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Abstract
Economic sociologists and white-collar criminologists offer competing predictions about the
outcomes of socially embedded transactions. Economic sociologists stress the protective and beneficial role of social networks. Their evidence shows that social ties improve transaction outcomes.
White-collar criminologists focus on the harmful and exploitative role of social networks. Their
evidence shows that social ties facilitate successful economic crimes. Our case permits a critical
test of the protective versus harmful effects of social ties: a business that operated as a legitimate
enterprise and also engaged in ongoing financial fraud. This case is strategic because the role of
social networks ex post is theoretically ambiguous for a legitimate-fraudulent business. Do social
networks lower, raise, or have no effect on the probability of loss of capital, given that an investment
has been made? The probability of loss of capital depends on due diligence and type of social tie.
Investors who fail to conduct due diligence and do not use social ties have a 79% probability of
loss of capital, controlling for other factors. Investors who conduct due diligence (and do not use
social ties) have a 49% probability. Investors with preexisting social ties to the principals, sales
representatives, or employees of the company (and do not conduct due diligence) have a 39% probability of loss, while those with this type of social tie who also conduct due diligence have a 14%
probability. Investors with preexisting social ties to prior investors are not significantly more or less
likely to lose their capital. Even in a business that was partly fraudulent, preexisting social ties to
the company played a protective and beneficial role. Ironically, fraudulent behavior lowered the
probability of loss for investors with this type of social tie: Illegal practices allowed the company
to favor friends and acquaintances in the ex post allocation of proceeds.
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1. Introduction
Economic actors often rely on preexisting social ties to reduce risk and uncertainty,
transacting with someone they know or with someone referred by someone they know.
Social ties offer ex ante and ex post advantages. Prior to a transaction, social ties reduce
information asymmetry between buyer and seller; after a transaction, social ties reduce
opportunism by imposing social obligations and effective sanctions on the seller. The irony
of social ties is that they also increase opportunities for deceit, deviance, and misconduct. As
Granovetter (1985, p. 491) observes, “The trust engendered by personal relations presents,
by its very existence, enhanced opportunity for malfeasance.” The “bright side” of social
organization coexists with a “dark side” (Vaughan, 1999, p. 276). Portes and Sensenbrenner
(1993) argue that social capital may have negative as well as positive consequences. For
example, a fraud attempt is more likely to be successful if the victim knows or knows of
the offender, according to the national Fraud Victimization Survey (Titus et al., 1995a,b).
Following Granovetter’s (1985) seminal statement on the embeddedness of economic
decisions in social relations, theoretical and empirical work in economic sociology has focused on the protective and beneficial role of social ties. Granovetter noted the “dark side”
(p. 491), but economic sociologists have neglected the study of the harmful and exploitative role of social ties (but see Portes and Sensenbrenner, 1993). In contrast, white-collar
criminologists focus on the negative role of networks, while neglecting their positive side.
We bring together the fields of economic sociology and criminology, exploring both the
“bright” and “dark” sides of socially embedded transactions. Specifically, we investigate a
“strategic case” (Merton, 1968, pp. 162–165) that permits a critical test of the protective
versus harmful effects of social ties. This case is an oil and gas venture that operated as
a legitimate enterprise but also engaged in ongoing financial fraud. The venture was not
a “pre-planned fraud” (Clinard, 1984, p. 142)—a business created and operated for the
sole purpose of defrauding investors, such as a “boiler room” (Stevenson, 1998)—but an
example of what Clinard (1984, p. 142) calls “intermediate fraud.” As described below, it
was both a legitimate and fraudulent business. For example, some investors made money
but others were defrauded of their financial capital. Intermediate frauds are common. Indeed, as Merton (1968, pp. 198–199) observes, most legitimate business people commit
economic crimes; white-collar criminality is the norm, not the exception (see, also, Clinard,
1984).
This case is strategic because the role of social networks ex post is theoretically ambiguous
for a legitimate-fraudulent business. In this mixed situation, do social networks lower, raise,
or have no effect on the probability of loss of capital, given that an investment has been
made?1 As we elaborate below, economic sociologists and white-collar criminologists make
opposite predictions, which our strategic case allows us to test.
1 To date, research has not considered the effect of networks on loss of capital. Loss is an important outcome
because preservation of capital is a goal of prudent investment strategies. Preservation of capital is also a psychological motivation. The desire to protect against loss is so strong that investors often make irrational decisions,
such as failing to take advantage of buying opportunities in a volatile market, or holding onto a losing stock in
the hope that it will eventually recover. Behavioral decision theorists call this “loss aversion” (Kahneman and
Tversky, 1982). Loss aversion is a central tenant of behavioral finance theory.
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2. Protection versus opportunism: the role of social networks
Social scientists tend to focus on the protective and beneficial role of social networks. The
literature on social capital, for example, stresses the positive effects of social networks on
economic development and democracy (Putnam, 2000), economic exchange (Burt, 1992;
Coleman, 1990), education (Coleman, 1988), and career success (Baker, 2000). Social networks should be used when economic transactions involve high risk and uncertainty. This
proposition is central to transaction cost economics (Williamson, 1985). Risk is related
to transaction frequency. A one-shot transaction without expectations of a continuing relationship is riskier than multiple transactions over time. Product uncertainty exists when
buyers are unsure about the quality of a product or service; performance uncertainty exists
when buyers are unsure about a seller’s future performance (Kollock, 1994). Generally,
when economic exchange involves risk and uncertainty, buyers prefer to (1) transact with
sellers they know, or (2) use their social networks to locate dependable and honest businesses. DiMaggio and Louch (1998) call the first strategy “within-network exchange” and
the second strategy “search embeddedness.”
“Within-network exchange” occurs when economic actors “choose persons with whom
they have preexisting noncommercial ties as transaction partners” (DiMaggio and Louch,
1998, p. 620). For example, an investor may decide to invest in a business owned by a
friend or kin, based on trust in the preexisting social tie. In fact, “family and friends” are
common sources of financial capital for start-ups, early stage financing, and businesses that
are not big enough to raise funds in the formal capital market (e.g., Gaston and Bell, 1988).
Within-network exchange is also a major source of capital for businesses owned by ethnic
or religious minorities because they prefer within-group economic exchanges, or because
mainstream financial institutions ostracize them (Light and Karageorgis, 1994).
“Search embeddedness” occurs when buyers use their “social relationships to identify
and assess the reliability of potential transaction partners to whom they have no direct or
close indirect social ties” (DiMaggio and Louch, 1998, p. 620). Search embeddedness is
equivalent to the diffusion mechanism of “contagion” or interpersonal influence among buyers (e.g., Rogers, 1995; Valente, 1995). Investors often tap their social networks to discover
new investment opportunities. For example, Gaston and Bell (1988) report that two-thirds of
investors in the “informal capital market”2 find suitable investments through their networks:
“Investors’ most common and reliable sources of information about investment opportunities are their friends and business associates” (p. 6). Professional go-betweens, such as
investment and business brokers, are the least common and least trusted channels of information. Shiller and Pound (1989) report similar findings from their survey of purchasers
of publicly traded common stock: The majority of investors are influenced to buy based on

