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(Received 6 February 2010; final version received 1 June 2010) Engagement in criminal activity may be viewed as risk-taking behaviour as it has both benefits and drawbacks that are probabilistic. In two studies, we examined how individuals’ risk perceptions can inform our understanding of their intentions to engage in criminal activity. Study 1 measured youths’ perceptions of the value and probability of the benefits and drawbacks of engaging in three common crimes (i.e. shoplifting, forgery, and buying illegal drugs), and examined how well these perceptions predicted youths’ forecasted engagement in these crimes, controlling for their past engagement. We found that intentions to engage in criminal activity were best predicted by the perceived value of the benefits that may be obtained, irrespective of their probabilities or the drawbacks that may also be incurred. Study 2 specified the benefit and drawback that youth thought about and examined another crime (i.e. drinking and driving). The findings of Study 1 were replicated under these conditions. The present research supports a limited rationality perspective on criminal intentions, and can have implications for crime prevention/intervention strategies. Keywords: crime; risk; subjective expected utility; probability; drinking and driving; shoplifting; forgery; drugs



Introduction When considered in the context of crime, the notion of risk is typically discussed in terms of the risk of crime and/or victimization (e.g. Reisig, Pratt, & Holtfreter, 2009) or in terms of the factors placing an individual at risk of becoming involved in crime (e.g. Bowey & McGlaughlin, 2006). In this paper, we consider crime as a form of risky behaviour that people may decide to engage in after perceiving the outcomes associated with the illegal behaviour. Indeed, akin to Knight’s (1921) definition of risk that highlights the potential benefits and drawbacks of engaging in a behaviour along with their associated probabilities of occurrence, crime may involve positive or negative outcomes that are less than certain. For instance, shoplifting may provide the offender with a much desired product or an indirect means of obtaining such a product after selling the stolen item. On the other hand, shoplifting may also result in a criminal conviction and a prison sentence. An individual may perceive the chances of obtaining a desired product as being somewhat greater than the chances of being convicted and imprisoned. Rational choice theories of risk taking such as subjective expected utility theory portray people as rational decision makers who attach values to the possible rewards *Corresponding author. Email: [email protected] ISSN 1068-316X print/ISSN 1477-2744 # Her majesty the Queen in right of Canada as represented by the Minister of National Defence 2011 http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2010.498423 http://www.tandfonline.com
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and the costs associated with an action, calculate the probabilities of these rewards and costs, weigh the values of rewards and costs by their respective probabilities, and choose the course of action that maximizes rewards and minimizes costs (see Anand, 1995; Fishburn, 1981; Gruber, 2001). Thus, such theories suggest that individuals use compensatory decision strategies that weight and integrate all of the available and relevant information in order to make a decision as to whether or not to engage in a risky behaviour. A rational choice perspective has been used by some to explain engagement in criminal activity (see Becker, 1968; Clarke & Felson, 1993; Cornish & Clarke, 1986; Seipel & Eifler, 2008; Newman, Clarke, & Shoham, 1997; Piquero & Tibbetts, 2002). For instance, in an early study, Carroll and Weaver (1986) found that when intending to shoplift, offenders reported considering specific tactics, risks and deterrents, as well as rewards or motivations such as attraction to an item and use or need for it. Nagin and Paternoster (1993) also demonstrated that perceived costs and benefits were predictive of crime. However, it is argued that people’s rationality is bounded by external constraints such as limited time, information and resources as well as internal constraints such as limited cognitive processing ability and emotions (see Gigerenzer, Todd, & the ABC Group, 1999; Kahneman, 2003; Simon, 1956, 1982; Slovic, Finucane, Peters, & MacGregor, 2002). This suggests that people often use non-compensatory strategies that ignore much of the available and relevant information when making a decision. Indeed, a limited rationality perspective has also been applied to understanding criminal engagement (see Johnson & Payne, 1986; Trassler, 1993; Tunnell, 2002). For instance, in an early study, Feeney (1986) found that most robbers said their decisions to rob were motivated by a desire for money (e.g. for drugs) or for other reasons such as out of anger or for excitement. Over half said their decisions to rob were impulsive and did not involve planning, and nearly two-thirds said they had not thought at all of the negative consequences of committing the crime such as getting caught. More recently, studies have shown that burglars use ‘fast and frugal’ heuristic strategies, that rely on one cue alone, in their decision about whether a residential property is occupied or not (Snook, Dhami, & Kavanagh, in press) and in their choice of which property to burgle (Garcia-Retamero & Dhami, 2009). Research on risk-taking behaviour in general has typically found evidence consistent with a limited (rather than full) rationality perspective. In particular, studies of youth have found that risk taking is predicted by or associated with their focus on the perceived benefits of engaging in risky behaviours, and there is little evidence to suggest that they weight and integrate the costs and benefits. For example, Siegel and his colleagues found that engagement in behaviours including alcohol use, illegal drug use, sexual activity, stereotypical male behaviours, imprudent behaviours, and socially unacceptable behaviours by college students as well as adolescents diagnosed with conduct disorder, was better predicted by their perceived benefits of engaging in these behaviours than the perceived costs (Lavery, Siegel, Cousins, & Rubovitts, 1993; Parsons, Halkitis, Bimbi, & Borkowski, 2000; Parsons, Siegel, & Cousins, 1997; Shapiro, Siegel, Scovill, & Hays, 1998; Siegel et al. 1994). Bauman and his colleagues measured youths’ perceptions of the desirability and probability of the consequences of risky behaviours (e.g. alcohol, tobacco and drug use, and risky sexual behaviour) and found inconsistent evidence for the idea that youths maximize subjective expected utility in past or forecasted risk taking (Bauman & Bryan, 1983; Bauman, Fisher, & Bryan, 2006; Bauman, Fisher, Bryan, &
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Chenoweth, 1984, 1985; Bauman, Fisher, & Koch, 1989; Bauman & Udry, 1981; Gilbert, Bauman, & Udry, 1986). The studies by Siegel and his colleagues, however, did not separately measure the subjective probabilities of the costs and benefits, and so it is unclear if young people were driven by their desire to obtain the benefits or their belief that the benefits are probable, or both. By contrast, the studies by Bauman and his colleagues did not examine the independent effects of the value attached to the costs and benefits and the subjective probabilities of the costs and benefits. Given that Knight (1921) pointed out that the concept of risk should be defined as any expected outcome ! positive or negative ! whose probability of occurrence is less than certain, in the present research, we fully unpack youths’ risk perceptions of criminal activities in terms of their perceived: (a) importance of the potential benefits, (b) importance of the potential drawbacks, (c) probability of obtaining the benefits, and (d) probability of incurring the drawbacks. Our main goal was to determine which components of youths’ risk perceptions are valid predictors of their forecasted engagement in criminal activity, controlling for their past engagement.



