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ABSTRACT
In a systematic narrative review of 33 longitudinal corporate crime studies, we identify and describe corporate criminal career 
dimensions: participation, frequency, crime mix, and duration. Themes and patterns across data sources are assessed, including 
information collected that informs a corporate criminal career perspective and what remains unexamined. Main findings re-
veal: (1) most longitudinal studies do not explicitly focus on the corporate criminal career; (2) a significant number of companies 
offend occasionally over time, but others offend often (chronically) or not at all; (3) typically, studies examine one or two types 
of offending, offering little insight into crime mix; and (4) identifiable groups of corporations show evidence of both stability and 
change over time. Studies provide insights for understanding the dimensions of corporate criminal careers (some more than 
others), but more explicit and detailed longitudinal work is needed. We conclude by identifying potential areas for theoretical 
advances and future research.

1   |   Introduction

Criminal career research is one of the fundamentals of contem-
porary criminology. An important contribution and starting 
point is the final report of the Panel on Research on Criminal 
Careers convened by the National Academy of Sciences in 
the 1980s (Blumstein et  al.  1986). This research launched the 
criminal career paradigm and challenged criminologists to 
focus their research questions on the longitudinal patterning 
of criminal offending over the life-course (Piquero, Farrington, 
and Blumstein 2007). The criminal career paradigm offers re-
searchers a conceptual framework for systematically charting 
the trajectories of criminal behavior across an individual's life 
span, while deliberately refraining from adherence to any spe-
cific theoretical interpretation (Blokland et al. 2021; Blumstein 
and Cohen  1987). As the paradigm developed, researchers fo-
cused on the dynamics of continuity and change in offending 
patterns over time (Laub and Sampson 1993), emphasizing fac-
tors that give rise to and disrupt an ongoing criminal career. 

Understanding these processes and patterns informs both the-
oretical development (etiology) and intervention strategies (pol-
icy) which are central goals for the field. Similarly, our purpose 
here is to draw on longitudinal corporate offending research 
to illuminate how a criminal career approach can provide im-
portant insights into offending patterns and show how these in-
sights can inform crime prevention and control and theoretical 
applications–specifically, organizational life-cycle approaches. 
Although these theories do not incorporate or address illegality 
per se as a key concept or developmental element as organiza-
tions shift, change, and stabilize over time, they can provide a 
meaningful framework in which to analyze corporate offending 
patterns.

The criminal career paradigm has focused mostly on individ-
ual offenders who engage in conventional crime or, less com-
monly, white-collar offending (Weisburd et al. 1990; Piquero 
and Weisburd  2009; van der Onna et  al.  2014). Blumstein 
et al.  (1986) thought that any sequence of crimes, no matter 
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how small or short in duration, constituted a criminal career. 
Unfortunately, relatively few studies explicitly have tied the 
approach to corporate offenders (see, e.g., Hunter 2021), and, 
as a consequence, the subfield has not benefited from a deeper 
understanding of continuity and change in corporate offend-
ing patterns or when and under what circumstances interven-
tions are apt to be successful.

In this study, we expand and apply the criminal career par-
adigm to corporate offenders by conducting a systematic nar-
rative review of existing longitudinal corporate crime studies 
from Europe, Australia, and the United States. Several studies 
analyzed in this research originate from regulatory enforcement 
agencies. Early regulatory enforcement researchers positioned 
the study of enforcement practices as a central topic in which 
understanding the motivations of corporate offenders for of-
fending and non-offending was very important (Braithwaite and 
Makkai  1991; Hawkins  1983; Grabosky and Braithwaite  1986; 
Haines  1997; Kagan and Scholz  1984). Since then there is a 
strong tradition of studying empirical processes of regulatory 
policy making in different contexts (Almond and van Erp 2020). 
Thus, regulatory enforcement data offer a particularly suitable 
empirical context for examining long-term compliance and 
non-compliance patterns of corporations (Braithwaite  2002; 
Gunningham et al. 2003; Simpson and Rorie 2011). Additionally, 
many studies also include criminal and/or civil enforcement 
data. This plethora of data enriches the empirical landscape 
from which to build a corporate criminal career paradigm and 
advance potential strategies to enhance regulation and crime 
control (Short et  al.  2025). Without longitudinal data it is not 
possible to examine how offending changes within subjects over 
the criminal career and what factors may be related to such 
changes (Blokland and Nieuwbeerta 2010). Specifically, we ex-
plore what these studies collectively reveal about corporate of-
fending on participation, frequency, crime mix, and duration. 
What are the risk and protective factors for companies as they 
develop and change over time? What insights can be gleaned re-
garding offense types and variety? Can we discern whether cor-
porate offenders are specialists or generalists? We conclude by 
discussing how our findings may inform regulatory strategy and 
organizational theories of stability and change as exemplified by 
organizational life-cycle theories.

This study adopts a narrative approach because data from most 
corporate crime longitudinal studies are unavailable for second-
ary data analysis. Plus, a systematic narrative review has several 
strengths. By assessing and summarizing what is known from 
extant corporate crime studies, we can provide insights on how 
longitudinal data can advance the field and inform theory de-
velopment (Sukhera 2022). Describing the different dimensions 
of the corporate criminal career can yield useful information for 
corporate governance structures and regulators. For instance, 
there may be distinct company characteristics that differentiate 
chronic offenders from those that offend rarely or aspects asso-
ciated with downward (as opposed to upward) offending trajec-
tories that could inform both corporate governance systems (as 
to potential corporate “hotspots” and the strengths and weak-
nesses of internal control mechanisms) and regulators (on dif-
ferent features of regulatory enforcement). A narrative approach 
also can help identify strategies for overcoming some mea-
surement limitations identified by critics of longitudinal data 

approaches (Claessens et al.  2023; Cullen et al.  2019; Sullivan 
and McGloin 2014).

2   |   The Criminal Career Paradigm and Corporate 
Criminal Careers

Criminal career research arose when longitudinal data was 
available on individual offending1 (Blumstein et al. 1986; Glueck 
and Glueck  1950; Huizinga et  al.  2003; Loeber et  al.  2003; 
Thornberry and Krohn 2003; Wolfgang et al. 1972). It especially 
focuses on within-individual developments in offending over 
time (Blokland and Nieuwbeerta  2010). The criminal career 
paradigm became influential and provided basic conceptual 
tools to learn more about the patterning of criminal activity over 
time (Blumstein et al. 1986). The paradigm empirically maps an 
individual's criminal activity from the first to the last offense 
(Blumstein et al. 1986), throughout life, without restricting itself 
to any theoretical explanation (Blumstein and Cohen 1987).

The study of criminal careers should, according to Blumstein 
et al. (1986), focus on four dimensions: participation (those who 
commit offenses and those who do not), frequency (the number 
of committed offenses within a given time period), crime mix 
(type of offenses committed, including the severity of said of-
fenses), and duration (the time period between offending onset 
and termination). With longitudinal data, we can investigate 
when and why people start offending (onset), why and how they 
continue to commit violations (persistence), if and why offend-
ing becomes more serious or specialized (escalation), and why 
and when people stop committing violations (desistance). Loeber 
and LeBlanc  (1990) added important dimensions, such as age 
of onset, age of termination, and career duration as boundary 
dimensions because they represent the temporal confines of of-
fending (Blokland 2005). Piquero (2023) mentions that all these 
dimensions could be influenced by various risk and protective 
factors across the entire life-course. Drawing from Sampson 
and Smith's (2021) work showing that crime is also shaped by 
historical and social conditions, Piquero (2023) emphasizes the 
need to pay attention to how cohort patterns are shaped by these 
conditions, including the effects of interventions (control and 
regulation) on career development. Comparing cohort studies 
over time will be a useful strategy to discern these differences. 
Longitudinal corporate crime data are therefore necessary to 
discern empirical patterns that correspond to criminal career di-
mensions and to assess how the socio-legal contexts at different 
points in time affect risk and protective factors across corporate 
life phases.

A criminal career approach to corporate crime may appear 
unconventional at first glance, but it is conceptually more 
grounded than it initially seems. First, the anthropomorphic 
treatment of corporations is well-established in organizational 
sciences, where firms are often conceptualized as decision-
making actors possessing traits and behavioral tendencies 
(Miller and Friesen  1984; Huisman  2016). This perspective is 
also embedded in corporate criminology, which defines cor-
porate crime (in part) as lawbreaking committed by corporate 
entities themselves (Braithwaite  1984). In addition to this, in 
many jurisdictions corporations are recognized as legal persons 
that can be held liable for violations of laws and regulations, 
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similar to individual offenders (Laufer 2006). Second, business 
scholarship has long developed business life-cycle models that 
delineate various stages in a corporation's development, each 
characterized by specific organizational challenges and stra-
tegic risks (Greiner  1972; Quinn and Cameron  1983; Phelps 
et  al.  2007; Levie and Lichtenstein  2010). These phases may 
correspond to varying degrees of exposure to regulatory non-
compliance or illicit behavior (Hunter  2021; Simpson  2019). 
Third, longitudinal analyses of corporate crime are not without 
precedent. In fact, the foundational work of Edwin Sutherland, 
often regarded as the origin of corporate crime scholarship, re-
lied on regulatory enforcement, criminal and civil data to trace 
patterns of corporate offending among American corporations 
(Sutherland 1949/1983). Sutherland (1949/1983) was the first to 
focus on criminal careers of corporations over a significant pe-
riod of time. The 70 corporations followed in his research were 
selected from lists composed in 1929 and 1938 (Chambliss 1984; 
Sutherland 1949/1983). The average length of coverage for the 
corporate sample was 45 years. Most companies were convicted 
of, or found responsible or liable for, at least one violation during 
the study period and some offended often enough to be consid-
ered “chronic” recidivists.

Sutherland adopted a life history approach to analyze corpo-
rate violations long before theories emerged in criminology to 
explain individual criminal careers (Simpson 2019) or organiza-
tional life-cycle theories were fully developed by business schol-
ars (Al-Taie and Cater-Steel 2020; Mosca et al. 2021).

2.1   |   Dimensions of a Criminal Career

The first key criminal career dimension is participation, which 
can “be measured by a fraction of the population ever commit-
ting at least one crime before some age or currently active during 
some particular observation period” (Piquero et al. 2003, 5). The 
duration of the data set clearly affects measurement and identifi-
cation of criminal career concepts. Longer periods are better able 
to capture participation, persistence, and recidivism. Estimates 
of participation may differ depending on the reporting method 
used; self-reports tend to be much higher than official records 
(Piquero, Moffitt, and Wright 2007). Participation also depends 
on the type of crimes that are examined; greater participation 
will be captured if the study focuses on less serious criminal ac-
tivity (Blokland 2005). It also depends on how participation is 
defined, the time period utilized, and the characteristics of the 
sample population (Piquero et al. 2003).

When applying this key dimension to corporations, calculating 
both the base population (the denominator) and a count of first 
time or currently active offenders (the numerator) in a crime rate 
is much more complicated and difficult than with traditional 
individual offenders (Gibbs and Simpson 2009). Prevalence es-
timates will differ depending on whether criminal, civil, and/
or administrative data sources are utilized.2 Corporate of-
fending may be more prevalent in some industries than others 
(Bradshaw  2015; Clinard and Yeager  1980; Szasz  1986); and 
more common among larger than smaller firms (Punch 1996). 
Prevalence will also be affected by how offending is defined 
and measured, that is, by the type of enforcement action. In the 
case of individuals, participation can be measured by arrest or 

conviction. In the case of corporate offenders, a reasonable com-
parison would track cases brought (arrest) versus case conclu-
sions (conviction).

The second key criminal career dimension, frequency, “also 
called lambda, refers to the number of crimes committed by an 
active offender within a given time period” (Blokland 2005, 30). 
The frequency of individual offending is found to be very skewed 
and most of the time a minority of offenders are responsible for 
a disproportionate share of all offenses (Martinez et al. 2017). 
The value of lambda differs for individual offending frequencies 
since researchers provide various definitions and operational-
izations for offense rate (Spelman 1994). One explanation for the 
variation in frequency of offending is the different populations 
in the sample and especially their interactions with the criminal 
justice system (Piquero et al. 2003). Spelman's (1994) research, 
for instance, showed that individual offenders spend long peri-
ods of time in which they commit no crimes at all. Intermittency 
of offending is one of the least well documented criminal career 
parameters (Piquero 2004), and research has shown that some 
individual offenders have conviction-free intervals but they re-
sume offending after a long time (van Koppen et al. 2020). This 
recent research emphasizes the importance of longitudinal re-
search data to capture these spells.

Research by Liu et al. (2011), on the other hand, highlights how 
exposure to criminal justice sanctions can lead to offending 
escalation (increased seriousness) among individual offend-
ers. When applying the frequency dimension to corporate of-
fending and whether exposure to criminal legal sanctions has 
an impact on escalation, we should consider that corporations 
are rarely exposed to criminal justice sanctions (Coffee Jr 2021; 
Lund and Sarin 2021)—sanctions that are more severe, stigma-
tizing, and incapacitating than other kinds of legal responses 
(Sutherland 1949/1983; Clinard and Yeager 1980; Simpson 2019). 
Instead, firms more typically are subjected to civil and espe-
cially regulatory enforcement actions. The former are based 
on restitutive goals which aim to restore and compensate the 
victim(s) and not, per se, to sanction the violator. These inter-
ventions are less likely to link back to a higher recidivism risk 
unless there is a punitive dimension added to the case outcome 
(e.g., treble damages). Regulatory actions generally are geared 
toward returning the violator to compliant status and thus may 
lessen or reduce the risk of future offending. However, too much 
regulatory oversight could lead to offending out of defiance 
(Braithwaite 2009; Schell-Busey et al. 2016) such as when firms 
(managers/employees) view regulation as overzealous, burden-
some, or unfair (Tyler 2009; Verboon and van Dijke 2012). Also, 
it is unknown whether and how interactions with the three legal 
systems (civil, administrative, and criminal) collectively may 
affect corporate offending patterns. Thus, the frequency dimen-
sion and the effect of justice system exposure is more nuanced 
and complex in the context of the corporate criminal career.