2 The capital market institution includes the primary, secondary, and informal capital markets. Public corporations and governments raise funds in the primary market by issuing new debt and equity, using investment banks
as intermediaries. The secondary market is a “resale” market for securities already issued in the primary market. It
is centered on formal marketplaces, such as the New York Stock Exchange. The informal capital market is diverse,
dispersed, and decentralized, operating without “professional middlemen” (Gaston and Bell, 1988, p. 10), such as
banks or brokers. “Informal equity capital is supplied directly to the firm by private investors” (Gaston and Bell,
1988, p. 10; emphasis added).
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information from friends or business associates or because they know someone who bought
the stock.
Both within-network exchange and search embeddedness offer ex ante advantages to
an investor. Before an investment is made, either type of social tie reduces information
asymmetry “by increasing the amount of information that the buyer [investor] takes into
the purchase about the product or service, the identity of potential transaction partners, and
the prior performance of each” (DiMaggio and Louch, 1998, p. 624). In short, investors
with social ties are better informed and make better investment decisions. Within-network
exchange also confers ex post advantages (DiMaggio and Louch, 1998, p. 625). After an
investment is made, a preexisting social tie with a principal, employee, or representative
of the company reduces opportunism by “introducing obligations and sanctions external to
the transaction” (DiMaggio and Louch, 1998, p. 625). Network closure creates effective
deterrents to ex post opportunism (Burt, 2000; Coleman, 1990). For example, opportunism
is less likely when an investor in a friend’s business and the friend have friends and acquaintances in common. As Granovetter (1992, p. 44) puts it, “My mortification at cheating
a friend of long standing may be substantial even when undiscovered. It may increase when
a friend becomes aware of it. But it may become even more unbearable when our mutual
friends uncover the deceit and tell one another.” Similarly, Portes (1994, p. 430) argues,
“Trust in informal exchanges is generated by both shared identities and feelings and by the
expectation that fraudulent actions will be penalized by the exclusion of the violator from
key social networks.”
Coleman (1990, pp. 306–307) cites ethnic rotating savings and credit associations (roscas)
as exemplars of trust in informal financial exchange: “Without a high degree of trustworthiness among the members of the group,” Coleman (2000, p. 306) argues, “such a credit
association could not exist—for a person who received a payout early in the sequence of
meetings could abscond, leaving the others with the loss.” Biggart (2001) argues that the
“situational logic” of roscas, such as their communally-based social order and collective
obligations, makes default not only unlikely but in some cases “unthinkable” (p. 143). In
general, investing in businesses owned by kin, friends, or acquaintances reduces opportunism because it embeds “transactions in sets of continuous, multipurpose relations. From
the buyer’s [investor’s] perspective, the seller’s willingness to transact with a friend, relative or compound tie [e.g., a friend of a friend] represents a ‘credible commitment’ in
which the seller’s reputation and relations to other network members become hostages to
the transaction” (DiMaggio and Louch, 1998, p. 623; Biggart, 2001, p. 147).
Many outcomes of socially embedded transactions imply that social ties reduce ex ante information asymmetry and ex post opportunism. These outcomes include greater satisfaction
with consumer purchases (DiMaggio and Louch, 1998), better jobs (Granovetter, 1974), earlier access to innovations (Rogers, 1995), better chances of survival for firms (Uzzi, 1996),
higher probability of loan approval (Siles et al., 1994), lower rates on commercial loans
(Uzzi, 1999), very low default rates for roscas (Biggart, 2001), and better access to suitable
investment opportunities (Gaston and Bell, 1988). However, other outcomes indicate that
the trust placed in social ties creates “enhanced opportunity for malfeasance” (Granovetter,
1985, p. 491). Many investors who rely on within-network exchange or search embeddedness are defrauded, as these examples show: (1) “The first person Hugh Francis Rollins
stole from, he says, was his mother, Thelma” (Lowry, 1998, p. 1B). The investment banker’s
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mother, friends, neighbors, and 550 others had invested in a Ponzi scheme Rollins devised
around financing government contractors. (2) In the early 1990s thousands of doctors in the
Western US lost millions when they invested in a fraudulent real estate venture. Many said
they decided to invest “because they heard about the ‘opportunity’ from other doctors in their
clinics and hospitals” (Iowa Securities Bureau, 2001). (3) In the late 1990s lay minister Frank
Luca defrauded parishioners in the Eagle’s Nest Christian Embassy when they invested in
what turned out to be his Ponzi scheme, according to the Arizona Securities Division. (4)
Word-of-mouth referrals among members of suburban Chicago’s Greek community contributed to the success of a commodities fraud (Kirby and Hanna, 1994). (5) Home-Stake
Production Company relied on diffusion from prior investors to new investors as it defrauded
hundreds of individuals and corporations who put money into its oil and gas exploration
ventures (McClintick, 1983). (6) Ethnic affinity accelerated the spread of the original Ponzi
scheme among Italian investors living in Boston’s close-knit south end (Knutson, 1996).
Evidence from the national Fraud Victimization Survey (n = 1246) demonstrates that the
“dark side” of socially embedded transactions is common (Titus et al., 1995a,b). Fifty-eight
percent of Americans have been targets of “personal fraud” (a nonviolent type of property
crime aimed at individuals) during their lifetimes. About one-third of respondents were
targets during the 12 months before the survey. Forty-two percent of these recent fraud
attempts were successful, and 85% of the successful frauds involved loss of money or property. Fraud attempts were significantly more likely to be successful if the victim knew or
knew of the offender, and if no attempt was made to investigate further before responding
to the offer. Social ties increase vulnerability to fraud when investors place trust in social
relationships and fail to reduce ex ante information asymmetry by investigating the investment and provider. Affinity fraud, for example, is successful because investors use ethnic,
religious, or professional similarity as a “short-hand way of knowing who to trust” and fail
to conduct due diligence (North American Securities Administrators Association [NASAA]
2001). The threat of “obligations and sanctions external to the transaction” (DiMaggio and
Louch, 1998, p. 625) does not reduce vulnerability to ex post opportunism when the investment provider has criminal intentions.3 Providers of fraudulent investments do not appear
to suffer “mortification at cheating a friend” (Granovetter, 1992, p. 44) or fear being “penalized by . . . exclusion . . . from key social networks” (Portes, 1994, p. 430). Instead of
protecting against ex post opportunism, network closure widens the circle of victimization by exposing more friends and acquaintances to a fraud. For example, an affinity fraud
perpetrator may “lull members (of a group) into misplaced trust by selling first to a few
prominent members, then pitching the scam to the rest of the group by using the names
of those previously sold” (NASAA, 2001). In addition, network closure improves affinity
fraud success because members usually “try to solve problems within the group” rather than
notify the authorities (NASAA, 2001).
In sum, economic sociologists and white-collar criminologists offer competing predictions about the outcomes of socially embedded transactions. Economic sociologists stress
3 Our focus is not why crimes are committed. Others offer explanations, such as greed (Galbraith, 1993),
“innovative” adaptations to anomie (Merton, 1968), individual differences in self control (Gottfredson and Hirschi,
1990), pleasure (Katz, 1988), turning points in the life course (Sampson and Laub, 1995), and intense profit
pressures (Baker and Faulkner, 1993).
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the protective and beneficial role of social networks, arguing that social ties reduce ex ante
information asymmetry and ex post opportunism. Their evidence shows that social ties improve transaction outcomes. Consistent with theory and evidence, economic sociologists
predict that investors who use social ties are less likely to lose their capital, compared with
investors who do not use social ties. White-collar criminologists focus on the harmful and
exploitative role of social networks, implying that social ties do not reduce ex ante information asymmetry or ex post opportunism when investment providers have criminal intentions.
Their evidence shows that social ties facilitate successful economic crimes. Consistent with
theory and evidence, white-collar criminologists predict that investors who use social ties
are more likely to lose their capital, compared with investors who do not use social ties.
We study a “strategic case” (Merton, 1968, pp. 162–165) that permits a critical test of
the protective versus harmful effects of social ties: a business that operated as a legitimate
enterprise and also engaged in ongoing financial fraud. By focusing on a single firm and its
investors, we add depth to research on social networks, economic decisions, and transaction outcomes. Breadth is a strength of previous research, such as DiMaggio and Louch’s
(1998) study of the kinds of consumer purchases for which people most often use social
networks. As described below, we obtained detailed archival information about the business, its operations, and every investor and every investment. A telephone survey of a large
sample of investors provided data on the use of social networks, due diligence, and loss
of capital. This combination of archival records, interviews, and survey data provides an
unprecedented view of the inner workings of the informal capital market.