Competing views on the impact of risk perceptions on criminal engagement Several competing views about the factors that predict forecasted engagement in criminal activity may be examined. First, we investigate competing views about the predictive value of the perceived benefits versus the perceived drawbacks of engaging in criminal activity. In accordance with descriptive theories of risky choice, such as prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), that predict loss aversion or greater sensitivity to losses than to gains of equal magnitude, one might consider that forecasted engagement in criminal activity would be better predicted by youths’ assessments of expected loss rather than expected gain. Conversely, and consistent with some past literature on youth risk taking and on crime reviewed above (e.g. Feeney, 1986; Lavery et al., 1993; Parsons et al., 1997, 2000; Shapiro et al., 1998; Siegel et al., 1994), many risky behaviours appear to be taken because of their potential desirable consequences in spite of the possible losses they also entail. Based on those findings, one might alternatively consider that youths’ forecasted criminal activity is based on their expected benefits. Second, we examine views about the predictive value of perceived importance of outcomes versus their subjective probabilities in order to clearly understand the basis for any observed gain!loss asymmetry in the prediction of forecasted criminal activity. For example, if perceived benefits are found to predict forecasts better than perceived drawbacks, that may be due to the fact that benefits are perceived as more likely than drawbacks, that benefits are perceived as being greater in magnitude than drawbacks, or both. We suggest that youths’ perceptions of outcome importance would be more influential in their forecasted criminal activity than their subjective probabilities of the outcomes because the former would be easier to mentally construct. Outcomes, such as being caught by the police or being sent to prison can be vividly imagined. By contrast, the probabilities of such events are second-order judgements (i.e. judgements of the likelihood of what has been judged to be a possible outcome of a given act) that are less amenable to visualization. Stated differently, one can represent a possible outcome (e.g. being sent to prison) without
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thinking about its probability, but one cannot think about the probability of the outcome without thinking about the outcome itself. Finally, we investigate competing views about the complexity of the model predicting forecasted engagement in criminal activity. According to the rational choice perspective, forecasted criminal activity should be the product of an interaction of the importance (or value) of perceived outcomes and their subjective probabilities. By contrast, according to the limited rationality perspective and consistent with some past research on youth risk taking and on crime (e.g. Bauman et al., 1989, 2006; Feeney, 1986; Lavery et al., 1993; Parsons et al., 1997, 2000; Shapiro et al., 1998; Siegel et al., 1994), youths’ forecasted engagement in criminal activity would be better predicted simply by a measure of the perceived importance of potential benefits than from a measure that interactively combined the perceived importance of the potential benefits with the subjective probability of the benefits. To date, no study has provided a clear test of the independent predictive validities of these components or how they might interact in predicting forecasted engagement in criminal activity. Is youths’ forecasted engagement in criminal activity preceded by a thought process that weights and integrates all of the available and relevant information? Or, is youths’ forecasted criminal engagement the consequence of a thought process that uses only a limited amount of the available and relevant information? Furthermore, while much of the extant research on engagement in criminal activity has examined past crimes (e.g. Ostrowsky & Messner, 2005) or experts’ forecasts of potential offending (e.g. Hanson, 2009), we focused on individuals’ intentions to engage in criminal activity, controlling for their past engagement. This enables investigation of the cognitive determinants of the intent to commit crimes. Beyond the practical implications for informing intervention strategies, our findings can inform theories of crime by demonstrating the importance of specific risk perception measures in predicting intentions to engage in criminal activity. We conducted two studies that tested the above competing views on the impact of risk perceptions on forecasted engagement in criminal activity. In Study 1, youth were asked to think about the potential benefits and drawbacks of three different criminal activities (i.e. buying an illegal drug, shoplifting a small item, and forging a signature), to judge the perceived importance and probabilities of these outcomes, and to forecast their engagement in these behaviours. In Study 2, we aimed to replicate and extend the findings of Study 1 by studying drinking and driving and presenting youth with a potential benefit and drawback of this behaviour, thus controlling for the specific outcomes that youth thought about and responded to.



Study 1 Aims The main aim of Study 1 was to examine how well the following variables predict forecasted criminal engagement, controlling for past engagement: (1) perceived importance of the potential benefits, (2) perceived importance of the potential drawbacks, (3) subjective probability of the benefits, and (4) subjective probability of the drawbacks, (5) perceived importance of the benefits " subjective probability of
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the benefits, and (6) perceived importance of the drawbacks " subjective probability of the drawbacks.



