[bookmark: _GoBack]Rational Choice Theory and Interest in the “Fortune of Others”.
Paternoster, R., Jaynes, C. and Wilson, T. (2017). Rational Choice Theory and Interest in the “Fortune of Others”. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 54(6), pp.847-868. 
This article examines the relationship between drink driving and whether the preferences conditioned the effects of sanction threats on willingness to drink drive by using rational choice theory to back up their findings. Rational choice theory has gained a positive position when looking at criminology based on the number of articles used to test its hypotheses There have been a number of different criminal offences that have used rational choice theory to try and explain criminal behaviour. (McCarthy, 2002). Rational choice theory looks at the assumption that individuals base their choice making on reasoning. This suggests that individuals look at satisfying their self-interest by examining all the accessible choices reasonably, meaning that an individual weigh up the potential benefits and consequences. Rational choice theory works on the assumption that if an individual is self-absorbed, they are more likely to drink drive, and if an individual is more concerned about others, then they are less likely to drink drive. 
[bookmark: _Hlk24403672]Paternoster, R., Jaynes, C. M. and Wilson, T. (2017) wrote an article on rational choice theory and interest in the “fortune of others”. They conducted an experiment based on two hypotheses,1 being that individuals who are more self-absorbed and hypothesis 2 weighting up the options of whether to drink drive will be more likely to commit the crime. The authors also looked at how spontaneous a person is and how this effects their rational choice/ decision making whether to drink drive through a series of 10 questions. There were approximately 270 university students, 230 of which completed a questionnaire. Participants had a mean and median age of 19, 45% of participant’s were male and 61% white. Participants were asked to read a scenario based on drink driving. This was measured by completing questions on a scale of 0-100. Where meaning no chance, and 100 meaning you would defiantly drive home. Questions such as “what do you think the probability is that you would drive home this night”. The higher the score the more likely the individual is going to self-absorbed. A scale that looked at the severity of being caught drink driving was also looked at, a scale of 0-10 was used 0 being “not at all” 10 being “it would cause so many problems for me I can’t think about it”. By participants completing these questionnaires it was determined whether they were self-absorbed / self-regarding or who was more caring of others/ “other regarding”. Two fake money games were used, looking at behavioural links based on concept and other-regarding preferences, these were used as an independent variable. Results backed up their hypothesis indicating that individual who were more self-absorbed were more likely to drink drive.
[bookmark: _Hlk24737358]Although the experiment conducted backed up their hypothesis, it has been argued by other authors such as Paternoster & Bachman, (2001) when they suggested that although many assume crime is a consequence of choice, they disagree on the concept that of what establishes a “rational choice. There research looked at individuals and delinquency and crime. Their study they found that individuals who were more vulnerable and less educated were more likely to follow peers when making choices, they found that individuals were more likely to commit a crime to fit in with their peers, or not understanding the consequences relating to the crime being committed. Therefore, this can argue the case of the rational choice theory when they suggested that individuals base their decision making on self-absorbed/ self-regarding. To strengthen the claims made by Paternoster, R., Jaynes, C. M. and Wilson, T. (2017) they could have looked at a number of different education levels. A GPA score was used on participants, this is a grading score system for all Americans, based on a score of 1 to 4. Individuals who score 4 are rated more academically, (Olivares, 2019). There paper does not state what levels of education the participants had therefore this can not be generalized across to a majority. Also, their participants had a mean and median age of 19. The is great limitation regarding the age of participants as the legal age for drinking in America is 21.(CDC,2019) Therefore participants may not know what drinking alcohol entails or feels like, therefore, how can they answer questionnaires relating to these questions if they had never experienced drinking. From the results given this can’t be generalized across to others as the age range was very limited who commit crimes. Opp, K.D et al, (1997) also argued that rational choice has a number of faults when trying to explain the reasoning behind decision making and crime. Opp, K.D et al, (1997) suggested that rational choice could be explained by the concept of wide and narrowing formulations. Wide formulations suggest that individuals’ actions are characterized by inadequate or limited rationality, meaning that criminal choice making is unavoidably less than perfect. Opp, K.D, et al (1997) stated that when individual’s commit a crime there is offend risks and hesitantly involved due to the fact that the individual is normally unaware of the facts about benefits and charges related to the crime being committed. It was also suggested that individuals commit crime with limited information, time and familiarity presented to them or when there is a need to provide for others. The narrow model suggests that people are individualists. It has been suggested many kinds of crime are carried out in order to increase the offender's individual wellbeing. However, it has also been suggested that individuals’ circumstances can encourage an individual to commit a crime for others to gain. For example, people who live in poverty, food is often stolen for household members. Also, the narrow model suggests that peer pressure from close-knit groups commit criminal offences for the benefit of others within their group to feel more superior or a need of self-belonging or the acceptance of others within the group. Diekmann, (1980), Grasmick and Green, (1980), Kerschke-Risch, (1993). Therefore, it can be stated that the rational choice theory is not a full explanation on why individuals commit crimes as they don’t consider individuals circumstances.