3. Strategic case: Fountain Oil & Gas Company
Our strategic case is an oil and gas venture that operated as a legitimate business and
also committed ongoing financial fraud: Fountain Oil & Gas Company (Fountain) and its
entire population of 230 investors. Fountain raised capital via oil and gas partnerships,
the main type of investment vehicle used in the natural resource exploration industry. Investors perceive the risk of loss of capital to be higher for oil and gas partnerships than
for equipment leasing programs, real estate syndicates, real estate rental property, gold certificates, individual retirement accounts, or money market mutual funds (Srivastava et al.,
1985). Only one in seven exploratory wells produces enough oil or gas to be profitable,
according to educational brochures published by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (Hodgson, 1989, p. 13). High
risk and uncertainty should impel investors to use their social networks—investing with
someone they know (i.e., a social tie with the owners, representatives, or employees of an
oil and gas firm), or relying on social ties with prior investors to inform the decision to
invest.
Fountain operated in California during the late 1980s. The eldest of three brothers, Charles
Fuentes, who was chairman of the board and president, owned the company. His brothers,
James and Kenneth, were also involved in the management of the firm. Fountain’s main
office was located Westlake Village. The firm also had a field office in Sacramento Valley,
the location of Fountain’s oil and gas wells. The management of the company included a
petroleum geologist, operations manager, engineering manager, and a manager of lands. The
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firm employed a staff of sales representatives, telemarketers, accountants, clerks, secretaries,
receptionists, and others.
Fountain sought capital in the informal capital market, attracting its first investor in
January 1986 and its last new investor in the middle of 1988. In total, 230 individuals
invested US$ 11.5 million of equity capital. Fountain explored oil and gas in Sacramento
Valley, drilling wells at most of the 33 well properties acquired by the company. Fountain’s
first successful well began producing gas in November 1986; Fountain continued to drill
successful wells throughout its 3-year history. In total, Fountain’s wells produced about
4244 MCF of natural gas from November 1986 to December 1995, according to records
from the California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources, with a market value of about US$ 7,214,000.
A series of dry holes caused growing financial problems for the company. It was later
discovered that these problems were exacerbated by the ongoing embezzlement of funds.
Eventually, Fountain was unable to pay office rent or its field contractors, who filed liens
against the company. The firm went into receivership in March 1989, and the bankruptcy
court appointed a receiver to operate the business. A small number of investors filed a
complaint against Fountain in the US District Court, which launched an investigation by
the District Attorney of Ventura County. The District Attorney’s forensic accounting firm
uncovered enough evidence of business irregularities to indict the Fuentes brothers. Charles
was convicted of the most serious offenses, including grand theft by embezzlement, sale of
securities without permission, excessive taking of funds, and filing false tax returns. Both
James and Kenneth were convicted of making false statements in the sale of a security. (For
additional details about the company and its operations, see Baker and Faulkner, 2003.)
4. Data and measures
4.1. Data
The legal actions brought against Fountain produced an abundance of publicly available
data that would not have been available otherwise. We obtained these data from the District Attorney’s Office of Ventura County, California, and from the receiver appointed by
the bankruptcy court. Data include detailed records of Fountain’s financial transactions,
bank accounts, and complete lists of all investments (including investor, amount, well, and
date) and of all investors (including name and contact information). We reconstructed the
company’s financial books, using QuickBooks accounting software. Other archival data
include geological maps and monthly production records for all wells operated by Fountain
(from the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources), copies of the search warrant and
affidavit, transcripts of the preliminary hearing, records of liens filed against Fountain by
drilling contractors and oil-field service firms, and newspaper articles about the case. We informally interviewed investigators from the District Attorney’s Office, the court-appointed
receiver, the forensic accountant for the District Attorney’s case, several of Fountain’s
oil-field service contractors, and a sample of investors. Some investors mailed us copies
of Fountain’s prospectuses and partnership agreements, correspondence from Fountain to
investors, correspondence from investors to investors, and investor representation letters.
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The final phase of data collection was a telephone survey of investors. A census of all
investors would be desirable for measuring the investor network, but this option was not
feasible.4 Nonetheless, it is possible to obtain structural data from a sample, using survey
research methods (Coleman, 1958; Marsden, 1987; Burt, 1992). To ensure that we obtained
the largest high-quality sample possible, we employed survey research professionals with
substantial experience tracking and interviewing respondents. We contracted with Survey
Operations at the University of Michigan Institute for Social Research (ISR) to find and
interview investors.
We designed our telephone survey instrument to elicit information on the role of networks
in decisions to invest, including social ties to Fountain’s principals, sales representatives,
and other employees, and referrals of Fountain from investor to investor. We asked for
reasons why social networks were or were not used, and whether an investor made or
lost money. ISR interviewers administered the survey in fall 1998, soon after we mailed
pre-notification letters to investors at addresses confirmed or updated by ISR staff. In total,
ISR interviewed 72 investors, yielding a 31% convenience sample. The results in Table 1
show that respondents and nonrespondents do not differ significantly along a number of
critical dimensions: total dollars invested, number of investments made, or month of first
investment.
One potential concern is the ability of investors to recall accurately the details of their
involvement with Fountain, given the passage of time between the date of our telephone
survey and the period when they invested. First, we note that investing a large sum of
money is a memorable event, especially compared with purchases of routine or inexpensive
products. Second, recall errors are potential problems for all survey studies, though most
are not able to measure recall errors. Third, the frequency and magnitude of recall errors
are important, but we are more concerned with the possibility of systematic variation in
recall errors. If recall errors are not systematic, then we can assume errors are random and
do not bias our findings. Our analysis suggests that recall errors do not systematically bias
the findings (see Appendix A).
4.2. Measures
4.2.1. Dependent variable
Our measure of “loss of capital,” lost entire investment, is a dichotomous indicator,
which = 1 if an investor reported losing all of his or her investment (total dollars invested)
in Fountain.
4.2.2. Independent variables
Following DiMaggio and Louch (1998), we consider two types of social ties. Withinnetwork exchange occurs when a person invests in an oil and gas limited partnership offered by Fountain as a result of a preexisting social tie with one of the principals, sales
4 There are ethical and legal issues involved in the use of a typical network survey instrument that lists all
investors by name. Many investors lost large sums of money, and those we interviewed were embarrassed by their
loss and worried about their reputations. They agreed to talk with us on the condition that we did not reveal their
names. A list-style network survey would have revealed the identities of investors to hundreds of others.

