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This assignment is going to focus on the controversial and ongoing debate of whether it is nature or nurture that causes criminal behaviour. First, a brief overview of crime will be given; the varying types and current statistics will be discussed to identify the most prevalent crimes. Then, various arguments and theories that support either nature or nurture will be explored; relevant case studies will also be applied and discussed. Finally, these arguments will be analysed to assess their strengths and weaknesses, and this will allow a conclusion to be drawn as to whether it is nature or nurture that causes criminality. 
First, the term ‘crime’ will be defined; crimes are deliberate and unlawful acts that cause physical or psychological harm, or damage to/loss of property (Victim Support, 2020). There are various categories of crime such as violent crime, domestic abuse, cyber-crime, terrorism, sexual offences, international and organised crime, youth crime, theft, fraud, hate crime, verbal abuse and harassment, wildlife and heritage crime, drug offences, and driving offences (CPS,2017). This alone reflects the complexity of crime and how much criminal behaviour can differ. Crimes are not restricted to a place or person, they are committed all across the world and the targets of them will vary; nearly everyone will experience a crime in their lifetime (Victim Support, 2020). ONS (2021) give an insight into a few of the types of crimes that were recorded in 2021; 1,846,000 violent offences, 872,911 domestic abuse offences, 666 homicides, 2,950,000 thefts, 258,594 burglaries, 170,973 sexual offences, 5,144,000 frauds, and 1,869,000 computer misuse offences. Thus, from these figures, we can see that the top four most common crimes committed in England and Wales are fraud, theft, computer misuse (cyber-crime), and violent offences. Moreover, the U.S. Department of Justice (2022, p.16-17) most recent data from 2020 showed that there were 2,599,620 violent crimes, 454,330 domestic violence, 860,860 burglaries, 6,611,210 thefts, and 192,820 sexual offences. Additionally, there were 791,790 suspected cyber-crimes reported (FBI National Press, 2021). Although these statistics are from different years, we can see that generally the U.S. experience a lot more thefts and violent offences than the UK but, the UK have more domestic violence offences than the US. The fact that the U.S. experience more violent offences is not surprising as their laws allow individuals to legally own a firearm, and consequently, ‘firearm violence is a persistent public health concern’ (Monuteaux et al, 2015, p.1). Overall, the most prevalent crimes the US and UK experience are virtually the same; thefts, violent offences, and cybercrime. 
The nature versus nature debate refers to the idea of whether it is genetic and biological factors (nature) that cause criminal behaviour or the environmental factors such as a child’s upbringing (nurture) that shapes criminals (Beaver et al, 2014, p. ix). This is an enduring question amongst criminologists and many theories have been proposed and used to explain criminal behaviour, some of which favour nature and others favouring nurture. Criminological theories that focus on ‘nature’ as the cause for criminal behaviour are referred to as positivist theories and they focus on the biological and psychological factors (Sian, 2017, p.2). The idea of an individual's 'nature' is the cause of crime first dates back to Lombroso (1876), where he argued that criminality was inherited and individuals were ‘born criminal’ (Ellwood, 1912, p.719). He stated that criminals were ‘atavistic’, meaning they were not evolutionally evolved and that their brains were either mal-developed or not fully developed (SCCJR, 2016, p.2). Furthermore, Lombroso argued that criminals would have identifiable physical traits and defects such as deformed skulls, big jaws, slanted foreheads, and dark skin (Sian, 2017, p.2). Lombroso’s ideas attracted a lot of attention in Europe and the USA at the time, and they are still famous today (Ainsworth, 2001, p.24). However, although his notions are widely known they are no longer favoured and have been disregarded as a theory to explain crime, due to its controversial and discriminative nature (SCCJR, 2016, p.2). Ainsworth (2001, p.24) also states how another reason Lombroso’s theory was disregarded is due to its lack of supportive scientific evidence. Despite this, his ideas have acted as a stepping stone, and have supplied a foundation for future biological theories. 
