Theories of crime are broad, wide ranging, centuries old and very new. Yet some theories since their production have been cited hundreds of times, remaining a mainstay in criminology (Pratt et al, 2011, p.67). This essay will begin by examining some of the main historical theories of crime and how they have evolved, while also applying some of these to contemporary modern-day issues. The issue being examined is that of prisons, which will lead into an evaluation of whether these theories are still relevant today or have been slowly phased out of use. 
Theoretical considerations of Crime and delinquency, prior to the age of enlightenment were not based on the sociological, economical or a variety of other mechanisms. Crime and delinquency were based on the supernatural, that crime is sin, and sin is evil in the eyes of God (Fitzgerald, 2011, p.299). To sin, meant that there was an “inherent moral depravity” to your personhood and as such, the punishment for those sins was often severe and disproportionate to the crime (Fitzgerald, 2011, p.299). But as feudalism transitioned into industrialism, the age of enlightenment brought about new ways of thinking about crime and delinquency (Fitzgerald, 2011, p.299). We now label this area and this school of thought as classicism, the two major thinkers we ascribe to this area are Cesara Beccaria and Jeremy Bentham. Beccaria advocated for a fairer criminal justice system, one where the punishment is proportionate to the crime, as well as further developing the pleasure pain principle, which asserts that people freely choose the option which leads to the least amount of pain and most amount of pleasure (Helm, 2002, p.13; Bruinsma, 2018, p.21-22). Bentham’s work is also based on this, also later developing the panopticon prison (Draper, 2002, p.8-13). Positivism emerged in the 18th century with theories proposed by Lombroso who asserted that there is a distinct “criminal man”, which is based on a biological analysis of physical attributes and continued with developments by Eyesenk (Delisi, 2013, p.5).  Other fields have since emerged, constructionism and structuralism are just two of many. Some dominant schools of thought that have merged are strain theory, and the constructionist social control theory (Fitzgerald, 2011, p.304).
There exists in criminology a significant body of work whose theoretical and methodological basis is contingent upon the notion that criminal behaviour is not intrinsic to the self. That deviancy is not the natural framing of ones being, but that it is an acquired identity that emerges due to a multitude of cultural, political, sociological, psychological, economical, and geographical mechanisms, that intersect to create perfect conditions for the birth of criminal motivation (Pratt et al, 2011, p.57). Hirschi’s social control/bond theory would object to this notion. The theoretical basis of Travis Hirschi’s work; causes of delinquency, (1969) is embedded in classicist conceptions of the self-indulgent nature of humans and the pleasure pain principal (Pratt et al, 2011, p.57; Costello, 2010, p.452). That crime and delinquency is a natural and rational aspect to one’s actions in the pursuit of desires. It is not something that is learned as Bandura (Bandura, 1978, p.13) would argue, or is dependent on social factors like Merton (Newburn, 2013, p.179) would argue, or deterministic in biology as Lombroso (Ellwood, 1912, p,716) would claim, but as Hirschi states, other theorists ask, “Why do they do it?” whereas he would ask, “Why don’t we do it?” (Hirschi, 1969, p.34). 
The conclusion that Hirschi came to is that the social control created by bonds developed throughout ones lived experiences all compound to create an unwillingness to perform criminal or deviant acts (Kempf, 1993, p.146). Should these bonds or ties not exist, then a person feels no relation to societal standards and delinquency is the natural reaction (Kempf, 1993, p.145). These bonds can be measured via four considerations, attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief (Kempf, 1993, p.146). Attachment regards the “affection” that one feels to others and “institutions” (Pratt et al, 2011, p.58). Commitment involves determining whether doing criminal or deviant acts would damage the bond to that thing a person feels “affection” for (Pratt et al, 2011, p.58). Involvement postulates that the less time one has to perform deviant or criminal acts, would result in those acts not being done, and belief establishes that the more belief that a person has in “values associated with behaviours that conform to the law” the less likely delinquency would occur (Pratt et al, 2011, p.59). Hirschi positioned many of his argument around male youths (Hirschi, 1969, p.157), and by the nature of his sample size being youths, the data revolved around issues like parenthood, education and friendships (Costello, 2010, p.454). 
Hirschi’s publication of causes of delinquency not only established social control/bond theories as a major school of thought in criminology, of which persists to this day. But the book was also particularly combative and offered scathing critiques of many mainstream and dominative classic strain theories (Agnew, 2019, p.29). Such as the one developed by Robert K Merton. 
