

	Classical Criminology is known as one of the first criminal theories to our population. According to Jacques & Scofield, (2021) the theory recognises that the greatest outcome for the greatest number is the rule that should be followed by humanity. In this essay, I will explore the high amount of theft rates in the modern day, and this will include an in-depth identification of what factors may influence the common individual into committing this crime. As well as this, I will be understanding and comparing the crime of theft to the criminal theory, Classical Criminology. The key aspect to classical criminology is that the one decision and outcome chosen should make the individual satisfied and pleased. 
	The theory was founded by two individuals called Jeremy Bentham and Cesare Beccaria. As two individuals that came from utilitarian philosophy backgrounds, they felt the need to discourage the harshness at the current time. Bentham strongly believed given the hardship and difficulty of circumstances in these given times that the method of inflicting pain was not justifiable. This is emphasised by Williams & Gooch, (2015) stating that being punished is a form of deterrence and should be appropriate to the crime. Bentham would explain that theft is a free will aspect from the individual choosing to commit the crime. When considering the pain and pleasure principle, criminals act in the way that maximises pleasure for themselves. For example, by stealing an item i.e., bread from a corner shop, the level of pleasure is maximised by having food that a deprived individual, like themselves, will not take for granted. When looking at this from the minimising pain aspect the individual will not suffer from the substantial effects of starvation. 
	Beccaria established that the pleasure pain principle was the source to all individuals’ conduct in relation to criminal activity. According to Chen & Einat, (2015) the theory showed likelihood of acting effectively among police officers rather than prison officers. This highlights the effectiveness in society as police officers combine with the theory acting as a deterrence. He was certain that punishment should be based on the three key aspects. This first being certainty highlights that when an individual is known to the fact that punishments awaits, this will impact their decision. A further understanding to this is that once a thief is aware that punishment is an outcome this withholds them from carrying through with this behaviour, due to likelihood of being caught. Celerity is described as the ‘swiftness of punishment’ that is known as an element of deterrence. This is portrayed by Ranasinghe, (2022) stating that punishment is seen as an essential asset to society that highlights individual’s morals. Similarly,  to how the individual intending on stealing from a corner shop once they start to think rationally about how swiftly the punishment will be they instantly outweigh the good from bad.
The third aspect is severity which means that there’s no necessity to add further harm or trauma to individuals. The punishment is counted as unfair and shouldn’t be punished on something that was a long time ago. Beccaria argued for a more equitable legal and penal system as well as proposing the punishment upfront as a form of deterrence. Paternoster, (2010) states that deterrence works by discouraging individuals by introducing punishment. There was a significance on punishment and that it should be proportionate not excessive. Measham & Shiner, (2009) state that classical criminology is based on parts of social cultures that moulds the way individuals respond to situations. He found that the pleasure pain principle came from our society craving this pleasure. Therefore, the rational choice and free-will is what causes criminals to gravitate towards crime. Platonov, (2020) reveals that another reason to why individuals gravitate towards crime is because it’s essential to have these given problems to understand the morality of adulthood. For example, an individual that commits theft feels required to do this for reasons such as low self-esteem or peer pressure due to this free will allowing this as an option for thieves. 
Bentham believed that the Criminal Justice System should be relied upon to ensure that any pleasure gained from criminals breaking the law was outweighed by the pain of the punishment. Therefore, when looking at theft the benefits of stealing items from other individuals such as gaining property that’s not possible from gaining in any other way. Similarly, according to Milovanovic, (2022) classical criminology was a way for providing society with the outlines to deviance and crime while also improving the offender’s circumstances. The pain of the punishment should be equally the same as the pain and distress which the victim suffered, acting as a deterrence. 
	A strength classical criminology has is that when a crime is committed an appropriate punishment will be provided. Before this theory was founded a punishment was chosen at the current time, therefore different individuals would have been given different punishments for the same crime. Finnane, (2006) explains that the importance of the theory being based on punishment rather than the criminal itself. The certainty of knowing that for theft the maximum penalty is 7 years in prison is effective in the way that a number of individuals would be put off before committing the offence. This is emphasised by Hanslamaier, (2013) with individual’s awareness towards the amount of crime as well as the connection to the fear of crime. This makes it certain that individuals have the connection, therefore making it certain to reduce the amount of individual’s committing the crime. 
Another strength is the reduction in use of torture that’s beneficial to the individuals mental and physical state. The punishment is reduced allowing the use of capital punishment to decrease drastically. Classical criminology supported the development of prisons as a core element causing a positive impact on punishment. This puts an emphasis on a fair trial and punishment rather than an unfair punishment that goes against morals. Meaning a thief would not be punished up until the moment he’s convicted. A way of reducing crime according to Kirby & McPherson, (2004) is The National Intelligence Model, this is used to prioritise a system for the purpose of solving crimes. By doing this it allows the intelligence to use resourcse that the police have to work in the most effective form.