Variables

(1) Total population of
investors (n = 230)

(2) Sample of investors
interviewed (n = 72)

(3) Investors not
interviewed (n = 158)

Average total dollars invested
Average number of investments
Average month of first investment

US$ 45896.61 (3249.36)
2.86 (0.165)
17.13 (0.55)

US$ 47048.22 (5202.17)
2.93 (0.300)
18.87 (0.96)

US$ 45258.17 (4091.75)
2.82 (0.197)
16.69 (0.67)

Notes: Months are numbered consecutively from 1 (January 1986) to 31 (July 1988). Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. No differences are statistically significant
at P < 0.05.
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Table 1
Analysis of possible nonresponse bias: sample of 72 investors interviewed compared with 158 investors not interviewed
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representatives, or employees of the firm. It is a dichotomous variable, where 1 = preexisting
social tie with the company. Search embeddedness occurs when a person invests in one of
Fountain’s limited partnerships as a result of a preexisting social tie to a prior investor in
Fountain. This category includes compound social ties to a prior investor. Search embeddedness is a dichotomous variable, where 1 = preexisting social tie with a prior investor.
The omitted category includes all “impersonal” sources of influence: telemarketing cold
call, direct mail, television advertisement, or an in-person cold call by a sales representative
with whom the investor does not have a preexisting social tie (i.e., the sales representative
and potential investor are strangers).
Given the importance of the network variables, we designed a strategy to determine accurately the source of influence responsible for an investor’s decision to invest. Instead of
relying on a single survey item, our coding of the network variables is based on responses
to a series of questions. Each investor was asked how he or she came into contact with
Fountain, focusing on the specific method or vehicle of contact, such as a person associated with Fountain, a person unrelated to Fountain, or any of a list of impersonal sources
of influence (cold calls, direct mail, advertisement, etc.) If a person was involved, the investor was asked (1) about the specific role of the person (e.g., a sales representative), (2)
whether the investor previously knew this person, and (3) the investor’s prior social relationship to the person, if any (e.g., family member, friend, acquaintance, co-worker, or
co-member of a social, business, or religious group). Independent of the answers to these
questions, we also asked every investor whether he or she had personal contact with one
or more of the principals of Fountain, and if so, where contact took place. Also independent of the answers to previous questions, we asked each investor an open-ended question
about why he or she decided to invest in Fountain. We instructed the ISR interviewers
to write on the survey form any relevant comments made by investors. Answers to the
open-ended question and the written comments confirmed our coding of network variables,
and helped us to resolve the ambiguity in the few cases where method of influence was
unclear.
Due diligence is a dichotomous indicator of whether an investor conducted his or her
own research and/or consulted with the institutions of “impersonal trust” (Shapiro, 1987).
Due diligence = 1 if an investor reported doing one or more of the following: checking
references, getting credit reports, analyzing the geological evidence, visiting well sites,
or consulting with the Better Business Bureau, California Department of Conservation’s
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources, local area banks, Pacific Gas & Electric,
etc.
4.2.3. Controls
Age at time of first investment is a positive integer that represents an investor’s age, in
years, at the time of first investment. Level of experience is an investor’s self-assessment
of his or her experience with investments in natural resources, prior to making an investment in Fountain. Level of experience = 1 if an investor reported “a great deal of” or
“some” experience (0 = “none” or “not much”). Occupational prestige is the General Social Survey 1989 Occupational Prestige Score (Nakao and Treas, 1992) associated with
the occupation an investor held at the time of first investment. Though 85% of investors
were involved in professional, technical, or managerial occupations, there is considerable
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variation in occupational prestige scores. We also asked about household income, but 25%
of our sample refused to answer this question. Refusing to answer questions about income is a common problem in survey research. As expected, occupational prestige scores
and income are significantly correlated (r = 0.37, P < 0.01) for the subset of investors
who answered both questions. We omit income in the multivariate analyses due to (1) the
sizable reduction of number of observations caused by listwise deletion of cases with missing data, and (2) the possible sample biases that would be introduced into the models by
including it (e.g., those who answered the income question are likely to be significantly
different—in some unknown way—from those who did not answer the question). We therefore assume that occupational prestige controls (at least partly) for education and income
(Duncan, 1961).

5. Findings and discussion
5.1. Social ties versus impersonal sources of information
Fifty percent of our sample reported relying on social ties to make their decisions to
invest in Fountain. Fifty percent said they relied on impersonal sources of information.
Those who used social ties are split almost evenly between within-network exchange and
search embeddedness. About 21% used within-network exchange, relying on a preexisting
social tie with the principals, sales representatives, or other employees of Fountain. For
example, the owner of a local jewelry store, who was dating one of Fountain’s principals,
invested over US$ 75,000. She said, “He showed me the paper reports and demographics.
It was a great comeback on your money in 3–4 months. I took a trip to one of the sites,
and, while I was visiting, they hit oil. Very exciting! It made me want to invest more.”
About 29% of investors used search embeddedness, relying on a preexisting social tie with
a prior investor (19%) or on a compound social tie with a prior investor, such as a friend
of a prior investor (10%). For example, an engineer in a defense company invested about
US$ 15,000 after his friend invested: “A friend of mine invested and [invested again] after
he made money. It looked good, a reasonable business thing because at that time the IRS
code allowed for depreciation allowance.”
The most frequent source of information for investors who did not use social networks was
telemarketing cold calls (38% of all investors). Fountain purchased commercially available
lists of affluent individuals, investors in other speculative ventures, and consumers of “big
ticket” items. For example, as one investor told us, “The telemarketer got my name from a list
of yacht and airplane owners.” Investors also responded to direct mail and advertisements,
but these were relatively infrequent sources of information that led to the decision to invest
(about 6 and 7%, respectively).
The 50–50 distribution of social ties versus impersonal sources is consistent with the
findings of studies of networks in product, labor, and consumer markets. (1) Forty-five percent of the physicians in Coleman et al. (1957) study decided to prescribe tetracycline based
on direct interpersonal contact with other physicians (i.e., search embeddedness). Fifty-five
percent were “isolates”—unconnected with peers in the medical discussion network—and
instead “had to depend upon advertising and the drug salesman to be persuaded to use the
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Table 2
Binary logit coefficients from regression of loss of capital on social ties and due diligence: sample of 72 investors
in Fountain Oil & Gas Company
Variables