Moreover, one of the key aspects in the nature debate focuses on the idea of genetics causing criminal behaviour. Over the years many research studies have been carried out, and this has included a range of methods such as 'twin studies, adoption studies, twins reared apart, and molecular genetic studies’ (Raine, 2002, p.312). All of these studies argue that criminal behaviour is inherited and our genetic makeup is what causes a person’s criminal tendencies. For example, Hans Eysenck in 1964 carried out a twin research study which found that shared criminal behaviour among identical twins was higher than that of fraternal twins- 77% compared to 12% (Fox, 2017, p.22 cites Eysenck, 1964). This research allowed him to conclude that genetics do play an important part in an individual’s predisposition to crime; it is no coincidence that identical twins have the same genetic makeup and both exhibit criminal behaviours. This notion has also been supported by various other twin studies, such as Lange (1931) and Christiansen (1977), which both had the same results of identical twins having a much higher concordance rate than fraternal twins (Ainsworth, 2001, p.28). Despite this, twin studies have been criticised for their tunnel-vision response. Many argue that there are other possible reasons for this result, for example, Tibbets (2012, p.88) states that identical twins are typically dressed the same by their parents, brought up the same, and treated the same by society. Thus, this similarity in their upbringing and environment could have influenced their behaviour. Due to this researchers decided to carry out studies on twins reared apart as they have not been brought up exactly the same, so if the results show high concordance rates with identical twins, then it must be due to genetics (Ainsworth, 2001, p.28). However, these studies were then criticised for their lack of substantive evidence and their methodological errors and bias (Joseph, 2001, p.188). Therefore, critics of twin studies believe that their environments (nurture) give a better explanation than genetics for shared criminal behaviour.
Another key idea within the nature argument is that neuroscience and the brain can help explain criminality. Several studies have shown that violent offenders' brain functioning is different to that of an average human. One key and well-known study is that by Raine et al (1977, p.496); he studied 41 murderers' brains, who had pleaded not guilty by reason of insanity (NGRI), against a control group of 41 non-offenders with the use of PET scans. The hypothesis was that violent individuals had brain dysfunction in the areas of the brain that are linked to violence; prefrontal cortex, angular gyrus, amygdala, hippocampus, thalamus, and the corpus callosum (Raine et al, 1977, p.312). Each murderer had pleaded NGRI for different reasons; 6 for schizophrenia, 23 for head injury/brain damage, 3 for a history of psychoactive substance abuse, 2 for an affective disorder, 2 for epilepsy, 3 for hyperactivity and learning disability, and 2 for a passive-aggressive/ paranoid personality disorder (Rain et al, 1977, p.312). The study found that the murderers had reduced activity in the pre-frontal cortex, parietal, corpus-callosum regions of the brain compared to the controls, and an abnormal asymmetry in the amygdala, hippocampus, and thalamus regions (Raine et al, 1977, pp. 500-501). Thus, these abnormalities seem to offer an explanation for behaviours that we identify within criminals, such as impulsive behaviour, loss of self-control, immaturity, altered emotionality, inability to modify behaviour, and lack of empathy and fear (Raine et al, 1977, p.502). This notion of our brains affecting our predisposition to crime has a strong stance as it is supported by much scientific research. 
Furthermore, this idea is useful when it comes to explaining psychopaths as they are commonly identified as having emotional deficits (Blair, 2013, p.182).  For example, psychopaths are seen as tending to lack remorse and empathy, manipulative, narcissistic, irresponsible, and easily frustrated (Baglivio, 2020, p.340). One psychopath this notion has been successfully applied to is Fred West; he was a sadist-sexual serial killer who tortured, raped and killed at least twelve girls/women with his wife Rosemary during 1967-1987 (Boduszeck and Hyland, 2012, p.864). Growing up West experienced multiple different head traumas but the major one was when he was 17, he had a motorcycle accident which resulted in a fractured skull and him being in a coma; his family reported a change in his behaviour after this (Boduszeck and Hyland, 2012, p.864). Subsequently, these injuries left West with some brain damage. Thus, it has been argued that this caused neurological deficits within West’s brain and ignited his criminal behaviours and psychopathic tendencies. Despite this, others protest that West’s environment is the cause of his criminality; he was from a poor family, his mother allegedly sexually abused him, and West stated that his father had sexual relationships with his sisters (Boduszeck and Hyland, 2012, p.865-866). However, his claims about his father have not been confirmed or proven, but it is these negative childhood experiences that are believed to have damaging impacts on a child; this idea is a nurture argument. 