Following on from theft it’s mentioned by Clarke, (1980) that suitable targets are ‘CRAVED.’ He mentions that when preventing crime, the causes should be understood first. The acronym stands for that items being stolen must be concealable therefore easily hidden, removable so that the item is easily taken, available for reasoning of obtaining the object. Also, being valuable and enjoyable as the item must be worth stealing to gain more pleasure. It must be disposable meaning that it’s able to be thrown or hidden easily giving less of a chance of getting caught. These factors contribute to why individuals gravitate towards the crime theft.
A strength that’s based on having an emphasis on deterrence has had a massive influence, by looking at situations as ‘eye for an eye’ from the Book of Exodus 21:23-27 treating the situation as what has been committed is what should be received. A strength that highlights this in a similar way is the rational choice theory introduced by Clarke & Cornish, (1985). According to Zey, (1998) rational choice models are based on individuals behaving in the way that enables the most beneficial outcome. This is a theory that explains that criminals use their interests to make certain choices that leaves choosing the best possible outcome. This is portrayed by Cowen & Juste, (2022) when explaining that criminals act in a manner that they usually would up until the point where punishment is introduced when they consider the risk of getting caught. An example of this is when it comes to theft this would be a result of the fact that they believe this is the best decision for their inner interest as a benefit from outer factors associated. 
The hot-spot policing model is based on certain areas that are known as areas with high crime rates therefore there’s increased chances of thieves being caught because of allocation of police resources. According to Metcalfe & Pickett, (2018) to improve crime rates relocating police officers being located in the hot-spot areas are effective. When considering thieves basing police officers in certain locations where the theft rates are high for example a shopping mall will deter the thieves from attempting this as there’s a higher chance of being caught.  
Another model is SARA known as a four-step model to ensure problem solving. According to College of Policing, (2017) SARA is a model that works by understanding the main cause of situations gives a resolution to have the best possible outcome. The four stages associated with theft consist of scanning which is recognizing where theft has been committed. The second is analysis consists of information being given from witnesses and other officers that have witnessed theft. The third aspect is response which is the plan being put into effect of tailored activities to resolve the theft rates. The final stage is assessment which is the making changes if needed after looking at the effect the response had on theft.
	When comparing both models one model focuses on areas of crime where most theft happens compared to the other model that looks at different stages to prevent crime. It’s argued that the SARA model looks at theft in more of an overview looking at the different stages therefore considering more of the details. Compared to hot-spot policing that focuses on the area of high theft rates that aims to prevent the theft on accordance of using police resources to surround those areas. 
	On the other hand, a weakness classical criminology has is that it’s over simplistic. In today’s society individual’s act and behave in the way that’s desired meaning they act in a ‘free-will’ manner. Incidents in today’s society based on individual’s circumstances mean that they’re unable to act in a free-will way. For example, being on drugs, intoxicated or a situation where the rationality of the choice gets taken away. Cullen & Wilcox, (2010) mention that crime is a coping mechanism to aim towards dealing with their current situations as vulnerable individuals for the reasoning they are unable to achieve their goal of ‘the American Dream.’ 
The threat to certain situations makes us take into accountability not every person is guaranteed to act in the same manner. There should be an emphasis on making criminals aware that there will be a punishment, that forms a barrier making them hesitant. For example, when comparing this to a thief that’s about to take an individual’s purse if they’re not aware that punishment is guaranteed they tend to act in a way that they desire giving a reason to continue. Gottfredson, (2011) states that this theory goes against our right to make decisions and ensure morality. Therefore, punishments being outlined will show clearly that it allows their right to make a decision as long as it adheres to the individuals acts and anything beyond will be a consequence to a known act of deterrence making them question if committing theft is worth it. 
Another weakness is that individuals can be controlled by our own emotion. This may question our free-will and by the removal of this individual’s question if our free-will gets taken away or controlled by our emotions. According to Mboka & Chintakrindi, (2016) the theory shows crime is a result of an individual's free choice and willingness to live freely without the thought of repercussions as well as why the law is broken assuming there will be no punishment. Many individuals look at our emotions as uncontrollable, therefore it’s not considered that we take accountability for the crime. When considering theft if the individual is controlled by his emotions i.e., depression or confusion is it justifiable for full responsibly.
A weakness is that us as a society assume that all factors work in a fair way to everyone. We don’t consider all circumstances on behalf of everyone, therefore considering the different characteristics of individuals makes it known to us that society isn’t fair. Examples of these factors are old and young people, an individual with a job compared to an individual who may not have a job that doesn’t consider rationality. According to Geis, (1955) the reasoning for crime activity such as theft is for well-being associated factors to avoid any suffering. Therefore, us as a society can’t be expected to always deal with crime in a free choice aspect as supposed to different situations. If an individual is under threat society should treat the situation fairly by considering all factors or rather than looking at an individual as committing a crime. 
	To conclude it’s sufficient to see that classical criminology has outer factors that affect individuals mental state when committing crime. After considering the nature of criminal behaviour on an individual social basis it’s clear to see crime is committed to gain the most pleasure for that individual based on their circumstance's theft is an only option for certain individuals. 
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