Lost entire investment

Social ties
Within-network exchange
Search embeddedness

−1.772∗
0.980

Conducted due diligence

−1.341∗

Controls
Age at first investment
Occupational prestige
Level of experience

0.003
−0.008
0.525

Constant
Nagelkerke pseudo R2
No. of observations

1.622
0.288
64

Notes: Omitted category is impersonal sources of information: telemarketing cold calls, direct mail, advertisements,
and direct sales “cold contact.” No. of observations is less than 72 for due to listwise deletion of cases with missing
data on one or more variables. ∗∗ P < 0.01, ∗∗∗ P < 0.001.
∗ P < 0.05.

drug” (Coleman, 1964, p. 44).5 (2) Fifty-six percent of the 275 job seekers in Granovetter’s
(1974) study got their jobs via “personal contacts” while 44% used “formal means” (such as
advertisements and employment agencies), direct application, or other impersonal means.
Bridges and Villemez (1986) report a similar distribution: 58% of their 2761 respondents
used a “personal tie” to find jobs while 42% used impersonal means. Generally, surveys
of labor markets report that 20–61% of job seekers use personal contacts to find jobs
(Granovetter, 1995, pp. 139–141; Lin, 2001, p. 85). (3) DiMaggio and Louch (1998) analyze the use of social ties in four categories of consumer purchases, using data from the
economic sociology module of the 1996 General Social Survey. The distribution of social
ties versus impersonal means is 38% versus 62% (cars), 40% versus 60% (homes), 39%
versus 61% (legal services), and 39% versus 61% (home maintenance services).
5.2. Loss of capital
Most investors should expect to lose their money because the odds of a profitable oil and
gas well are low (Hodgson, 1989). In fact, about 67% of the investors in Fountain lost their
entire investment. The probability of loss of capital, however, depends on whether investors
conduct due diligence and which type of social tie, if any, they use (Table 2). For comparison,
5 Burt (1987) argues that contagion occurred through structural equivalence (imitation of competitors) rather
than through direct interpersonal contact (cohesion). Based on their reanalysis of Burt’s analysis, Marsden and
Podolny (1990) argue that neither structural equivalence nor cohesion significantly increased the hazard rate of
adoption. Strang and Tuma’s (1993) reanalysis of Burt (1987) and Marsden and Podolny (1990) reports significant
network effects based on both structural equivalence and cohesion. Van den Bulte and Lilien (2001) argue that the
effect of social ties disappears when they control for “marketing effort”—the volume of advertising in medical
journals.
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100%
79%
Prob(loss of
capital)

80%
60%

49%
39%

40%
14%

20%
0%
Baseline

Due diligence

Withinnetwork
exchange

Due diligence
+ Withinnetwork
exchange

Fig. 1. Estimated probabilities of loss of capital. Note: Baseline: investors who do not use social networks, do not
conduct due diligence, have no experience investing in oil and gas, and are of average age and average occupational
prestige.

consider the estimated probability of loss of capital for “baseline” investors—those who do
not use social networks, do not conduct due diligence, have no experience investing in oil and
gas, and are of average age and average occupational prestige. These investors have a 79%
probability of total loss of capital.6 Conducting due diligence significantly decreases the
odds of losing money. Investors who conduct due diligence (and do not use social ties) have
only a 49% probability of losing their entire investment (see Fig. 1). Using within-network
exchange significantly decreases the odds of loss. Investors who have preexisting social ties
to the principals, sales representatives, or other employees of Fountain (and do not conduct
due diligence) have a 39% probability of total loss of capital. Investors who use search
embeddedness, however, were not significantly more or less likely to lose their money.
Investors who use within-network exchange and conduct due diligence (about 15% of all
investors) enjoyed double protection against loss: They had only a 14% probability of losing
their capital.
These findings support the economic sociology argument that within-network exchange
protects against loss after an investment has been made. This type of tie has a beneficial and
protective effect even when a business venture is partly fraudulent. The lack of a significant
effect for search embeddedness is consistent with the argument economic sociologists make
that the benefit of this type of tie comes before an investment is made. After an investment
is made, search embeddedness does not increase or decrease the probability of loss of
capital. The findings do not support the white-collar criminology argument that social ties
increase the probability of loss. Perhaps social ties increase risk only when a business is an
6 Probabilities were obtained as follows: Our baseline is investors who do not use social ties, do not conduct due
diligence, have no experience investing in oil and gas, and are of average age and average occupational prestige.
We set the values in the regression equation accordingly and used the coefficients from Table 2 to calculate the
predicted log odds of loss of capital (“predicted value”). The predicted probability equals the antilog of this
predicted value, divided by 1 plus the antilog of the predicted value. To calculate the predicted probability for
an investor who used due diligence, for example, we substituted the value of 1 for this variable in the regression
equation, and then recalculated the predicted probability.
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Table 3
Binary logit coefficients from regression of due diligence on social ties: sample of 72 investors in Fountain Oil &
Gas Company
Variables

Conduct due diligence

Social ties
Within-network exchange
Search embeddedness

−1.635∗
−0.958

Controls
Age at first investment
Occupational prestige
Level of experience

−1.017
−0.025
−0.105

Constant
Nagelkerke pseudo R2
No. of observations

2.702
0.144
64

Notes: Omitted category is impersonal sources of information: telemarketing cold calls, direct mail, advertisements,
and direct sales “cold contact.” No. of observations is less than 72 due to listwise deletion of cases with missing
data. ∗∗ P < 0.01, ∗∗∗ P < 0.001.
∗ P < 0.05.