Crime mix, the third key criminal career dimension, refers to the 
crimes committed which may vary in nature (Block et al. 2006; 
Piquero et al. 2003; Piquero, Moffitt, and Wright 2007). “The crime 
mix patterns can be thought of as different groups or classes of of-
fending, where the individuals belonging to that group all share 
similar patterns of offending styles” (Elliott et al. 2017, 2). It in-
volves the seriousness of the crime type, whether there is escalation 
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(Liu et al. 2011), and specialization (repetition of the same offense 
or participation in other types of crime). Farrington et al. (1988) 
stated that it is important to understand specialization at an early 
stage to identify which offenses in an individual's criminal career 
might predict future offenses. Previous studies show that criminal 
careers of individual offenders tend to be more versatile than spe-
cialized—where offenders commit various types of crime instead 
of concentrating on one type (Blumstein et  al.  1988; Britt  1996; 
DeLisi  2005; Farrington et  al.  1988; Loeber and LeBlanc  1990; 
Piquero et al. 2003; Wolfgang et al. 1972). Generalizing the results 
of these studies is complicated since researchers have used differ-
ent conceptualizations of specialization. When applying this key 
dimension to corporate offending, we observe that it is not only 
important to capture how often corporations violate rules, but also 
the specific type of offending, offense seriousness, and whether 
there is escalation. Insights into these aspects can provide import-
ant tools to enforcement agencies in their approach to corporate 
offending (Wiering et  al.  2019) as well as highlight compliance 
deficiencies intra-organizationally. The degree of specialization in 
corporate offending refers to the question of whether companies 
that violate the rules in one type of regulation also violate rules 
in other areas. If corporations tend to specialize, and therefore 
violate certain types of rules in particular, the underlying cause 
must be sought within the framework of that specific violation 
(Lynam et al. 2004). For example, a corporation may lack the ex-
pertise required to comply with specific regulations (Kluin 2014). 
In that case, the enforcement strategy should also be specific 
(Hawkins 1984; Kagan and Scholz 1984; Kluin 2014). However, if 
corporations are characterized by violations of a variety of differ-
ent rules, it is more likely that the underlying causes are related to 
cultural or structural characteristics of firms (Huisman 2016) that 
increase offending opportunities3 or fail to prevent and control il-
legality when opportunities arise (lack of or insufficient internal 
compliance mechanisms, cultural social support or incentives for 
illegality). Observing differences along these lines has important 
implications for corporate regulation and governance.

Duration, the fourth key criminal career dimension, refers to 
the time between onset (first offense) and termination (last of-
fense) of offending (Piquero et al. 2003). Only a few long-term 
prospective longitudinal studies have been carried out for 
studying the duration of complete criminal careers (Blokland 
et al. 2005; Blumstein et al. 1982; Jolliffe et al. 2017; Sampson 
and Laub 2003). Studies on individual offending reveal duration 
patterns ranging between 5 and 17 years (Piquero et  al.  2003) 
with males having longer criminal careers than females. 
Visher (2000) found that onset age is related to criminal career 
duration; an early onset predicted a lengthier criminal career 
(Farrington et al. 1998; LeBlanc and Fréchette 1989).

Duration of a criminal career naturally depends on whether longi-
tudinal data encompass initiation of first offending. Historical data 
may include convictions—criminal case outcomes but not arrests. 
Convictions represent an outcome of a criminal legal process and 
not necessarily the beginning of a criminal career. As Thornberry 
and Krohn (2000, 34) point out, “prison data are less useful than 
court or police data as a measure of actual delinquent or criminal 
behavior because they are generated not only by the behavior of 
the perpetrators of offenses, but also by the behavior of police and 
court officials.” But the length of a criminal career depends largely 
on the follow-up period of the study (Clinard and Yeager 1980), the 

metric in which time is measured, whether offenses are officially 
discovered or not, and how offenses pattern over the course of time 
(sporadically, one cluster in time, multiple clusters over time), and 
the length of the offense (Spelman 1994).

When applying this dimension to corporate offending, given the 
paucity of self-reported offending data, the duration of the ca-
reer will be measured by official enforcement actions (e.g., a case 
is brought against an alleged violator or a case is concluded by a 
guilty or responsibility determination). Further, most longitudinal 
studies report their data on a yearly basis and therefore it is un-
clear if violations occurred in January or December of the same 
year. A 12 month span of time such as this is problematic as it 
creates temporal issues with independent variable effects. It also 
may misspecify offense frequency if the behavior clusters at the 
end of 1 year and continues into the beginning of another. Another 
factor to consider is that regulators behave differently than police 
and prosecutors. In many industries, inspections are mandatory 
though infrequent. If regulators discover violations during an 
inspection (especially those of a serious nature), they will return 
to see if the problem has been remedied—potentially uncovering 
more violations during the second visit. Thus, one violation or a 
set of violations at T1 is sometimes not independent of violations at 
T2 and offense or incident counts are likely capturing regulatory 
enforcement behavior as well as company behavior. Lastly, some 
corporate offenses can take place over many years. Price-fixing 
conspiracies, for example, may exist for long periods of time prior 
to official discovery, with different partners joining or leaving the 
conspiracy during that time. Although this kind of problem is not 
unique to corporate crime (e.g., gang activity, non-corporate fraud 
schemes, long-term abuse and victimization), such offenses chal-
lenge crime counts and measures and, consequently, the criminal 
career dimensions of frequency and duration.

The criminal career paradigm is a first necessary step to-
ward a better understanding of corporate criminal careers 
(Hunter 2021) and helps to focus researchers and policy makers 
on evidence-based crime control strategies. Visher (2016) high-
lights the following reasons. First, understanding criminal ca-
reer trajectories provides insight into identifying interventions 
and the timing of those interventions. Second, it is important 
to incorporate preventive interventions on different levels and 
aspects. Third, any consideration of sentencing policies should 
incorporate criminal career dimensions, such as the duration of 
a criminal career. While the criminal career paradigm shares 
conceptual roots with the broader life-course perspective in 
criminology, in this article we focus on the criminal career 
framework (Blumstein et al. 1986; Piquero et al. 2003). This more 
targeted approach allows us to examine the four key dimensions 
of the criminal career paradigm in a structured way. Moreover, 
life-course theory, with its emphasis on individual-level social 
bonds, transitions and turning points (Laub and Sampson 1993; 
Elder 1994) across the criminal career, is not the best framework 
to contextualize organizational-level patterns and mechanisms. 
For this reason, we link our findings to organizational life-cycle 
theory and refer readers to Blokland et al. (2021) for an overview 
of life-course criminology as applied to corporate offending.

Given our interest in the corporate criminal career, a brief dis-
cussion of longitudinal designs in criminology is warranted. In 
the next section, the strengths and weaknesses of longitudinal 
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research, particularly as applied to corporate offending, are 
discussed.

3   |   Notes on Longitudinal Design

Depending on the specific characteristics of the design, longitudinal 
studies allow criminologists to examine the developmental origins 
and pathways of antisocial behavior, juvenile delinquency, adult 
crime, and substance abuse. Because the data are dynamic—often 
following the same subjects and related generations over time (e.g., 
parent and child), research can track within and between individ-
ual patterns of stability and change (attitudinal, behavioral and/
or relational) and properly model temporal relationships between 
independent (risk and protective factors) and dependent variables 
of interest. Absent longitudinal data, it is more difficult to exam-
ine how offending changes over the life-course and what factors 
may be related to such changes (Blokland and Nieuwbeerta 2010). 
The dynamic design has permitted researchers to pose and answer 
pivotal questions relating to, among others, (1) intergenerational 
processes; (2) the relationship between early antisocial conduct 
and later juvenile and adult crime, or substance abuse; (3) whether 
certain risk factors (e.g., poor school performance, adult unem-
ployment, and negative health outcomes) are causes or collateral 
consequences of misconduct; and (4) the impact and consequence 
of arrest and criminal prosecution. Corporate analogies for these 
questions might focus on parent corporations and their subsidiar-
ies/facilities (which change over time) or track firms before and 
after merger activity to evaluate “intergenerational” processes. 
Comparing offending records of firms as they emerge and de-
velop over time (e.g., organizational life-cycle) can show whether 
and how offending patterns persist or change as firms age and 
mature. Like individuals, firms also experience financial and col-
lateral consequences when they are caught and sanctioned for il-
legal behavior. These can include fines, incarceration or dismissal 
of responsible leaders, and a loss of managerial control over the 
firm (corporate probation). Collateral consequences may add rep-
utational damage and negative market reactions, governmental 
restrictions on a firm's ability to compete for contracts, and em-
ployee and consumer dissatisfaction with the company in light of 
offending disclosures.

Although some criminologists contest prioritizing longitudinal 
methods over other (especially cross-sectional) designs (Cullen 
et al. 2019), as corporate crime scholars we observe the impor-
tance of longitudinal data in our field—especially large-scale 
panel or cohort projects that track the same sample of compa-
nies over a substantial period of time. Absent such data, compre-
hensive knowledge about corporate offenders, offense etiology, 
and patterns of corporate crime and regulation more broadly is 
compromised. Cross-sectional studies, an important source of 
information for corporate crime and legal sanctions, may report 
inconsistent findings or a new and unique outcome compared 
with the extant literature. Absent longitudinal studies, however, 
it is difficult to discern whether the results accurately describe a 
subsection of offenders included in the study, are a methodolog-
ical artifact of which variables are measured and modeled, or 
are a consequence of when the study was conducted (true for a 
particular time period). “Such findings say more about the com-
plexity of the phenomena of interest rather than anything else” 
(Hunter  2021, 32). Having access to large-scale longitudinal/

cohort corporate crime data can help to sort out some of these 
questions.

Regardless of the type of design,4 longitudinal data have many 
methodological strengths for the study of corporate crime. 
Because subjects are followed over time, observations are dy-
namic, not static. How and when companies change and the 
contexts in which change occurs can be tracked and linked in 
a proper temporal order—thus enhancing the ability to identify 
and isolate causal processes. When the data are of a panel nature 
(the same firms observed over time), researchers can drill down 
to observe stability and change in processes within firms over 
time (within-firm analysis) or compare groups of companies 
and their responses to events or circumstances in the aggregate 
(between-firm analysis) as a means of tracking developmental 
progressions, patterns, and trends over time. Thus, longitudinal 
data are ideal for theory testing and for measuring the conse-
quences of shifting policies (such as deregulation) and the effects 
of crime prevention and control strategies on future behavior.

There are some downsides to longitudinal data. The data col-
lection efforts are expensive (especially for large samples) and 
access to administrative data on corporate offending and firm 
characteristics is uneven. Most, if not all, longitudinal data in 
the corporate crime area rely on official violation measures 
which are biased and substantially undercount offending. In 
the United States, for instance, regulatory agencies such as 
the Environmental Protection Agency or the Securities and 
Exchange Commission house their own data while federal 
criminal and civil data (Department of Justice) are difficult to 
retrieve and access. Firm-level data that report important inde-
pendent variables of interest such as financials, company and 
market characteristics are not available for all companies and 
reporting periods vary (monthly, quarterly, yearly—calendar 
versus fiscal year). As Gibbs and Simpson (2009) show in their 
overview of regulatory enforcement data registers, there are 
pros and cons to using this type of data. Samples can shrink over 
time (Simpson 1986) as firms go out of business, merge with or 
are bought by other companies, or otherwise disappear from a 
sampling frame (such as dropping from the S&P 1000 or no lon-
ger operating in a particular industry or market). Additionally, 
socio-historical changes and modifications of terms and mea-
sures can affect series reliability over time. Although these 
limitations should be acknowledged, the use of longitudinal 
data offers advantages that appear to outweigh the associated 
drawbacks.

In the sections that follow, we describe the methods used to 
identify the data sources in our systematic narrative review; 
summarize what is contained in the data; and analyze the stud-
ies using a criminal career approach.

4   |   Methods

4.1   |   Data Collection

To identify relevant longitudinal studies for our review, we ex-
amined the corporate crime literature in two separate phases. 
The initial search was conducted by a co-author as part of an-
other project and began in October 2017 and concluded in July 
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2018. The preliminary search used 22 search terms in eight da-
tabases, revealing 72 potentially eligible studies.5 The search in-
cluded terms such as: corporate crime, longitudinal, corporate 
rule violations, corporate illegality, organizational crime, life 
course, regulatory violations, corporate illegal*, etc. To qual-
ify for the study, articles had to examine civil, regulatory, and/
or criminal violations; they needed to be written in English or 
Dutch; and the time period for the study required at least 5 years 
of data. After evaluating the articles for eligibility, only 12 stud-
ies fit the criteria.

The current research team conducted a second search in 2024 
to gather articles published since 2017 and capture any research 
missed in the initial round. We shared our list of studies from 
the initial search with prominent scholars in the field to ask 
whether they had either conducted or knew of any additional 
studies beyond those listed. We also collected and assessed 
the fit of any studies mentioned within the eligible studies 
that were missing from our lists. For example, McKendall and 
Wagner (1997) listed 15 “major studies of corporate illegality” 
in their article (pp. 630–631). We located any studies we were 
missing from such lists. To determine eligibility in this round, 
all co-authors read the articles to verify that they met the in-
clusion criteria. In a few cases, it was difficult to determine 
eligibility based on the information provided in the articles, 
so we emailed the authors to clarify whether the data met our 
eligibility criteria. This process resulted in a final sample of 
33 studies matching our eligibility criteria. Throughout the 
paper, the non-panel and panel studies are discussed sepa-
rately to demonstrate the differences in the conclusions that 
can be drawn from the types of studies. While non-panel stud-
ies are useful for examining aggregate patterns, including fac-
tors related to the criminal career, only panel studies allow for 
assessments of within-company change.

4.2   |   Sample Description

Of the 33 total studies, six used longitudinal datasets that col-
lected violation data over time but did not track the same com-
panies over the period (non-panel studies). The articles are 
listed and summarized in Table  1. Half of these studies were 
conducted in the United States; the others collected data in 
Australia, Sweden, and the United Kingdom. The earliest time 
period examined spanned 1961–1973 while the most recent 
time period covered 2000–2016. Across the six studies, the data 
trended to more recent decades (i.e., post 1980) and on average 
examined 10 years of data. Studies were primarily composed of 
large public companies from the Fortune 500, typically neces-
sitated, in part, by the need for publicly available financial in-
formation. Nearly all the studies used the company as the unit 
of analysis to determine what factors influenced violations or 
decisions against the company. One study differed slightly in 
the unit of analysis, using 33 “corporate groups” composed of 
33 companies and their 1908 subsidiaries (Bartlett et al. 2020). 
The non-panel samples ranged in size from those 33 corporate 
groups to 2952 companies.

All of the enforcement outcomes of interest for the non-panel 
studies relied on final verdict data. These are cases where 
guilt or responsibility was determined, that is, guilty pleas, 

convictions, settlements, administrative law judge final orders, 
regulatory violations, and so on. In terms of offense type, the 
studies offer a range of general and specific offenses; two stud-
ies examined a variety of regulatory violations (Alalehto 2010; 
Bartlett et al. 2020), two analyzed antitrust offenses (Dalton 
and Kesner  1988; Perez  1978), and two focused on environ-
mental wrongdoing (Hunter 2023; Johnson et al. 2020). Most 
studies included administrative, civil, and criminal enforce-
ment actions, although one focused exclusively on criminal 
cases (Johnson et al. 2020). Within these non-panel datasets, a 
number of independent variables were examined, but the most 
common were firm financial performance, firm size, and in-
dustry sector.