Method Participants Ninety undergraduates volunteered to participate in the study in return for bonus credits in an introductory psychology course. Forty-three per cent (n # 39) were male. The mean age of the sample was 19.42 years (SD # 1.85).
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Survey Participants completed a survey comprising three sections. Two sections asked about risk perceptions and one about forecasted engagement in criminal activity for three illegal behaviours. The three behaviours were buying an illegal drug, shoplifting a small item, and forging a signature. These have been shown to be criminal activities that university students may engage in (Weber, Blais, & Betz, 2002). In one section of the survey, participants were asked to think about the potential benefits of engaging in the behaviours. For each behaviour, they were asked to rate the importance of the benefits that they might obtain on an 11-point scale ranging from 0 (not at all important) to 100 (extremely important). Following each rating, participants were asked to indicate their chances, on average across the times they would engage in this behaviour, of obtaining these benefits on an 11-point scale from 0% (no chance at all) to 100% (absolutely certain). Another section of the survey paralleled this one, except that participants were asked to think about the potential drawbacks of engaging in the same behaviours, and to rate the importance of the drawbacks, followed by the average chances of incurring the drawbacks. Thus, perceived probabilities of the benefits and drawbacks were obtained on average across the times that youth might engage in the behaviour, to avoid any problems associated with youth giving extremely high or extremely low probability responses based on one experience alone. The third section of the survey asked about past and forecasted engagement in the behaviours. Participants were asked to first forecast the chances that they would engage in each of the behaviours in the following 12 months. Ratings were made on an 11-point scale from 0% (no chance at all) to 100% (absolutely certain). Participants were then asked to report if they had ever (yes/no) engaged in each of the behaviours in the past 12 months, and if so how many times. Such self-report techniques are often recommended and used to measure crime rates (e.g. Junger-Tas & Marshall, 1999). Procedure The order of the survey’s first two sections was fully counterbalanced across participants. The introduction to each section described the task and provided instructions to complete it via an example of how a hypothetical participant completed an item in it. Participants’ age and gender were also elicited at the beginning. The survey was self-administered in small groups, and took approximately 25 minutes to complete.
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Findings Past and forecasted criminal engagement
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In the past 12 months, 58.43% of the sample reported buying an illegal drug, 46.67% said they had shoplifted a small item, and 62.22% said they had forged a signature. Across participants, the mean frequency of past engagement was 3.06 (SD # 7.16) for buying an illegal drug, 0.48 (SD # 1.09) for shoplifting, and 0.96 (SD # 2.09) for forgery. The mean forecasted chances of buying an illegal drug in the next 12 months was 27.78% (SD # 35.09), mean forecasted chances of shoplifting was 9.33% (SD # 18.83), and mean forecasted chances of forgery was 22.78% (SD # 28.13). There were significant positive correlations between past and forecasted criminal engagement: r # 0.61 for buying an illegal drug, r # 0.55 for shoplifting, and r # 0.66 for forgery, psB0.001.



Predicting forecasted criminal engagement We conducted separate three-step hierarchical multiple linear regression analyses for each behaviour in order to determine the relative validity of perceived importance of outcomes (benefits and drawbacks), the subjective probabilities of these outcomes, and the interaction of outcomes by probabilities, in predicting forecasted criminal engagement, controlling for past engagement. In each model, frequency of past criminal engagement was entered in step 1. In step 2, the predictor variables (i.e. perceived importance of the benefits, perceived importance of the drawbacks, subjective probability of the benefits, and subjective probability of the drawbacks) were entered. In step 3, the interaction terms (i.e. importance of benefits " probability of benefits, and importance of drawbacks " probability of drawbacks) were entered. All of the full models were statistically significant and according to the adjusted R2 explained 65% of the variance in forecasted buying an illegal drug, 64% of the variance in forecasted shoplifting, and 60% of the variance in forecasted forgery. Tables 1!3 show that the main findings were replicated across the three behaviours. Here, beyond past engagement, forecasted criminal engagement was best predicted by the perceived importance of the benefits. Although the subjective probability of the benefits was also a significant predictor of forecasted forgery, the magnitude of the effect was somewhat smaller.



Discussion Study 1 therefore supports the notion that intentions to engage in criminal activities are best predicted by individuals’ perceptions of the importance or value of the benefits that may be gained, irrespective of their probabilities or the drawbacks that may also be incurred. This is consistent with past literature on youth risk taking that highlights the significance of the benefits to youth and offenders’ use of simple decision strategies (e.g. Feeney, 1986; Garcia-Retamero & Dhami, 2009; Lavery et al., 1993; Parsons et al., 1997, 2000; Shapiro et al., 1998; Siegel et al., 1994; Snook
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Step variables 1. Past engagement 2. Importance benefits Probabilities benefits Importance drawbacks Probabilities drawbacks 3. Importance benefits "probabilities benefits Importance drawbacks"probabilities drawbacks Adjusted R2 DR2 F (d.f.) DF (d.f.)



Model 1 b 0.61***



Model 2 b 0.34*** 0.56*** 0.05 0.19* $0.15



Model 3 b 0.35*** 0.67*** 0.08 0.17 $0.17 $0.14 0.04



0.36 0.66 0.37 0.31 50.40*** (1,88) 34.87*** (5,88) 19.98*** (4,83)



0.65 0.00 24.54*** (7,88) 0.27 (2,81)



*p B0.05, **p B 0.01, ***p B 0.001.



et al., in press). It is also consistent with the idea that outcomes are easily to mentally construct and apply to decisions to engage in future behaviours. However, in Study 1 we did not control for the actual benefits and drawbacks that youth thought about and responded to. One strength of this approach is that it examines the perceived risk of engaging in criminal activity from the perspective of youth rather than the adult-researcher (see also Beyth-Marom, Austin, Fischhoff, Palmgren, & Jacobs-Quadrel, 1993; Dhami & Garcia-Retamero, in press; Dhami, Mandel, & Garcia-Retamero, 2010). On the other hand, it is important to study the robustness of the effect under more controlled conditions.