outright “pre-planned” fraud (Clinard, 1984)—an enterprise formed solely for the purpose
of economic crime, such as a boiler room or bucket shop (Stevenson, 1998).
White-collar criminologists argue that using social ties to make economic decisions
raises the risk of losing money because investors use social ties as “short cuts,” substituting trust in social relationships for due diligence. The logic of substitutability is clear in
the answer an investor gave when asked why she did not make any attempt to independently verify the information given to her by Fountain: “because I was personally involved
with—dating—[principal’s name]!” We find that the odds of conducting due diligence decrease significantly if an investor used within-network exchange (Table 3). There is only a
23% probability that an investor who used within-network exchange also conducted due diligence, compared with a 60% probability for an investor who did not use social ties. (Search
embeddedness is not significantly related to the odds of due diligence.) Substituting trust
in social ties for due diligence does raise the risk of loss, as white-collar criminologists
argue. As shown in Fig. 1, investors who use only within-network exchange have a higher
probability of loss of capital (39%) than investors who use within-network exchange and
still conduct due diligence (14% probability of loss).
Investors do not have to use within-network exchange or search embeddedness to reduce
risk and uncertainty. Due diligence alone reduces the probability of loss of capital almost as
much within-network exchange (Fig. 1). The protective effects of within-network exchange
and due diligence are separate and additive, as the regression equation implies (Table 2).
Our interview data support the quantitative finding that those who decided to invest based
on impersonal sources of information are more likely to conduct due diligence (Table 3).
Why does within-network exchange reduce the risk of loss of capital? Economic sociologists argue that within-network exchange reduces ex post opportunism due to network
closure and effective sanctions. Simply put, Fountain would be less likely to defraud family,
friends, and acquaintances than strangers. Timing is an alternative explanation. Diffusion
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theory suggests that within-network exchange occurs in the first stage of diffusion and
search embeddedness occurs in the second.7 If the diffusion of Fountain’s investments followed a two-stage process, then there could be two rival explanations of a significant effect
of within-network exchange on the probability of loss: Fountain’s wells were more successful in the first stage than in the second, or Fountain’s criminal acts tended to occur in
the second stage rather than the first. Archival data do not support either explanation. Well
production and financial records show that Fountain drilled successful wells throughout its
history. Fraudulent acts occurred early as well as late in the company’s life. Finally, timing
of investment is not significantly related to within-network exchange or search embeddedness (Appendix B). The diffusion of Fountain’s investments does not appear to follow a
two-stage process.
Within-network exchange offered protection because investors with preexisting social ties
to Fountain were favored in the ex post allocation of proceeds. Our data show that winners
and losers often invested in the same wells, indicating the illegal practice of preferential
treatment of investors. Each well was a separate limited partnership. Investors in the same
partnership should make or lose money together based solely on the results of the specific
well in which they invested. This rule is an example of the economic ethic of universal
fair treatment that arose in Western capitalism, merging an “internal ethic” that proscribed
making a profit from transactions with members of one’s community with an “external ethic”
that allowed exploitation of foreigners and strangers (Swedberg, 1998, p. 20). However,
investors in the same well were not treated equally and fairly: It appears that the decision
of whom to pay was influenced by preexisting social ties to Fountain. For example, some
investors used these social ties to gain access to the principals and demand payment. They
were more likely to be paid than investors who did not know anyone at the company. Other
investors with social ties to Fountain were simply paid without making any such demands.
The illegal diversion of funds from one well to another (which was one of the bases of
the District Attorney’s case) facilitated the preferential ex post allocation of proceeds by
enlarging the pool of funds Fountain could tap to pay certain investors. Ironically, it was
fraudulent behavior—preferential treatment of investors and co-mingling of funds—that
enabled the protective and beneficial role of social ties.

6. Conclusion
Economic sociologists and white-collar criminologists make opposite predictions about
the outcomes of socially embedded transactions. Economic sociologists stress the protective
and beneficial role of social networks, arguing that social ties reduce the probability of
loss of capital. White-collar criminologists emphasize the harmful and exploitative role of
networks, arguing that social ties increase the probability of loss of capital. Our case provides
7 Diffusion theory assumes a two-stage process (Bass, 1969; Mahajan et al., 1990). Marsden and Podolny (1990,
p. 199) call the first stage “discovery” and the second stage “diffusion.” “Discovery” occurs as a result of “personal
selling” (within-network exchange). New businesses often get started by selling to friends, kin, and acquaintances
(Frenzen and Davis, 1990; Gaston and Bell, 1988). Word-of-mouth (search embeddedness) takes place in the
“diffusion” stage, as early investors who “discovered” the opportunity influence the decisions of later investors.

106

W.E. Baker, R.R. Faulkner / Social Networks 26 (2004) 91–111

a critical test of these competing hypotheses: the effect of social ties on the probability of
loss of capital for investors in a business that operated as a legitimate enterprise and engaged
in ongoing financial fraud. This case is strategic because the role of social networks ex post
is theoretically ambiguous for a legitimate-fraudulent business. Do social networks lower,
raise, or have no effect on the probability of loss of capital, given that an investment has
been made? We find that investors who did not use social ties or conduct due diligence
had the highest risk—a 79% probability of total loss of capital. The probability of loss
for investors with preexisting social ties to prior investors (search embeddedness) is not
significantly different. Investors who relied on preexisting social ties to the principals,
sales representatives, or employees of the company (within-network exchange) but did not
conduct due diligence had a 49% probability of loss. Investors who used within-network
exchange and conducted due diligence had the lowest probability of loss, only 14%.
Our results suggest that the harmful and exploitative role of social networks may be limited to pre-planned frauds—businesses created for the sole purpose of economic crime. If
sellers have only criminal intentions, then social ties facilitate economic crimes. When
businesses are legitimate and fraudulent, however, preexisting social ties to the seller
(within-network exchange) improve transaction outcomes by reducing ex post opportunism.
Ironically, illegal practices—preferential treatment of investors and co-mingling of funds—
enabled the company to favor friends and acquaintances in the ex post allocation of proceeds.
Our case shows that sellers commit economic crimes to protect their social ties, suggesting
that “obligations and sanctions external to the transaction” (DiMaggio and Louch, 1998,
p. 625), “mortification at cheating a friend” (Granovetter, 1992, p. 44), and fear of “exclusion of the violator from key social networks” (Portes, 1994, p. 430) are effective sanctions
even when a seller’s intentions are partly criminal. Consistent with the prevailing argument
in economic sociology, preexisting social ties play a protective and beneficial role even in
a business that was partly fraudulent.
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Appendix A. Analysis of possible systematic recall errors
The ability to perceive and recall events accurately can be influenced by such factors
as age, salience, and stress (e.g., Loftus, 1979; Cohen and Faulkner, 1989; Hartman and
Hasher, 1991). The combination of archival and interview data permits us to evaluate (at
least partly) the possible influence of these factors on recall accuracy. Fountain’s books
report the total dollar amount invested by each investor. These are objective data, recorded
by a professional accountant at the time each investment was made. In our survey, we asked
each investor to tell us how much he or she had invested in total, using categories graduated
by multiples of US$ 15,000. Each category was assigned a number, starting with 1 (under
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US$ 15,000) to 12 (US$ 155,00 or more). To facilitate comparison, we recoded the dollar
amounts reported in Fountain’s books into the same categories. An “error” is a positive or
negative difference between the “recall” category and the “actual” category (error = recall
− actual). For example, +1 means an investor overestimated by one category, and −1 means
an investor underestimated by one category. The absolute value of the error represents the
magnitude of misestimation, regardless of direction (absolute error = |recall − actual|).
Seven of ten investors (69%) correctly estimated within one category (+1 to −1), and 8 of
10 (81%) correctly estimated within two (+2 to −2).
We correlated error and absolute error with age of investor at time of first investment,
salience (a dichotomous variable to indicate if an investor lost all of his or her investment),
and stress (four dichotomous variables—whether or not the incident had caused family credit
problems, family conflict, emotional or medical problems, or harm to long-range plans).
(1) Age: Age is not significantly associated with recall errors (r = −0.121, P = 0.325)
or the absolute value of recall errors (r = 0.134; P = 0.276). (2) Salience: Salience is
not associated with recall errors (r = 0.137, P = 0.258) or the absolute value of recall
errors (r = −0.196; P = 0.104). (3) Stress: Family credit problems is not significantly
associated with recall errors (r = 0.047, P = 0.697) or the absolute value of recall errors
(r = −0.195; P = 0.106). Emotional or medical problems is not significantly associated
with recall errors (r = 0.144, P = 0.235) or the absolute value of recall errors (r =
−0.139; P = 0.252). Harmed long-range plans is not significantly associated with recall
errors (r = 0.177, P = 0.142) or the absolute value of recall errors (r = −0.209; P =
0.083). Family conflict is significantly associated at the 0.05 level with recall errors (r =
0.315, P = 0.008) but not with the absolute value of recall errors (r = 0.092; P =
0.451). However, family conflict explains only 9% (adjusted R2 ) of the variation in recall
errors, and the association is not significant (P = 0.063) when only four outliers are
deleted.
Overall, age, salience, and stress do not appear to influence accuracy of recall. Investors
who experienced family conflict (one of four measures of stress) may have had a slight
tendency to overestimate the amounts invested. Thus, while we find some recall errors,
these do not seem to be systematic, suggesting that our findings are not biased systematically by recall errors. This conclusion is supported by the qualitative experiences of the
ISR interviewers. We questioned them about this issue during a post-survey debrief. The
interviewers said that investors seemed to be able to recall the details of their involvement
with Fountain without hesitation or equivocation. (Note that none of the independent or
control variables used in our analyses is significantly associated with recall errors or the
absolute value of recall errors.)

