different theoretical arguments.> The
fact that theoretical integration has been raised as a strategy worthy of consider-
ation suggests an optimistic view about the status of causal theories of deviance
and crime, particularly if we define theory consistent with the hypothetical-
deductive model of the scientific process: a set of testable, interrelated proposi-
tions that explain some activity, event, or circumstance. From this perspective,
the call for theoretical integration suggests that individual theories have attained
sufficient rigor and explanatory power that refinement by integrating proposi-
tions from one with propositions from another is a logical next step. This is not
the case.

While discussions of both the pros and cons and the possible methods of
achieving integration have been extensive,’ they have, for the most part, been at
an abstract, theoretical level. Empirical practice indicates that the war-horses—
traditional causal theories that have stood the test of time—are not ready for
such a sophisticated step.* Indeed, the quantitative deductive positivistic ap-
proach that merges propositions for testing purposes is a road infrequently
taken. Instead, most scholars seek to more adequately explain the causes of
street crime by theory elaboration: inductive strategies for more fully devel-
oping existing theories that explain particular research findings by merging
different theoretical perspectives in a more general way.> More specifically,
the means to theory elaboration are theoretical tools in general (theory, models,
and concepts) rather than a more restricted formal meaning (a set of interrelated
propositions that are testable and explain some phenomenon). The data define
which theory(theories) or concepts would apply. For example, Mertonian theory
or Marxist theory could be joined with the Cloward and Ohlin version of oppor-
tunity theory and learning theory to explain drug use, sales, and drug-related
crime.



4 Diane Vaughan

Two theory elaborative strategies have appeared. One strives for theory
elaboration by drawing together theories at the same level of analysis.® The
other combines different levels of analysis to elaborate theory, so that a macro-
level theory is supplemented by micro-level component or vice-versa.” These
macro—micro-theory elaborative efforts have arisen independently, but they
reflect a shift in general sociological theory that emphasizes the importance
of the macro—micro-connection as an accurate representation of how social
life operates. The validity of synthesis between macro- and micro-levels of
analysis has been so thoroughly discussed by social theorists® that it is safe
to declare a consensus that social life is a consequence of both macro- and
micro-level forces, working together in different ways. Ironically, this theoreti-
cal consensus stands without substantial empirical progress in this direction by
researchers: making the macro—micro-connection is an unresolved empirical
problem.

In this essay, I take the position that scholars of white-collar offending can
take the lead in theory elaboration across macro- and micro-levels of analysis,
which has, to date, remained a fledgling enterprise making slow but dubious
progress, not only in explanations of individual crime and deviance,” but also
in sociology as a whole. The crucial step in such a merger is the inclusion of the
meso-level: formal and complex organizations. Historically, organizations and
occupations have played important roles in white-collar offending. Moreover,
organizational settings make visible the ways that macro-institutional forces
outside of organizations and occupations are joined with micro-processes, thus
affecting individual decisions and actions. Organizations provide a window into
culture, showing how culture mediates between institutional forces, organiza-
tional goals and processes, and individual illegality so that deviance becomes
normalized in organizational settings. At the same time scholars of white-collar
offending are filling this research gap in sociological theory, important progress
can be made in understanding how people in organizations make decisions to
violate laws and rules.

I begin with an overview of the historic trajectory of competing theories of
individual crime and deviance, showing that under the substantive differences
is an unresolved and unarticulated debate about what level of analysis is ap-
propriate for causal explanations. Then I show that the same pattern holds true
in theorizing white-collar crime. Next, in order to establish the legitimacy of
integrating macro-, meso-, and micro-levels of analysis in white-collar crime
research and theory, I describe human behavior as situated action by draw-
ing upon sociological theory about the relation between structure and agency.
However, I draw from organization theory and economic sociology to add or-
ganizations and culture to the mix in order to develop the link between the
meso-level component of situated action and the structure-agency relationship.
Third, I argue that white-collar crime research can take the lead in studying the
relationship between the three levels of analysis because scholars have already
done the foundational theoretical and empirical work at the macro-, meso-, and
micro-levels of analysis. White-collar crime research and theory can thus be
an exemplar for general theory in sociology, but perhaps more important is
what this strategy yields for our own project. A theory elaborative strategy that
merges macro-, meso-, and micro-levels of analysis reveals how culture affects
decisions to violate, with challenging implications for social control and future
research and theorizing about white-collar offending.



Chapter 1 Beyond Macro- and Micro-Levels of Analysis, Organizations, and the Cultural Fix 5

Causes of Individual Crime and Deviance:
The Covert Debate

Elaborating theories of individual crime and deviance by combining levels of
analysis is a logical resolution to what has, to date, been an unacknowledged pat-
tern in the historic chronology of theories of street crime. This historic chronol-
ogy has been typified by shifts in dominant paradigms.'® Hirschi observes that
these shifts indicate an oppositional tradition of denying an established perspec-
tive and substituting a new one, therefore giving the impression of progress.''
However, the impression of progress is a false one: these shifting paradigms are
more accurately read as an ongoing and unresolved debate about the appropriate
level of explanation. A quick and cursory overview, a vast oversimplification
due to space limitations, nonetheless shows a contest between individualistic,
social psychological, and structural theories of crime causation.

