Nature versus nurture, genetics contrasted with environment, the biological in opposition to the social. This dichotomous debate is framed around the conception that one of these absolutes is the quintessential cause for deviant and criminal behaviour. Theorists such as Lombroso and Eysenck argue that the nature of the individual can be measured and used to determine the root cause of deviancy, both theorists contribute to the respective schools of biological and psychological positivism (Rafter, 2006, p. 42; Ellwood, 1912, p. 718). Both would be considered proponents to the claim of nature as the cause of crime. While theorists such as Sutherland and Bandura would ascribe to the nurture argument, that environmental, social, and cultural factors interconnect to influence the self, which causes one to do a criminal act (Beaver et al, 2014, p. 126). These schools of thought are associated with social learning (Akers, 1996, p. 231). However, to examine which of the two arguments are the most effective in establishing what the cause of crime is, we must delve further into what each side is asserting. This essay will begin by exploring the nature argument, examining some of the biological theories of crime, such as the ones already discussed. However, while this debate is often framed as dichotomous, there are those who argue that there is a different path to take. This is a relatively new school of thought in criminology, one that attempts to argue that the biologic and social perspectives of criminology should be merged into what is called the biosocial, which will be explored further. Then transitioning to discussion of the sociological aspects of criminology. 
The nature argument is encapsulated by theories established by Lombroso, Eysenck, and Sheldon. Lombroso has famously been labelled the father of criminology and has often been credited with performing some of the first scientifically supported criminological studies with the production of his seminal work, the criminal man (Mazzerello, 2011, p. 100). The concepts that emerge from Lombroso’s work involves the assumption that one can be “born criminal” (Lombroso, 1895). He came to this conclusion via his analysis and examination of prisoners’ physical characteristics and asserting that criminals had distinct traits. The methods that Lombroso used to come to his conclusion can be systematically dismantled, and as such, so too can his arguments. For a major issue regarding Lombroso’s methodology is associated with the fact in that establishing his “born criminal” theory, he measured and characterised the physical attributes of only prisoners (Triplett, 2018, p.54, p. 61). By simply expanding his sample size to include the general population, he would have found that physical and evolutional attributes that he credited to criminals, who he deemed to be evolutionary throwbacks and descendants of pre-human savages, can be found in and throughout the Italian populace (Burgess,1972, p. 74). Thus, suggesting that you cannot distinguish between criminal and non-criminal via the physical attributes that Lombroso measured. So not only can Lombroso’s arguments be dismantled, but criminology as field must also distance itself from them, for Lombroso’s biological criminology was used as a justification for Nazi eugenics and “mass extermination” programmes (Rafter, 2008, p. 288). While we should distance and condemn these arguments, we must not forget the role that criminology had to play for “we must be on our guard. If understanding is impossible, knowing is imperative, because what happened could happen again” (Levi, 1987, p. 396) 
Similarly, Eysenck’s research led him to the conclusion that there exists a specific criminal personality that has the propensity for deviant behaviour. However, Eysenck believed that the cause of deviancy laid in the psychological which was driven by the biological, contrasting Lombroso’s biological only approach. Both approaches are determinist in their analysis. Meaning that choice has no matter, that crime and deviancy is not attributable to specific acts, but is intrinsic to the self, to the fabric of one’s biological and psychological identity. Like Lombroso, Eysenck’s research has methodological critiques, for the scale at which he applied his hypothesis was lacking and can be described “low quality” and “inappropriate” (Burgess, 1972, p. 74; Passingham, 1972, p. 360). And just like Lombroso, when Eysenck’s sample size was expanded to include the general population and the theory was re-examined with this larger sample size, the results seemed to indicate that the measurements between prisoners and non-prisoners were “virtually identical” (Burgess,1972, p. 74).
Eysenck and Lombroso’s arguments have had some of the biggest influences in criminological debate and the nature as the cause of crime school of thought. But as discussed above, there arguments and their theoretical basis can be undone by having a more representative sample size and a more robust methodological approach.  Yet, there are more fundamental issues with the arguments that Eysenck, Lombroso and other ‘nature’ theorists are making, simply what is crime and deviancy.  There are various acts that are considered criminal and deviant in nature, for example cannabis use is considered a deviant behaviour by the ruling classes of society and as such it is labelled a criminal act, despite the majority of the United Kingdom supporting decriminalisation (YouGov, 2021; Hatton, 2022; Walker and Butler, 2021). But cannabis use as deviancy is not an absolute, for if we transition to countries like Portugal and the United States, cannabis use is legalised (Hughes, 2018, p. 604). But under Lombroso’s and Eysenck’s arguments if you have the criminal personality or are born criminal in relation to the use of cannabis in the United Kingdom, but then relocate to a place like the United States where cannabis is not only legalised but is not considered a deviant act, then that deviant label would follow you. But how can you be born criminal if the reason you were labelled as such, is no longer considered deviancy? Deviancy is not an objective static phenomenon, it evolves, it varies across cultures, cities, and neighbourhoods, an act is subjectively labelled deviancy because “social groups or audiences” label it so, or as Becker legendarily phrased it, “The deviant is one to whom that label has successfully been applied; deviant behaviour is behaviour that people so label” (Curra, 2015, p. 122; Becker, 1998, p. 122).  