Appendix B. Analysis of social networks and timing of investments
Diffusion theory suggests a two-stage process: Investors who use within-network exchange (“sales to family and friends”) are expected to invest earlier than investors who
use do not use social ties; investors who use search embeddedness (“word-of-mouth”) are
expected to invest later than investors who do not use social ties (e.g., Bass, 1969; Mahajan
et al., 1990; Marsden and Podolny, 1990; Rogers, 1983, 1995).
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B.1. Variables
The dependent variable is month of first investment. This refers to the first time an investor
“subscribed” to (invested in) one of Fountain’s joint-venture limited partnerships. It is a
positive integer from 1 to 31, where 1 = the month in which Fountain’s first investor made
his first investment (January, 1986) and 31 = the month in which Fountain’s last new
investor made his first investment (July 1988). The independent and control variables are
the same as described in Section 4.
B.2. Methods
The dependent variable for timing, month of first investment, is analogous to failure
time (alternatively, survival time). Often, proportional hazards models are used for the
analysis of time to failure. However, as Cox and Oakes (1984, p. 6) note, “In the absence
of censoring, the dependence of failure time on the explanatory variables can be explored
through multiple regression” (for the same advice, see Allison, 1995, p. 63). Our data are
neither left nor right censored. We have a complete census of investors in Fountain from the
day the company opened its doors for business until the day the US District Court placed
the company in receivership and closed its doors. All investors invested; in the language of
failure analysis, all units “failed” (invested) during the observation period. Accordingly, we
use linear regression (OLS) to estimate the coefficients for the impact of the independent
variables on month of first investment. Nonetheless, we also report results from the Cox
regression proportional hazards model.
B.3. Results
Social networks do not influence the timing of first investments. As shown in Table B.1,
the results from linear regression (Model 1) and Cox regression (Model 2) demonstrate that
investors who used within-network exchange did not invest earlier or later than investors
who did not use social ties. Similarly, the results from linear regression (Model 1) and Cox
regression (Model 2) show that investors who used search embeddedness did not invest
earlier or later than investors who did not use social ties.
The lack of a significant impact of search embeddedness on timing of first investment
(Table B.1) suggests that “word-of-mouth” (search embeddedness) did not create a network
“diffusion effect” (Rogers, 1983, p. 234; Valente, 1995, pp. 12–14). An additional clue to
the lack of a “diffusion effect” is the shape of the graph of the cumulative distribution of the
entire population of Fountain investors over time, based on the timing of first investments.
The shape of such a graph is one indication of the underlying diffusion process: the extent to
earlier adopters (investors) influenced later adopters (investors). The characteristic pattern
associated with network diffusion (search embeddedness) is the familiar S-shaped or logistic
curve. A linear pattern, in contrast, suggests that personal selling (within-network exchange)
and advertising drive the spread of a product or service. The graph of the cumulative
distribution of the 230 investors in Fountain does not conform to the logistic curve (Fig. 2).
In fact, the best linear fit of the data yields an R2 of 0.99. Consistent with the results in
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Table B.1
OLS and Cox proportional hazards coefficients from regression of timing of investment on social ties and due
diligence: sample of 72 investors in Fountain Oil & Gas Company
Variables

(1) Month of first
investment (OLS)

(2) Month of first investment
(proportional hazards)

Social ties
Within-network exchange
Search embeddedness

−3.318
1.860

0.661
−0.206

Conducted due diligence

−2.083

0.173

Controls
Age at first investment
Occupational prestige
Level of experience

−0.003
0.002
1.959

0.007
0.001
−0.627

Constant
Adjusted R2 or χ2
No. of observations

20.006∗∗
0.000
64

9.440
64

Cumulative Number of Investors

Notes: Omitted category is impersonal sources of information: telemarketing cold calls, direct mail, advertisements,
and direct sales “cold contact.” Adjusted R2 is reported for OLS. χ2 is reported for Cox regression. No. of
observations is less than 72 due to listwise deletion of cases with missing data on one or more variables. ∗ P <
0.05, ∗∗∗ P < 0.001.
∗∗ P < 0.01.
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Fig. 2. Cumulative number of investors, observed and fitted values.

Table B.1, the shape of this curve indicates the absence of a network diffusion effect in the
spread of Fountain’s investments.
References
Allison, P., 1995. Survival Analysis Using the SAS System. SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC
Baker, W., 2000. Achieving Success Through Social Capital. Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA.