In 18"- and 19™-century Europe, the causes of crime and deviance were lo-
cated in the individual by theorists as diverse as Beccaria, Lombroso, and Freud.
“European Individualism” took a back seat when American sociologists shifted
the causal debate to emphasize the importance of the social context in determin-
ing individual deviance. Structural explanations—the work of Merton, Cloward
and Ohlin, Shaw and McKay—became the dominant paradigm from the 1930s
to the 1950s. These structural theories persisted, but from the 60s through the
early 1970s social psychological theories—Ilearning theory, control theory, la-
beling theory—became the dominant paradigm. Interestingly, theory through
the mid-80s was marked not by a single dominant paradigm, but two competing
ones that located the explanation of individual crime and deviance at different
levels of analysis: the structural, deterministic Marxist theory and in a return to
the free-will, the rational choice model of Beccaria, reincarnated as deterrence
theory. Since the mid-1980s, the theoretical terrain has not been dominated by
any outstanding paradigm, but by multiple theories that, by virtue of the dif-
ferent positions they represent on the levels of analysis issue, draw attention to
the lack of resolution to the historic covert debate about the appropriate level
of analysis. Viewed against this history and the unarticulated levels of analysis
question, current attempts to integrate and/or to elaborate theory by merging
macro- and micro-levels of analysis take on significance as recognition that
current modes of theoretical explanation aren’t working.

The search for the causes of white-collar offending has followed this same
evolutionary pattern, but in a more limited way. A chronological history shows
fewer competing theories to explain this type of offending—Sutherland’s learn-
ing theory, Marxist theory, Mertonian theory, and more recently, rational
choice/deterrence theory—and, with the possible exception of learning the-
ory, none of them can legitimately be called a dominant paradigm that has held
sway over even a decade of white-collar crime research. This difference may be
explained, at least in part, because as a specialized interest within the sociology
of crime and deviance, white-collar crime has had less concentrated attention by
fewer scholars over the years. Further, difficulty getting access to data on orga-
nizational offenders—corporations, government, small businesses—has been a
problem unless the case was well-publicized, making data available. In addi-
tion, many of the extant theories that so readily applied to a variety of types
of street crime (and thus could be applied successfully to a number of differ-
ent kinds of offenses) did not apply to high-status offending: labeling theory,
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ecological theory, subcultural theory. These theories were neither directly im-
portable nor could they be reconfigured to fit the problem. Whatever the relative
importance of these reasons and others, the chronological trajectory of theories
of white-collar offending shows the same lack of resolution about the appropri-
ate level of analysis as do theories of street crime. Researchers locate cause in
the individual, the social psychological, and/or the structural sources. Notably
absent is consensus—or even debates—about elaborating theory that takes into
account the macro—micro-connection. To ground my point that white-collar
crime research should include efforts to elaborate theory that not only connects
macro- and micro- but investigates organizations as meso-level structures, in
the next section I draw upon social theory to show human behavior as situated
action. I add the meso-level by drawing from organization theory and economic
sociology to emphasize the central role that organizations and culture play in
mediating between macro-level influences and micro-processes.

Situated Action: Institutions, Agency, and the
Macro-Meso—Micro-Connection

Causal theories should correspond with empirical realities. It is a well-
acknowledged sociological understanding that interaction takes place in so-
cially organized settings. Rather than isolating action from its circumstances,
the task of scholars is to uncover the relationship between the two. This argu-
ment appears in the history of sociological thought as a common thread running
through the work of such otherwise diverse theorists as Herbert Blumer, Max
Weber, George Herbert Mead, Harold Garfinkle, George Homans, and Talcott
Parsons. More recent developments allow us to build upon these understand-
ings about the situated character of social action, showing a more complex and
complete picture.

Three theoretical developments are important. The first is the extensive theo-
retical literature that not only establishes that social life can best be understood
as a consequence of macro—micro links, but also has raised extensive debates
about how the relationship between structure and agency works.'? At the same
time that these debates ferret out the complexity of the structure/agency rela-
tionship, they lay the groundwork for research examining that relationship. The
second development is that culture has entered the picture as a mediating link
in the structure/agency relationship. Theorists are defining the link between
an individual’s position in a structure and interpretative practices, meaning,
and action at the local level.'> Although dramatically different perspectives,
each draws attention to the tacit understandings, habits, assumptions, routines,
and practices that constitute a repository of unarticulated source material from
which more self-conscience thought emerges. Equally significant in this line
of thought is the role of history: both the historic chronology of events at the
macro-level and individual history and experience are critical to interpretation
and meaning.