The remaining 27 longitudinal studies employed a panel 
design that followed the same companies over time (see 
Table 1). Again, the majority of studies were conducted in the 
United States; only four were non-U.S. studies, three Dutch 
(Kluin et al. 2018, 2025; Meester, Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, 
Schuur, and Wassenburg 2025) and one that followed global 
companies representing 33 different countries (Orudzheva 
et al. 2020). The panel studies spanned an even wider period of 
time than the non-panel studies, with the earliest study being 
Sutherland's  (1949/1983) seminal work covering the years 
1890–1940 and the most recent examining a time period from 
2007 to 2021 (Kluin et  al.  2025). These studies also focused 
largely on the 1980s, 1990s, and 2000s but were more likely 
to include earlier decades and were also more likely to cover 
multiple decades than the non-panel datasets. Four studies ex-
amined more than 40 years of data (Simpson  1986; Simpson 
and Koper  1992, 1997; Sutherland  1949/1983). Like the non-
panel studies, the panel studies primarily focused on large, 
public companies from either the Fortune 500 or the S&P 
500. A noticeable percentage (52%), though, selected compa-
nies from a specific industry or sector, guided by multiple of-
fending opportunities of different types within the industry 
(Block et al. 2006). The company year was the unit of analysis 
for all the panel studies with two exceptions: Meester, Kluin, 
Blokland, Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg  (2025) con-
ducted both a ship and business-level analysis and Johnson 
et al.  (2020) examined both individual and company offend-
ers. The samples of the panel studies ranged from 19 coal com-
panies to 4621 firms.

In terms of data sources for the dependent variables in the 
panel studies, 16 cast a wide net examining criminal, civil, 
and regulatory offenses and enforcement actions (Block 
et  al.  2006; Kedia et  al.  2017; Kluin et  al.  2018, 2025; Long 
et  al.  2012; McKendall and Wagner  1997; Meester, Kluin, 
Blokland, Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg 2025; Mishina 
et  al.  2010; Simpson  1986; Simpson et  al.  2007, 2020, 2025; 
Simpson and Koper 1992, 1997; Staw and Szwajkowski 1975; 
Sutherland  1949/1983); five restricted their data to crim-
inal behavior (Asch and Seneca  1975, 1976; Baucus and 
Near 1991; Harte 2011; Kesner et al. 1986); and three focused 
on regulatory offenses (Gibbs and Simpson  2009; Prechel 
and Zheng  2016; Simpson and Schell  2009). The remainder 
relied on alternatives to legal records. Of these, one study 
used firm financial restatements (Prechel and Morris  2010); 
another employed self-reported pollution releases known as 
Toxic Chemical Release Inventory (Stretesky et  al.  2013). 
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Lastly, one study used business conduct risks (Orudzheva 
et  al.  2020). The majority of the studies (11) analyzed final 
verdict or case conclusions; nine used initiated cases (Kedia 
et  al.  2017; Meester, Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, Schuur, 
and Wassenburg  2025; Orudzheva et  al.  2020; Prechel and 
Zheng  2016; Simpson  1986; Simpson and Koper  1992, 1997; 
Simpson et  al.  2020, 2025), four included a mix of initi-
ated and concluded cases (Kluin et  al.  2018, 2025; Simpson 
et al. 2007; Staw and Szwajkowski 1975), two used self-report 
data rather than enforcement data (Prechel and Morris 2010; 
Stretesky et al. 2013), and one could not be determined (Block 
et  al.  2006). The offense types investigated varied greatly 
across panel studies; 10 examined an assortment of offenses 
(Baucus and Near 1991; Block et al. 2006; Harte 2011; Kedia 
et  al.  2017; Kluin et  al.  2018, 2025; Mishina et  al.  2010; 
Simpson et  al.  2020, 2025; Sutherland  1949/1983); seven fo-
cused on antitrust/anti-competition violations (Asch and 
Seneca 1975, 1976; Kesner et al. 1986; Simpson 1986; Simpson 
and Koper  1992, 1997; Staw and Szwajkowski  1975); six an-
alyzed environmental violations (Gibbs and Simpson  2009; 
Long et al. 2012; McKendall and Wagner 1997; Meester, Kluin, 
Blokland, Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg 2025; Simpson 
et al. 2007; Stretesky et al. 2013), two examined financial of-
fenses (Prechel and Morris  2010; Prechel and Zheng  2016), 
one covered corruption, money laundering, bribery, and ex-
tortion (Orudzheva et al. 2020), and one focused on occupa-
tional safety violations (Simpson and Schell 2009). There was 
a greater variety of independent variables in the panel stud-
ies, but the most common were similar to non-panel studies, 
with firm financial performance and firm size being the most 
frequently used. Industry factors played a larger role in these 
analyses, with market sector, concentration, and profitability 
appearing often. There were also investigations into the im-
pact of prior offending, enforcement actions, and various cor-
porate governance measures, including but not restricted to, 
commitment to corporate social responsibility (Harte  2011), 
independence of CEO and board members (Kesner et al. 1986; 
Simpson and Koper 1997; Simpson et al. 2020), ethical climate 
(McKendall and Wagner 1997), background of CEO and pro-
motional path (Simpson and Koper 1997); and gender diversity 
and background of the board (Simpson et al. 2020).

In general, the analyses in both non-panel and panel papers 
were tailored to the specific interests of the researchers and 
their data, and the majority of this work focused on corporate 
crime etiology. However, simpler analytic techniques were 
more common among the non-panel studies; the majority 
(4/6) used descriptive analysis (Bartlett et al. 2020), cross-tabs 
(Alalehto  2010; Dalton and Kesner  1988), and graphs repre-
senting percentages of cases (Johnson et al. 2020). The remain-
ing two studies (Hunter 2023; Perez 1978) conducted analyses 
using various regressions, and in one instance also used factor 
analysis and path modeling (Perez  1978). Analyses in panel 
studies were generally more statistically complex; only a mi-
nority of studies (18.5%) used simple analytic techniques, such 
as descriptive analysis/case studies (Sutherland  1949/1983), 
correlations (Gibbs and Simpson  2009; Kesner et  al.  1986), 
chi-square tests (Asch and Seneca  1975), and z-tests (Staw 
and Szwajkowski  1975). The remaining studies used re-
gressions and advanced methods for addressing change 
over time, including event-history analysis (Baucus and 

Near  1991; Simpson and Koper  1992; Simpson et  al.  2007), 
historical/archival analysis (Harte 2011), time series analysis 
(Simpson and Schell  2009), group-based trajectory analysis 
(Kluin et al. 2018, 2025; Meester, Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, 
Schuur, and Wassenburg 2025; Simpson et al. 2025), and case-
crossover (Long et al. 2012).

Non-panel studies were less likely to test theoretical perspec-
tives; only two of the six studies engaged in theory-testing. Those 
studies examined support for deterrence and differential social 
organization. On the other hand, 18 of the 27 panel studies (74%) 
examined a wide variety of theoretical frameworks, including 
newer theories such as life-course and organizational life-cycle 
theories (Kluin et  al.  2018, 2025; Meester, Kluin, Blokland, 
Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg 2025). In part, this was re-
lated to the fact that nearly 56% of panel studies (15) examined 
within-company differences, which is helpful for causal infer-
ence as each firm serves as its own control.

In the next section, we conduct a systematic narrative review 
to determine themes and patterns in methodology and findings 
across studies. Specifically, we examine the findings of previous 
research to establish what they reveal about predictors of cor-
porate offending and corporate criminal careers. We conclude 
with a discussion of the limitations of the literature and recom-
mendations for future longitudinal research investigating cor-
porate criminal careers.

5   |   Results

There are several common findings among these studies, many 
of which can be examined through a criminal career lens. 
Specifically, we fit reported results into each criminal career 
dimension (participation, frequency, crime mix, and duration). 
In doing so, we also make note of areas that require further 
investigation.

Before examining these results, however, we reiterate the logic 
behind how findings from these studies tap into criminal career 
dimensions. Participation is related to whether a corporation 
engages in offending or not (either in general or at specific time 
points), regardless of the extent of this offending. Studies that 
measured offending or illegal behavior outcomes through binary 
indicators were thus considered to be assessing variables related 
to participation. Frequency considers the level of offending or 
illegal behavior by a corporation, including counts and rates of 
offending by particular businesses or groups of firms. Studies 
that measured offending or illegal behavior outcomes through 
the number of offenses/violations were therefore considered to 
be examining factors related to frequency. Crime mix examines 
variation in the kinds of illegal behavior engaged in by a firm 
(including seriousness and escalation), as well as the extent to 
which such behavior is specialized or generalized. Finally, dura-
tion addresses the length of a criminal career. Each section will 
categorize findings from the studies under review as they relate 
to these dimensions in their application to corporate offend-
ing, although some findings may fall into multiple dimensions. 
Findings that are more pertinent to the criminal career para-
digm, such as those relating to variables commonly discussed 
at the individual level, are examined first in each section before 
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discussing more general findings related to corporate offending 
as they can be understood through this lens. Table 2 presents 
an overview of the key findings on criminal career dimensions.

5.1   |   Participation

Regarding participation in offending, studies revealed corpo-
rate offending to be a relatively common occurrence rather than 
a rare event (Alalehto  2010; Kluin et  al.  2018, 2025; Meester, 
Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg  2025; 
Sutherland 1949/1983). However, some studies found that most 
firms do not have formal actions brought against them (Kluin 
et al. 2025; Simpson et al. 2025). The observed discrepancy across 
studies may be due to variations in the data examined (e.g., the 
sample of firms and offense types included in the study), biases 
associated with official data (i.e., the hidden figure of crime), as 
well as the kind of legal responses examined (regulatory, civil, 
versus criminal violations).

A few studies also report findings regarding the “age” of a com-
pany. While age is difficult to define in the corporate context 
(Blokland et  al.  2021), whether a corporation was formed rel-
atively recently or has existed for a substantial period of time 
can be assessed and considered in our analyses. For instance, 
Hunter (2023) found that firms that were newer at the time of 
their first offense were more likely to engage in environmen-
tal reoffending. This pattern is suggestive that firms, like in-
dividuals who onset during early life phases, are more likely 
to continue offending (recidivate) throughout their life-cycle. 
Outside of recidivism, Kedia et al. (2017) conducted t-tests and 
found that older firms tended to have more offending firm-
years. This relationship is in contrast with the individual-level 
literature that indicates younger people offend more often but 
makes sense given that older firms have longer opportunities to 
offend. However, the positive relationship between age and of-
fending risk reversed when Kedia et al. (2017) conducted regres-
sion analyses that controlled for other variables, suggesting that 
younger firms are actually at a higher risk for offending when 
accounting for confounding factors. These complicated results 
demonstrate the uncertain relationship between company age 
and offending and suggest the possibility that different stages 
of the organizational life-cycle related to age may create unique 
conditions and pressures that increase the risk of certain types 
of corporate offending while lessening others (e.g., younger 
firms may be more apt to violate environmental requirements 
while older firms “cook” the books).6 Organizations that are 
newly formed tend to have fewer personnel and/or a less struc-
tured bureaucracy with evolving rules and procedures to guide 
employees regarding legal versus illegal business requirements–
values and norms are still crystalizing. Older firms are more apt 
to have these structures in place but survival threats from new 
sources of competition, lack of innovation, and bureaucratic os-
sification create pressures for solutions that may result in illegal 
means to solve problems. It is important to note, however, that 
Prechel and Morris (2010) and Prechel and Zheng (2016) found 
that age was unrelated to a firm's likelihood of financial mal-
feasance after controlling for organizational complexity, which 
increased with age. Some versions of organizational life-cycle 
theory emphasize how firm growth and expansion require new 
internal complex structures with their own hierarchies; thus, 

age is associated with firm complexity. These results suggest 
that further investigations into the age of a corporation will need 
to take into account firm complexity and offense type.

Many studies additionally report findings that are consistently 
known and understood in the corporate criminological litera-
ture, although they were not examined through the criminal ca-
reer lens. However, since the majority of these results appear for 
both participation and frequency of offending, we report those 
only pertaining to participation here and discuss the overlap-
ping findings in the frequency section alone.

The most commonly reported finding is that larger compa-
nies, compared with smaller firms, are more likely to engage 
in offending or illegal behavior (Asch and Seneca  1975, 1976; 
Baucus and Near  1991; Dalton and Kesner  1988; Harte  2011; 
Hunter 2023; Kedia et al. 2017; Mishina et al. 2010; Orudzheva 
et al. 2020; Prechel and Morris 2010; Prechel and Zheng 2016; 
Simpson and Koper 1997), although the effect of size is inconsis-
tent across the studies. Some show no relationship between com-
pany size and environmental violations (Long et al. 2012) while 
others report more complex patterns that vary by type of deci-
sion (Alalehto 2010) or measurement, that is, count of violations 
versus violation rates (Gibbs and Simpson 2009). Thus, observed 
differences relating to size may be a consequence of construct 
measurement and whether one examines cases brought against 
a company, cases concluded (convictions), or firm reporting of 
violations. Offense type also may differentially be related to 
company size. Many organizational life-cycle theories highlight 
firm size (and complexity) as central characteristics that distin-
guish one life-cycle stage from another; however, some models 
emphasize developmental links to company size while others 
emphasize age (Mosca et al. 2021). Both variables may be use-
ful for predicting the likelihood of offending participation once 
measurement nuances are worked out.

Beyond firm size, factors concerning other characteristics of 
firms appear to be related to participation in illegal behavior as 
well. For example, Bartlett et al. (2020) found offending largely 
was concentrated in wholly owned subsidiary corporations 
rather than in parent corporations. Similarly, owning a greater 
number of facilities is associated with increased offending 
when compared to firms owning fewer or no facilities (Simpson 
et al. 2007; Prechel and Zheng 2016). These results may be re-
lated to: (a) differential offending opportunities between firms—
those with subsidiaries or facilities have more opportunities to 
violate the law; (b) structural and cultural similarities between 
parent firms and the owned entities that encourage offending; 
(c) a breakdown in management control between parent com-
panies and their subsidiaries/facilities; and/or (d) subsidiaries 
and facilities may be subject to different laws and regulations 
than their parent company depending on where they operate. 
Additionally, attributes of firms and the broader environment 
such as performance anxiety or pressures to meet certain expec-
tations of shareholders (Block et al. 2006; Mishina et al. 2010) 
are associated with participation in illegal behavior. Changes 
in organizational design and structure may signify movement 
from one life-cycle stage to another while possibly triggering 
new offending patterns. Similarly, responsiveness to external 
pressures and crises activate the process of organizational devel-
opment (Adizes 1979; Galbraith 1982; Lippitt and Schmidt 1967) 
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TABLE 2    |    Key criminal career findings from longitudinal studies.