Paternoster, R., Jaynes, C. M. and Wilson, T. (2017) carried out their experiment and based their finding by using questionnaires. First the participants were asked to read a scenario based on drink driving. This was measured by completing questions on a scale of 0-100. Questions such as “what do you think the probability is that you would drive home this night”. There are weaknesses to using questionnaires. By the author using closed structed question, participants will be summarised in numerical form therefore the data collected will lack details and any depth, this may be leading, as individuals may not be given the option to explain their answers, Therefore, this cant represent all individuals due to the complexity of human behaviour. However, questionnaires can also carry some benefits, they allow researchers to obtain data to statistically examine and produce graphs to show any findings that occur. It has also been suggested that closed questions are easy to replicate in a study, meaning that since the questions are consistent it is easy to repeat the questionnaire. (Psychology Hub, 2019) This is encouraging due to the fact it allows for the questionnaires to be measured in relationship of their reliability. However, by using closed questions and questionnaires it may not show a true reflection of the participant due to them representing themselves in a more positive or negative way. For example, participants may answer sensitive questions about drink driving incorrectly in order to represent a more required image of themselves, therefore, this can lead to false data being collected as it’s not a true representation of the truth from the individual. (Psychology Hub, 2019). Hobbs et, al (2005) stated that when individuals commit crime it is always calculated, and individuals will always way up the costs and benefits when committing a crime. Chiu et al, (2011) backed up the claims made by Paternoster, R., Jaynes, C. M. and Wilson, T. (2017) and Hobbs, et al, (2005) when they stated that when individuals commit crime they do so by carefully  thinking about the crime and the consequences of what might happen after the crime has been committed, whether this being a reward or punishment. This backs up the rational choice theories and ideas of why human commit crimes. Ainsworth, (2002) dismissed the claims made by Paternoster & Bachman, (2001) when he suggested that crime is committed by using careful planning and decision making when committing a specific crime. Tierney, (2009) stated that when individuals commit crime, they do so on the idea that it is perfectly rational or partly rational from the perspective of the individual committing the crime. He always stated that a criminal is correct in what they do as this is rational thinking to the individual, and the criminal would have weighted up the benefits and consequences beforehand. However, it was also suggested by Tierney, (2009) that when looking at deviant behaviour, emotional aspects need to be taken into consideration as this also has an impact on the offense being committed. Clarke, (1997) suggested that opportunity  plays a significant part when individuals commit a crime, therefore, it is fair to say rational thinking is not always present and situations and environment may play a part in the actions of an individual, therefore dismissing the claims made by Tierney, (2009) when he suggested that individuals weigh up benefits before committing a crime. 
[bookmark: _Hlk24736931]Paternoster, R., Jaynes, C. M. and Wilson, T. (2017) also based their findings by using a behavioral gaming system. The Games were Ultimatum and a dictator game. The Ultimatum games was based on money. The aim of this game was to see, if individuals were self-absorbed, would they be more likely to try and keep money other than spilling it with the other player. Player 1 was given a fake money, and they had to decide whether to split with player 2 they were able to offer three separate amounts. If player 2 was to reject an offer, then both players would loss all the money. They concluded that if players were to reject an offer then this would make them more self-absorbed based on the fact, they want a bigger offer of money. The dictator game also looked at self-absorbed, this time player one was only given the option to offer one payment, and if player 2 was to reject offer then this indicated that player 2 was more self-absorbed. There results suggested that individuals who rejected a low offer were more self-absorbed, and player were offered less were more self-absorbed. The results backed up there hypothesis, however, although these games have been used in a number of studies, it can not give a true reflection of human behavior, as money being offered was not real, the situation players were involved in were not real and all based on a computer games which was fictional. Therefore, it can be suggested that there is a need of improved to test the reliability of these games in a different way. Also, all participants that took part in the gaming study were male therefore, this can not be generalized amongst gender, which leaves questions being asked to whether this would be the same for both genders. All participants were white therefore, this can not be generalized across to other ethnic groups.
