Over the past few years serious crime rates have increased in the UK (United Kingdom). As has been argued by Durkheim (2014, pp. 30–49), as a sociological phenomenon, crime is present in all societies. Explaining why people commit crimes has been a major discourse for academics. During the Enlightenment period, reformers asserted that the value of reasoning and human intellect was the main way of achieving social justice (Rockmore, 1987). It was previously believed that most human behaviour was driven by supernatural powers and different similar forces, but the enlightenment replaced these ideas. When it comes to crime and the reasons why people commit crimes, constructionist theories can be used. According to Constructionist theories, Crime is a social construction that refers to a collective judgment concerning the norms of society. The signifier ‘crime’ refers to action that violates the legitimate social norms of a collective social order (Haugaard, 2022). This essay will explain what constructionist theory is, with an evaluation of its uses, including its strengths and limitations. It will critically evaluate different crimes and the police models that are used today, with a particular focus on an issue that is present in today police looking at theft. By using constructionist theories such as labelling theory and Differential association theory.
Before the modern understanding of crime and criminal behaviour in Europe, for thousands of years prior it was a belief of many that any crime and criminal behaviour was explained by the possession of a spirit or were committed by spiritual reasoning (Vold, Bernard and Snipes, 1998). The reasoning behind this was that crime was associated with sin and thus being a criminal was because of being possessed by a demon(Burke, 2009). Because of this it was important that a better understanding to why people commit crime and have an equal reasoning to the explanation to why criminals do what they do.
To understand the connections of crime, it was important for the development of criminological theories was essential, with this the different theories have different explanations to the causes of crime. To create a complete theory for criminology the researches had to use a combination of macro and micro perspectives, however some of these ideas become to complex and are hard to adapt into the concise theories (Johnston et al, 2016). According to Akers (1994) the criteria for judging the merit of any theory are its rationality, reliability, and usefulness, to do this it is important to develop a logical explanation and then figuring out where it fits. With this theory it can influence how successful they work when it comes to the execution of public policy, it will help reduce the victimisation of people and the rate of crimes.Consequently, criminological theories are developed so that we may better understand why individuals behave the way they do, and by knowing why, we can respond to these acts and actors more effectively (Okada and Maguire, 2014).
Many studies that have been conducted concentrate on the method of decision making for offenders. They do this to comprehend intention and the consequences of policy (Brezina, et al, 2009; Copes, 2003; Jacobs & Wright, 1999; Miller, 1998; Topalli, 2005; Wright & Decker, 1994). According to Lebel et al (2008:132) they say that decision to commit property crimes is driven primarily by a "life is a party" mindset, with encouragement to interact in offending being a situation-specific inducement, powered by an urgent need for quick cash to maintain extravagant lifestyles and continue street culture participation (LeBel, et al, 2008:132).
Classical thinkers purposely and completely ignored individual differences (Burke, 2009). This constitutes the most severe criticism levelled to Classical Criminology Theory. Every perpetrator is not thinking the same way. Classical Theory held that criminals and inmates were penalized equally and solely based on the act committed. Moreover, children, adolescents, and the mentally ill have all been treated as if they were totally rational and capable. Conventional criminologists ignore the recognition of various criminal mentalities.Based on the concept of reason, they avoid negligence, misunderstanding, an unstable mind, and the other characteristics of a guilty mind (Amarasinghe, 2020). The sole mental component of a crime, according to the Classical Theory of Criminology, is rational aim. Moreover, Classical Theory ignores a variety of criminal guilt. To guarantee consistency and certainty of punishment, judges, according to the classical approach, must only administer punishments established by law, and punishments should be decided by the government, not the courts (Amarasinghe, 2020). As a result, the judiciary interpretations are accepted by classical theorists. The use of Classical Theory prevents judges from using discretion and curbs judicial activism (Tibbetts & Hemmens, 2014).
The constructionist theory holds that crime exists in the viewpoint of the observer, and the observer is the law, since crime is a type of deviance, but not every deviance is criminal. Constructionists analyse criminal procedural developments across history to suggest that perceptions of crime change over time, noting that behaviours have indeed been deemed illegal, legalised, and recriminalized through history (Friedman, 1993). Abortion is an example of a normal behaviour that was criminalised and later decriminalised (Reagan, 1997). Criminals and criminal activities in the framework of criminal law, in addition to all parties involved in the judicial system, are central to constructionist views (Rousseaux, 1996). Society determines deviancy. When deviancy is deemed a threat to the state, deviant behaviour is authorized by law (Scarpitti & Nielsen, 1999). As a result, laws controlling criminal behavior reflect society's strongest reaction to deviant behaviour. As a result, constructivists contend that all crime is inherently political (Friedman, 1993). Constructionist theory is and umbrella term for different criminology theories, for example there is Labelling theory, Critical criminology and Differential approach theory. All of these theories give a reasoning and a better understanding of the causes of crime and to why people commit them. 