Two further developments, one in organization theory, one in economic so-
ciology, reinforce the important role of both organizations and culture in situ-
ated action. One is the new institutionalism, which explains that organizational
forms and behaviors take the form that they do because of prevailing val-
ues and beliefs that have become institutionalized to varying degrees.'* New
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Institutionalists argue that cultural rules constitute actors (state, organizations,
professions, and individuals), thus defining legitimate goals for them to pursue,
and therefore affecting action and meaning at the local level. The other is Mark
Granovetter’s work on the socially embedded character of economic action. '
Granovetter points to the relative autonomy and/or relative dependence be-
tween the forms of economic action and social organization and the national
frameworks of culture and institutional value within which they are constituted.
In contrast to the new institutionalism, agency is at the heart of this analysis.
Agents can be individual or organizational forms, but the embeddedness per-
spective prohibits reduction to a rational actor mode. Because agency is central,
economic action can take a variety of forms, and thus in a common cultural
frame there will be significant variations that cannot be explained only in cul-
tural terms. Together, these perspectives draw attention to the need for research
that examines larger institutional forces that influence individual cognition and
action.

Both the new institutional theory and the embeddedness perpective make
organizations central, thus laying the groundwork for going beyond macro- and
micro-levels by bringing organizations in. Both acknowledge organizations
as a force: the former showing the interplay of a number of organizations
in an organization field as affecting the forms organizations take, the latter
shows how relationships between an organization or organizations must be seen
from the vantage point of their social context and relation to others. Further
developments in organization theory show how organizations are recipients
and carriers of as well as generators of culture and history.'® Within the well-
established theoretical importance of exploring the macro—micro- connection,
these three theoretical developments demonstrate that organizations are meso-
level actors that mediate between institutional forces and individual action and
choice.!” Culture is the mediating mechanism.

This complex conceptual and theoretical package goes beyond the sociolog-
ical truism that all social life is organized. Based upon the above established
theoretical principles, my argument is that a full theoretical explanation of any
particular behavior needs to take into account, to the greatest extent possible, its
situated character: individual activity, choices, and action that occur within a lay-
ered social context that affects cultural understandings, and thus interpretation
and meaning at the local level. We can simplify and make a general theoretical
argument as follows: a social actor’s position in a structure affects that actor’s
understandings, choices, actions, and outcomes. The social actor could be an
individual, organization (group, formal, or complex), or network; the structure
refers to the actor’s social location, which could be a family, neighborhood,
community, organization, network, organization field, occupation, institutional
environment, nation state, or global society. Reconceptualizing social life as
situated action makes possible generating theory and research that explores
macro-, meso-, and micro-connections in any and all of the possible combi-
nations and permutations of these varieties of social life. What is true of all
social life is true of white-collar offending. Because it tends to be enacted in
organizations and occupations, it presents the perfect opportunity to pursue the
links between these three levels of analysis. Historically, research confirms that
institutional environments and organizational forms are significant causal fac-
tors and the question remaining is how they, in combination, affect individual
offending.
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Situated Action: The Empirical and Conceptual
Foundation in White-Collar Crime

Specialists in white-collar crime can play a leading role in research that merges
macro-, meso-, and micro-level factors because the foundational work has
already been done. Sutherland’s introduction of the concept of white-collar
crime in his 1939 presidential address to the American Sociological Society
was remarkable for its expansion of the concept of crime beyond street crime,
but by emphasizing the high status of individual offenders, Sutherland’s def-
inition turned attention away from the organization as violator. However, in
Sutherland’s own research, the individual and the social psychological, and the
structural levels of analysis were all acknowledged. The “white collar” concept
focused attention on individuals; learning theory and differential social orga-
nization showed the role of groups and interaction at the social psychological
level; large organizations and industries were the primary units of analysis. His
data did not articulate the link between individuals, organizations, and indus-
tries, but the seeds for a theory elaborative strategy that merges levels of analysis
were there. Ironically, the ambiguities about appropriate levels of analysis in
his work and ambiguities about his definition spawned the foundational work
for current theory and research that merges macro-, meso-, and micro-levels
of analysis. The good news is that the lack of resolution to these controversies
has had researchers working at all levels of analysis to explain white-collar
offending since Sutherland’s 1939 presidential address. Because white-collar
offenses occurred in formal and complex organizations—corporations, small
businesses, government, occupations, and industries—a substantial body of
research exists that has explored institutions, organizations, and individual
actions.

In the classic period of white-collar crime theory and research (1940-1960),
scholars debated Sutherland’s conceptual definition.'® A main sticking point
in the definitional disagreement was identifying the appropriate social location
among the multi-layered and overlapping structures identifiable in his work: was
it the social class of the individual offender, small groups and differential social
organization, the organization, occupation, or the industry that was most impor-
tant in theories of cause? While some scholars dedicated themselves to resolving
the definitional issue, others didn’t wait for it to be settled, instead initiating
research that explord the separate pieces of the puzzle. Much of this work inves-
tigated the macro-level causes of corporate offending. For example, Vilhelm
Aubert, examining the macro-institutional context of business, !’ argued that
businessmen are confronted with contradictory structural pressures emanating
from the legal and the competitive environments of firms: the normative obliga-
tion to obey the law and the equally compelling normative obligation to resist
the law in certain situations, instead following business norms that justified vio-
lations. Although he did not write about institutionalized cultures, in retrospect
his work set a precedent for research on industry norms. Richard Quinney’s unit
of analysis was the occupation. His pharmacy study examined the professional
orientations of pharmacists, determining the relationship between that orienta-
tion (either business or professional) and violative behavior.?? Because these
were small pharmacies with pharmacist owners, this qualifies as one of the first
studies of occupational and organization culture. Quinney’s data did not allow
him to trace the connection between the professional norms with the meanings
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and actions of individual violators. Subsequently, however, in the heavy elec-
trical equipment conspiracy case, Gilbert Geis’s data gave an unprecedented
look at the macro—micro-connection: the relationship between industry norms
and the meanings that individual violators gave their own actions.?' The results
were revealing: Geis found violators were conforming to industry norms, so in
their view, their actions were not deviant, but conforming.