Dimension Novel findings from the narrative review Common findings from the narrative review

Participation •	 Offending among companies is relatively common 
(Alalehto 2010; Kluin et al. 2018; Kluin et al. 2025; Meester, 
Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg 2025; 
Sutherland 1949/1983)

•	 Firms that are newer at time of first offense are more likely to 
reoffend (Hunter 2023)

•	 Mixed results: t-tests showed older firms had more non-
compliant firm years, but regression analyses revealed that 
younger firms exhibit higher financial reporting risk (Kedia 
et al. 2017)

•	 Age unrelated to firm's offending once control for 
organizational complexity (Prechel and Morris 2010; Prechel 
and Zheng 2016)

•	 Larger companies offend more than smaller companies 
(Asch and Seneca 1975, 1976; Baucus and Near 1991; 
Dalton and Kesner 1988; Harte 2011; Hunter 2023; 
Kedia et al. 2017; Mishina et al. 2010; Orudzheva 
et al. 2020; Prechel and Morris 2010; Prechel and 
Zheng 2016; Simpson and Koper 1997)

•	 Subsidiaries more likely to offend than parent 
companies (Bartlett et al. 2020)

•	 Companies with more subsidiaries were more likely to 
offend (Prechel and Zheng 2016)a

•	 Performance anxiety/shareholder pressure is associated 
with participation in illegal behavior (Block et al. 2006; 
Mishina et al. 2010)

Frequency •	 Small number of companies commit disproportionate number 
of offenses (Alalehto 2010; Bartlett et al. 2020; Hunter 2023; 
Kluin et al. 2018, 2025; Meester, Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, 
Schuur, and Wassenburg 2025; Simpson et al. 2025)

•	 Repeat offending is common (Kedia et al. 2017; 
Sutherland 1949/1983)

•	 Prior offending predicts future offending (Kedia et al. 2017; 
Simpson and Koper 1997; Stretesky et al. 2013)

•	 Violations predict future offending in cross-sectional analysis 
but are associated with fewer offenses in longitudinal analysis 
(Simpson and Schell 2009)

•	 Companies with more facilities have higher offense counts but 
lower rates of offending (Simpson et al. 2007)a

•	 Frequency of violations is not evenly distributed across 
businesses (Meester, Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, Schuur, and 
Wassenburg 2025)

•	 Offending is shaped by historical period (Johnson et al. 2020; 
Kluin et al. 2018, 2025; Mishina et al. 2010; Orudzheva 
et al. 2020; Simpson et al. 2007)

•	 Board gender diversity is positively related to corporate 
offending when just one token female on the board (Simpson 
et al. 2020)a

•	 Laws or enforcement actions lower the risk of 
reoffending (Harte 2011; Simpson and Koper 1992; 
Simpson et al. 2020)

•	 Financial performance and economic factors linked to 
increased offending (Alalehto 2010; Asch and Seneca 
1975; Asch and Seneca 1976; Block et al. 2006; Harte 
2011; Kedia et al. 2017; Mishina et al. 2010; Perez 1978; 
Simpson 1986; Staw and Szwajkowski 1975)

•	 Industry norms and profitability are associated 
with illegality (Kedia et al. 2017; McKendall and 
Wagner 1997; Simpson 1986; Simpson et al. 2007)

•	 Some industries are more criminogenic than others 
(Alalehto 2010; Asch and Seneca 1975; Asch and 
Seneca 1976; Bartlett et al. 2020; Baucus and Near 1991; 
Hunter 2023; Kedia et al. 2017; Kluin et al. 2025; 
McKendall and Wagner 1997; Simpson 1986; Simpson 
and Koper 1992; Staw and Szwajkowski 1975)

•	 Environmental and internal conditions of the firm 
increase illegality (Baucus and Near 1991; Orudzheva 
et al. 2020; Prechel and Morris 2010)

•	 Board size increases offending (Block et al. 2006; 
Mishina et al. 2010)

•	 Higher CEO compensation increases financial reporting 
risk (Kedia et al. 2017).

•	 Outsiders on corporate boards are unrelated to firm 
offending (Kesner et al. 1986)

•	 CEO succession lowers the risk of future offending 
while certain CEO backgrounds increase offending 
(Simpson and Koper 1997)a

Crime mix •	 Support for generalization in offending (Baucus and 
Near 1991)

•	 Various predictors led to offending across offense types, with 
a few exceptions related to antitrust offending (Baucus and 
Near 1991)

•	 Profit-squeeze variables generally produced similar impact on 
trivial and serious antitrust violations, though value-added 
by manufacturer increased trivial violations and decreased 
serious antitrust violations (Simpson 1986)

•	 Predictors of serious and non-serious environmental 
violations vary (McKendall and Wagner 1997)

•	 Severity of offending depends on historical point in time 
(Harte 2011; Orudzheva et al. 2020)

•	 Minority of offenses appear to be serious violations (Simpson 
and Schell 2009)

Duration •	 Distinct trajectories with various patterns of offending over 
time exist for corporations (Kluin et al. 2018; Kluin et al. 2025; 
Meester, Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg 
2025; Simpson et al. 2025)

aThese results have implications for participation and frequency, but we only post them in the table under participation. We discuss the results in both participation 
and frequency in the text.
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but contextually create intra-organizational strains that can in-
crease the risk of corporate offending.

5.2   |   Frequency

Concerning frequency, similar to major findings about individual 
criminal careers, several studies, both panel and non-panel, reveal 
that a relatively small number of companies are responsible for 
most or a substantial portion of all reported offenses (Alalehto 2010; 
Bartlett et al. 2020; Hunter 2023; Kluin et al. 2018, 2025; Meester, 
Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg  2025; 
Simpson et al. 2025). For example, Kluin et al. (2025) found that 
among 567 Dutch Seveso corporations examined from 2007 to 
2021, 72.36% of detected violations were committed by 37.57% of 
the corporations, and 33.60% of violations were committed by only 
11.11% of corporations that were identified as committing 40+ vi-
olations during the period. Bartlett et al. (2020) examined corpo-
rate groups (firms plus subsidiaries) and found similar patterns. 
Specifically, 33.3% of offending corporate groups were responsible 
for 76.4% of offenses—most of which were committed by corpo-
rate subsidiaries. Hunter (2023) noted that a small proportion of 
the corporations were responsible for the majority of the violations; 
528 companies committed half of the violations (2442 of 4866 
violations).

Second, repeat offenders are relatively common (Kedia 
et al. 2017; Sutherland 1949/1983). Corporations tend to engage 
in multiple instances of offending rather than a single act, sim-
ilar to that of individual offending. Further, prior violations are 
predictive of future offending (Kedia et al. 2017; Simpson and 
Koper 1997; Stretesky et al. 2013) and including prior offending 
in one's statistical model improves the fit of the data (Baucus 
and Near 1991). However, Simpson and Schell (2009) noted that 
while prior OSHA violations were predictive of future violations 
when data were analyzed cross-sectionally, companies in their 
sample had fewer offenses in subsequent years when examined 
longitudinally. A similar pattern was observed in the original 
data Simpson and Schell (2009) used for their study but which 
focused on environmental violations instead of OSHA offenses 
(Simpson et al. 2007). In addition, firms with more facilities had 
higher offending counts over time. However, when offending 
was calculated as a rate instead of a count, the pattern reversed 
such that firms with more facilities had a lower offending rate 
than firms that owned fewer facilities. Meester, Kluin, Blokland, 
Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg  (2025) found that the fre-
quency of registered violations in the Dutch inland shipping in-
dustry was not evenly distributed across businesses. Thus, more 
frequent offenders may cluster in certain businesses. These 
findings highlight the importance of longitudinal research for 
understanding the criminal careers of corporations, as well as 
potential variations in corporate structure, offense type and 
measurement.

Third, historical time and place (Elder  1994) and cohort dif-
ferences (Neil and Sampson 2021) may be linked to corporate 
offending frequency (as well as whether firms participate in of-
fending at all). Several studies found that the point in history 
or the year to be associated with offending patterns, possibly 
due to changes in governmental regulations, enforcement prac-
tices, as well as the political and economic environment of a 

given firm (Johnson et al. 2020; Kluin et al. 2018, 2025; Mishina 
et al. 2010; Orudzheva et al. 2020; Simpson et al. 2007). Johnson 
et al. (2020) study of environmental prosecutions in the United 
States from 1985 to 2010 reveals that both the extent to which 
companies were prosecuted for environmental offenses and the 
kind of offenses, organizations, and actors held liable (individu-
als or organizations) changed during their examination period. 
In a similar manner, when companies are created and the eco-
nomic environment that exists during distinct stages of their 
lifecycle may result in varying offending patterns–circling back 
to the idea of cohort differences as seen for offending patterns 
among people (although this was not explicitly examined by any 
of the studies assessed in this review). Different points in history 
will provide more or less opportunity for corporate offending 
and whether a company engages in illegal behavior may be par-
tially dependent upon this broader socio-historical context–in-
cluding reactions to offending (crime control responses such as 
deregulation or deterrence strategies that focus prosecution ef-
forts on responsible individuals instead of the company). Thus, 
the manner in which corporate characteristics relate to criminal 
career dimensions also appears to depend upon historical time 
and place. Similarly, the socio-historical context may explain 
variation in life-cycle patterns (e.g., linear/nonlinear, Habib and 
Hasan 2019) over time.

More general findings that are discussed in the broader corporate 
crime literature were also noted to be important for frequency of 
offending. First, there is limited evidence favoring deterrence. 
Conceptually, deterrence ties the threat of or application of pun-
ishment to lowering offending among actively offending firms 
or to desistance. A selection of the studies (Harte 2011; Simpson 
and Koper 1992; Simpson et al. 2020) show that certain policies 
(e.g., changes in law) or types of legal sanctions (criminal com-
pared with regulatory and civil) reduce the risk of reoffending. 
In contrast, others found that sanctions had little impact on the 
likelihood of environmental reoffending (Hunter 2023; Simpson 
et al. 2007). These mixed results suggest that deterrent effects 
may depend upon the kind of offending examined, the agency 
doing the enforcing, and/or the type and degree of punishment 
applied (Bartlett et al. 2020). However, given that some studies 
rely on non-panel data (Bartlett et al. 2020; Hunter 2023) and 
examine companies and legal regimes from outside the United 
States (England and Australia), it is difficult to draw concrete 
conclusions.

Second, from a criminal career perspective, there may be im-
portant differences among the firms identified as frequent 
offenders which could better inform intervention strate-
gies. For instance, characteristics like financial performance 
(Alalehto 2010; Asch and Seneca 1975, 1976; Simpson et al. 2007; 
Staw and Szwajkowski 1975) and economic factors (Perez 1978) 
are also linked to increased illegal behavior by firms, although 
the performance indicator selected likely matters for results 
(Simpson et al. 2007). Firms with low profitability or poor per-
formance, including the prospect of poor future financial per-
formance, have an increased risk of offending (Block et al. 2006; 
Mishina et al. 2010). Also notable is an apparent positive asso-
ciation between some forms of illegality and company growth/
profitability (Harte  2011; Kedia et  al.  2017; Simpson  1986). 
Furthermore, characteristics of specific industries such as in-
dustry norms (Kedia et  al.  2017) and profitability (McKendall 
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15Regulation & Governance, 2026

and Wagner 1997; Simpson 1986; Simpson et al. 2007) are asso-
ciated with more or less frequent firm illegality depending upon 
the measure.

Third, across both panel and non-panel studies, several com-
pany characteristics are important for understanding the fre-
quency of offending as well as participation. Studies suggest 
that companies in certain industries are not only more likely to 
participate in offending (Alalehto 2010; Asch and Seneca 1975, 
1976; Bartlett et al. 2020; Baucus and Near 1991; Hunter 2023; 
Kedia et  al.  2017; Kluin et  al.  2018, 2025; McKendall and 
Wagner 1997; Simpson 1986; Simpson and Koper 1992; Staw and 
Szwajkowski 1975), both relative to other firms (Alalehto 2010; 
Bartlett et  al.  2020; Baucus and Near  1991; Hunter  2023) and 
compared to other industries in the study (Simpson 1986; Staw 
and Szwajkowski  1975), but also engage in more frequent of-
fending or illegal behavior relative to other offending firms 
(Alalehto  2010; Bartlett et  al.  2020; Baucus and Near  1991; 
Hunter 2023; Simpson et al. 2007). This indicates that certain 
industries are more likely to have offending firms generally 
(participation), and some may foster greater offending behav-
ior compared to other industries (frequency). However, stud-
ies diverge regarding which industries are most criminogenic. 
Industry sectors, like manufacturing (Alalehto  2010), finance 
(Bartlett et al. 2020), and others, were noted as offending more 
often, but this depended upon the data examined and whether 
these broad industrial categories are broken into specific busi-
ness types (e.g., auto manufacturing, steel manufacturing, 
pulp & paper). More work is needed to drill down on whether 
offending, participation, and frequency are related to industry 
characteristics (e.g., some industries are more regulated than 
others), differences among firms in specific industries, or an in-
teraction between firm and industry characteristics (Wang and 
Holtfreter 2011).

Other aspects such as environmental and internal factors (Baucus 
and Near 1991; Orudzheva et al. 2020; Prechel and Morris 2010) 
and corporate governance structures (Alalehto  2010; Block 
et  al.  2006; Harte  2011; Long et  al.  2012; Mishina et  al.  2010; 
Prechel and Zheng  2016; Simpson and Koper  1997; Simpson 
et  al.  2020) also appear to be related to both participation in 
and frequency of illegal behavior by firms. Regarding corporate 
governance structures, studies found that factors like board size 
(Block et al. 2006; Mishina et al. 2010), corporate restructuring 
(Long et al. 2012), and executive compensation (salary and bo-
nuses) (Prechel and Zheng 2016) were positively related to par-
ticipation in different kinds of corporate offending. Importantly, 
these characteristics and features of firms also tie into different 
phases of the organizational life-cycle. For instance, develop-
mental shifts affect the emergence of new management struc-
tures (Adizes 1979) which may be activated by environmental 
(external) pressures and opportunities (Galbraith  1982). Other 
relationships between corporate governance structures and 
offending in these studies were less straightforward, such as 
the role of board gender diversity (Simpson et  al.  2020) and 
CEO/Board chair separation (Block et  al.  2006), indicating a 
need for more replication to collaborate results. For frequency, 
Harte (2011) found that the Sarbanes-Oxley Act (SOX), through 
its influence as a corporate governance mechanism, decreased 
illegal corporate behavior. Further related to corporate gover-
nance structures, Simpson and Koper (1997) found that changes 

in top management (CEO turnover) were related to decreases in 
offending, while CEO background characteristics (being previ-
ously in finance and administration) were associated with in-
creased offending. Governance characteristics—such as having 
outsiders on corporate boards, were unrelated to decreases in 
firm illegality (Kesner et  al.  1986). These variables and char-
acteristics can be examined further within a criminal career 
paradigm to identify risk and protective factors across the cor-
porate life-cycle. Specifically, a strand of corporate governance 
research investigates life-cycle effects on “board structure, ex-
ecutive compensation, CSR [corporate social responsibility] 
activities and other corporate governance issues” (Habib and 
Hasan 2019, 197). All of these governance mechanisms (which 
vary across life-cycle stages) can be linked directly to corporate 
offending patterns. These linkages offer important avenues for 
future research.

