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Criminals are born, not made. Discuss 

There is no single universally acceptable definition of crime. But, for legislative purposes, crime is any unlawful act committed, which merits to the perpetrators being fined or punished (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). Any and every violation of the law is considered a crime and therefore such actions require a proportional punishment equivalent to the degree and the intensity of the crime. The purpose of punishment is to provide the perpetrators time to reflect on their past actions and also as a means to create deterrence among sections of society that any criminal activity would lead to strict action by law agencies (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). Also, awarding punishment to criminals helps to set examples so that fear is generated in the minds of potential criminals. 
But, there is wide body of evidence that showcases that governments despite enacting more stringent laws, the rate of crimes doesn’t automatically fall. This, therefore, indicates that the reason behind why a particular individual commits the crime is beyond the normal reasoning (Johnson, 2019).  Therefore, the science of criminology tries to identify the reasons behind why a particular individual commits a crime (Beaver, et al., 2011). 
Criminology’s oldest and the longest debate tries to dissect the central question of whether individuals are born as criminals or extenuating circumstances leading to making of criminals. Before reaching to the conclusion, there are multiple perspectives and multiple dimensions that must be taken into consideration (Fox, 2017).   This debate is akin to the nature vs nurture debate in psychology which tries to understand whether there is something in people’s psychological disposition or social environment and factors that forces them to undertake crime or is it the free will of criminals through which they make a rational choice of conducting a crime (Fox, 2017).   
The two-differing perspective within criminology are the classicism criminology (classical perspective) and the positivism perspective. The classicism criminology believes that individuals choose to be criminals as these criminals make a rational choice to commit the crimes. So, classicism perspective believes in the idea that perpetrators chose to do crime out of their own free will and therefore, criminals make choices to do crime through weighing in the benefits and costs of doing crimes. So, from the classicism criminology perspective, neither criminals are born, nor the social external circumstances force them to become criminals (Garland, 1986). In fact, criminals make a rational selfish choice to commit a crime. The classicism criminology doesn’t adequately answer’s this question as it focuses more on the disposition of the criminal and not trying to identify the scientific objectivity that allowed to understand criminal behaviour (Beirne, 1987). 
The alternate perspective that tries to understand the mind of the criminals and find the root cause of criminals is the positivist school of criminology. This school of criminology identify a range of internal or external factors that influence an individual to commit crime (Weatherburn & Findlay, 1985). So, according to positivist perspective, a criminal behaviour is in reality an effect of an underlying cause which could be either because of biological factors, social factors or psychological factors (Weatherburn & Findlay, 1985). The positivist approach is the neo-classical approach that considers the circumstances, the level of maturity of the criminal or whether the criminal is sane or not. 
While Cesare Lombroso posited that criminals are biological freaks and have physical and psychological deviations which lead them to criminal activities. Lombroso proposed a set of physical features which according to him were the tell-tale signs of the criminal. For eg, the murderers he said that had hawk like big noses whereas Rapists have Jug Ears (Fletcher, 1891).
Further, gall theory, on observing the serial killers, identified set of skills and characteristics through which a criminal can be identified (Wolfgang, 1961). But, there are serious shortcomings within these theoretical approaches. Further, Brunner et al., 1993 and Jacobs et al 1965 suggested that genetics can also be used to identify the criminals. While Jacobs et al., 1995 claimed that there was a genetic chromosome that increased predisposition of an individual towards criminal activity, Brunner et al., 1993 claimed that criminals who showcased extremely violent behaviour lacked (Brunner, et al., 1993) (Jacobs, et al., 1965). There is plenty of contrary evidence against these posits which disprove the theory by Gall or Lombroso (Fletcher, 1891). The reasoning behind rejection of these theories is that it is unable to answer several of the circumstances where crime occurs out of free will of an individual or because of the prevailing circumstances of the individual. 
The other perspective of understanding criminal behaviour is the psychological perspectives of crime. There are several studies which showcase that the psychology of the individual is related to the criminal activities. For example, a study by Hirschi and Hindelang found a close relationship between the criminal behaviour and low levels of IQ (Hirschi & Hindelang, 2017). Famous psychologist Sigmund Freud linked criminal predisposition of an individual to the past childhood experiences which effect the personality of the individual and make much more likely to commit crime (Hirschi & Hindelang, 2017). 
But, while the above theories can explain only a fraction of cases, the most overwhelming evidence supports that it is the range of sociological factors that have a profound influence on the human behaviour and lead to direct or indirect effect on the commissioning of the crime by an individual. Emile Durkheim’s anomie concept described the idea of deliberate social indiscipline by the criminal to achieve their personal goals. Here the criminal activity conducted by an individual was because the social norms developed are unable to fully adjust the aspirations of the individual (Raine, 1993). Similarly, both social strain theory and The Chicago school underlined class and social disorganization as the underlying basis of crime. Similar ideas have also been espoused by the subcultural theory, where individuals commit crime where they are unable to adjust to the social requirements or they themselves are unable to achieve the social goals. So, class and social inequality, subcultural values, lack of conformity, family background, economic conditions all act as forced motivations for individuals to commit crime. Overall, all these can be summed into differential association, which ultimately put the blame on the crime on inadequate socialization of the individual (Sutherland, et al., 1992).
While all theories showcase specific perspective, which can be used to understand whether criminals are born or made, but after evaluating the reasoning and the evidence it can fairly said that social positivist perspective are more predominant in explaining criminal behaviour. Psychological and Biological behaviour also do have an influence but that can explain a fraction of cases. Objectively, it can be said that it criminals are not born, but it is external and internal influences, that make criminals. 
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