However, it is right to say that there is no specific gene or attributes that make a person deviant, but Walsh (2009, p. 14) asserts, critiques of bio-criminology are based and continue to be based on the rightly dismissed early biological positivist theories of Lombroso, Sheldon, and Eysenck. Walsh (2009, p, 14). Continuing by stating that the science of biology has advanced rapidly since early biological theories, but the critiques of socio-criminologists have not, asserting that there are many biological studies being performed that show promise. It’s from these studies that Walsh believes that a “paradigm shift” is needed, a reintroduction of the biological arguments of crime, however, two of the studies he suggests seem to denounce the very argument he is making (Walsh, 2009, p, 14). Guo et al (2008, p. 563-564) research suggests that any delinquency effect that genes such as the MAOA or DRD2 gene become undone when accounting for sociological factors, and any deviancy in the study was also a matter of sociological factors, the measure being social control. Continuing, Huizinga et al (2006, p. 681-682) could not find a causal link between the MAOA gene and adolescent or adult delinquency.  Independent of the arguments Walsh is making for the reintroduction of the biological, his work is also littered with grammatical errors and frequent use of the term “blacks” (Walsh, 2009, p. xx- 13). Nevertheless, reintroduction of the biological arguments to modern criminological debate in combination with the sociological, a merging of nature and nurture has been named the biosocial perspective. 
Eysenck’s early arguments are psychological and biological in nature, when he published his work there was little reference to sociological and the ‘nurture’ side of the argument. Yet he has been rebranded and “rehabilitated” as one the founders of the biosocial (Rafter, 2006, p. 49). The biosocial refers to a melding of the sociological and the biological in search for the cause of crime. Biosocial causes of crime often analyse situations such as the nutritional and the diets of those who perform delinquent acts (Roque et al, 2012, p. 310). Relying on past research which indicates a link between cognitive development and anti-social behaviour, Roque et al (2012, p. 310) then connects this with the nutritional. This connection asserts that poor diet influences cognitive development, and cognitive development has a positive relationship with anti-social and delinquent behaviour, thus nutrition and diet affect delinquency and anti-social behaviour, the bio in biosocial. However, just as biosocial criminologists accuse socio-criminologists of being too committed to their ideology of sociology and constructivism, it has been suggested that biosocial criminologist are also too committed (Walby and Carrier, 2015, p. 80a). In their research Ramsbotham and Gesch (2009, p. 9) determined that those who were taking food supplements and had better nutritional balance of vitamins and minerals in their diets, showed a significant decrease in the most serious of offences while in prison, suggesting that there may be a correlation between poor diets and criminal and delinquent behaviour. While this provides an interesting analysis and a no-lose situation, if implemented properly, and their assertion is right, then delinquency should decrease and if not, prisoners would simply have better balanced and nutritional diet. However, their analysis is very dismissive of the sociological aspect. Biosocial criminologists often look down at traditional sociological criminologists, due to what they believe as a lack of scientific evidence and rigour or as Walby and Carrier (2015, p. 96b) state “We do real science, you are mere ideologues”. Ramsbotham and Gesch (2009, p. 6) are no different, they totally dismiss sociological influence, their evaluation does not assess how the construction of capitalism causes historical poverty which greatly affects the nutritional quality of foods. Perhaps they were right to dismiss sociological factors, perhaps not, but this dismissiveness of sociology without examination only undoes the scientific rigour that bio-criminologists call for, and so too does the dismissive nature of socio-criminologists towards biosocial theories. A more open and less dismissive biosocial criminology may lead to the shift that bio-criminologists call for.  
Nevertheless, there are certain theories which blend the socio and the bio rather well, for example, Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (2000) self-control theory asserts that low self-control increases the chance of delinquent and criminal behaviour, but it is entirely sociological in nature. Parenting practises determine the level of self-control one has; however, it has been increasingly suggested that self-control is also genetically based (Roque and Rosick, 2017, p. 291) indicating that exploration of self-control theory from a biosocial perspective may provide valuable data. And continuing with asserting that aggression variations can be measured by genetics and biology to upwards of 80% (Roque and Rosick, 2017, p. 291). Or explanations of the crime gender gap, males commit far more crimes than women, while this has many legitimate sociological explanations, many ignore the biological differences between the two genders all together (Beaver et al, 2015, p. 9-13).  Thus far, this blending is not complete, many sociologists look at the biosocial with disdain and the bio-socialists do the same with sociology, for now and has been for over a century, sociological criminology perspectives continue to dominate the criminological world. 
Due to how dominating the sociological perspective has been for the past century, there is no shortage of sociological theoretical considerations. But most modern socio-criminology theories are simply updated and revised versions of classic ones (Zembroksi, 2011, p. 240). In this section we will examine some of the most cited and referenced socio-criminological theories to establish what they are saying about the cause of crime and determine whether it is nature or nurture as the cause of criminal behaviour, one such example is the Chicago school.