5.3   |   Crime Mix

Relatively little research that we reviewed deals directly with 
the nuances of crime type, that is what kinds of offenses are 
committed, how serious they are, and whether there is evidence 
of specialization or generalization. As discussed in the data and 
methods section, most of the studies focus on specific kinds of 
offending like environmental offenses, antitrust, or corruption. 
Of the studies that did examine a variety of offenses, only one 
analyzed offending by type (Baucus and Near 1991); other stud-
ies examined all offending types together to create a general 
measure of offending. Further, while three studies (Perez 1978; 
Simpson et al. 2007, 2025) analyzed differences within specific 
offense categories, these kinds of examinations do not allow us 
to assess how offending varies by different kinds of crime or vio-
lations. Because of this, it is difficult to determine whether there 
are variations across company characteristics and offending pat-
terns, trends, and trajectories dependent upon the type of offense 
or violation as we see with individual offending. The one study 
that did analyze predictors across offense types found that var-
ious predictors led to offending across the board, with a few ex-
ceptions related to antitrust offending (Baucus and Near 1991). 
Thus, some evidence exists for generalization in offending.

In terms of offending seriousness, Simpson  (1986) separates 
antitrust/anticompetitive violations by those considered trivial 
or serious, finding similarities in the effects of various profit-
squeeze variables. However, industry level profitability “([v]
alue-added by manufacturer) is positive in its relationship with 
trivial violations but negative and significant when predicting 
serious antitrust criminality” (Simpson 1986, 868). McKendall 
and Wagner  (1997) separated corporate offending into serious 
and non-serious environmental violations per 1000 employees, 
yielding varying levels of support for proposed relationships. 
Relative to historical time and place, Harte  (2011) found that 
larger firms engaged in more serious offending in the pre-SOX 
(Sarbanes-Oxley Act) era than after. Similarly, Orudzheva 
et  al.  (2020) examined the severity of corruption, finding that 
the number of high severity issues increased after 2009–2013. 
Simpson and Schell  (2009) also found, descriptively, in their 
sample of companies that most OSHA violations were classi-
fied as either “serious” or “other” while only 12% of violations 
could be placed in the three other categories (willful, repeat, 
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and unclassified). Collectively, these results may indicate a lack 
of variety in seriousness within studies that focus on one kind 
of offending and/or that findings are variable and context de-
pendent. They also may suggest that, similar to previous dis-
cussions, elements of the regulatory environment which change 
over time may influence the seriousness of corporate offending 
or the types of violations generally. Given this, more research is 
needed to explore these elements of crime mix.

5.4   |   Duration

The last dimension, duration, is much more difficult to iden-
tify in corporate offending data as it requires a longitudinal, 
within-company assessment of how companies change in their 
offending participation and frequency over a substantial period 
of time. Further, the exact beginning and end of a corporation's 
criminal career depends on measuring offending over the corpo-
rate life-cycle, from the “birth” of a company to its “death.” And, 
as we discuss later, the corporate life-cycle is not necessarily 
linear, nor do all firms follow the same paths. Therefore, it will 
be important empirically to describe how duration may vary by 
these different life-cycle pathways.

A few panel studies utilizing group-based trajectory modeling 
offer some insights into this career dimension, finding identifi-
able groups of corporations that have varying patterns of offend-
ing over time (Kluin et al. 2018, 2025; Meester, Kluin, Blokland, 
Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg 2025; Simpson et al. 2025). 
In their study of inland shipping in the Netherlands, Meester, 
Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg  (2025) 
show that firms can be broken down into groups by the fre-
quency of observed violations over time. Most companies were 
consistently low in their recorded violations while a small mi-
nority were consistently high (as is the case with individual 
offenders), and others were either rising or declining in their 
violations. When offending was analyzed at the ship level, there 
was no constantly high group, but a constant low, increasing, 
decreasing, and strongly decreasing group emerged. However, 
because this study only examined a 5 year period (2015–2020), 
conclusions about the true “duration” of offending are diffi-
cult to ascertain. In another study from the Netherlands, Kluin 
et  al.  (2025) examined violations (N = 11,079) among Dutch 
Seveso corporations (N = 567) over a much longer period (2007–
2021) using group based trajectory modeling. They distinguish 
seven trajectory groups, with three groups showing less than 
2 violations per year during the 15-year follow-up period. The 
other groups show an increasing or decreasing trajectory path-
way of offending with a yearly average of violating rules ranging 
from 9.5 to 3 and 1 to 5.5. Regulatory enforcement pressure was 
taken into account after accounting for the number of inspec-
tions. Finally, Simpson et al. (2025) used trajectory analysis to 
examine incidents of alleged accounting fraud, bribery, anti-
competitive behavior, and environmental offending by US-based 
S&P 1500 companies between 1996 and 2013 (N = 3385 firms). 
This study showed a wide distribution of offending across firms 
(range = 1–138 incidents), but most companies did not offend 
at all during the time period (even though the study measured 
offending broadly–using a combination of civil, criminal, and 
regulatory enforcement actions). The analysis fitted three tra-
jectory groups of which the most common pattern (nearly 85%) 

was the never or almost never offending group. The second most 
common trajectory group, but capturing far fewer companies, 
was the intermittent/occasional offender (12.5%). These firms 
reveal a pattern of offending over time, but at a low level per 
year. The third trajectory group, represented by a small (2.9%) 
high frequency offender, showed a decreasing pattern of offend-
ing over time. Collectively, these studies show some evidence of 
significant change in violations over time along with patterns of 
stability, but more research is needed, particularly longitudinal 
research spanning multiple decades.

5.5   |   Summary

Although our systematic narrative is far from conclusive re-
garding the dimensions of the corporate criminal career, there 
are some key take-aways from this study. We observe several 
patterns that are consistent with individual criminal career re-
search. Companies, like individuals, vary in their degree and 
character of offending. Most are rare or occasional offenders, 
but some offend often and chronically. We see some (limited) 
evidence that firms are generalists and not specialists; some 
are deterred by contact with legal authorities, but like cohort 
studies of individuals, we also observe period effects where, 
to paraphrase Sampson and Smith (2021, 13, emphasis added) 
when companies are thus matters as much as, and perhaps more 
than, who companies are. The age effect has proven more dif-
ficult to unravel because firm age, compared with individuals, 
is harder to conceptualize and measure. Few of the studies re-
viewed in our sample examined company age. Among those 
that did, some observed patterns track findings for individuals: 
Offending is primarily the province of youth (i.e., newly formed 
companies). However, the age effect is also nuanced. Firms that 
offend early appear to offend more often over time. Descriptive 
analyses indicate that older, more mature, and stable companies 
commit more offenses; however, when more sophisticated statis-
tical techniques are applied and control variables are included, 
younger firms seem to have a higher risk of financial offending. 
Because the age effect is tied to different offense types (environ-
mental in the former instance and financial in the latter) and 
possibly different legal responses (regulatory vs. civil/criminal), 
it is not possible at this point to discern whether this result will 
withstand more deliberate scrutiny.

Our analysis and findings point to how corporations differ in the 
contours of their criminal careers, contributing to our under-
standing of corporate offending. This knowledge may be utilized 
to prevent and address the corporate crime problem. For instance, 
understanding characteristics related to participation and fre-
quency can help regulators and judges assess a firm's relative 
risk of future offending as well as whether they are more likely 
to engage in more extensive and/or serious offending behavior. 
Furthermore, the criminal career perspective and the findings 
derived from longitudinal studies like the ones examined in this 
narrative review indicate the importance of acknowledging fac-
tors such as company “age,” size, and complexity; the country 
where an organization primarily operates; and the broader regu-
latory environment when tailoring enforcement and prevention 
tactics. It is evident that the aforementioned factors likely influ-
ence offending among corporations and how such offending is 
to be most efficiently handled. However, how they matter and to 
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what extent requires further research. Such efforts can provide 
information for developing strategies that are adaptable over 
time and cognizant of how corporate offending may be sensitive 
to both time and context-dependent influences. In addition, the 
potential existence of a smaller group of high-offending firms 
(Kluin et al.  2018) opens up the possibility for using more se-
lective intervention mechanisms that do not necessarily harbor 
the kinds of ethical issues selective legal interventions have for 
individuals. Understanding differences in offending trajectories 
for corporations (Kluin et  al.  2025; Meester, Kluin, Blokland, 
Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg 2025; Simpson et al. 2025) 
and increasing the capacity for regulators and governments to 
identify the most problematic among them, particularly those 
that may require intervention to disrupt upward offending tra-
jectories, can serve to bolster the regulatory environment and 
provide new avenues for disrupting and preventing corporate of-
fending. Finally, our results point to a critical need to better doc-
ument and merge official information about corporate offending 
into a systematic database that integrates criminal, civil, and 
regulatory data (Simpson and Yeager 2015).

Lastly, although not the focus of this paper per se, findings re-
garding internal governance mechanisms (e.g., characteristics 
of director boards and top management teams) are useful for in-
ternal crime prevention efforts. These foci are relatively rare in 
criminology (and in our longitudinal sample of studies), but the 
effectiveness and components of internal compliance programs; 
changes in top management and who takes over, and whether 
corporate boards characterized by a disproportionate number 
of insiders, a lack of diversity and little turnover are associated 
with a greater risk of misconduct is of great interest to corporate 
stakeholders.

6   |   Implications and Directions for Future 
Research

Using a criminal career framework to investigate longitudinal 
studies of corporate crime offending is a useful tool to identify 
the contours of offending dimensions and patterns of stability 
and change. Importantly, the empirical patterning of the corpo-
rate criminal career has significant theoretical implications for 
a corporate alternative to the traditional criminal career para-
digm which focuses on individual offenders. Some research, 
albeit contested, suggests that corporations follow predictable 
patterns over time, characterized by different phases of devel-
opment (Miller and Friesen  1984; Quinn and Cameron  1983; 
Habib and Hasan  2019). Similar to individuals, corporations 
change over time, which can be seen as a ‘corporate life-
cycle’ (Boulding 1952; Chandler 1962; Greiner 1972; Levie and 
Lichtenstein 2010; Phelps et al. 2007; Quinn and Cameron 1983).

Studies in our systematic narrative review showed that cer-
tain aspects of the criminal career paradigm, such as path-
ways into offending, can be discerned (Kluin et al. 2018; Kluin 
et al. 2025; Meester, Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, Schuur, and 
Wassenburg 2025; Simpson et al. 2025) and thus provide in-
sights into the criminal career of corporations. As Kluin 
et  al.  (2018), Kluin et  al.  (2025), and Simpson  (2019) argue, 
corporate crime scholars can use this approach to analyze how 
corporate offending develops and changes over the course of 

an organizational or corporate life-cycle. Al-Taie and Cater-
Steel  (2020) suggest, in their extensive review, that Lester 
et al.'s (2003) five-stage life cycle model is the most empirically 
valid for a range of industries and the most dependable for a 
broad range of corporations. The model offers a general the-
ory of growth of the firm, consisting of five stages: existence, 
survival, success, renewal and decline. For a detailed descrip-
tion of this model we refer to Wu et al.  (2024). If we draw a 
parallel with individual developmental life stages, they are as 
follows: birth, growth, maturity, decline and death (Blokland 
et  al.  2021, 695; Simpson  2019, 197). According to conven-
tional organizational life-cycle theory, corporations progress 
through these stages. Due to a lack of data and information 
it was not possible to actually apply Lester's (2003) life-cycle 
stages, but we did observe characteristics and patterns of of-
fending that could be contextualized within different stages.

The conventional life-cycle model has been extended to incor-
porate firm transitions that are nonlinear, showing that some 
firms move back and forth from one stage to another in their 
life-cycle (Dickinson 2011; Habib and Hasan 2019). Regardless 
of which model is employed, however, longitudinal data with a 
multi-level approach is pivotal to fully exploring the different 
stages. This systematic narrative review showed that it is pos-
sible to investigate dimensions of a criminal career in longitu-
dinal studies on corporate crime offending with such a different 
perspective. Life-cycle theories do not theorize directly about 
corporate misconduct per se but they hint at risk and protective 
factors at different developmental stages that correspond to sta-
bility and change in offending patterns.

In sum, this approach offers a promising direction for further 
investigation of the corporate criminal career and the orga-
nizational life-cycle. Developing longitudinal data with this 
kind of theory testing in mind, coupled with attention to the 
different dimensions of the criminal career, can build com-
prehensive knowledge about corporate offenders, offense eti-
ology, and patterns of corporate crime and regulation more 
broadly. Although much more research is required to explore 
these linkages, the organizational life-cycle paradigm pres-
ents concepts, multi-level factors, and key markers of stability 
and change that can inform the corporate criminal career par-
adigm and vice-versa.