The mid-1960s marked a conceptual turning point: Albert Reiss called for a
recognition of the role of social organization in explaining deviance, thus ini-
tiating the concept of “organizational deviance.” > Focusing on organizations
added the meso-level to the foundational work already done that examined nor-
mative environments outside corporations and government offenders, and the
social psychology of learning theory. Not until the 1970s and 1980s, however,
did organizations begin to receive substantial attention. New conceptual defi-
nitions of white-collar offending made organizations central to explanations.??
A work of major impact was Christopher Stone’s Where the Law Ends: The
Social Control of Corporate Behavior.** A lawyer, Stone was first to take into
account every facet of organization structure, including Boards of Directors.
Edward Gross, an organization theorist who “crossed over” into the deviance
specialization, added theoretical insight about the intersection of organization
structure and organizational crime.? Also widely influential was David Ermann
and Richard Lundman’s theoretical framework by which acts of both govern-
ment and corporations could be analyzed as organizational deviance.?® Their
framework allowed both the study of the crimes and deviant acts that were not
specifically prohibited by the law. Further, this framework opened the possi-
bility of studying organizational processes as well as structure, and in another
advance, it emphasized contradictions between internal organization norms and
norms in the institutional environment.

The competitive structure of industries and institutionalized norms, first ex-
plored by Aubert in 1952, was expanded by extensive research in the 1970s
and 1980s. The shared reference point was “criminogenic” processes external
to organizations: competitive pressures on industries and firms that were insti-
tutionalized at the societal level, a reflection of the American capitalism and
the cultural emphasis on individual achievement. These competitive pressures
affected both firms and industries by providing a structural inducement for il-
legality via a normative environment that supported it. The effects, research
showed, materialized differently within and between industries, affecting some
to a greater extent than others.”’ Pursuing these differences in the most exten-
sive quantitative inquiries since Sutherland were two definitive works at the
macro-level: Marshall Clinard and Peter Yeager’s study of violations and in-
dustries and the longitudinal research of Sally Simpson, who explored antitrust
offenses within industry context.?® The recognition of capitalism as causal was
made most explicit by Quinney, whose Marxist analysis showed the power of
the state in constructing laws that protected the powerful, enabling crimes of
domination by government, crimes of control by law enforcement, and corpo-
rate crime.

Definitional controversies about whether it was white-collar, organizational,
occupational, or economic crime flourished into the 1990s, as did debates about
what kinds of violative behavior should be included.?” In June 1996, at a confer-
ence designed to investigate the definitional question, the same issues debated
in the classic period of white-collar crime research still were being debated.*
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The reason that the debate remains provocative, lively, and unresolved is be-
cause all levels of analysis apply. From the plethora of possible theoretical
framings came four that began to explore the relation between macro-, meso-,
and micro-levels of analysis. Ronald Kramer and Henry Finney and Lesieur
imported ideas directly from organization theory to explain how organizational
environments, goals, and structure were related to crimes and other illegalities of
organizations.?! Diane Vaughan and James W.Coleman worked out integrated
models in the theory elaborative mode that recognized the interconnections be-
tween competitive environment, external norms, organization structures, goals,
and processes, regulatory failure, and individual decisions to violate.*? All four
made organizations the central unit of analysis and drew heavily from organiza-
tion theory, integrating it with theories of deviance and crime. A new direction
in explanations of white-collar offending had begun: theory elaboration, built
upon the foundational work of earlier periods, joined macro-, meso-, and micro-
levels of analysis.

The Cultural Fix and The Normalization of Deviance

All the building blocks—theoretical and empirical—are there to continue these
developments. The reason to elaborate theories of white-collar offending to
include macro-, meso-, and micro-levels of analysis is that we know very lit-
tle about decision-making and why people who are well educated, have op-
portunities, and are generally law abiding decide to engage in illegality in
their occupational and organizational roles. Consensus about the importance of
competitive pressures as a causal force has resulted in the assumption among
scholars that this, of all crimes, is driven by utilitarianism and rational choice.
However, testing this hypothesis is still in progress. Stanton Wheeler lamented
our lack of knowledge about decisions to violate, calling it “the problem of
white collar crime motivation.”* Drawing upon principles of microeconomics
and data from interviews with white-collar offenders, Wheeler concluded that
it was not greed or striving for success that motivated offenders, but “fear of
falling,” a finding consistent with structural analysis showing that all organiza-
tions experience pressure to compete for scarce resources in order either to rise,
remain the same, of keep from falling in rank in the organizational stratification
system.34 However, Wheeler’s resolution also assumes a rational choice model
of decision-making. Lack of access to good data has been a problem. Attempts
to clarify the influences on decision-making by experimental designs rather
than in situ have methodological limits and therefore have not produced clear
results about how people would behave within the workplace. However, the
work that has been done throws doubt upon the rational choice model, showing
decision-making to be influenced by a variety of factors.?