Social learning theory suggests that human behavior is learnt by the individual’s environment and from the encouragement of other peers this backed up the idea of the narrow model highlighted earlier. (Akers, R, 1991) Social learning theory stated that the rational choice theory lacks moral judgements, therefore it can not fully explain human behavior and why humans commit crime. Social learning theory also suggested that to be able to understand human behavior, and why they commit crimes there are several factors that need to be taken into consideration e.g individuals upbringing, criminal parents, poverty. (Tuck @ Riley, 1997). From the study conducted by Paternoster, R., Jaynes, C. M. and Wilson, T. (2017) there study could of been strengthened by using a wider rage of demographic questions to enable them to have a more generalized population, they could of included participants that have lived in more deprived areas, individuals with no education.
The research carried out also found that there was a link between impulsivity and sensation seeking, Paternoster, R., Jaynes, C. M. and Wilson, T. (2017) suggested that impulsivity was when an individual acts a behavior  spontaneously, whereas, sensation seeking is where an individual seeks risky behaviors.(Caspi et al, 1997) (Donohew et al, 2000). An impulsivity scale was used, which consisted of four questions, such as “I do things without thinking? A sensation seeking scale was constructed, which consisted of eight questions, such as “I would like to explore strange places. It does not indicate the options participants were given, the scale does not mention whether it was a Likert scale or how it was measured. However, the impulsivity scale indicate that it has a Cronbach of 80 therefore, it can be excepted that the measurement of the scales is reliable. However, it does not indicate what scale was used. A scale that have been used to analyze impulsivity is the BIS, (Patton et al 1995) this a 30 question self- report which was designed to look at impulsivity based on personality and behavior which has a Cronbach of 0.77. There is also another impulsivity scale that have been used to investigate human behaviour and criminal behaviour, The BIS-15 this is also a scale but a shorter version which has 15 questions and 5 subscales, this version show more reliability with a Cronbach of 0.94. (Spinella, 2007; Meule et al., 2011). If this was used, then this could have strengthened the research and the results would have been more reliable. The research does not indicate what sensation scale was used, therefore future replication is limited as the information is missing. There is a version of the sensation seeking scale (SSS) that was first created by Zuckerman et al,(1964) this consists of forty question with four subscales, the scale looks at individuals personality traits of pleasures, and their need to explore and the excitement they get from thrills this scale have been found to be very useful in previous studies, however there have also been criticism related to this scale. Concerns were raised about the scale as the wording of the questions were translated as being offensive, as the questions referred to drinking, sexual behaviour and drug taking, it was found that this did not apply to all individuals, therefore, a new version was created V1 this took into consideration socialisation, biology and genetics. (Zuckerman, 1979, 1984a). It can be suggested from these finding that there are a number of different scales that could have been used to strengthen their research to give it more validity.
Linking back to the rational choice theory when it suggested that individuals act in a way which individuals commit crime due to them being self-absorbed. However, there have been significant findings carried out by Alhakarni and Slovic (1994) when they looked at the effect of heuristic. It was suggested that individual’s behaviour is determined by the understanding of risk and benefits being received. A bipolar scale was used that looked at positive and negative measurements such as good/bad, happy/sad. It was found that individuals displayed their behaviours based on their inner feelings and weighed out risks based on the outcomes of punishment or reward. This also backs up the claims made by the rational choice theory, as it suggests that individuals commit crime due to the rewards, or their less likely to commit a crime due to the punishment they may receive.
It can be suggested from the research that there are several positive points that the rational choice theory takes into consideration when looking at crime, it have been backed up by a number of different theories when they suggested that individuals crime due to the rational thinking process however, the rational choice theory has several limited explanations. Throughout the research there was no consideration of the environment and personality taken into place, and it has been suggested by a number of different theories, that the environment plays a large part on human behaviour therefore, it can be suggested that the rational choice theory is limited and don’t fully explain the behaviour of crime. The way in which this study was conducted was very limited and could have been strengthened by using several different scales which have been mentioned above, this would have given more in depth analysis. Given the age and gender of participants that took part in their experiment, this give very limited information and lacked reliability due to the fact participants that took part were 19 and they based the experiment on drink driving. Many of the participants would not of experienced the effect of alcohol, therefore, they could not give a true answer to the questions being asked. Therefore, there is need for further investigation to strengthen the claims being made.
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