


        The question of whether criminals are born or made is one that has been argued by criminologists and phycologists for many years. This is also referred to as the nature vs nurture argument, where some believe people turn to deviance through their upbringing and other sociological factors (nurture), and others believe it is formed due to genetics (nature). On both sides of the argument, there are criminological theories that support the different perspectives (Jagadeesan, Jagadeesan and Ramachandran, 2021).This paper will discuss the statement; criminals are born, not made, with theories presented for both for and against the argument.

        William Sheldon was an American Psychologist who developed the body-type theory (Somatotyping), that aimed to relate delinquency with physical appearance (Bernard, 2021). According to Morin (2014), the theory looked at the three body types; Ectomorph, Endomorph and Mesomorph and how each type relates to certain personality traits. For example, Ectomorphs are described as fragile and non-assertive, Endomorphs are relaxed and social, and finally, Mesomorphs are suggested to be aggressive and assertive. These behavioural factors would determine how likely a certain body type is to have the intentions of deviance. Therefore, it is clear that this theory is in favour of the statement suggested that yes, criminals are born and not made. Sheldon’s theory has found itself in a position where modern criminologists don’t want to completely disregard it even though it is a ‘skeleton’ in the criminological closet. However, they also do not want this theory to be recognised as a prominent contemporary theory of criminology. Questions have risen surrounding the purpose of its origin and why Sheldon brought the theory into the field. Interestingly, this is where the majority of contemporary research is conducted around Sheldon’s body-type theory, rather than the actual science itself (Rafter, 2007).
        However, all theories come with their criticisms. In terms of Sheldon’s theory, there are several criticisms that discredit the theory. As stated by Kenneth and Matthew (2013), Sheldon did not account for age, height etc. Rather, a generalisation of people fitting into the three body types as previously mentioned by Morin (2014). Also, body-types can change, both intentionally and unintentionally. Therefore, for this theory to correlate, behaviour must change with physical appearance. Furthermore, the theory uses a measurement estimation of each class of genotype, not accounting for the people that may ‘overlap’, due to their BMI, for example. This is simply another generalisation that is suggested to be biased (Kenneth and Matthew, 2013).
        According to Peyre (2021), Emile Durkheim was a French sociologist and pioneering figure in social sciences. Durkheim created the ‘Anomie’ theory, and is centred around the idea of biological criminology which opposes the statement, criminals are born as it suggests deviance is a result of situational social factors. Marks (1974), states that the idea of Anomie comes from the different occupational statuses of a society and how they coincide with each other. To understand Durkheim, it is important to grasp the wider meaning of ‘society’ that Durkheim presents. Social interaction and population heavily influences a society and how members of it see fit to perform according to what is deemed as acceptable and appropriate performance and behaivour.
        As stated by Thijssen (2012), Durkheim compares a ‘mechanical’ society against an ‘organic’ society. These societies represent different attitudes that people have in relation to criminality. Within a mechanical society, people understand the ‘common consciousness’ that is expected and they perform according to how society deems appropriate. On the other hand, an organic society sees a focus point on population within society. More specifically, the lack of social relevance and common consciousness being a result of an increasing population. 
        However, all theories come with their criticisms. In opposition to Durkheim and the Chicago School, is the idea that crime is inevitable in society. No matter the geological or economic circumstances of an area, crime is a product of society, meaning it is present throughout (Reiner, 1984). Reiner further mentions that the Durkheim theory is based off the assumption that the poor commit more crimes than the non-poor. This is a stereotyping economical-classes and their behaviour in society. This is a similar style of generalisation previously discussed and seems to be a common theme across the different theories.
        In support of Durkheim’s theory, is the Social Disorganisation Theory. This was created by the Chicago School and is another theory in favour of sociological positivism. Therefore, this opposes the statement, ‘criminals are born, not made’. This theory suggests that more built-up, dense areas with higher a population, results in weaker social ties. Therefore, It is suggested that people who live in these types of areas are more likely to turn to deviance. On the other hand, rural and less-dense areas where population is low, have stronger social ties. This means the occupants of these regions are less likely to turn to criminal activity (Rengifo, 2009). An example of this can be applied when looking at a more local area, like Swansea. According to South Wales Police (2022), In the city centre (low social-ties), there were 151 cases of violence and sexual assault cases reported in December 2021. Compared to an area such as Gorseinon (high social-ties), there were only 19 cases reported.

        In conclusion, it is clear that as social science develops, these ideas of biological positivism being the source of deviance are somewhat invalid. Although many theories surrounding biological positivism are no longer considered valid, the concept of criminal intention forming within the DNA of a person however, is still a highly debated topic. Sociological factors however, present more acceptable theories of criminal origins. Yet, many challenge these theories, such as Kenneth and Matthew (2013), further uncovering how criminals come to be within a society and how it may be a case of both sides of the argument having contributing effects on the origin of deviance.


BIBLIOGRAPHY

Bernard, T. J., 2021. William Sheldon. Encyclopedia Britannica. Available at https://www.britannica.com/biography/William-Sheldon Accessed on March 1, 2022.

Jagadeesan, P., Jagadeesan R., and Ramachandran, R., 2021. Nature versus Nurture: Are Criminals Born or Raised? - A Comprehensive Analysis. International Journal of Research Publications and Reviews. 2(10). pp. 564-579.

Kenneth, I. and Matthew, B., 2013. Investigation of William H. Sheldon’s Constitutional Theory of Personality: A Case Study of the University of the Gambia. Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 4(7), p.90.

Marks, S. R., 1974. Durkheim’s Theory of Anomie. American Journal of Sociology, 80(2), 329–363.

Morin, R., 2014. Somatotype Theory. The Encyclopedia of Theoretical Criminology, pp.1-4.
Peyre, H. M., 2021. Émile Durkheim. Encyclopedia Britannica. Available at https://www.britannica.com/biography/Emile-Durkheim Accessed on March 1, 2022.
Rafter, N., 2007. Somatotyping, Anti-modernism, and the Production of Criminological Knowledge. Criminology, (45). pp. 805-833. 

Reiner, R., 1984. Crime, law and deviance: the Durkheim. Durkheim and modern sociology, p.175.

Rengifo, A., 2009. Social Disorganization. Oxford Bibliographies Online Datasets. Available at https://www.oxfordbibliographies.com/view/document/obo-9780195396607/obo-9780195396607-0008.xml  Accessed on March 1, 2022.

South Wales Police, 2022. What’s Happening In Your Area? Available at https://www.south-wales.police.uk Accessed on March 2, 2022.



1