Scholarship on organizations verifies that individual decisions are always ra-
tional, but that institutional and organizational forces narrow choice by shaping
understandings about what is rational at a given moment. Alternative choices are
limited: the range of choices is determined prior to and outside of the venues of
decision-making themselves. Walter Powell and Paul DiMaggio point out that
institutionalized cultural beliefs in environments external to organizations nar-
row choice.*® By emphasizing the importance of normative environments and
norms toward and/or against violations, many white-collar crime scholars have
acknowledged culture as a causal factor without naming it as culture. This body
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of research, taken collectively, suggests that when white-collar offenders make
decisions to violate, they are, in fact, conforming to cultural mandates. In their
view, then, they may define their illegalities as conforming, rather than deviant.
Thus, in some social settings deviance becomes normal and acceptable: it is not
a calculated decision where the costs and benefits of doing wrong are weighed
because the definitions of what is deviant and what is normative have been rede-
fined within that setting. Building upon previous work indicating conformity to
industry, occupation, organizational, and group norms, recent work affirms the
role of culture and the normalization of deviance as an alternative perspective
explaining why white-collar offenders violate.?’

My analysis of the Challenger launch decision was a case study covering
NASA decision-making over a number of years, culminating in the controver-
sial decision to launch Challenger against the advice of NASA engineers.*®
The research project was based on data that allowed me to focus on the inter-
section of macro-, meso-, and micro-level factors. A main question was why
NASA continued to launch for years with technical flaws recurring on the solid
rocket boosters, flaws that ultimately were responsible for the demise of Chal-
lenger. Archival data, engineering documents, and interviews showed how a
work group culture was created that normalized technical deviation in official
risk assessments. In retrospect, each anomalous incident stood out as a clear
indicator to outsiders that something was wrong; the public viewed NASA
decisions to proceed as deviant. But as decisions were made, an engineering
decision logic was created that determined flying again was normal and accept-
able, not deviant. An important part of the decision context was influential: the
space shuttle was an experimental technology, had problems on every launch,
and having technical problems was normal at the agency. Change in what was
acceptable behavior occurred gradually. The first incident of accepting risk of
an anomaly and launching again became the basis for future decisions to do
the same. At the micro-level, the understanding of the risk of the solid rocket
boosters was normalized by a decision history based on engineering judgments
that were proven correct by post-flight engineering assessments that showed
that even more damage could be sustained without bringing the shuttle out of
the sky. Flying with damage came to be routine practice, viewed as normal and
acceptable. At the social psychological level, the history of decision-making
about technical problems on the solid rocket boosters was one in which, incre-
mentally, judgments were made about risk and safety that became the basis for
moving forward and a constraint against stopping to fix the technical problem.
The result was a cultural belief that it was safe to fly.

The normalization of deviance at NASA was explained by a combination
of institutional, organizational, and social psychological factors, however. Like
Geis’s heavy equipment conspirators, NASA personnel saw their behavior as
conforming to cultural imperatives, thus decisions that shocked outsiders in the
aftermath of the accident were not deviant in the eyes of decision makers at the
time these decisions were made. But the institutional and organizational lev-
els of analysis were crucial. NASA personnel’s decisions to continue launches
conformed to cultural mandates institutionalized in the engineering profession
and the aerospace industry. Cost efficiency, schedule, and safety were com-
peting cultural imperatives. The industry was highly competitive, contractors
were dependent upon the space agency for their funding, and the punishment for
work not completed on time resulted in a monetary penalty. Further, engineering
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schools trained engineers that decisions must include considerations about cost,
safety, and schedule. NASA decisions to move forward with a flaw that had in
the past caused damage but was not perceived as a serious threat to safety con-
formed to mandates in both industry and the occupation about the importance
of schedule and cost efficiency. The pattern continued due to another structural
factor. The safety structure in place to give alternative interpretations of risk
and challenge engineering practice and decisions was weak, so that no alter-
native interpretations of the situation penetrated and the cultural belief in risk
acceptability persisted until the accident.

The normalization of deviance differs in important ways from Gresham Sykes
and David Matza’s “techniques of neutralization,” a social psychological ex-
planation of deviant acts whereby individuals employ a justification or excuse
for a wrongful behavior before doing it, in order to alleviate guilt.** “Tech-
niques of neutralization” is a form of the rational choice model because the
motivation to find a justification or excuse prior to a wrongful act indicates
the actor’s awareness that the act is wrong. When deviance is normalized, the
action is not seen as wrong by actors in that setting—thus making it impor-
tant to study decision-making as situated action. It is not concealed from other
members of the organization; it is, in fact, culturally approved and therefore
rewarded. Deviant actions are viewed as normal because they fit with and con-
form to cultural mandates of the group to which the actor belongs. So powerful
can these mandates become that not following them is deserving of reproach,
negative sanctions, or ostracism by other members of the group. The example
that comes to mind from street crime is from subculture of violence theory, in
which the norm is for youthful males to use violence to resolve problems: when
violence is deemed appropriate to a situation by the community but violence is
not the response of the actor, that actor is viewed as cowardly and loses status
in the group.