Table 2. Model predicting forecasted shoplifting a small item. Step variables



Model 1 b



Model 2 b



Model 3 b



1. Past engagement 0.55*** 0.48*** 0.49*** 2. Importance benefits 0.37*** 0.32* Probabilities benefits 0.10 0.06 Importance drawbacks $0.22* $0.11 Probabilities drawbacks 0.05 0.32 3. Importance benefits "probabilities 0.05 benefits Importance drawbacks"probabilities $0.36 drawbacks Adjusted R2 0.30 0.47 0.47 DR2 0.30 0.20 0.01 F (d.f.) 38.22*** (1,89) 17.03*** (5,89) 12.24*** (7,89) DF (d.f.) 8.48*** (4,84) 0.64 (2,82) *p B 0.05, **p B 0.01, ***p B 0.001.
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Table 3. Model predicting forecasted forging a signature.
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Step variables



Model 1 b



Model 2 b



1. Past engagement 0.66*** 0.45*** 2. Importance benefits 0.27** Probabilities benefits 0.21* Importance drawbacks $0.11 Probabilities drawbacks $0.03 3. Importance benefits "probabilities benefits Importance drawbacks "probabilities drawbacks 0.44 0.61 Adjusted R2 DR2 0.44 0.19 F (d.f.) 69.57*** (1,89) 28.43*** (5,89) DF (d.f.) 10.58*** (4,84)



Model 3 b 0.45*** 0.30* 0.25* $0.08 0.05 $0.07 $0.11 0.60 0.00 19.98*** (7,89) 0.20 (2,82)



*p B 0.05, **p B 0.01, ***p B 0.001.



Study 2 Aim The main aim of Study 2 therefore was to replicate the findings of Study 1 controlling for the outcomes that youth thought about and responded to. In addition, Study 2 aimed to test the generalizability of the findings of Study 1 by focusing on a different criminal activity, namely drinking and driving. Method Participants Participants were 105 undergraduates who volunteered to participate in the study in return for bonus credits in an introductory psychology course. Thirty-six per cent (n # 38) were male. The mean age of the sample was 20.81 years (SD # 3.75). Survey Participants completed a survey comprising three sections. Two sections asked about risk perceptions and one asked about forecasted drinking and driving (after consuming five or more alcoholic drinks, which would be over the legal alcohol limit for driving). Here, risk perceptions were elicited for a specific possible benefit and drawback of drinking and driving (i.e. it is cheaper than alternative ways of returning home, and it may lead to a negative formal/legal sanction, respectively). These outcomes were taken from a previous study which used a qualitative method to elicit youths’ perceptions of the possible positive and negative outcomes associated with drinking and driving (Dhami et al., 2010). As in Study 1, in one section of the survey participants were asked to imagine drinking and driving. They then read about a possible benefit of drinking and driving, and rated the importance of the benefit on an 11-point scale from 0 (not at all important) to 100 (extremely important). Following that, participants rated the
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chances of obtaining the benefit on an 11-point scale from 0% (no chance at all) to 100% (absolutely certain). A second section of the survey similarly presented participants with a possible drawback of drinking and driving that they rated in terms of importance, and chances of occurring. Finally, the third section of the survey asked about past and forecasted drinking and driving. Participants rated the chance that they would drink and drive in the following 12 months on an 11-point scale from 0% (no chance at all) to 100% (absolutely certain). Participants then reported if they had ever (yes/no) engaged in drinking and driving in the past 12 months, and if so, how many times.
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Procedure The order of the survey’s first two sections was counterbalanced across participants. The introduction to each section described the task and provided instructions to complete it via an example of how a hypothetical participant completed an item in it. Participants’ age and gender were also elicited at the beginning. The survey was selfadministered in small groups, and took approximately 25 minutes to complete.



Findings Past and forecasted drinking and driving Twenty-three per cent of the sample reported drinking and driving in the past 12 months (after consuming five or more alcoholic drinks). Across participants, the mean frequency of drinking and driving was 0.25 (SD # 0.79). The mean forecasted chances of drinking and driving in the next 12 months was 4.86% (SD # 11.94). There was a significant positive correlation of r # 0.50 between past and forecasted drinking and driving, pB0.001. Predicting forecasted drinking and driving As in Study 1, we conducted a three-step hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis to predict forecasted drinking and driving. Past frequency of drinking and driving was entered in step 1. In step 2, the predictor variables (i.e. perceived importance of the benefits, perceived importance of the drawbacks, subjective probability of the benefits, and subjective probability of the drawbacks) were entered. In step 3, the interaction terms (i.e. importance of benefits " probability of benefits, and importance of drawbacks " probability of drawbacks) were entered. The full model was statistically significant, and according to the adjusted R2 explained 25% of the variance in forecasted drinking and driving. Table 4 shows that beyond past drinking and driving, only perceived importance of the benefits was a significant predictor of forecasted drinking and driving.