7   |   Limitations and Recommendations

Although our narrative review shows the potential of longitu-
dinal data to unpack corporate criminal career dimensions, we 
would be remiss not to mention the limitations of these stud-
ies. First, while all utilized longitudinal data, a substantial 
portion used cross-sectional or descriptive analytic methods—
failing to tap into the strengths that longitudinal data provide 
(Alalehto  2010; Bartlett et  al.  2020; Dalton and Kesner  1988; 
Hunter 2023; Johnson et al. 2020; McKendall and Wagner 1997; 
Perez 1978; Staw and Szwajkowski 1975; Sutherland 1949/1983). 
Second, our narrative review was hampered by limited descrip-
tions of study data and analytic methods. In some instances, 
it was difficult to discern at what point in the legal processes 
offense data were drawn, that is, case initiations or final case 
determinations. Similarly, some authors were unclear about 
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their data sources—that is, were incidents inclusive of all legal 
remedies (civil, criminal, regulatory) or just one or two? Because 
of this, we may have (1) missed eligible longitudinal studies to 
include in our review or (2) determined a study was panel or 
non-panel erroneously. Third, related to methodological issues 
(as mentioned in the section on frequency), this literature often 
lacks information about change over time within corporations 
relative to their historical periods, which is important for study-
ing the criminal careers of these entities. As previously men-
tioned, Simpson and Schell (2009) note that the inhibition effect 
of OSHA enforcement was time period dependent. Similarly, 
Harte's (2011) findings regarding changes in corporate offend-
ing post-SOX are supportive of the influence of law and the reg-
ulatory environment which changes over time. Broad societal 
level events (such as the environmental movement) can shift the 
socio-historical context in which firms operate, affecting both 
culture and social institutions (government and law). Thus, the 
impact of the regulatory environment is not necessarily inde-
pendent from history. Johnson et al. (2020), Kluin et al. (2018), 
and Kluin et al. (2025) analyses, in particular, demonstrate how 
dynamic the corporate offending and enforcement environment 
can be over time. These important factors should be identified 
and examined dynamically with longitudinal data, comparison 
of multiple cohorts, or (at a minimum) data expanding across a 
significant number of years (Kluin et al. 2025). Future research 
should therefore adopt longitudinal designs that examine how 
corporate offending evolves over time within individual corpora-
tions. A key research question is how the criminal careers of cor-
porations change over time within individual corporations, and 
how these changes are shaped by broader historical, regulatory 
or economic periods. Importantly, our review is dominated by 
studies from Western “Global North” countries possibly mask-
ing the extent to which our observations may reflect patterns 
that are affected by these specific institutional and regulatory 
environments. Therefore, we strongly encourage longitudinal 
studies from regions beyond these constraints to assess whether 
the results reported here are globally representative.

Relatedly, several of the reviewed studies examine relatively 
short periods of time, limiting the conclusions that can be drawn 
about corporate criminal careers and the potential impact of 
socio-historical factors over time (Bartlett et  al.  2020; Dalton 
and Kesner 1988; Gibbs and Simpson 2009; Kesner et al. 1986; 
McKendall and Wagner  1997; Meester, Kluin, Blokland, 
Huisman, Schuur, and Wassenburg  2025; Mishina et  al.  2010; 
Simpson et al. 2007; Staw and Szwajkowski 1975). So too, left 
censoring of data will impact criminal career data patterns, un-
less the data are inclusive of firm inception—which is atypical 
across these studies. Future research should prioritize longitudi-
nal designs that span longer historical periods and where possi-
ble, include data from firm inception. A key research question is 
how does left censoring, particularly the exclusion of firm incep-
tion, bias observed patterns of corporate criminal careers, such 
as age of onset, frequency and duration of offending. Another 
limitation concerns how measurement may influence results. 
Formal legal responses to offending are culled from different 
sources and reflect different detection mechanisms and capa-
bilities. Regulatory inspection data, for instance, typically rely 
on compliance checklists that are compiled during routine visits 
which indicate whether standards are met or not. Criminal and 
civil cases, on the other hand, tend to rely on other processes that 

bring violations to the attention of prosecutors. Criminal data, in 
particular, will capture more serious violations compared to the 
other data sources. Additionally, Simpson et al. (2007) point out 
how the measure of offending, using rates versus counts, and 
other variables, such as profitability, can change the results of a 
study. Moving forward, research should examine more explicitly 
how data and measurement choices shape empirical conclusions 
about corporate offending. Key questions include how different 
enforcement data sources reflect distinct detection mechanisms 
(Stafford  2022), how the use of counts versus rates alters ob-
served offending patterns and whether relationships between 
offending and firm characteristics depend on the severity thresh-
olds embedded in specific measurements. Further, as discussed 
in the results section on crime mix, the majority of articles we 
assessed examined corporate illegal behavior and violations in 
general rather than specific types of offending; and nearly all 
determined illegality based on whether any formal legal deci-
sions or enforcement actions were taken against a company, 
meaning the extent of actual corporate offending is unknown. 
In addition, the kind of violation may matter when examining 
predictors or correlates of corporate offending. Only four studies 
explicitly mentioned the potential importance of the type of vi-
olation examined for its relationship to other variables (Baucus 
and Near  1991; McKendall and Wagner  1997; Simpson  1986; 
Simpson and Koper 1997). For instance, Baucus and Near (1991) 
acknowledge that simply determining if certain factors are re-
lated to corporate crime does not account for whether these 
factors only matter, or are more influential, for specific kinds 
of offending. They find that how certain variables relate to ille-
gal activities may depend upon the type of violation examined. 
McKendall and Wagner  (1997), Simpson  (1986), and Simpson 
and Koper (1997) find that the seriousness of a violation results 
in different effects, affirming the relevance of violation type in 
corporate crime research of this kind. One suggestion for ana-
lyzing generalization versus specialization in offending in pre-
vious corporate crime research is to calculate a diversity index, 
as performed by Meester, Kluin, Blokland, and Huisman (2025). 
Using data from a study not included in our analysis because 
it did not meet our 5 year criterion (Clinard and Yeager 1980), 
Meester and associates calculated diversity scores for violations 
of 582 corporations across 14 different industries. A total of 1415 
violations in six different legislation types were studied. The di-
versity index scores reveal that, in most industries, offending is 
generalized. Diversity is lowest in the oil refining (D = 0.42) and 
metal manufacturing industries (D = 0.42) and highest in the 
apparel (D = 0.94) and metal products industries (D = 0.95). The 
diversity index could be a useful way to extrapolate information 
on crime mix from previous corporate crime research. Future 
research could examine whether applying a diversity index to 
corporate crime data yields new insights into the composition 
and complexity of corporate crime mix beyond what is captured 
by traditional frequency measures, and assess whether such 
information could support regulatory enforcement agencies in 
identifying corporations that pose heightened or multifaceted 
compliance risks.

In addition, most studies ignore other potential sources of crime 
prevention and control beyond the impact of legal interventions 
and sanctions such as Board of Directors or top management 
team characteristics, reputational damage, internal compliance 
mechanisms, and the role of third party stakeholders (Ayers and 
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Braithwaite 1992; Layana 2022; Simpson et al. 2020). Of these, 
the panel studies in our review were more likely to examine the 
influence of corporate governance structures, but it was still rel-
atively rare (20%).

Given these limitations, several studies conclude that more 
longitudinal research is needed (Alalehto  2010; Asch and 
Seneca 1976; Kluin et al. 2018, 2025; Meester, Kluin, Blokland, 
and Huisman  2025; Meester, Kluin, Blokland, Huisman, 
Schuur, and Wassenburg 2025; Orudzheva et al. 2020; Simpson 
et  al.  2025), pointing to the constrained nature of research in 
the corporate crime area. Another common observation em-
phasizes the multifaceted predictors of corporate offending 
and that different combinations of characteristics had different 
levels of predictive power (Asch and Seneca 1975, 1976; Baucus 
and Near 1991; Block et al. 2006; McKendall and Wagner 1997; 
Mishina et al. 2010; Orudzheva et al. 2020). Others highlighted 
the limitations of their data, in particular asking whether cer-
tain companies have a greater record of illegal behavior because 
they are prone to such behavior or because these companies 
are prosecuted more (Asch and Seneca 1975, 1976; Prechel and 
Zheng 2016). These are not intractable problems, but they call 
attention to issues that should be addressed and/or managed in 
future longitudinal studies on corporate offending. The criminal 
career paradigm was developed with individuals in mind. Using 
existing longitudinal data and studies to test criminal career di-
mensions may be overly optimistic. As mentioned earlier, exist-
ing corporate crime data are not designed to measure the core 
constructs of criminological theories, especially theories that 
are multi-level and that simultaneously take into consideration 
corporate control and governance structures. This suggests that 
more work needs to be done to build symbiosis between micro, 
meso, and macro levels of analysis. While the criminal career 
paradigm encompasses other potential dimensions, this narra-
tive review focused on its foundational components to provide a 
clear and coherent framework for systematic comparison across 
studies. In the future, research could productively extend this 
framework by incorporating other aspects, for example per-
sistence and desistance (Piquero, Moffitt and Wright 2007) and 
by focusing more on offense severity and diversity, which we 
were not able to explore in-depth due to limitations in the stud-
ies examined.

Our approach provides a unique and fruitful path to under-
standing corporate crime offending generally and elements of 
a corporate criminal career specifically, allowing us to see how 
longitudinal corporate crime research can provide important in-
sights that are not accessible using cross-sectional work alone. 
Some of our findings, however, do not fit neatly within the basic 
four criminal career dimensions (e.g., the inconsistent impact 
of company size and age on participation and career duration, 
industry/market differences) or they are associated with more 
than just one dimension. We have speculated about potential 
sources of the inconsistencies including inadequate data and 
measurement variations and have argued that an organizational 
life-cycle approach can offer insights into these patterns–specif-
ically by linking developmental stages (inception, growth, matu-
rity, and decline) to corporate offender characteristics. However, 
the findings may point toward other multi-level mechanisms 
that affect patterns of corporate offending such as corporate cul-
ture, climate, and toxicity, (Van Rooij and Fine 2018), situational 

factors (Lord and Levi 2025); and/or macro-structural environ-
mental influences including enforcement policies that impact 
offense detection (Barak 2017; Simpson 1987). While future re-
search will require a more thorough investigation of corporate 
crime offending through an organizational life-cycle and crimi-
nal career lens, we can begin to understand the benefits of these 
perspectives through the work examined here. Moreover, the 
studies from this review reveal important considerations to be 
made by scholars using longitudinal data to examine corporate 
crime offending or illegality as well as areas ripe for further in-
vestigation. Future research should leverage the benefits of lon-
gitudinal research and the criminal career paradigm as a means 
for deepening our understanding of these issues and acknowl-
edging the importance of history, time, place, and development 
for corporate offenders.
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Endnotes

	1	Criminologically focused US-based studies, among others, include 
the Cambridge-Somerville Study, 1936; the Glueck Study, 1939–1963; 
Philadelphia Cohort Studies, 1945 and 1958; National Youth Survey, 
1976; NLSY 1979; Pittsburgh Youth Study, 1987–1988; Rochester 
Youth Development Study—RYDS 1987–1988; Project on Human 
Development in Chicago Neighborhoods, 1994–1999.

	2	Alternatives to formal legal measures of corporate offending (e.g., 
self reports and victimization surveys) are extremely rare and fraught 
with measurement problems. Official crime data also are problematic 
in that they underestimate the hidden figure of crime. As noted by 
Simpson and Yeager (2014, 26), “Crime data always and everywhere 
bear measurement limitations. This is because of the barriers to public 
visibility of so much offending, barriers that are rooted in the desires 
of perpetrators—and too often victims as well—to avoid detection, 
and in the routine professional and bureaucratic processes of law en-
forcement. The challenges to good measurement are only magnified 
for the offenses of corporations. As a result both research and public 
policy are handicapped in their efforts to comprehend and respond ef-
fectively to this very costly pattern of behavior.” However, unlike tra-
ditional crime which relies on criminal justice enforcement, corporate 
crime indicators draw from multiple data sources (regulators, crimi-
nal, and civil prosecutions). We consider this a strength for research 
on the corporate criminal career. The mix of source information can 
reveal important details about whether the company learns from its 
mistakes or continues to offend even when previous guidance, warn-
ings, or sanctions have been noncriminal. The data also are instruc-
tive about patterns of misconduct (within and between enforcement 
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types), including clustering, escalation, seriousness, and enforcement 
actions. For instance, federal prosecutors take regulatory and civil en-
forcement actions into consideration as part of the corporate criminal 
history when considering whether to bring criminal charges against a 
firm.

	3	For instance, company size may be associated with the overall number 
of firm transactions, employee contacts with suppliers and vendors, 
expansion into multiple product markets, and so on.

	4	Longitudinal studies can take many forms, including repeat cross-
sectional, prospective, and retrospective designs. For more information 
about different design strategies and variations, see (Farrington 2006; 
Roberts and Horney 2010; Yee and Niemeier 1996).

	5	While our goal was to identify longitudinal data sets in the corporate 
crime field, our search necessarily focused on articles that used the 
data as part of a study.

	6	Among individuals, studies also have identified different onset groups 
in the general population, specifically individuals who initiate as juve-
niles, adolescents, and adults. Although contested, some studies sug-
gest that each group has unique risk factors associated with onset and 
they demonstrate distinct offense patterns by type, seriousness, and 
duration.

References

Adizes, I. 1979. “Organizational Passages: Diagnosing and Treating 
Lifecycle Problems of Organizations.” Organizational Dynamics 8, no. 
1: 3–25.

Alalehto, T. 2010. “The Wealthy White-Collar Criminals: Corporations 
as Offenders.” Journal of Financial Crime 17, no. 3: 308–320.

Almond, P., and J. van Erp. 2020. “Regulation and Governance Versus 
Criminology: Disciplinary Divides, Intersections, and Opportunities.” 
Regulation & Governance 14: 167–183. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​rego.​
12202​.

Al-Taie, M., and A. Cater-Steel. 2020. “The Organisational Life Cycle 
Scale: An Empirical Validation.” Journal of Entrepreneurship 29, no. 2: 
293–325.

Asch, P., and J. J. Seneca. 1975. “Characteristics of Collusive Firms.” 
Journal of Industrial Economics 23, no. 3: 223–237. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
2307/​2097944.

Asch, P., and J. J. Seneca. 1976. “Is Collusion Profitable?” Review 
of Economics and Statistics 58, no. 1: 1–12. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​
1936003.

Ayers, I., and J. Braithwaite. 1992. Responsive Regulation: Transcending 
the Deregulation Debate. Oxford University Press. https://​johnb​raith​waite.​
com/​wp-​conte​nt/​uploa​ds/​2016/​06/​Respo​nsive​-​Regul​ation​-​Trans​ce.​pdf.

Barak, G. 2017. Unchecked Corporate Power: Why the Crimes of 
Multinational Corporations Are Routinized Away and What We Can Do 
About It. Routledge.

Bartlett, D., J. Ransley, L. Forrester, and K. Middendorp. 2020. 
“Corporate Crime in Australia: The Extent of the Problem.” Trends and 
Issues in Crime and Criminal Justice, no. 613: 1–17.

Baucus, M. S., and J. P. Near. 1991. “Can Illegal Corporate Behavior 
be Predicted? An Event History Analysis.” Academy of Management 
Journal 34, no. 1: 9–36. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​256300.

Block, E. S., B. J. Dykes, and Y. Mishina. 2006. “Too Good to be 
True? The Effect of Social Antecedents on Corporate Illegality.” In 
Administrative Sciences Association of Canada Conference Proceedings.

Blokland, A. A. J. 2005. “Crime Over the Life Span; Trajectories 
of Criminal Behavior in Dutch Offenders.” Doctoral diss., Leiden 
University. https://​hdl.​handle.​net/​1887/​3392.