[bookmark: _Hlk97287532]Merton’s strain theory finds its basis and relies hugely on the functionalist Durkheimian concept of anomie; that being rise of social and class disorganisation, “normlessness” which is aroused by a sense of cultural evolution and a decrease in societal informal social control (Slattery, 2003, p.22-23; Merton, 1938, p.682; Newburn, 2013, p.173). However, it has been argued that Merton’s conception of anomie differed from Durkheim’s; in that he reformatted anomie from its traditional basis of “normlessness” to one of “relative deprivation”, a shift made to create a solid theoretical basis for strain theory (Newburn, 2013, p.179). For the purpose of this essay ‘anomie’ will refer to Merton’s conceptualisation. This deprivation is the fundamental core to Merton’s arguments, that being deprivation of access to cultural goals, which creates a sense of anomie, and in turn encourages criminogenic means of achieving those cultural goals (Murphy and Robinson, 2008, p.505). Simply put, there is a disjunction between the goals of society, and the means to achieve those goals, Merton generalised that goal to be affluency, the American dream (Merton, 1938, p.675). The frustration at not being able to achieve those goals is what Merton’s describes as “strain” (Murphy and Robinson, 2008, p.509; Merton, 1938, p.681). Like social control/bond theory, strain theory is broken into distinct patterns of behaviour that can be separated into quadrants and are all situated in relation to the means/goals measurement (Merton, 1938, p.676). Conformity is acceptance of the already established goals and means to achieve them, the most common pattern of behaviour (Merton, 1938, p.677). Innovation is the acceptance of the goals but rejection of the means, this is the most common quadrant for criminogenic and deviant acts in pursuit of the established cultural goals (Merton, 1938, p.678; Murphy and Robinson, 2008, p.509). A denial of the culturally acceptable goals, but an acceptance of the means would fit into the ritualism pattern, while rejection of both goals and means, the least common behaviour pattern would be ascribed the label of retreatism in Merton’s conceptualisation of strain theory (Merton, 1938, p.676). Rebellion also rejects the goals and means to achieve those goal but incorporates their own goals and means (Murphy and Robinson, 2008, p.527). Rebellion often incurs great conflict with the dominative and mainstream cultural traditions, and often form their own versions of the patterns (Murphy and Robinson, 2008, p.527).  
Using strain theory to explore and evaluate prison may provide a unique angle into explaining criminogenic behaviour in prisons. For a major aspect of strain theory is anomie, and while in prison it could be argued that offenders remain in a persistent state of anomie as wealth accumulation during prison is incredibly difficult, thus creating the discrepancy between means and conventional goals (Crewe, 2006, p.363). However, as stated above the cultural goals were in relation to the building of affluency and the establishment of the American dream, and while it may be impossible to establish the American dream within prison, you can accumulate wealth (Gibson-light, 2018, p.20; Merton, 1938, p.675).  ). This wealth perhaps is not Merton’s conceptualisation of wealth, but a type of prison wealth (Gibson-light, 2018, p.200). 
Merton’s strain theory often deliberately ignores crimes by the wealthy, and crimes which don’t lead to an economic positive such as violent crime and has no explanation for either. And while prisoners are often from poorer socio-economic backgrounds, people from upper classes are not unrepresented in the prison population (Benson and Cullen, 1988, p.209). But due to the unique social context of prison, this has little real-world effect on the day-to-day. In fact, due to the loss of liberty a “depersonalisation” occurs and a re-evaluation of self-identity within this new socio context starts, indicating that even those who have wealth, may still feel the need to reach the cultural acceptable goals, as they are essentially bankrupt in this new prison economy (Kombaev and Banzarov, 2019, p.326). Many prisoners would have fit into the behaviour pattern of innovation outside of prison, and this innovation may have been the cause of sentencing (Ministry of Justice, 2021). By using Merton’s analysis, the perpetual state of anomie seen in prisoners should create more innovators. This would be further supported by claims made by Kombaev and Banzarov, (2019, p.327) who suggest that even while incarcerated, prisoners subscribe to Merton’s conceptualisation of cultural goals, this is particularly the case for those who fit the innovator behaviour pattern outside prison. Continuing, Merton postulates that conformity is the most common behaviour, however it has been suggested that this is not the case in the context of prison and that innovation is the most common behaviour pattern (Kombaev and Banzarov, 2019, p.328). 