The Chicago school was founded in the 1920s during a time of great social upheaval, that being the very early stages of the great depression of the United States and post the great war. While most of the theories at the time were biological in nature, the Chicago school took a sociological and geographical one. Rather than seeing crime as a matter of individual differences, a point of view that biosocial criminologists would take objection too, the Chicago school viewed crime as a social problem, driven to crime by the environment they lived in, this view would be supported by the legendary sociologist C Wright Mills (Zembrosksi, 2011, p. 241). If crime was to be committed by a single man, then that would be his “personal trouble”, but the nature of this theory, that entire neighbourhoods fall into crime, then this would be viewed as a societal “issue, and we may not hope to find its solution within the range of opportunities open to any one individual “(Mills, 1959, p. 5). Continuing, the Chicago school asserts that conventional traditional values of life are replaced by criminal and delinquent ones, the term “social disorganisation” accurately represents this thought process (Thomas and Znaniecki, 1958). A disorganisation of bonds, control, families, and neighbourhoods, and deviant and delinquent values “transmitted from one generation to the next” (Zembrosksi, 2011, p. 243), particularly in the “zone of transition”. This transition of cultural values also implies that there is a social learning aspect to this theory, which will be explored in more detail shortly. The three avenues of this thought are that low income, “ethnic heterogeneity residential mobility” all contribute to deviancy (Sampson, 1992, p. 65). Many of the critiques about sociological criminology theories being unfounded in empirical testing by biosocial criminologist would not be applicable here, on establishing this theory there was strong empirical support from over 1000 sample size (Sampson, 1992, p. 66). However, just as biological views struggle to come to terms with what is considered crime, this theory struggles with what is considered a neighbourhood. For it does not consider that “communities are not islands unto themselves; they are shaped and influenced” by factors that are not on that “island” (Kubrin, 2010, p. 833). Continuing, re-evaluating this theory with these extra considerations in mind may provide valuable further data. 
Social learning theory asserts that the interactions one has with peer groups all compound into a context where social learning happens, this learning however is not always positive. If someone has found themselves among a peer group that has negative opinions of the laws or frequently performs deviant acts, then these too can be learned via acclimation (Akers and Jennings, 2016, p. 232). The more those learned actions are rewarded the more they are repeated in a continuous search for those and evermore rewards (Akers and Jennings, 2016, p. 233). Social learning is one of the most well-known and thoroughly researched sociological perspective in the field, with it being applied across cultures and countries, across age ranges and sexes with results that support the theory (Akers and Jennings, 2016, p. 238). 
[bookmark: _Hlk97899834][bookmark: _Hlk97820405]A common critique of social learning stems from Travis Hirschi and his work on self-control theory, he would argue that association with delinquent peers and performance of deviant acts can come from those who have not had the opportunity to learn those behaviours. Asserting that it is instead, low-self-control which results in the non-delinquent actor, searching for delinquent peers and the opportunity for delinquent acts, not any predisposed learnt behaviours or concepts (Hirschi, 1996, p. 252; Ministry of Children, Community and Social Services, 2016). While biosocial criminology would critique its focus on the sociological, learning is often based on capacity and the biological, yet social learning does not bear this in mind. However, there is support, to suggest that social learning, one of the most cited, referenced, and research sociological criminology theories ever, has some biological underpinnings. For in their study Watts and McNulty (2015, p. 202) assert that the is a positive correlation between those who are carriers of the 10R allele and being even further influenced by delinquent acts and delinquent peers. Further stating that susceptibility to specific environments can be based upon “genetic makeup” (Watts and McNulty, 2015, p. 202). 
More could still be said about certain biological and sociological dispositions which cause one’s capability to perform criminal or deviant acts. Mental capacity for example deserves far more research and its own analysis, for it is not uncommon for those with mental and intellectual disabilities to behave in a deviant way, but not be labelled as deviant (Langstrom et al, 2009, p. 1359). It is well established that certain mental health issues are common among those who perform criminal or deviant acts, suggesting that perhaps there is a correlation between the two (Langstrom et al, 2009, p. 1359).
It is impossible to give a definitive absolute answer to the dichotomous question of nature or nurture. Most biological only criminological theories have, however been long since abandoned and at looked with distain since, and rightly so. Not only for the weaknesses of the theories theoretical basis, but what some of these theories have been used to justify. Sociological perspectives have dominated for the last century and many of the theory established, provide sound reasons for what may be the cause of crime. While biosocial is still in its adolescence and as any adolescent does, has some issue with constructing its own identity without being dismissive of its parent’s quality, it can provide interesting analysis that is based on sound biology, not the biology of Lombroso and Sheldon. However, no serious socio-criminologist doubts there is at least some biological power behind the cause of crime, but little is done in research, perhaps in fear of what biological criminology was once used for (Beaver et al, 2015, p.1). To say whether nature or nurture is the answer is impossible, but what can be said is that most biological only theories have been dismissed by experts, sociological explanations have been embraced by experts and continue to dominate, to such an extent that the most prominent journal in the field has not published an article with a gene analysis, and the biosocial aspect perhaps shows promise, but  needs to at least first grow up, and out of its parents shadow. 
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