Discussion Study 2 therefore replicated the findings of Study 1, when controlling for the outcomes that youth thought about and to which they responded. Study 2 also demonstrated that the findings of Study 1 could be generalized to another criminal activity (i.e. drinking and driving) that is common among university populations
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Table 4. Model predicting forecasted drinking and driving.
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Step variables



Model 1 b



Model 2 b



Model 3 b



1. Past engagement 0.50* 0.46*** 0.43*** 2. Importance benefits 0.16 0.44* Probabilities benefits $0.08 0.01 Importance drawbacks $0.07 0.05 Probabilities drawbacks 0.04 0.37 3. Importance benefits "probabilities $0.34 benefits Importance drawbacks"probabilities $0.41 drawbacks Adjusted R2 0.24 0.24 0.25 DR2 0.25 0.03 0.02 F (d.f.) 34.48*** (1,104) 7.61*** (5,104) 5.90*** (7,104) DF (d.f.) 0.92 (4,99) 1.44 (2,97) *p B 0.05, **p B 0.01, ***p B 0.001.



(Paschal, 2003; Steptoe et al., 2004). Intentions to drink and drive are best predicted by individuals’ perceptions of the importance or value of the benefits that may be gained, irrespective of their probabilities or the drawbacks that may also be incurred.



General discussion The present research described youths’ past and forecasted engagement in a range of illegal behaviours, and it predicted their forecasted engagement in these behaviours, controlling for their past engagement. The findings contribute to the extant literature on (limited) rational choice theories of both risk taking and crime in three key ways. First, we show that the prediction of forecasted engagement in criminal activity relied on a model that, given past engagement, was sensitive only to the perceived importance of the benefits associated with engaging in the relevant behaviour. Indeed, the descriptive model supported by the current findings is simple in two respects. First, no interaction terms were reliable, contrary to the subjective expected utility model, which relies exclusively on such terms. Second, only one predictor variable was reliable for all but one of the behaviours studied. Thus, the model is simple in the sense that the number of considered factors appear to be minimal. These findings accord with previous literature indicating that people rely on simple heuristics to arrive at decisions (see Gigerenzer et al., 1999; Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982; Slovic et al., 2002). The present findings are also consistent with past research demonstrating that offenders use limited rationality (e.g. Feeney, 1986; Garcia-Retamero & Dhami, in press; Johnson & Payne, 1986; Snook et al., 2009; Trassler, 1993; Tunnell, 2002). In an earlier study, Moore and Gullone (1996) also found that youth engagement in the general categories of major and minor crimes and dangerous driving was predicted by a limited number of risk perceptions. They, however, did not test interaction effects or specify the precise behaviours and outcomes, as we did. Second, the present research found that contrary to the aphorism that ‘losses loom larger than gains (of equal magnitude)’ (notably captured in Kahneman and
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Tversky’s, 1979, prospect theory), gains in fact appear to loom larger than losses in youths’ forecasted engagement in criminal activity. The present findings are consistent with the small body of recent research showing that youths’ intentions to take risks are better explained by their perceptions of the expected benefits than the costs (e.g. Halpern-Felsher, Biehl, Kropp, & Rubinstein, 2004; Parsons et al., 1997; Weber et al., 2002). However, as with the studies on past risk taking reviewed earlier, these studies on future risk taking often confounded outcomes and probabilities. The present research clearly separated the benefits and drawbacks, and the outcomes from their probabilities. Finally, the present research showed that the focus on gains was largely restricted to outcomes alone, while probabilities were not predictive of forecasted engagement in criminal activity. Youth may focus on the importance rather than the probability of benefits because it is easier to think about how much benefit doing Y would bring than to think about how probable that level of benefit would be if Y were enacted. Moreover, it may be that the benefits are immediate and thus experienced or easier to imagine being experienced, whereas the drawbacks are long-term and may therefore have not been experienced or may be difficult to imagine. However, youth in Study 1 were not asked to identify the benefits and drawbacks that they thought about, and in Study 2, both the benefit and drawback presented to youth were those that would occur during driving and so were potentially relatively equal in their time perspective. Recent studies of youths’ perceptions of risky driving behaviours, including drinking and driving, have found mixed evidence for the idea that the perceived benefits are short-term (Dhami & Garcia-Retamero, in press; Dhami et al., 2010). Nevertheless, research could be designed to determine if the short-term nature of perceived potential benefits of illegal behaviours renders them more predictive of forecasted criminal engagement than the long-term nature of perceived potential drawbacks. Limitations and directions for future research One could argue that our sample of university students limits the generalizability of the findings. While this population is not typical of offending groups and is unlikely to be processed through the criminal justice system, a sizeable proportion of the participants in the present research had engaged in the illegal behaviours studied in the past 12 months. These behaviours are common and carry prison sentences. Nevertheless, future research ought to be directed at useful replications with firsttime versus repeat offenders, generalist versus specialist offenders, and opportunistic versus professional offenders. However, there are ethical issues involved in studying offenders ‘at work’, and there is also a limitation to studying incarcerated offenders. The present study attempted to overcome the shortcomings of some past research by separately measuring the different components of risk (i.e. perceived importance of the benefits and drawbacks, and subjective probabilities of the benefits and drawbacks) and examining their independent and interactive value in predicting forecasted engagement in criminal activity, controlling for past engagement. In the present cross-sectional design, there was a predictable significant positive association between past and forecasted criminal engagement. Nevertheless, future research could adopt a longitudinal design to examine how well youths’ forecasts predict actual future criminal engagement. However, this may be ethically
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unsound (e.g. asking youth to think about the potential benefits of crime may promote criminal involvement), and practically difficult given the time and resources required. Although a sizeable proportion of the variance in forecasted engagement in criminal activity could be accounted for by the perceived importance of the benefits, there is also variance that remains to be accounted for. Future research could aim to identify other factors that predict forecasted criminal engagement either directly, or indirectly through influencing risk perceptions. For instance, more recently, some researchers have recognized the role of non-cognitive factors such as emotions in explaining risk taking. Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, and Welch (2001) argue that both anticipated and anticipatory positive and negative emotions such as regret and excitement may influence risk taking both directly and indirectly through impacting risk perceptions.