If innovation is the most common behaviour pattern in prison, then crime in turn should rise to meet this disproportionate number of innovators, and with innovators as the dominant cultural force, deviant and criminal acts would not be seen as deviant, but as culturally acceptable. Meaning that the deviancy we ascribe to innovators outside prison, would be ascribed to conformists within prison. Criminogenic acts as a conformist behaviour. This, however, would only apply to the subcultures seen in prison. A critique of strain theory is its assumption of a singular goal and a singular culture, it does not account for the fact that cultures evolve and change, and as discussed previously deviancy in some subculture’s is not seen as deviancy, but as normal behaviour (Baron, 2006, p.221). Indicating that perhaps strain theory cannot be applied in some contexts, or if it is applied it would be more useful to adjust the goals to what is considered deviant to the context of the subculture being analysed.  
However, it has been argued that simply having their means blocked is not enough for the innovator to pursue goals in a culturally deviant manner (Murphy and Robinson, 2008, p.510). They need access to the illegitimate means and opportunities to learn the skills needed, just as the conformist needs the skills and belief to conform, so too does the innovator (Murphy and Robinson, 2008, p.510).. Suggesting that there is an aspect of social learning theory within the innovators path to deviancy (Murphy and Robinson, 2008, p.510). Continuing, a major aspect of prison is social control, particularly control of liberty, perhaps the opportunities for innovators to learn and access the skills needed to pursue goals in a deviant manner are stifled while in prison. And if Kombaev and Banzarov’s (2019, p.328) assertion about innovators being the most common behaviour pattern in prison is correct, then those who do have access to deviant means to achieve culturally acceptable goals in prison, can be described as the innovator’s innovator. 
Visitation during a prison sentence is a major coping mechanism for prisoners, helping with mental health issues, adjusting to the prison environment, strengthening familial bonds, reassurance of identity and a reduction of recidivism and deviant behaviour (Cihan et al, 2020, p.155; Kombaev and Banzarov, 2019, p.326; Tasca et al, p.462; Casey et al, 2020, p.429). Continuing, it has been suggested that there is a positive correlation with number of visitations and the reduction in deviant or criminal acts, through which we can determine the opposite, a lesser amount of visitation can increase chances of recidivism, violence in prison, and reduce chances of successful reintegration into society (Casey et al, 2020, p.430; Cihan et al, 2020, p.154). All these factors seem to suggest that Hirschi’s attachment consideration would be correct in asserting that strong bonds deter people from committing crimes, or in the case of prisons, deter from committing or performing more deviant and criminal acts. Visitation can increase and strengthen prisoners’ ties to conventional societal standards, this is done via families and friends that “support but also exert social control on inmates” (Cihan et al 2020, p.154). 
Furthermore, Hirschi’s second consideration, commitment, as stated above, proposes that commitment or “affection” to certain concepts would deter offending and lack of “affection” would lead to deviant acts being committed (Pratt et al, 2011, p.58). This consideration has no bearing and does not consider commitment after the deviant act has taken place. But, as discussed above, continued support decreases the chance of recidivism, suggesting that even if that commitment is broken, it can be restored, and if successfully done the deterrence affect would also be restored. One way this can be performed is via a process called reintegrative shaming. This process is determinant on the fact that “individuals who are bonded to conventional society, or their family, are easy to shame back into conforming” (Losoncz and Tyson, 2007, p.162), this suggests that commitment to one avenue can lapse, while it remains in the other. Meaning that one can remain committed and dedicated to the family, their goals and standards, but still commit deviant or criminogenic acts due to their lack of bonds and “affection” to “conventional society” (Losoncz and Tyson, 2007, p.162; Pratt et al, 2011, p.58). 
Prison would be the perfect environment to determine whether involvement has a valid basis. There is a wealth of literature exploring how the pain of imprisonment “deprivation of goods and services” affects prisoners (Haggerty and Bucerius, 2020, p.2). However, there is little evidence that this consideration is supported in empirical research (Kempf, 1993, p.159). While it could be argued that belief in the informal rules of prison would affect behaviour and act as a method of social control (Marquart and Couch, 2006, p.494; Berghuis et al, 2021, p.15), so do the formal controls. Brunton-smith and McCarthy (2016, p.1047) assert’s that if the treatment of prisoners is considered fair, then the belief in the legitimacy and the value of the formal rules increases, the same can be said about the formal and informal rules enforced by prison guards (Ibsen, 2013, p.361). 
