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Examine if it is Nature or Nurture that is the 
cause of criminal behaviour
Is a person born to be a criminal or is it the influences of their surroundings that turns a person to become a criminal? The initial thesis of this work is that it is nurture more than nature that has an impact on if a person wants to commit a crime. To examine which one is correct this work will identify theories that would support these possible causes and there will also look at case studies where these causes could be seen.
What is meant by nature vs nurture, Cherry (2020) says that nature is attributed to genes and any hereditary factors, these factors have an influence on who a person is, and these could be physical features to personality. In regard to nurture Cherry (2020) explains that is to do with environmental variables that could have an impact on a person, these could be early childhood experiences, social relationships and the culture that someone has grown up in.
The nature vs nurture debate is important in criminology in the opinion of Beaver et al (2014) they it is important because at their time of writing they said that criminology was at a crossroads, with what they say is the status quo would be that there will the occasional experiments and that it will convince people that the findings of other scientific fields will go away. The other path that Beaver et al (2014) mention could uncover uncomfortable truths such as that humans are not better than animals as some people believe and that humans are a product of evolution. It should also be noted that Beaver et al (2014) are proponents of biosocial theories, this theory as stated by Portnoy (2020) is multi-disciplined, this means that they use methods from a variety discipline such as genetics, psychology and sociology. In a way Beaver et al (2014) believe that both nature and nurture could have an impact.
In terms of theories that could support the argument that nature is what makes a person commit criminal behaviour, these would be from biological positivism, these types of theories are based on that a person’s genetics has an influence on their behaviour (Newburn, 2017). A prominent theory in biological positivism is Lombroso theory, in the words of Pratt et al (2014) that the fundamental element of Lombroso theory was that criminals were anatomically different from what can be perceived as normal individuals and that criminals were evolutionary throwbacks, lastly Pratt et al (2014) adds that Lombroso felt that physical markers could identify mental faculties which as a result makes them a prone to criminality. Lombroso used his access to prisons to gather his data (Gibson, 2013).  
Some of features that Lombroso believed make a criminal are described by Reid (2017), some of these are large foreheads, jug ears and protruding chins. She also adds that Lombroso theory has now been discredited, one of the main reasons why this theory discredited is alluded to by Simon (2014) in that the features that Lombroso alludes to are features that would be found on people's ethnicity that are not white, he also adds that some of the features that Lombroso says that a person needs to be a criminal are also features of animals, as Lombroso had the opinion that criminals are like animals. A further reason why Lombroso theory has been discredited is mentioned by Behl and Steverson (2021) that there was an absence of a control group while doing his research, they also add that some people also criticised that he also chose to use soldiers as his supposed form of a control group.
A study done by Barnes et al (2011) suggests that a person’s genetics could be a reason for criminal behaviour. It was discovered during their research that genetic influences had a greater impact than environmental influences in persistent offending, in non-offenders it was a split between genetics and environment factors, the adolescent offenders the environment appeared to be more important. Barnes et al (2011) do admit that their research does have some limitations, one of these was that their data was only collected in a person’s adolescence and early adulthood, Barnes et al (2011) add that ideally they should have data from childhood, adolescence and late adulthood has this would give more accurate assessments about different offending groups.
Another recent study done by Lewis et al (2014) supports the research done by Barnes et al (2011), the study done by Lewis et al (2014) found that the genetic influences that underpin personality were overlapped with those genetic factors that underlie adolescent behaviour problems. In their conclusion Lewis et al (2014) say that behaviour problems in adolescence could be understood at least in part with normal personality traits. On the other hand, Owen (2014) warns that there should be an avoidance associated with a person’s genetics is inevitable that they will commit a crime, he also says that within social science there is a tendency to associate biological proneness with inevitability. 
Researchers in Finland identified that there were two genes that can be associated with violent crime, they say that those with these genes are 13 times more likely to have a history of repeated violent behaviour (Hogenboom, 2014). These two genes Hogenboom (2014) say are referred to as the warrior gene because of its link to aggressive behaviour. It should be noted Hogenboom (2014) agrees with the view of Owen (2014) that having these genes does not mean that they will commit a crime, Hogenboom (2014) adds that the researcher also believes that a person's genetic information should not have an influence on conviction outcomes.