Implications for intervention Beyond the implications for theories of ‘crime as risk taking,’ our findings have implications for intervention strategies. Typically, youth are considered to engage in risky behaviours, including illegal ones, because they either are unaware of the costs or the probabilities of incurring these costs. Thus, intervention and prevention have often focused on educating and informing youth of these (e.g. by advertising the penalty associated with drinking and driving) or increasing the costs and their probabilities (e.g. by increasing the penalties and the surveillance). However, the present findings cast some doubt on the effectiveness of such approaches. As we have found, although youth may be aware of the costs and even consider them to be important and probable, it is the value that they attach to the benefits (independent of their probabilities) that motivates their intentions to engage in criminal activity. Therefore, strategies ought to identify and change youths’ perceptions of the potential benefits of engaging in criminal behaviours. Strategies should also be designed to provide youth with alternative (legal) behaviours which hold the desired benefits. For instance, many university campuses have established ‘safe ride services’ to reduce the likelihood that youth drink and drive or ride with a drunk driver (Caudill, Harding, & Moore, 2000). In addition, as others have suggested, youth could be taught to weight the positive and negative outcomes by their probabilities and integrate them so they can make better-informed choices (Baron & Brown, 1991; Beyth-Marom & Fischhoff, 1997). Ultimately, such strategies may serve to reduce the losses suffered by young people who engage in criminal behaviours as well as limit the demands placed on the criminal justice system as a result of youth offending. Acknowledgements The research reported here was supported by a grant to both authors from the Queen Alexandra Foundation for Children and the Vancouver Island Health Authority, Youth and Maternal Health Program, British Columbia, Canada. We thank Katy Sothmann for her research assistance.



Psychology, Crime & Law



401



Downloaded by [York University Libraries] at 08:32 20 June 2012



References Anand, P. (1995). Foundations of rational choice under risk. Oxford: Oxford University Press. Baron, J., & Brown, R.V. (Eds.) (1991). Teaching decision making to adolescents. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Bauman, K.E., & Bryan, E.S. (1983). Adolescent beer drinking: Subjective expected utility and gender differences. Youth & Society, 15, 157!170. Bauman, K.E., Fisher, L.A., & Bryan, S.E. (2006). External variables, subjective expected utility, and adolescent behavior with alcohol and cigarettes. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 19, 789!804. Bauman, K.E., Fisher, L.A., Bryan, S.E., & Chenoweth, R.L. (1984). Antecedents, subjective expected utility, and behavior: A panel study of adolescent cigarette smoking. Addictive Behaviors, 9, 121!136. Bauman, K.E., Fisher, L.A., Bryan, S.E., & Chenoweth, R.L. (1985). Relationship between subjective expected utility, and behavior: A longitudinal study of adolescent drinking behavior. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 46, 32!38. Bauman, K.E., Fisher, L., & Koch, G. (1989). External variables, subjective expected utility and adolescent behavior with alcohol and cigarettes. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 19, 789!804. Bauman, K.E., & Udry, J.R. (1981). Subjective expected utility and adolescent sexual behavior. Adolescence, 16, 527!535. Becker, G. (1968). Crime and punishment: An economic approach. Journal of Political Economy, 76, 169!217. Beyth-Marom, R., Austin, L., Fischhoff, B., Palmgren, C., & Jacobs-Quadrel, M. (1993). Perceived consequences of risky behaviors. Developmental Psychology, 29, 549!563. Beyth-Marom, R., & Fischhoff, B. (1997). Adolescents’ decisions about risks: A cognitive perspective. In J. Schulenberg, J. Maggs, & K. Hurnelmans (Eds.), Health risks and developmental transaction during adolescence (pp. 110!135). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. Bowey, L., & McGlaughlin, A. (2006). The youth crime reduction video project: An evaluation of a pilot intervention targeting young people at risk of crime and school exclusion. The Howard Journal of Criminal Justice, 45, 268!283. Carroll, J., & Weaver, F. (1986). Shoplifters’ perceptions of crime opportunities: A processtracing study. In B. Cornish & R.V.G. Clarke (Eds.), The reasoning criminal: Rational choice perspectives on offending (pp. 19!38). New York, NY: Springer. Caudill, B.D., Harding, W.M., & Moore, B.A. (2000). At-risk drinkers use safe ride services to avoid drinking and driving. Journal of Substance Abuse, 11, 149!159. Clarke, R.V.G., & Felson, M. (1993). Routine activity and rational choice. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction. Cornish, D.B., & Clarke, R.V. (1986). The reasoning criminal: Rational choice perspectives on offending. New York, NY: Springer. Dhami, M.K., & Garcia-Retamero, R. (in press). Spanish youth’s perceptions of the costs and benefits of risky driving. The Spanish Journal of Psychology. Dhami, M.K., Mandel, D.R., & Garcia-Retamero, R. (2010). Canadian and Spanish youths’ perceptions of mixing alcohol and driving. International Journal of Psychology. Feeney, F. (1986). Robbers as decision makers. In D.B. Cornish & R.V.G. Clarke (Eds.), The reasoning criminal: Rational choice perspectives on offending (pp. 53!71). New York, NY: Springer. Fishburn, P.C. (1981). Subjective expected utility: A review of normative theories. Theory and Decision, 13, 139!199. Garcia-Retamero, R., & Dhami, M.K. (2009). Take-the-best in expert-novice decision strategies for residential burglary. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 16, 163!169. Gigerenzer, G., Todd, P.M., & the ABC Research Group (1999). Simple heuristics that make us smart. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. Gilbert, M.A., Bauman, K.E., & Udry, J.R. (1986). A panel study of subjective expected utility for adolescent sexual behavior. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 16, 745!756. Gruber, J. (Ed.) (2001), Risky behavior among youths. An economic analysis. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.