Both Merton’s classic strain theory and Hirschi’s Social control/bond theory are considered some of the most important criminological theories in the field, not only because of what they introduced, but the things they have inspired. There is no understating just how important they are to the field, and yet classic strain theory, and to a lesser extent social control theory, have both been revised by other theorists and redeveloped by the originators themselves. 
Classic strain theory for example, is heavily reliant on the existence of institutionalised class systems, those who have their means blocked are from the lower classes, and thus more severely pressured to perform criminogenic acts in an effort climb the social ladder (Featherstone and Deflem, 2003, p.480). The narrow basis of this conceptualisation does not explain all crimes. Many crimes exist that do not fit into the means/goals criteria, white collar crime and financial corporate crime are two examples (Murphy and Robinson, 2008, p.514). However, Murphy and Robinson (2008, p.510) developed this line of thought further with their introduction of the “maximiser”, someone who uses both culturally acceptable and unacceptable means to achieve goals, using corporate crimes as an example. While this shows how the continued development and revisions of strain theory prove it is still useful in a contemporary context, there remains still, the fundamental flaws of Merton’s arguments. In Merton’s theory, there would be no reason to perform these criminal acts as they have already achieved the culturally acceptable goals through culturally acceptable means, and yet crimes of the rich occur. However, in the capitalist economy that the US is so fundamentally dependant on, it would not be wrong to point out that “one can never have enough in the US. Someone always has more” (Murphy and Robinson, 2008, p.515). Suggesting that anomie and strain can even be applied to those who the working class would argue, have reached that cultures goals (Murphy and Robinson, 2008, p.515). And as stated above, Strain assumes there to be a singular goal and culture and has little room for exploring the fact that deviancy is not a universal objective concept, but one that evolves, constructed by society, that is also ever evolving (Brown, 1991, p.32; Baron, 2006, p.221). 
Recent developments of strain made significant strides in accounting for the weaknesses found in classical strain theories, for example, Agnew (1992, p.47) with his general strain theory. This revision overcomes critiques about the singularity and objective measure of the means/goal measure in relation to the assertion of a single goal and culture. Merton’s conception is broad, and Agnew’s is very much focused on the individual, which assist in explaining crime that is not just committed by the working class.  
Social control theory also has been further developed, Hirschi and Gottfredson (2000) later developed self-control theory, which adapted several themes that Hirschi established with Social Control theory. When Hirschi first developed his theory, his study was primarily focused on youth male delinquency, so while there are criticisms of social control theory as a general theory of crime, it has been asserted that these are often misplaced due to the nature of what the theory was examining (Pratt et al, 2011, p.57). Continuing, Hirschi is also critiqued for generalising that attachment to relationships would deter criminal and deviant acts, there has been a plethora of research to say the opposite, that attachment in examples like gangs would in fact encourage deviancy (Wampler and Downs, 2010, p109). Again however, Social Control theory asserts attachment to prosocial and positive relationship that would have this effect, not all attachment’s (Pratt et al, 2011, p.69). While ideas like involvement have been suggested to be unfounded in empirical testing, the concept of why we don’t commit crime rather than why we do, has remained a powerful explainer of crime and deviance (Kempf, 1993, p.159). 
Strain theory and social control theory are both still relevant in modern day criminology, but particularly with strain theory, revised editions have provided us with a more robust and theoretically and empirically sound explainer for crime and delinquency (Agnew, 1992). So, while strain theory is still used in a modern-day context, its dominating position as a leading theory has slowly been whittled away. However, social control/bond theory has stood the test of time and is still used in a contemporary setting, while more updated versions of strain are used as an examiner of crime and delinquency (Jaynes, 2022; Enzman et al, 2022; Pitt and Walker, 2022; Baek et al, 2022). When applying both to prisons we can see that social control theory is more applicable between the two. Further research should be done about the applicability of social control theory in prisons, particularly if the deterrence affect that Hirschi postulates prevents from doing deviant acts can be restored, after that deviant or criminal act has been done. Continuing, prison has a place of perpetual anomie and strain should also be further researched, but perhaps on the subculture level of prison rather than the macro culture that Merton produced in his strain theory. 
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