In spite of Hogenboom (2014) and Owen (2014) views, lawyers have begun to use a person’s genetic history to defend their clients in court this is according to Barras (2018), he refers to one case where the jury reached a verdict of voluntary manslaughter and not murder. The prosecuting lawyer according to Barras (2018) was astonished, in this case the defence lawyer used the genes discovered in the research that Hogenboom (2014) writes about. It should also be made aware that there are some who do not support the idea that there is a gene for violence, Farahany and Robinson (2021) support this viewpoint, they say that studies that look for this warrior genes are out of date. They believe that there should be legal precedence in the United States (US) so that it cannot be used in the defence of a client.
The case that Barras (2018) was referring to was that of Bradley Waldroup in the US, Waldroup was arrested for the murder of his wife’s friend and for the attempted murder of his wife, he had shot his wife’s friend 8 times in a fit of rage after he was told by his wife that she was leaving (Gillham, 2011). During the trial Sarto-Jackson (2022) says that Waldroup confessed to the charges without remorse, usually she adds that when this happens in the state that Waldroup was from he would be issued the death penalty, notwithstanding this the defence lawyer for Waldroup would use what become known as the genetic defence strategy. Sarto-Jackson (2022) mentions that Waldroup was tested for the same gene that Hogenboom (2014) mentioned, it was discovered that Waldroup had this gene and the lawyer said that this made him more prone to anger. 
This strategy worked as Waldroup conviction went from murder and the death sentence to the lesser sentence of manslaughter, which does not have a death penalty, one of the jurors at the trial said that it was scientific evidence that swayed them, they also added that Waldroup was in control of their actions (Sarto-Jackson, 2022). It is worth nothing that this defence has only really been used in the US according Barras (2018), he refers to work done by Catley and Claydon (2015), they say that in the United Kingdom (UK) the use of  neuroscientific evidence has been used a total 84 times in appeals, Catley and Claydon (2015) concluded that 22 were successful when using neuroscientific evidence but 59 were unsuccessful even when using neuroscientific evidence, this suggest that courts in the UK do not identify it as a good defence. Finally, Barras (2018) says that this type of defence has been used in Germany, but they too were unsuccessful. 
In terms of nurture, Levitt (2013) makes the point that nurture is more influential than nature, he supports his view by saying that in a recent study nearly all of the respondents believed that parents and family were the most important influences for babies and young children. He further adds that for young people it is their peer group and other relationships that will have an influence. Levitt (2013) also gives possible reasons why a child may have bad behaviour is the possibility of a parent who has either got an illness or passed away. The viewpoint of Clarke (2018) is that criminology should move away from the positivist school of thought and move towards theories that support the nurture debate.  
A theory that can support the nurture debate is considered by Newburn (2017) and that is social learning theory, these are theories that believe certain behaviours are learnt through observing and it can also be behaviour that is moulded by the nature of external influences and reinforcement that can occur. A notable theorist in this area according to Newburn (2017) is Bandura, in his experiment he had children watch an adult being violent towards a doll and then those children were then left alone with the doll, the experiment showed that the children imitated the actions that the adult had done (Cherry, 2021).   
Currently a type of crime that could support social learning theory and the nurture debate is identified by Brown et al (2019) and that is knife crime, figures acquired by Wood (2010) said that 43 teenagers died outside the Greater London area in 2008, on the other hand in Greater London 30 teenagers were killed in 2008 this was an increase on the 26 who were killed in the year before, Wood (2010) also says that in Greater London more teenagers were killed by other teenagers. More recent figures given by Rawlinson (2021) is that in London 30 teenagers were killed by a knife in 2021, this was the highest recorded figure. Within England and Wales between the year of 2020 to 2021, 235 reported murders involving a knife, or another sharp instrument happened, this was a decrease from the high 2017 to 2018 which recorded 281 murders (Clark, 2022).  
Brown et al (2019) correlate knife crime with the nurture debate by saying that initially most children and young people started carrying knives as a way to avoid themselves becoming a victim. Brown et al (2019) also add that though in the media knife crime is related to gangs and other youth violence however, the Metropolitan police disagree with this view as they were only able to identify 5% of cases between 2011 and 2016 that had a gang element (Brown et al, 2019). A medium of entertainment that could have an influence in the opinion of Brown et al (2019) is drill music, drill music is described by Lamrhari (2021) as containing dark lyrics.