Downloaded by [York University Libraries] at 08:32 20 June 2012



402



M.K. Dhami and D.R. Mandel



Halpern-Felsher, B.L., Biehl, M., Kropp, R.Y., & Rubinstein, M.L. (2004). Perceived risks and benefits of smoking: Differences among adolescents with different smoking experiences and intentions. Preventive Medicine, 39, 559!567. Hanson, K.R. (2009). The psychological assessment of risk for crime and violence. Canadian Psychology, 50, 172!182. Johnson, E., & Payne, J. (1986). The decision to commit a crime: An information processing analysis. In D.B. Cornish & R.V. Clarke (Eds.), The reasoning criminal (pp. 170!185). New York, NY: Springer. Junger-Tas, J., & Marshall, I.H. (1999). The self-report method in crime research. Crime and Justice, 25, 291!367. Kahneman, D. (2003). A perspective on judgment and choice: Mapping bounded rationality. American Psychologist, 58, 697!720. Kahneman, D., Slovic, P., & Tversky, A. (1982). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory: An analysis of decisions under risk. Econometrica, 47, 313!327. Knight, F.H. (1921/1964). Risk, uncertainty, and profit. New York, NY: Sentry Press. Lavery, B., Siegel, A.W., Cousins, J.H., & Rubovitts, D.S. (1993). Adolescent risk-taking: An analysis of problem behaviors in problem children. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 55, 277!294. Loewenstein, G.F., Weber, E.U., Hsee, C.K., & Welch, N. (2001). Risk as feelings. Psychological Bulletin, 127, 267!286. Moore, S., & Gullone, E. (1996). Predicting adolescent risk-behavior using a personalized cost-benefit analysis. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 25, 343!359. Nagin, D., & Paternoster, R. (1993). Enduring individual differences and rational choice theories of crime. Law and Society Review, 27, 467!496. Newman, G., Clarke, R.V., & Shoham, S.G.. (1997). Rational choice and situational crime prevention. Dartmouth: Dartmouth Publishing Group. Ostrowsky, M.K., & Messner, S.F. (2005). Explaining crime for a young adult population: An application of general strain theory. Journal of Criminal Justice, 33, 463!476. Parsons, J.T., Halkitis, P.N., Bimbi, D., & Borkowski, T. (2000). Perceptions of the benefits and costs associated with condom use and unprotected sex among late adolescent college students. Journal of Adolescence, 23, 377!391. Parsons, J.T., Siegel, A.W., & Cousins, J.H. (1997). Late adolescent risk-taking: Effects of perceived benefits and perceived risks on behavioral intentions and behavioral change. Journal of Adolescence, 20, 381!392. Paschal, M.J. (2003). College attendance and risk-related driving behavior in a national sample of young adults. Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 64, 43!49. Piquero, A.R., & Tibbetts, S.G. (2002). Rational choice and criminal behavior: Recent research and future challenges. New York, NY: Routledge. Reisig, M.D., Pratt, T.C., & Holtfreter, K. (2009). Perceived risk of internet theft victimization. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 36, 369!384. Seipel, C., & Eifler, S. (2008). Opportunities, rational choice, and self-control: On the interaction of person and situation in a general theory of crime. Crime & Delinquency. Shapiro, R., Siegel, A.W., Scovill, L.C., & Hays, J. (1998). Risk-taking patterns of female adolescents: What they do and why. Journal of Adolescence, 21, 143!159. Siegel, A.W., Cousins, J.H., Rubovitts, D., Parsons, J.T., Lavery, B., & Crowley, C. (1994). Adolescents’ perceptions of the benefits and risks of their own risk-taking. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders, 2, 89!98. Simon, H.A. (1956). Rational choice and the structure of the environment. Psychological Review, 63, 129!138. Simon, H.A. (1982). Models of bounded rationality. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. Slovic, P., Finucane, M.L., Peters, E., & MacGregor, D.G. (2002). The affect heuristic. In T. Gilovich, D. Griffin, & D. Kahneman (Eds.), Heuristics and biases: The psychology of intuitive judgment (pp. 397!420). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. Snook, B., Dhami, M.K., & Kavanagh, J.M. (2009). Simply criminal: Predicting burglars’ occupancy decisions with a simple heuristic. Law and Human Behavior.



Psychology, Crime & Law



403



Downloaded by [York University Libraries] at 08:32 20 June 2012



Steptoe, A., Wardle, J., Bages, N., Sallis, J.F., Sanabria-Farrand, P.A., & Sanchez, M. (2004). Drinking and driving in university students: An international study of 23 countries. Psychology & Health, 19, 527!540. Trassler, G. (1993). Conscience, opportunity, rational choice and crime. In R.V.G. Clarke & M.S. Felson (Eds.), Routine activity and rational choice (pp. 305!322). New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction. Tunnell, K.D. (2002). The impulsiveness and routinization of decision-making. In A.R. Piquero & S.G. Tibbetts (Eds.), Rational choice and criminal behaviour: Recent research and future challenges (pp. 265!278). New York, NY: Routledge. Weber, E.U., Blais, A., & Betz, N.E. (2002). A domain-specific risk-attitude scale: Measuring risk perceptions and risk behaviors. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 15, 263!290.



