Stinchcombe (1968)  uses delinquency as an example, pointing out that different kinds of action that concern the police may turn out to have different causes: natural variables that create administrative problems are not the same variables that have a unique set of causes. Sometimes applied researchers formulate this by saying that a natural variable “has multiple causes.” From the scientific point of view, this means that the applied researcher is trying to explain the wrong thing. Violence and crime are overlapping domains: some acts of violence are not criminal or even deviant. For example, violence in self-defence, violence by social control agents (parents and police), and violence in war are typically neither criminal nor deviant. On the other hand, the) and illicit drug use are crimes but do not involve violence. In addition, different types of crime involve different attitudes toward harm. Some offenders want to harm the victim (e.g., most assaults), some do not care (e.g., most robbery, rape, and property crimes), and some commit victimless crimes (e.g., taking illicit drugs). If we are interested in criminal violence, we should be trying to explain why people want to harm others or do not mind harming others, as well as why they are willing to break the law. Identifying the proper outcome or dependent variable is important because it has theoretical implications. A theory of aggression is needed to explain effects that are only observed for violence, while a theory of deviance is needed to explain effects that are observed for all types of criminal behavior.
https://www.ijcv.org/index.php/ijcv/article/view/2791/2552

Rafter (1997) outlines the evolution of eugenic criminology, which led to a biological and genetic explanation of crime in her book ‘Creating Born Criminals.’ The concept that individuals develop into criminals pervaded criminology around the end of the eighteenth century. This school of thought opposed the assumption that crime is the consequence of a person's fall from grace, instead proposing that criminal inclinations are hereditary and may be identified by a study of family background and a physical examination (Fitzgerald, 2011). 
An example of Constructionist theory when it comes to crime is the labelling theory. The theory assumes that although deviant behavior can initially stem from various causes and conditions, once individuals have been labeled or defined as deviants, they often face new problems that stem from the reactions of self and others to negative stereotypes (stigma) that are attached to the deviant label (Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1967). The idea suggests that, while deviant conduct can arise from a variety of reasons and situations, once individuals are classified or characterised as deviants, they frequently confront new challenges as a result of their reactions to negative preconceptions (stigma) associated with the deviant label (Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1967). This theory basically means that people that look a certain way or are brought up in a certain environment they are stereotyped in a certain way and are labelled as a criminal. Individuals that have been labelled as criminals or deviants tend to be set aside as different from others and tend to be stereotyped as undesirable and un trustworthy just because of how they look or what their environment is(Goffman, 1963; Link & Phelan, 2001; Simmons, 1965-6). This is therefore frequently linked, either directly or indirectly, to impoverished, often black and Hispanic areas and male offenders of colour (Chiricos et al., 1997; Gilliam and Iyengar, 2000).Becker (1963) suggested that the deviant status could lead to elevated status for the someone, that is, the unfavourable imagery associated with the deviant label can trump other characteristics a person may have. "Being classified as a criminal." People assume that the branded individual has no capacity or unwilling to "function as a moral creature and so could transgress other essential laws," according to Becker (1963). Furthermore, once an individual has been labelled as deviant, any prospective (or prior) misconduct on their behalf is interpreted as evidence of their fundamental deviant or criminal character. The stigma associated with criminal labelling fosters widespread suspicion and disdain for persons who have a criminal label (Travis, 2002). Labeling theory contends that disadvantaged groups are more prone than some other communities to experience labelling. Lower-class policing increases the possibility that lower-class persons and minorities may face police involvement (Smith, et al, 1984). Moreover, preconceptions of minorities and disadvantaged groups frequently include images of crime and risk (Quillian & Pager, 2001), and as a result, individuals of such groups may be more easily policed, sanctioned, and stigmatised, even if they have not committed any criminal offences (Warren, et al, 2006). It is shown that burglary is committed more in a lower soci-economic groups. In England and Wales Burglary rates fell by 67% between 1993 and 2008/09. According to Hunter and Tseloni (2016) shows that burglary is 10% higher in crime risk areas in comparison to 10% in safer parts of England and Wales (Kershaw and Tseloni 2005). Labelling theory is still prevalent in today it is used as people still get labelled and stereotyped because of the way they look or the area they live in.
Another example of Constructionist theory when it comes to crime is the differential association theory. According to differential association theory, learners understand values, attitudes, methods, and motivations for illegal activity via their encounters with others. It is a deviant learning theory introduced by sociologist Edwin Sutherland in 1939 and refined in 1947. Since then, the idea has remained extremely influential in the field of criminology (Cressey,1954). However, this theory does not take into account the reasons as to why a person commits a crime, but it can explain why it happens. Sutherland came up with nine different propositions for the differential association theory. A few of these are that most all criminal behaviour is learned, this can be true as it is believed that people who grow up around crime, it is also believed that many criminal behaviours stems from the interactions they have and communication they have. Differential association employs a social psychology perspective to explain how a person becomes a criminal (Cressy,1960). According to the hypothesis, an individual will participate in illegal action when the definitions that favour breaking the law outnumber those that do not.Differential association theory revolutionised the study of criminology. Nonetheless, the hypothesis has been critiqued for failing to account for individual variances. Personality qualities and one's surroundings may interact to produce results that the theory of differential associations cannot explain. People, for example, might alter their surroundings to better fit their ideas (Matsueda,1998). They may also be influenced by those who do not believe in the worth of illegal behaviour and opt to resist by turning into a criminal regardless. Humans are self-sufficient, self-motivated beings. As a result, individuals may not learn towards becoming criminals in the ways predicted by differential association.
https://www.thoughtco.com/differential-association-theory-4689191 
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