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The authors examined recidivism patterns of 38 corporations charged with anti-trust violations between l928 and l981.  They concluded as follows:
      1.
The motivations, opportunities and returns from corporate crime are great and far outweigh potential criminal sanctions.

      2.
Cultural and structural circumstances in which firms find themselves as well as traditional practices have a great impact on corporate behavior.  Corporate crime is simply a part of the American free enterprise/capitalistic system.  Bid-rigging, price-fixing, product dumping, etc. are all just an aspect of the normal flow of business in this country.  It is endemic, it is generic, it is woven into the very fabric of our business world.  It has deep historical roots that cannot be easily removed.  Today's corporate crime has evolved over hundreds of years to the point that it is today.  It will take generations to reverse this trend.

      3.
Sanction severity appears to be a stronger inhibitor of re-offending than certainty or celerity.  Unlike street crime, where certainty of punishment is more important, the severity of white collar crime punishment needs to be increased (interestingly, severity is no replacement for certainty with respect to street crime control, but apparently is for white collar crime).  The problem, of course, is that this is not likely in our present model of market capitalism.  Once past a tipping point, the more you steal, the less the relative penalty.  It is not clear, however, just where that tipping point may be.  It likely differs from case to case and from time to time.

      4.
Regulatory agencies are not really able to respond adequately to the problem:

 
     a.  
The FTC, SEC, EPA's bite is not nearly as severe as civil litigation and criminal prosecution.  As noted above, sanction severity appears to be the key factor in successfully deterring corporate violations.

                b.
The law cannot even begin to keep up with the dynamic, constantly changing business world.

                c.
Administrative agencies tend to be staffed by former industry officials who are quickly out of step with the changing environment.  They knew the old ways of cheating, but within a few short years, are no longer up to speed.

               d.
Administrative agencies tend to be staffed by former industry officials who treat their former business colleagues with great deference and are well-known for conducting less than enthusiastic investigations into corporate wrongdoing.  
