Through Classical economic theory, supply and demand could mean that the government shouldn’t interfere through regulating the company if any fault was on the company, since customers willingly took the risk to provide their information, and are able to choose another company if they didn’t like the fact that their information got stolen. Through this perspective, companies should be motivated to keep good cybersecurity through wanting to keep business, rather than regulation. Marxian economic theory, on the other hand, focuses on how those with power, such as money or technology, exploit those without. In this case, the cybercriminals had greater technical abilities (or more motivation) to steal the companies’ data than the company or customers had to protect it, so the criminals were able to exploit this, presumably for economic gain such as selling the data. 
Neutralization psychological theories could explain why the people who committed the cyber crime ended up doing it and how they might justify it to themselves. This could be through denial of victim, such as saying that the company deserved to get hacked if their data wasn’t secure, or condemnation of condemners, such as by saying that the company should have had better cybersecurity in the first place, and it was their responsibility to protect their customers. Cognitive theories could also explain why the cyber attack happened, since they focus on how people think and why they make decisions. In this case, the cybercriminals could have thought that the risk that they were taking by committing the crime and the harm that they were inflicting on others was not as impactful or important as the benefit that they could receive from it. They may underestimate risks and consequences of their actions, or they simply may not process the risk or harm as a big deal compared to others.