Blokland, A. A. J., M. H. A. Kluin, and W. Huisman. 2021. “Life-Course 
Criminology and Corporate Offending.” In The Cambridge Handbook 
of Compliance (Cambridge Law Handbooks), edited by B. van Rooij and 
D. Sokol, 684–704. Cambridge University Press. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​
97811​08759​458.​047.

Blokland, A. A. J., D. Nagin, and P. Nieuwbeerta. 2005. “Life Span 
Offending Trajectories of a Dutch Conviction Cohort.” Criminology 43, 
no. 4: 919–954.

Blokland, A. A. J., and P. Nieuwbeerta. 2010. “Life Course Criminology.” 
In International Handbook of Criminology, edited by P. Knepper and S. 
G. Shoham, 51–94. Routledge.

Blumstein, A., and J. Cohen. 1987. “Characterizing Criminal Careers.” 
Science 237: 985–991.

Blumstein, A., J. Cohen, and D. P. Farrington. 1988. “Criminal Career 
Research: Its Value for Criminology.” Criminology 26, no. 1: 1–35.

Blumstein, A., J. Cohen, and P. Hsieh. 1982. The Duration of Adult 
Criminal Careers. Final Report Submitted to National Institute of 
Justice. National Institute of Justice.

Blumstein, A., J. Cohen, J. A. Roth, and C. A. Visher. 1986. Criminal 
Careers and Career Criminals. National Academy Press.

Boulding, K. E. 1952. “Implications for General Economics of More 
Realistic Theories of the Firm.” American Economic Review 42, no. 2: 
35–44.

Bradshaw, E. A. 2015. “Blacking Out the Gulf: State-Corporate 
Environmental Crime and the Response to the 2010 BP Oil Spill.” In 
The Routledge International Handbook of the Crimes of the Powerful, 
363–372. Routledge.

Braithwaite, J. 1984. Corporate Crime in the Pharmaceutical Industry. 
Routledge & Keagan Paul.

Braithwaite, J. 2002. Restorative Justice & Responsive Regulation. Oxford 
University Press.

Braithwaite, J., and T. Makkai. 1991. “Testing an Expected Utility Model 
of Corporate Offending.” Law and Society Review 25: 7–39.

Braithwaite, V. 2009. Defiance in Taxation and Governance. Edward 
Elgar.

Britt, C. L. 1996. “The Measurement of Specialization and Escalation 
in the Criminal Career: An Alternative Modeling Strategy.” Journal of 
Quantitative Criminology 12: 193–222.

Chambliss, W. 1984. “White Collar Crime and Criminology.” 
Contemporary Sociology 13: 160–162.

Chandler, A. D. 1962. Strategy and Structure. MIT Press.

Claessens, S., T. Kyritsis, and Q. D. Atkinson. 2023. “Cross-National 
Analyses Require Additional Controls to Account for the Non-
Independence of Nations.” Nature Communications 14: 5776. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1038/​s4146​7-​023-​41486​-​1.

Clinard, M. B., and P. C. Yeager. 1980. Corporate Crime. Free Press.

Coffee, J. C., Jr. 2021. “Crime and the Corporation: Making the 
Punishment Fit the Corporation.” Journal of Corporate Law 47: 963.

Cullen, F. T., T. C. Pratt, and A. Graham. 2019. “Why Longitudinal 
Research Is Hurting Criminology.” ASC Newsletter 44, no. 2: 1–5.

Dalton, D. R., and I. F. Kesner. 1988. “On the Dynamics of Corporate 
Size and Illegal Activity: An Empirical Assessment.” Journal of Business 
Ethics 7: 861–870.

DeLisi, M. 2005. Career Criminals in Society. Sage Publications.

Dickinson, V. 2011. “Cash Flow Patterns as a Proxy for Firm Life Cycle.” 
Accounting Review 86, no. 6: 1969–1994. http://​www.​jstor.​org/​stable/​
41408043.

 17485991, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/rego.70127, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [12/08/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12202
https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12202
https://doi.org/10.2307/2097944
https://doi.org/10.2307/2097944
https://doi.org/10.2307/1936003
https://doi.org/10.2307/1936003
https://johnbraithwaite.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Responsive-Regulation-Transce.pdf
https://johnbraithwaite.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/Responsive-Regulation-Transce.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2307/256300
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/3392
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108759458.047
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108759458.047
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-41486-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-023-41486-1
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41408043
http://www.jstor.org/stable/41408043


21Regulation & Governance, 2026

Elder, G. H. 1994. “Time, Human Agency, and Social Change: 
Perspectives on the Life Course.” Social Psychology Quarterly 57, no. 1: 
4–15. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​2786971.

Elliott, A., B. Francis, K. Soothill, and A. A. J. Blokland. 2017. 
“Changing Crime Mix Patterns of Offending Over the Life Course: 
A Comparative Study in England & Wales and The Netherlands.” In 
The Routledge International Handbook of Life-Course Criminology, 
89–111. Routledge.

Farrington, D. P. 2006. “Key Longitudinal-Experimental Studies in 
Criminology.” Journal of Experimental Criminology 2: 121–141.

Farrington, D. P., S. Lambert, and D. J. West. 1998. “Criminal Careers 
of Two Generations of Family Members in the Cambridge Study in 
Delinquent Development.” Studies on Crime and Crime Prevention 7: 
85–106.

Farrington, D. P., H. Snyder, and T. Finnegan. 1988. “Specialization in 
Juvenile-Court Careers.” Criminology 26, no. 3: 461–487.

Galbraith, J. 1982. “The Stages of Growth.” Journal of Business Strategy 
3, no. 1: 70–79.

Gibbs, C., and S. S. Simpson. 2009. “Measuring Corporate Environmental 
Crime Rates: Progress and Problems.” Crime, Law and Social Change 
51, no. 1: 87–107. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s1061​1-​008-​9145-​.

Glueck, S., and E. Glueck. 1950. Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency. 
Commonwealth Fund.

Grabosky, P., and J. Braithwaite. 1986. Of Manners Gentle: Enforcement 
Strategies of Australian Business Regulatory Agencies. Oxford University 
Press.

Greiner, L. E. 1972. “Evolution and Revolution as Organizations Grow.” 
Harvard Business Review 76, no. 3: 55–64.

Gunningham, N., R. A. Kagan, and D. Thornton. 2003. Shades of Green: 
Business, Regulation, and Environment. Stanford University Press.

Habib, A., and M. M. Hasan. 2019. “Corporate Life Cycle Research 
in Accounting, Finance and Corporate Governance: A Survey, and 
Directions for Future Research.” International Review of Financial 
Analysis 61: 188–201.

Haines, F. 1997. Corporate Regulation: Beyond “Punish or Persuade”. 
Oxford University Press.

Harte, B. K. 2011. “Illegal Corporate Behavior: Analyzing the 
Effectiveness of the 2002 Sarbanes-Oxley Act.” Doctoral diss., TUI 
University.

Hawkins, K. 1983. “Bargain and Bluff: Compliance Strategy and 
Deterrence in the Enforcement of Regulation.” Law & Policy 5, no. 1: 
35–73.

Hawkins, K. 1984. Environment and Enforcement: Regulation and the 
Social Definition of Pollution. Oxford University Press.

Huisman, W. 2016. “Criminogenic Organizational Properties and 
Dynamics.” In The Oxford Handbook of White-Collar Crime, edited 
by S. R. Van Slyke, M. L. Benson, and F. T. Cullen, 435–462. Oxford 
University Press.

Huizinga, D., K. Schumann, B. Ehret, and A. Elliott. 2003. “The Effect 
of Juvenile Justice System Processing on Subsequent Delinquent 
and Criminal Behavior: A Cross-National Study.” Final Report to the 
National Institute of Justice. https://​www.​ojp.​gov/​ncjrs/​​virtu​al-​libra​ry/​
abstr​acts/​effec​t-​juven​ile-​justi​ce-​syste​m-​proce​ssing​-​subse​quent​-​delin​
quent​-​and.

Hunter, B. 2021. “Corporate Criminal Careers: Thinking About 
Organizational Offending Over Time.” Journal of Theoretical & 
Philosophical Criminology 13: 29–45.

Hunter, B. 2023. “Pinpointing Persistent Polluters: Environmental 
Offending and Recidivist Companies in England.” Deviant Behavior 44, 
no. 9: 1287–1302.

Johnson, E. W., J. Schwartz, and A. R. Inlow. 2020. “The Criminalization 
of Environmental Harm: A Study of the Most Serious Environmental 
Offenses Prosecuted by the US Federal Government, 1985–2010.” 
Environmental Sociology 6, no. 3: 307–321.

Jolliffe, D., D. P. Farrington, A. R. Piquero, R. Loeber, and K. G. Hill. 2017. 
“Systematic Review of Early Risk Factors for Life-Course-Persistent, 
Adolescence-Limited, and Late-Onset Offenders in Prospective 
Longitudinal Studies.” Aggression and Violent Behavior 33: 15–23.

Kagan, R. A., and J. T. Scholz. 1984. “The Criminology of the Corporation 
and Regulatory Enforcement Strategies.” In Enforcing Regulation, ed-
ited by K. Hawkins and J. M. Thomas. Kluwer - Nijhoff.

Kedia, S., S. Luo, and S. Rajgopal. 2017. Profiling: Does Past Compliance 
Record Predict Financial Reporting Risk. Columbia Business School.

Kesner, I. F., B. Victor, and B. T. Lamont. 1986. “Board Composition 
and the Commission of Illegal Acts: An Investigation of Fortune 500 
Companies.” Academy of Management Journal 29, no. 4: 789–799.

Kluin, M. H. A. 2014. Optic Compliance: Enforcement and Compliance 
in the Dutch Chemical Industry (Doctoral Dissertation, TU Delft). 
Ridderprint B.V. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4233/​uuid:​81b39​9d2-​d0fc-​44c7-​
b799-​d0257​8f3a874.

Kluin, M. H. A., A. A. J. Blokland, W. Huisman, and M. P. Peeters. 
2025. “Longitudinal Patterns of Regulatory Violations in Chemical 
Corporations.” Crime, Law and Social Change 83, no. 1: 1–31. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s1061​1-​024-​10193​-​3.

Kluin, M. H. A., A. A. J. Blokland, W. Huisman, M. P. Peeters, E. 
Wiering, and S. Jaspers. 2018. “Patronen in regelovertreding in de che-
mische industrie.” Tijdschrift Voor Criminologie 2018, no. 4: 421–456. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​5553/​TvC/​01651​82X20​18060​004002.

Laub, J. H., and R. J. Sampson. 1993. “Turning Points in the Life Course: 
Why Change Matters to the Study of Crime.” Criminology 31: 301–335. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1745-​9125.​1993.​tb011​32.​x.

Laufer, W. S. 2006. Corporate Bodies and Guilty Minds: The Failure of 
Corporate Criminal Liability. University of Chicago.

Layana, M. C. 2022. “Top Management Team Gender Diversity and Its 
Effect on Different Types of Organizational Offending.” Doctoral diss., 
University of Maryland, College Park. https://​doi.​org/​10.​13016/​​ktjx-​lk75.

LeBlanc, M., and M. Fréchette. 1989. Male Criminal Activity From 
Childhood Through Youth. Multilevel and Developmental Perspectives. 
Springer-Verlag.

Lester, D. L., J. A. Parnell, and S. Carraher. 2003. “Organizational 
Life Cycle: A Five-Stage Empirical Scale.” International Journal of 
Organizational Analysis 11, no. 4: 339–354.

Levie, J., and B. B. Lichtenstein. 2010. “A Terminal Assessment of Stages 
Theory: Introducing a Dynamic States Approach to Entrepreneurship.” 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 34, no. 2: 317–350.

Lippitt, G. L., and W. H. Schmidt. 1967. “Crises in a Developing 
Organization.” Harvard Business Review 45, no. 6: 102–112.

Liu, J., B. Francis, and K. Soothill. 2011. “A Longitudinal Study of 
Escalation in Crime Seriousness.” Journal of Quantitative Criminology 
27, no. 2: 175–196. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s1094​0-​010-​9102-​x.

Loeber, R., D. P. Farrington, and D. Petechuk. 2003. “Child Delinquency: 
Early Intervention and Prevention.” In Child Delinquency Bulletin Series 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. National Contest 
Journal (NCJ).

Loeber, R., and M. LeBlanc. 1990. “Toward a Developmental 
Criminology.” In Crime and Justice: An Annual Review of Research, ed-
ited by M. Tonry and N. Morris, vol. 12, 375–473. University of Chicago.

Long, M. A., P. B. Stretesky, M. J. Lynch, and E. Fenwick. 2012. “Crime 
in the Coal Industry: Implications for Green Criminology and Treadmill 
of Production.” Organization & Environment 25, no. 3: 328–346.

 17485991, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/rego.70127, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [12/08/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.2307/2786971
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10611-008-9145-
https://www.ojp.gov/ncjrs/virtual-library/abstracts/effect-juvenile-justice-system-processing-subsequent-delinquent-and
https://www.ojp.gov/ncjrs/virtual-library/abstracts/effect-juvenile-justice-system-processing-subsequent-delinquent-and
https://www.ojp.gov/ncjrs/virtual-library/abstracts/effect-juvenile-justice-system-processing-subsequent-delinquent-and
https://doi.org/10.4233/uuid:81b399d2-d0fc-44c7-b799-d02578f3a874
https://doi.org/10.4233/uuid:81b399d2-d0fc-44c7-b799-d02578f3a874
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10611-024-10193-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10611-024-10193-3
https://doi.org/10.5553/TvC/0165182X2018060004002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1993.tb01132.x
https://doi.org/10.13016/ktjx-lk75
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-010-9102-x


22 Regulation & Governance, 2026

Lord, N., and M. Levi. 2025. Organising White-Collar and Corporate 
Crimes. Routledge.

Lund, D. S., and N. Sarin. 2021. “Corporate Crime and Punishment: An 
Empirical Study.” Texas Law Review 100: 285.

Lynam, D. R., A. R. Piquero, and T. E. Moffitt. 2004. “Specialization and 
the Propensity to Violence: Support From Self-Reports but Not Official 
Records.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice 20, no. 2: 215–228.

Martinez, N. N., Y. Lee, and J. E. Eck. 2017. “Ravenous Wolves Revisited: 
A Systematic Review of Offending Concentration.” Crime Science 6, no. 
1: 10.

McKendall, M. A., and J. A. Wagner. 1997. “Motive, Opportunity, Choice, 
and Corporate Illegality.” Organization Science 8, no. 6: 624–647.