[image: Systemic Risk-Taking - of Anton Korinek]
Systemic Risk-Taking - of Anton Korinek












[image: Risk-Taking Dynamics and Financial Stabilityâˆ—]
Risk-Taking Dynamics and Financial Stabilityâˆ—












[image: Risk-Taking Dynamics and Financial Stabilityâˆ—]
Risk-Taking Dynamics and Financial Stabilityâˆ—












[image: The Biology of Risk Taking]
The Biology of Risk Taking












[image: Systemic risk taking Feb2016.pdf]
Systemic risk taking Feb2016.pdf












[image: On Crime as Science]
On Crime as Science












[image: Excessive Risk Taking and the Maturity Structure of Debt - Annual ...]
Excessive Risk Taking and the Maturity Structure of Debt - Annual ...












[image: Collateralized Borrowing and Risk Taking at Low ...]
Collateralized Borrowing and Risk Taking at Low ...












[image: Policy Uncertainty, Political Capital, and Firm Risk-Taking]
Policy Uncertainty, Political Capital, and Firm Risk-Taking












[image: Policy Uncertainty, Political Capital, and Firm Risk-Taking]
Policy Uncertainty, Political Capital, and Firm Risk-Taking












[image: Collective Risk-Taking with Threshold Effects - Paris School of ...]
Collective Risk-Taking with Threshold Effects - Paris School of ...












[image: Collateralized Borrowing and Risk Taking at Low ...]
Collateralized Borrowing and Risk Taking at Low ...












[image: For whom does social comparison induce risk-taking?]
For whom does social comparison induce risk-taking?












[image: Pension fund taxation and risk#taking]
Pension fund taxation and risk#taking















Crime as risk taking






benefits were predictive of crime. However, it is argued that people's ... predictive value of the perceived benefits versus the perceived drawbacks of engaging in criminal activity. In accordance with ..... advertising the penalty associated with drinking and driving) or increasing the costs and their probabilities (e.g. by ... 






 Download PDF 



















 138KB Sizes
 3 Downloads
 275 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents







[image: alt]





Systemic Risk-Taking - of Anton Korinek 

Abstract. This paper analyzes the risk-taking behavior of agents in an economy that is prone to systemic risk, captured by financial amplification effects that involve a feedback loop of falling asset prices, tightening financial constraints and fire














[image: alt]





Risk-Taking Dynamics and Financial Stabilityâˆ— 

When financial market participants differ in their risk-taking, good shock .... lessons on boom-bust dynamics and on how desirable it is to hold capital shares ..... Simulation 2 (First Best) We include an illustration of the optimal capital ..... Sy














[image: alt]





Risk-Taking Dynamics and Financial Stabilityâˆ— 

the solution is interior, the optimality conditions (9) are the first-order conditions to ..... limit our attention to two risk types I = {1,2} to obtain simple analytic results.














[image: alt]





The Biology of Risk Taking 

systemsâ€”such as individual relationships, family, school, and communityâ€”that support ..... The parents and teachers agreed to stay in contact with one another ...














[image: alt]





Systemic risk taking Feb2016.pdf 

There was a problem previewing this document. Retrying... Download. Connect more apps... Try one of the apps below to open or edit this item. Systemic risk taking Feb2016.pdf. Systemic risk taking Feb2016.pdf. Open. Extract. Open with. Sign In. Main 














[image: alt]





On Crime as Science 

Jan 6, 2004 - embarked upon in the study of the development of criminal behavior." The National Institute of Justice has so far spent over $18 million on Dr.














[image: alt]





Excessive Risk Taking and the Maturity Structure of Debt - Annual ... 

and Mella-Barral (2000, 2005) focus on the renegotiation of debt service when ..... the value of debt and the value of the firm under the following form: v(x) = vm.














[image: alt]





Collateralized Borrowing and Risk Taking at Low ... 

Phone: 1-519-661-2111 extension 85310. 1 ...... We set Î¸ to match a capital income share for the U.S. business sector of. 0.29 for the period .... all these experiments, we use two metrics to compare the competitive equilibrium results ... taking in














[image: alt]





Policy Uncertainty, Political Capital, and Firm Risk-Taking 

Mar 21, 2017 - and Materials Development Fund at London Business School for financial support. .... (2016). We then use firm-driven operating and performance ..... For example, Figure 2 presents the parallel trends graph for CDS spreads.














[image: alt]





Policy Uncertainty, Political Capital, and Firm Risk-Taking 

Mar 21, 2017 - tribute to political candidates, and these firms' risk-taking and ..... 6Standard differences-in-differences designs contain a treatment group and a control ...... App endix. Con trol variables include firm size,. M/B, free cash flow.














[image: alt]





Collective Risk-Taking with Threshold Effects - Paris School of ... 

Apr 2, 2015 - To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time that this ...... A Appendix: Instructions (for online publication only) ... Once each group member has made his/her decision, the computer randomly determines whether the.














[image: alt]





Collateralized Borrowing and Risk Taking at Low ... 

nomics, Social Science Centre, Room 4071, London, Ontario, Canada, N6A 5C2. ... Others use nominal interest rate data to establish a negative relationship to ... projects, with high variance of returns, or low-risk projects, with low variance of ...














[image: alt]





For whom does social comparison induce risk-taking? 

subjects prefer negatively correlated outcomes, for those subjects social ..... At the end of the round a coin toss was simulated by the computer and if the coin.














[image: alt]





Pension fund taxation and risk#taking 

Keywords: tax; EET regime; TEE regime; pension funds; defined contribution; defined ... 2 I am indebted to an anonymous referee for extensive discussions. I am ...


























×
Report Crime as risk taking





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