110

W.E. Baker, R.R. Faulkner / Social Networks 26 (2004) 91–111

Baker, W.E., Faulkner, R.R., 1993. The social organization of conspiracy: illegal networks in the heavy electrical
equipment industry. American Sociological Review 58, 837–860.
Baker, W.E., Faulkner, R.R., 2003. Diffusion of fraud: intermediate economic crime and investor dynamics.
Criminology 41, 1601–1634.
Bass, F.M., 1969. A new product growth model for consumer durables. Management Science 15, 215–227.
Biggart, N.W., 2001. Banking on each other: the situational logic of rotating savings and credit associations.
Advances in Qualitative Organization Research 3, 129–153.
Bridges, W.P., Villemez, W.J., 1986. Informal hiring and income in the labor market. American Sociological
Review 51, 574–582.
Burt, R.S., 1987. Social contagion and innovation: cohesion versus structural equivalence. American Journal of
Sociology 92, 1287–1335.
Burt, R.S., 1992. Structural Holes. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.
Burt, R.S., 2000. The Network Structure of Social Capital. Research in Organizational Behavior. JAI Press.
Clinard, M.B., 1984. The phantom capitalists: the organization and control of long-term fraud (book review).
British Journal of Sociology 35, 141–143.
Cohen, G., Faulkner, D., 1989. Age differences in source forgetting. Psychology and Aging 4, 10–17.
Coleman, J.S., 1958. Relational analysis: the study of social organization with survey research. Human
Organization 14, 28–36.
Coleman, J.S., 1964. Introduction to Mathematical Sociology. Free Press, Glencoe, IL.
Coleman, J.S., 1988. Social capital in the creation of human capital. American Journal of Sociology 94, S95–S120.
Coleman, J.S., 1990. Foundations of Social Theory. Harvard University Press, Boston, MA.
Coleman, J.S., Katz, E., Menzel, H., 1957. The diffusion of an innovation among physicians. Sociometry 20,
253–270.
Cox, D.R., Oakes, D., 1984. Analysis of Survival Data. Chapman & Hall, London.
DiMaggio, P., Louch, H., 1998. Socially embedded consumer transactions: for what kinds of purchases do people
most often use networks? American Sociological Review 63, 619–637.
Duncan, O.D., 1961. A socioeconomic index for all occupations. In: Reiss, A., et al. (Eds.), Occupations and
Social Status. Free Press, NY.
Frenzen, J.K., Davis, H.L., 1990. Purchasing behavior in embedded markets. Journal of Consumer Research 17,
1–12.
Galbraith, J.K., 1993. A Short History of Financial Euphoria. Penguin, NY.
Gaston, R.J., Bell, S., 1988. The Informal Supply of Capital. Final Report submitted to the US Small Business
Administration by the Applied Economics Group Inc.
Gottfredson, M., Hirschi, T., 1990. A General Theory of Crime. Stanford University Press.
Granovetter, M.S., 1995 [1974]. Getting a Job. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.
Granovetter, M.S., 1985. Economic action and social structure: the problem of embeddedness. American Journal
of Sociology 91, 481–510.
Granovetter, M.S., 1992. Problems of explanation in economic sociology. In: Nohria, N., Robert G.E. (Eds.),
Networks and Organizations. Harvard Business School Press, Boston, MA, pp. 29–56.
Hartman, M., Hasher, L., 1991. Aging and suppression. Psychology and Aging 6, 587–594.
Hodgson, S.F., 1989. Oil and Gas in California, fourth ed. California Department of Conservation, Division of
Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (Publication No. TR34).
Iowa Securities Bureau, 2001. Affinity Fraud. Iowa Insurance Division, electronic publication
(http://www.iid.state.ia.us/division/securities/InvestorEd/).
Kahneman, D., Tversky, A., 1982. The psychology of preferences. Scientific American (January), 160–172.
Katz, J., 1988. Seductions of Crime: Moral and Sensual Attractions of Doing Evil. Basic Books, NY.
Kollock, P., 1994. The emergence of exchange structures: an experimental study of uncertainty, commitment, and
trust. American Journal of Sociology 100, 313–345.
Light, I., Karageorgis, S., 1994. The ethnic economy. In: Neil, J.S., Swedberg, R. (Eds.), The Handbook of
Economic Sociology. Princeton University Press, Princeton, pp. 647–671.
Lin, N., 2001. Social capital. A Theory of Social Structure and Action. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.
Lowry, T., 1998. Broker’s pyramid falls on friends, neighbors. USA Today (21 October), 1B–3B.
Loftus, E.F., 1979. Eyewitness Testimony. Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA.

W.E. Baker, R.R. Faulkner / Social Networks 26 (2004) 91–111

111

Mahajan, V., Muller, E., Bass, F.M., 1990. New product diffusion models in marketing: a review and directions
for reseach. Journal of Marketing 54, 1–26.
Marsden, P.V., 1987. Core discussion networks of Americans. American Sociological Review 52, 122–131.
Marsden, P.V., Podolny, J., 1990. Dynamic analysis of network diffusion processes. In: Weesie, J., Flap, H. (Eds.),
Social Networks through Time. ISOR/Rijksuniversiteit Utrecht, Utrecht, pp. 197–214.
McClintick, D., 1983. Stealing from the Rich: The Story of the Swindle of the Century. Quill, NY.
Merton, R.K., 1968. Social Theory and Social Structure. Free Press, NY.
Nakao, K., Treas, J., 1992. The 1989 Socioeconomic Index of Occupations: Construction from the 1989
Occupational Prestige Scores. GSS Methodological Report No. 74. NORC, Chicago.
North American Securities Administrators Association, 2001. Affinity Fraud: Beware of Swindlers Who Claim
Loyalty to Your Group, http://www.nasaa.org/.
Portes, A., 1994. The informal economy and its paradoxes. In: Neil, J.S., Swedberg, R. (Eds.), The Handbook of
Economic Sociology. Princeton University Press, Princeton, pp. 426–449.
Portes, A., Sensenbrenner, J., 1993. Embeddedness and immigration: notes on the social determinants of economic
action. American Journal of Sociology 98, 1320–1351.
Putnam, R., 2000. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. Simon & Schuster, NY.
Rogers, E.M., 1983. Diffusion of Innovations, third ed. Free Press, NY.
Rogers, E.M., 1995. Diffusion of Innovations, fourth ed. Free Press, NY.
Sampson, R.J., Laub, J.H., 1995. Crime in the Making: Pathways and Turning Points Through Life. Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, MA.
Shapiro, S., 1987. The social control of impersonal trust. American Journal of Sociology 93, 623–658.
Siles, M., Hanson, S.D., Robison, L.J., 1994. Socio-economics and the probability of loan approval. Review of
Agricultural Economics 16, 363–372.
Shiller, R.J., Pound, J., 1989. Survey evidence of diffusion of interest and information among investors. Journal
of Economic Behavior and Organization 12, 47–66.
Srivastava, R.K., Mahajan, V., Ramaswami, S.N., Cherian, J., 1985. A multi-attribute diffusion model for
forecasting the adoption of investment alternatives for consumers. Technological Forecasting and Social Change
25, 325–333.
Strang, D., Tuma, N.B., 1993. Spatial and temporal heterogeneity in diffusion. American Journal of Sociology 99,
614–639.
Stevenson, R.J., 1998. The Boiler Room and Other Telephone Sales Scams. University of Illinois Press.
Swedberg, R., 1998. Max Weber and the Idea of Economic Sociology. Princeton University Press, Princeton.
Titus, R., Heinzelmann, F., Boyle, J.M., 1995a. Victimization of persons by fraud. Crime and Delinquency 41
(January).
Titus, R., Heinzelmann, F., Boyle, J.M., 1995b. The anatomy of fraud: report of a nationwide survey. National
Institute of Justice Journal (August), 28–34.
Uzzi, B., 1999. Embeddedness in the making of financial capital: how social relations and networks benefit firms
seeking financing. American Sociological Review 64, 481–505.
Valente, T.W., 1995. Network Models of the Diffusion of Innovations. Hampton Press, Cresskill, NJ.
Van den Bulte, C., Lilien, G.L., 2001. Medical innovation revisited: social contagion versus marketing effort. .
American Journal of Sociology 106, 1409–1435.
Vaughan, D., 1999. The dark side of organizations: mistake, misconduct, and disaster. Annual Review of Sociology
25, 271–305.
Williamson, O.E., 1985. The Economic Institutions of Capitalism. Free Press, NY.