Other case studies offer support for the connection between institutions,
organizations, culture and the normalization of deviance in white-collar of-
fending. In their study of fraud in savings and loan institutions, Kitty Calavita,
Henry Pontell, and Robert Tillman show that widespread criminal activity in
the thrift industry was intentional and deliberate.*’ They pointed to changed
macro-institutional conditions as presenting opportunities that affected the en-
tire industry: the shift away from industrial capitalism to finance capitalism; a
downturn in the economy; and a relaxation of regulation by government that al-
lowed increased and unregulated business speculation with depositors’ money.
In response, certain patterns of fraud appeared that were repeated across the
entire industry: misapplication of funds, nominee loans, check kiting, landflips,
and kickbacks. Calavita et al. determined that many of these illegal activities
were a form of “collective embezzlement” in which networks of top administra-
tors and managers inside and outside of thrift institutions were co-conspirators
embezzling from their own organizations. Their evidence suggests a parallel
with the Challenger case: actions that the public saw as deviant after the fraudu-
lent activities collapsed were not deviant to the top administrators and managers
at the time they were engaged in them. In fact, in many cases these activities
were company policy. Indeed, Calavita et al. determined that in some cases, the
sole purpose of the organization was to provide a mechanism for its own top
administrators and others to defraud it. How could these collective embezzle-
ments occur in organizations engaged in the same business but geographically
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scattered, different sizes, different ownership? Although Calavita et al. do not
invoke a cultural explanation, we might hypothesize that these similar outcomes
resulted from industry and organizational cultures that normalized deviance in
the industry.

Like the engineering profession, other occupations are based on common
training, goals, and opportunities to pursue those goals. Thrifts operate within
the structure and culture of competitive capitalism, in which the distinction
between a clever business deal and illegality is blurred. The savings and loans
operated within business norms that had an elastic quality, like the standards
for risk that existed at NASA that were stretched to conform to external man-
dates during a time in the space agency’s history when productivity became
enormously important. Savings and loans were themselves engaged in risk and
prediction, which were, for them, normal. Once engaged in risky decisions, al-
tering the terrain of risk may have been simply an extension of existing practice,
not a new and abnormal practice. And, like Donald Cressey’s embezzlers, the
skills they used to commit fraud were not deviant skills, but the same skills that
they employed on the job every day, prior to the economic downturn and prior
to the government relaxation of regulation. Industry-wide, top administrators
and managers appear to have been conforming to institutional and organiza-
tional cultural imperatives for that industry. Significantly, Calavita et al. note the
contribution of the state to collective embezzlement: not only did deregulation
encourage it, but the interdependence of state interests with those of the thrifts
undermined the effectiveness of regulatory actions taken as the crisis became
public. As in the case of NASA, the interdependence of regulatory organizations
with the regulated space agency appear to have perpetuated the normalization
of deviance by failing to act to stop it.

The normalization of deviance demonstrated in the above two cases (proved
in one, hypothetical in the other) suggests that culture can mediate between
institutional and organizational forces to affect individual decisions to engage
in white-collar offending. Individuals respond to the cultural imperatives of the
social location in which they are situated, thus in their view their actions are
conforming, not deviant. Three important books, written from other disciplinary
perspectives, confirm the role of conformity in organizational deviance and
misconduct: Hannah Arendt’s Eichmann in Jerusalem; Herbert Kelman and
D.Lee Hamilton’s Crimes of Obedience, and most recently, Daniel Goldhagen’s
Hitler’s Willing Executioners.*' Each of these studies shows individual actors
explaining horrific acts by referring to the norms of the organizations to which
they belong—the military and others—with comments indicating they were
not engaging in deviant acts; rather, they were following orders and cultural
mandates. Because culture affects how individuals perceive what is rational at
a given moment, research that further explores the macro-meso—micro-link can
provide us with better understanding of the causes of white-collar offending.

The Connection Between Causes and Strategies for Control

The studies mentioned above that have successfully explored the connections
between the institutional, organizational, and individual levels of analysis all
are based on sensational cases, each of which had at its heart a form of orga-
nizational deviance that persisted for years. These cases produced enormous
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amounts of data that provided the kind of detail necessary to show macro-
structure and micro-processes and how organizations and culture act as links
between them. The researchers relied on historical records, archives, organiza-
tion documents, official investigation testimony, and personal interviews and
observations. The prospect of a project of such scope may seem daunting, pre-
cluding the initiation of such an investigation. It is easy to understand why
the debates about macro—micro-connections in social theory have not spawned
a flurry of empirical work aimed at bridging the gap. Instead, in white-collar
offending as in other substantive areas of sociology, scholars investigate ei-
ther the macro-, the meso-, or micro-level but not all three. They carve out a
particular locus of inquiry, taking a slice of the whole, thus offering a mea-
sured but nonetheless partial view, a partial explanation, of situated action.
Continuing to probe each level of analysis singly is a constant source of the-
oretical refinements and empirical insights and should continue. Then why
should we pursue more complex inquiries that explore macro-, meso-, and
micro-connections?