In the regards of the viewpoint that young people carry a knife to protect themselves out of fear as suggested by Brown et al (2019), Harding (2020) agrees with this view and also adds that other possible factors that could be involved is peer group pressure as a person friends could also be carrying knives, this viewpoint that Harding (2020) has is also supported by Haylock et al (2020), they refer to 7 studies that found that peer influence was an important risk factor for knife crime. Haylock et al (2020) also add that two studies found that another important factor that peer influence has is people joining gangs. Harding (2020) also adds that carrying a knife could also be seen as a fashion statement.  
Three other studies reviewed by Haylock et al (2020) suggested that economic deprivation could also be a reason why young people are involved in knife crime, he explains that economic inequalities force young men into destructive behaviour as issues in society have left these young people with minimal options to have a good behaviour. Haylock et al (2020) also suggests that young people carry weapons as a method gaining status, power and masculinity. These suggestions can support the nurture argument because as a young person if there are not a lot of opportunities than they would turn to criminal behaviour and also not having the right group of peer influence would also help contribute because they see their friends do what could be termed as bad things and that young person will also get involved.   
Another factor that could be contributing to the rise in knife crime in the opinion of Moss (2018) is the expulsions from school, he says that there is a link between school violence and later criminal involvement. Moss (2018) also says the peak age for violent behaviour was the age of 6, this could suggest that is the age for teaching a child that violence is wrong, and this is done by schooling, but if a child is expelled from school this opportunity is missed. Moss (2018) provides evidence to support his viewpoint by saying that in the UK figures show that 380,000 children were excluded from schools in 2016. He also believes that there needs to be a long-term solution that is informed by evidence as the current way is not keeping schools safer and it is not producing more responsible adults.
As mentioned earlier by Beaver et al (2014) there also those who believe that it is a mixture of both nature and nurture that are the causes for a person to have criminal behaviour, this view can be in the Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) study, Boullier and Blair (2018) explain that ACEs have an impact on a person's health, behaviour and life opportunities. They also say that evidence has shown that toxic stress or repeated adverse experiences could cause permanent damage to a developing brain and could also alter the function of neurological systems. An adverse childhood experience is described by Boullier and Blair (2018) as events that are potentially traumatic and could have lasting effect on well-being, these could be maltreatment, abuse or living in an environment that is harmful to their development.
ACEs in the opinion of Felitti (2009) are surprisingly common even in the earliest years but are generally not recognised, he also says that the recognition of the facts could provide a clear opportunity for early intervention. Ports et al (2019) add that ACEs have a far-reaching impact and it does not just impact one person but can also impact generations. Interestingly ACEs have been shown to be related to sexual offending especially in male offenders, a study exposed a that male offender had increased odds of childhood maltreatment ACEs, such as physical or sexual and household dysfunction ACEs (Asmundson and Afifi, 2019). Household dysfunction ACEs are described by Asmundson and Afifi (2019) as parents being separated, substance use and household member's mental illness.
With regards to ACEs having an impact on generations as first mentioned by Ports et al (2019), Waite and Ryan (2020) endorse this viewpoint by adding that experiences by one person are bound to happen in that person’s own children, this is what is called intergenerational continuity. Recent research done by Hunt et al (2017) showed that children as young as 9 years old begin to show behaviour problems after they have been exposed to early childhood adversities. The ACEs model show that behaviour can be impacted by both nature and nurture, nature through the experiences of their parents when they were children, this goes into their genetics and nurture because as they are growing up they witness either domestic abuse towards their parents or on themselves and they may also see their parents abuse substances like alcohol or drugs, which in turn those same children may do when they get older and this cycle could happen again if prevention is not done at an early age. 
To conclude, the initial thesis of this work was that it was nurture that had a more of an impact on criminal behaviour rather than nature. However, this initial thesis has changed with more of a focus on that it is both nature and nurture that have an influence on a person’s possible criminal behaviour, the reason for this change in thesis is because of research in ACEs, ACEs have proven that a child who experiences a tough upbring are more likely to have bad behaviour that could become criminal but also through experiences are likely to be passed onto their own children. 
The most surprising part while examining the nature argument was that it has been used to defend a client especially in the US, it was also surprising is that in the case of Bradley Waldroup this type of defence was successful in reducing a charge murder to manslaughter instead. On the other hand, this defence has not been so successful in the UK. Both nurture and ACEs show that it is more about the environment that a person grows up in that means they may become a criminal, rather than a person’s genetics meaning they are going to be bad.
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