Meester, J. J., M. H. A. Kluin, A. A. Blokland, W. Huisman, M. C. Schuur, 
and S. I. Wassenburg. 2025. “Corporate Offending in Dutch Inland 
Shipping: A Trajectory Analysis.” European Journal of Criminology 22, 
no. 1: 76–105. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​14773​70824​1266.

Meester, J. J., M. H. A. Kluin, A. A. J. Blokland, and W. Huisman. 2025. 
“The Diversity of Corporate Offending. A Case Study on Dutch Inland 
Shipping.” Journal of White Collar and Corporate Crime. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1177/​26313​09X25​1362847.

Miller, D., and P. H. Friesen. 1984. “A Longitudinal Study of the 
Corporate Life Cycle.” Management Science 30, no. 10: 1161–1183.

Mishina, Y., B. J. Dykes, E. S. Block, and T. G. Pollock. 2010. “Why 
“Good” Firms Do Bad Things: The Effects of High Aspirations, High 
Expectations, and Prominence on the Incidence of Corporate Illegality.” 
Academy of Management Journal 53, no. 4: 701–722.

Mosca, L., M. Gianecchini, and D. Campagnolo. 2021. “Organizational 
Life Cycle Models: A Design Perspective.” Journal of Organization 
Design 10: 3–18. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s4146​9-​021-​00090​-​7.

Neil, R., and R. J. Sampson. 2021. “The Birth Lottery of History: Arrest 
Over the Life Course of Multiple Cohorts Coming of Age, 1995–2018.” 
American Journal of Sociology 126, no. 5: 1127–1178. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1086/​714062.

Orudzheva, L., M. S. Salimath, and R. Pavur. 2020. “Vortex of 
Corruption: Longitudinal Analysis of Normative Pressures in Top 
Global Companies.” Journal of Business Ethics 163: 529–551.

Perez, J. 1978. “Corporate Criminality: A Study of the One Thousand 
Largest Industrial Corporations in the USA.” Doctoral diss., University 
of Pennsylvania.

Phelps, R., R. Adams, and J. Bessant. 2007. “Life Cycles of Growing 
Organizations: A Review With Implications for Knowledge and 
Learning.” International Journal of Management Reviews 9, no. 1: 1–30. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1468-​2370.​2007.​00200.​x.

Piquero, A., D. Farrington, and A. Blumstein. 2003. “The Criminal 
Career Paradigm.” Crime and Justice 30: 359–506.

Piquero, A. R. 2004. “Explaining Crime Over the Life Course… And 
All Points in Between.” Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology 95: 
345–363.

Piquero, A. R. 2023. “We Study the Past to Understand the Present; 
We Understand the Present to Guide the Future: The Time Capsule 
of Developmental and Life-Course Criminology.” Journal of Criminal 
Justice 85: 101932. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jcrim​jus.​2022.​101932.

Piquero, A. R., D. P. Farrington, and A. Blumstein. 2007. Key Issues 
in Criminal Career Research: New Analyses of the Cambridge Study in 
Delinquent Development. Cambridge University Press.

Piquero, A. R., T. E. Moffitt, and B. E. Wright. 2007. “Self-Control and 
Criminal Career Dimensions.” Journal of Contemporary Criminal 
Justice 23, no. 1: 72–89. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10439​86206​298949.

Piquero, N. L., and D. Weisburd. 2009. “Developmental Trajectories of 
White-Collar Crime.” In The Criminology of White-Collar Crime, edited 

by S. S. Simpson and D. Weisburd, 153–171. Springer. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​978-​0-​387-​09502​-​8_​8.

Prechel, H., and T. Morris. 2010. “The Effects of Organizational and 
Political Embeddedness on Financial Malfeasance in the Largest US 
Corporations: Dependence, Incentives, and Opportunities.” American 
Sociological Review 75, no. 3: 331–354.

Prechel, H., and L. Zheng. 2016. “Do Organizational and Political–
Legal Arrangements Explain Financial Wrongdoing?” British Journal 
of Sociology 67, no. 4: 655–677.

Punch, M. 1996. Dirty Business: Exploring Corporate Conduct. Sage 
Publications.

Quinn, R. E., and K. Cameron. 1983. “Organizational Life Cycles 
and Shifting Criteria of Effectiveness: Some Preliminary Evidence.” 
Management Science 29, no. 1: 33–51.

Roberts, J., and J. Horney. 2010. “The Life Event Calendar Method in 
Criminological Research.” In Handbook of Quantitative Criminology, 
edited by A. Piquero and D. Weisburd. Springer. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
978-​0-​387-​77650​-​7_​15.

Sampson, R. J., and J. H. Laub. 2003. “Desistance From Crime Over the 
Life Course.” In Handbook of the Life Course, 295–309. Springer US.

Sampson, R. J., and L. A. Smith. 2021. “Rethinking Criminal Propensity 
and Character: Cohort Inequalities and the Power of Social Change.” 
Crime and Justice 50, no. 1: 13–76.

Schell-Busey, N., S. S. Simpson, M. Rorie, and M. Alper. 2016. “What 
Works? A Systematic Review of Corporate Crime Deterrence.” 
Criminology & Public Policy 15, no. 2: 387–416.

Short, J. L., M. W. Toffel, E. A. Keenan, and M. Ouellet. 2025. “Sending 
a Message: An Empirical Assessment of Responses to Punitive and 
Non-Punitive Compliance Messaging Strategies (March 17, 2025).” 
Tuck School of Business Working Paper Forthcoming. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​2139/​ssrn.​5182447.

Simpson, S. S. 1986. “The Decomposition of Antitrust: Testing a Multi-
Level, Longitudinal Model of Profit-Squeeze.” American Sociological 
Review 51: 859–875.

Simpson, S. S. 1987. “Cycles of Illegality: Antitrust Violations in 
Corporate America.” Social Forces 65, no. 4: 943–963.

Simpson, S. S. 2019. “Reimagining Sutherland 80 Years After White-
Collar Crime.” Criminology 57: 189–207. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​1745-​
9125.​12206​.

Simpson, S. S., J. Garner, and C. Gibbs. 2007. “Why Do Corporations 
Obey Environmental Law? Assessing Punitive and Cooperative 
Strategies of Corporate Crime Control.” Final report, National Institute 
of Justice. US Department of Justice, NCJRS.

Simpson, S. S., and C. S. Koper. 1992. “Deterring Corporate Crime.” 
Criminology 30, no. 3: 347–376.

Simpson, S. S., and C. S. Koper. 1997. “The Changing of the Guard: 
Top Management Characteristics, Organizational Strain, and Antitrust 
Offending.” Journal of Quantitative Criminology 13: 373–404.

Simpson, S. S., M. C. Layana, and M. A. Galvin. 2025. “Patterns of 
Corporate Life-Course Offending.” In The Firm as Victim and Offender, 
edited by M. A. Galvin and W. S. Laufer. Routledge Advances in 
Criminological Theory (Chapter 10).

Simpson, S. S., and M. Rorie. 2011. “Motivating Compliance: Economic 
and Material Motives for Compliance.” In Explaining Compliance: 
Business Response to Regulation, edited by C. Parker and V. Lehmann 
Nielsen, 59–77. Edward Elgar Publishers.

Simpson, S. S., and N. Schell. 2009. “Persistent Heterogeneity or State 
Dependence? An Analysis of Occupational Safety and Health Act 
Violations.” In The Criminology of White-Collar Crime, edited by S. S. 
Simpson and D. Weisburd, 63–78. Springer New York.

 17485991, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/rego.70127, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [12/08/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1177/14773708241266
https://doi.org/10.1177/2631309X251362847
https://doi.org/10.1177/2631309X251362847
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41469-021-00090-7
https://doi.org/10.1086/714062
https://doi.org/10.1086/714062
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2007.00200.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2022.101932
https://doi.org/10.1177/1043986206298949
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-09502-8_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-09502-8_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-77650-7_15
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-77650-7_15
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5182447
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5182447
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9125.12206
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9125.12206


23Regulation & Governance, 2026

Simpson, S. S., D. L. Shapiro, C. M. Beckman, and G. S. Martin. 2020. 
“Preventing and Controlling Corporate Crime: The Dual Role of 
Corporate Boards and Legal Sanctions.” Final report, National Institute 
of Justice. US Department of Justice.

Simpson, S. S., and P. C. Yeager. 2014. “Taking the Measure of Corporate 
Offending.” Paper prepared for Panel on ‘Measuring Malfeasance’ at 
the Center for the Study of Business Ethics, Regulation, and Crime, 
University of Maryland, September 12, 2014.

Simpson, S. S., and P. C. Yeager. 2015. “Building a Comprehensive 
White-Collar Violations Data System.” Final Technical Report, 
Washington, DC. Office of Justice Programs.

Spelman, W. 1994. Criminal Incapacitation. Plenum Press.

Stafford, S. L. 2022. “Using Regulatory Inspection Data to Measure 
Environmental Compliance.” In Measuring Compliance: Assessing 
Corporate Crime and Misconduct Prevention, edited by M. Rorie and 
B. van Rooij, 153–167. Cambridge University Press. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1017/​97811​08770941.

Staw, B. M., and E. Szwajkowski. 1975. “The Scarcity-Munificence 
Component of Organizational Environments and the Commission of 
Illegal Acts.” Administrative Science Quarterly 20: 345–354.

Stretesky, P. B., M. A. Long, and M. J. Lynch. 2013. “Does Environmental 
Enforcement Slow the Treadmill of Production? The Relationship 
Between Large Monetary Penalties, Ecological Disorganization and 
Toxic Releases Within Offending Corporations.” Journal of Crime and 
Justice 36, no. 2: 233–247.

Sukhera, J. 2022. “Narrative Reviews: Flexible, Rigorous, and Practical.” 
Journal of Graduate Medical Education 14, no. 4: 414–417. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​4300/​JGME-​D-​22-​00480.​1.

Sullivan, C., and J. M. McGloin. 2014. “Looking Back to Move Forward: 
Some Thoughts on Measuring Crime and Delinquency Over the Past 
50 Years.” Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 51, no. 4: 445.

Sutherland, E. H. 1949/1983. White Collar Crime: The Uncut Version. 
Yale University Press.

Szasz, A. 1986. “Corporations, Organized Crime, and the Disposal of 
Hazardous Waste: An Examination of the Making of a Criminogenic 
Regulatory Structure.” Criminology 24, no. 1: 1–27.

Thornberry, T., and M. Krohn. 2000. “The Self-Report Method for 
Measuring Delinquency and Crime.” In Measurement and Analysis of 
Crime and Justice, vol. 4, 33–83. National Contest Journal (NCJ).

Thornberry, T. P., and M. D. Krohn. 2003. Taking Stock of Delinquency: 
An Overview of Findings From Contemporary Longitudinal Studies. 
Kluwer Academic/Plenum Publishers.

Tyler, T. R. 2009. “Self-Regulatory Approaches to White-Collar 
Crime: The Importance of Legitimacy and Procedural Justice.” In The 
Criminology of White-Collar Crime, edited by S. S. Simpson and D. 
Weisburd, 195–216. Springer.

van der Onna, H. R., V. R. Geest, W. Huisman, and A. J. M. Denkers. 
2014. “Criminal Trajectories in White-Collar Offenders.” Journal of 
Research in Crime and Delinquency 51: 759–784.

van Koppen, V., E. Rodermond, and A. Blokland. 2020. “Waxing and 
Waning: Periods of Intermittency in Criminal Careers.” Journal of 
Developmental and Life-Course Criminology 6: 1–24.

Van Rooij, B., and A. Fine. 2018. “Toxic Corporate Culture: Assessing 
Organizational Processes of Deviancy.” Administrative Sciences 8, no. 
3: 23.

Verboon, P., and M. van Dijke. 2012. “The Effect of Perceived Deterrence 
on Compliance With Authorities: The Moderating Influence of 
Procedural Justice.” International Journal of Criminology and Sociology 
1: 151–161. https://​doi.​org/​10.​6000/​1929-​4409.​2012.​01.​15.

Visher, C. A. 2000. “Career Criminals and Crime Control.” In 
Criminology: A Contemporary Handbook, edited by J. F. Shelley. 
Wadsworth.

Visher, C. A. 2016. “Unintended Consequences: Policy Implications of 
the NAS Report on Criminal Careers and Career Criminals.” Journal of 
Research in Crime and Delinquency 53, no. 3: 306–320.

Wang, X., and K. Holtfreter. 2011. “The Effects of Corporation- and 
Industry-Level Strain and Opportunity on Corporate Crime.” Journal 
of Research in Crime and Delinquency 49, no. 2: 151–185. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1177/​00224​27810​395321.

Weisburd, D., E. F. Chayet, and E. J. Waring. 1990. “White-Collar 
Crime and Criminal Careers: Some Preliminary Findings.” Crime & 
Delinquency 36, no. 3: 342–355. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00111​28790​
03600​3003.

Wiering, E., A. A. J. Blokland, M. H. A. Kluin, W. Huisman, and M. 
P. Peeters. 2019. “Regelovertreding als voorspeller van incidenten in de 
chemische industrie.” Tijdschrift Voor Veiligheid 18, no. 2: 3–24.

Wolfgang, M., R. Figlio, and T. Sellin. 1972. Delinquency in a Birth 
Cohort. University of Chicago Press.

Wu, Y., B. van Rooij, and M. H. A. Kluin. 2024. “Organizational Life-
Cycle Analysis of Corporate Offending: Insights Into How Changes 
in Business Cycles Interact With Regulatory Oversight to Shape 
Compliance and Violations.” Crime, Law and Social Change 81, no. 2: 
163–183.

Yee, J. L., and D. Niemeier. 1996. “Advantages and Disadvantages: 
Longitudinal vs. Repeated Cross-Section Surveys.” Project Battelle 94, 
no. 16: 7.

 17485991, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/rego.70127, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [12/08/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108770941
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108770941
https://doi.org/10.4300/JGME-D-22-00480.1
https://doi.org/10.4300/JGME-D-22-00480.1
https://doi.org/10.6000/1929-4409.2012.01.15
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427810395321
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427810395321
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128790036003003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128790036003003

	Understanding Corporate Criminal Careers: Insights From a Systematic Narrative Review of Longitudinal Studies
	ABSTRACT
	1   |   Introduction
	2   |   The Criminal Career Paradigm and Corporate Criminal Careers
	2.1   |   Dimensions of a Criminal Career

	3   |   Notes on Longitudinal Design
	4   |   Methods
	4.1   |   Data Collection
	4.2   |   Sample Description

	5   |   Results
	5.1   |   Participation
	5.2   |   Frequency
	5.3   |   Crime Mix
	5.4   |   Duration
	5.5   |   Summary

	6   |   Implications and Directions for Future Research
	7   |   Limitations and Recommendations
	Funding
	Ethics Statement
	Consent
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	Endnotes
	References