In the historic trajectory of theories of cause in the sociology of crime and
deviance, which I described earlier, each theory of cause suggested a particular
strategy of control that targeted the causal elements identified in that theory.*?
These social control strategies were invoked. For example, the free-will, rational
choice model of Cesare Beccaria located cause in individual decision-making;
the strategy for control was the attempt to alter decision-making by rationalizing
the criminal justice system so that individuals’ weighing of costs and benefits of
particular acts would be manipulated by an appropriate system of punishments.
The response to the social disorganization theory of crime causation was a crime
control strategy to organize inner city life (e.g., the Chicago Area Project). The
appropriate strategy for control implied by labeling theory was radical non-
intervention (e.g., the deinstitutionalization movement) so that stigmatizing
labels were not given to first and youthful offenders. The fact that deterrence
theory and Marxist theory were competing paradigms during the 1970s takes
on new significance when their contrasting implications for crime reduction are
considered. The former directed strategies for control at individual offenders;
the latter targeted the state, arguing for a redistribution of power. The level of
analysis debate is not just a theoretical debate: it has both practical and political
implications for social control.

Indeed, to be effective, strategies for control should target the causes of a
problem. The better our understandings of the causes of deviance, the better the
understandings on which social control can be based. Research and theoretical
explanations that isolate one level of analysis for attention automatically and
implicitly suggest strategies for control that do not take into account relevant
factors at other levels. We need to bear in mind both the practical and politi-
cal implications of our work. When we restrict our analysis to the individual,
social psychological, or structural level of explanation, we have isolated one
element from many that comprise situated action. A partial explanation, no
matter how important the finding, leads to a partial, or incomplete, strategy for
social control.

Consider the following. A rational actor model locates cause at the individ-
ual level of analysis, pointing to a preventive strategy that targets responsible
individuals: ethics training, punishment, forced resignation, and so forth. While
these are appropriate strategies, they are incomplete because they leave systemic
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social causal factors at the macro-, meso-, and micro-levels unaddressed. Indus-
try norms, competitive pressures, professional cultures, organization culture and
structure will exert similar pressures on a position, even if personnel changes
are made. Focusing on individual offenders without attention to institutional
factors and their effect upon organization goals, cultures, structures can repro-
duce the original situation for new personnel. In particular, organization culture
is seductive: what is normal and acceptable within the culture may alter the
costs and benefits of decisions, so that individuals do not view their actions
as wrong. What happens when these social causes are not taken into account?
When the social conditions precipitating an incident persist, the deviant actions
may be reproduced. Revisit, for a moment, NASA’s Challenger accident. In its
1986 Report, the Presidential Commission investigating that accident found that
“flawed decision-making” was responsible for the technical failure.** Middle
managers were blamed, as was a “silent safety system” that failed to intervene as
risky launches proceeded. The main strategies for control that the commission
recommended were tightening the procedures and processes to guide individual
decision-making and a strengthened and independent safety system. Although
the report acknowledged extensive schedule pressure, it attributed responsibil-
ity for that pressure to the NASA organization, mandating that in the future
NASA bring goals and resources into alignment.

In response to the commission’s identification of causes, managers respon-
sible for the “flawed decisions” were transferred or retired; new reporting and
documentation procedures and new decision rules were implemented to better
control decision-making; the safety system was strengthened by adding new
personnel. These strategies of control targeted individual decision-making, ad-
dressing the very causes identified in the report. However, many crucial so-
cial causes were omitted from the report, therefore not addressed by social
control strategies. They persisted, as follows. After Challenger, at the insti-
tutional level, elite leaders in the White House and Congress were not called
upon to take responsibility for political and economic decisions that thrust
the agency into a business mode. NASA was not able to bring goals and
resources into alignment because both goals and resources were determined
outside the agency. These powerful leaders perpetuated the NASA organiza-
tion culture of schedule pressure and cost-efficiency that undercut safety in
the years leading up to Challenger. The emphasis on individual failings in
decision-making rather than upon the cultural and structural conditions that led
to the normalization of deviance left those cultural and structural conditions
unchanged. Finally, the independent safety system with authority to override
management decisions about technical anomalies never came about because the
safety units were still dependent upon the agency for resources and authority.
Resources continued to be scarce, and the pattern repeated: NASA again cut
safety personnel.

In 2003, seventeen years after Challenger, the Columbia Accident Investi-
gation Board (CAIB) declared that NASA’s second accident occurred because
once again NASA had normalized a technical anomaly.** For years preced-
ing this accident, NASA had been flying with known flaws, this time not on
the solid rocket boosters, but on the foam insulation on the external tank con-
taining the fuel. The decision-making pattern was identical. The institutional,
organizational, and cultural aspects of the NASA organization had remained the
same, impinging on NASA decision-making in exactly the same ways as they
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had for Challenger. Indeed, the CAIB concluded that the macro-, meso-, and
micro- causes of Columbia were the same as those for Challenger: the social
causes of Challenger had not been fixed. The changes that had been made after
Challenger did not target the institutional and organizational causes of NASA’s
problem; instead they focused on flawed decisions, risk-taking managers, and
processes and procedures to guide decision-making, without understanding the
role of larger social forces at the institutional and organizational level that
impinged upon decision-making, normalizing deviance. This Report is worth
reading by scholars of white-collar offending for the way it uses organizational
analysis to demonstrate macro-, meso-, and micro connections as a causal con-
stellation for both accidents.*> The report gives equal weight to social causes
and to technical causes, laying out a causal model that includes (1) historical
and economic conditions in NASA’s institutional environment; (2) organization
structure, culture, and processes; and (3) the micro-level processes that com-
bined to produce the normalization of deviance. The conclusion to be drawn
from the two NASA cases is that replacing or punishing individuals who en-
gage in organizational deviance without addressing the macro- and meso-level
forces that shape decisions in the work place will only result in the new per-
son or persons experiencing the same pressures and opportunities to engage in
deviance as did the previous position occupants.

I have argued that we can benefit from a theory elaborative strategy that
allows us to examine the links between macro-, meso-, and micro-levels of
analysis to explain white-collar offending. In the new global economy, prob-
lems of organizational deviance and how to regulate it present new challenges,
not only for research but for regulation. To meet this challenge calls for new
thinking about our training, design of projects, and conceptual tools. A first step
is recognizing that human behavior is situated action when designing research
and doing analysis. This is not as simple and easy as it sounds. The structure
of the profession, our professional training, and socialization train us to focus
on either macro-, micro-, or meso-levels of analysis, but not macro- and micro-
and especially we are not trained to think in terms of all three and the connec-
tions among them. Departmental specialization produces students with greater
skills at research at either the macro-level or the micro-level, but not both. Or,
their training may predispose them toward a particular theory or theoretical
perspective because of the interest of their advisor.

From that graduate experience, individuals develop a research style that ties
them to a particular style of research (quantitative, qualitative, survey, network
analysis, ethnography, etc.) and the conceptual tools and theories that go with
it. In other words, we grow up in departments that, to a great extent, create a
professional world view that affects how we frame our research topics. Then,
once published, the experience enhances our skills at that kind of work, while
skills to work in other research modes atrophy. We associate more with col-
leagues working in the same way. Opportunities come that reinforce our initial
interest and research style, perpetuating the path that our graduate experience
began. We may diversify, but seldom do people who begin doing macro-level
structural analysis switch to micro-level processes or vice versa. Because our
training does not prepare us for research of multi-layered structures and pro-
cesses, intentionally building it into a project at the design stage is an important
first step.



Chapter 1 Beyond Macro- and Micro-Levels of Analysis, Organizations, and the Cultural Fix 17

We might revise the way that graduate training has traditionally progressed.
Given that most white-collar offending occurs in organizations and occupations,
a course or courses in formal and complex organizations, economic sociology,
or on the professions could be made part of the requirement for a degree, or re-
quired as a minor, or (at least) included on a required reading list for the general
exams. Case studies of organizations are most useful because they can expose
macro-level influences, micro-processes, and cultural influences external and
internal to the organization. These influences show up in what people say and
do. Getting access to corporations to study deviance has always been a problem,
which is why so often we are in the position of studying sensational cases after
some misconduct has been revealed to the public. Although we must keep in
mind what is unusual about sensational cases, they produce data—testimony
and documents from government investigations, historical archives—making
possible research that would not be possible otherwise. Our initial understanding
of white-collar offending, based on Sutherland, was restricted to corporations.
Then Ermann and Lundman expanded the scope of investigation to include gov-
ernmental deviance. However, the reality of organizational offending is much
more broad than these two possibilities. Small businesses, without complex
structures and highly skilled lawyers, also offend and may be more accessible.
Moreover, cases of organizational deviance and misconduct can be found in ed-
ucation institutions, the military, hospitals, churches, and prisons. Social control
agents also can be organizational offenders and should be studied. These too,
should be subject to investigation to advance our understanding of the causes
of organizational offenses.*®

Even when case studies of organizations do not provide data at three levels of
analysis, or when case studies are neither desirable nor possible, research can
take into account the macro— meso—micro-connection by incorporating relevant
work by others. Other specializations in sociology offer resources in conceptual
tools and research findings that fill in gaps in data about institutional conditions:
network analysis, economic sociology, industrial relations, and the non-profit
sector. To explain micro-processes affecting decision-making in white-collar
offending, cultural anthropology, cognitive psychology, and organization the-
ory offer numerous decision-making models that focus on social circumstances
and can be tested against rational choice models. Another productive direction
that research could take is cross-cultural comparison that targets differences
in economic systems, institutional, organizational, and cultural context of of-
fenses. Not only could this strategy be helpful in understanding differences in
social causes, but also our discovery of these differences has important im-
plications for global social control. In order to deal with the new problems
of white-collar offending in the 21st century and provide data for improved
strategies for regulation, we must have a better understanding of how macro-,
meso, and micro-level forces combine to cause these socially harmful and costly
incidents.
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