These nurture arguments have been rather dominant explanations for criminal behaviour. Adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) is what was previously just briefly touched upon with Fred West. ACEs is one of the most known and favoured theories of nurture; it proposes that negative events and factors within childhood increase the likelihood of that individual resorting to lifelong anti-social behaviour (Baglivio et al, 2020, p.338). This notion has been covered in various criminological and psychological theories and the number of empirical studies testing it is continuously growing (Baglivio et al, 2015, p.230). Some key factors of ACEs have been identified and these are physical abuse/neglect, sexual abuse, psychological/emotional abuse, exposure to domestic violence (Felliti et al, 1998, p.245). In addition, some other factors revolve around household dysfunctions such as parental separation/divorce, incarcerated or offending parents, living with substance misusers or those with mental illnesses (Baglivio et al, 2020, p.338). ACE is now used when analysing criminals by getting them to score themselves to see how many of these factors they were exposed to; this concept is known as the ‘ACE score’ and was first identified by Felliti et al (1998, p.245). It is argued that the more ACEs an individual experiences, the greater and higher risk they have of negative outcomes such as criminal behaviour or poor health (Ford et al, 2019, p.4). 
As mentioned previously there has been a large range of research carried out on ACE scores, mainly implementing it within a survey format. For example, Public Health Wales NHS and Bangor University implemented ‘The Prisoner ACE Survey’ on 486 prisoners in Wales in 2018; results found that 8 out of 10 prisoners reported experiencing at least one ACE factor, and almost half reported 4 ACEs or more (Ford et al, 2019, p.2). Consequently, these figures suggest a strong link between criminal behaviour and adverse childhood experiences. Furthermore, Ford et al (2019, p.2) state that the study showed that the three highest and most experienced factors were parental separation (58%), verbal/emotional abuse (50%), and physical abuse (41%). One strength of this study is that it is a fair sample size, so this is good for its generalisability. Despite this, it has only looked at male prisoners and ones from a Welsh prison and this negatively impacts its generalisability. On the contrary, this idea of ACEs influencing criminal behaviour has also been supported by research studies in the USA. For example, one study on male prisoners found that over 90% had reported at least one ACE and around 50% reported four or more (Ford et al, 2019, p.4). When comparing this to the previous study in Wales the results are almost identical and this consequently strengthens the ACEs argument, giving it more credibility. However, this study also has the same flaw- it has only examined male prisoners. Thus, it has a gender bias.
ACEs somewhat intertwines with the neurological explanations of criminal behaviour; it has been argued that any type of abuse or neglect during an individual’s childhood can disrupt their brain development, and consequently cause neurobiological deficits (Painter and Scannapieco, 2013, p.276). Thus, as discussed previously it is neurological deficits such as reduced brain functioning that is found within criminal brains. The only difference between the two arguments here is that ACEs believes that it is the environmental factors that have caused these neurological deficits, which then result in delinquency and violent behaviours (Baglivio et al, 2015, p.230). Moreover, ACEs has been linked to and helped explain many famous criminals’ behaviour, one being serial killer Edmund Kemper. Edmund Kemper, also referred to as the ‘Coed killer’, carried out several murders of young girls during 1972-1973, but his first victim was his grandparents whom he shot and stabbed to death at age 14 (Douglas and Olshaker, 2019, p.37). His final and arguably most important victims were his mother and his mother’s friend; he bludgeoned them to death, decapitated them, and raped the headless corpse of his mother (Douglas and Olshaker, 2019, p.38). Kemper is identified as having several ACEs such as coming from a dysfunctional family; his parents had separated and his mother abused him physically and emotionally- making him sleep in a windowless basement room (Douglas and Olshaker, 2019, p.37). Thus, it can be argued that Kemper’s criminality was a result of this abuse, and subsequently, his hatred for his mother is why he targeted young girls.
Despite this, it can also be argued that ACEs does not explain all criminals and their behaviours, for example, the infamous BTK (Bind, Torture, Kill)- Dennis Rader. Dennis Rader was a serial killer between 1974 and 1991; he killed 10 people during this time, and his victims were a mix of women, men, and children (Bonn, 2022). When analysing Rader’s upbringing, it appears he did not seem to have experienced any ACEs. Bonn (2022) states how his childhood was unremarkable; his parents were together, his father had a good job, he attended school and graduated from high school and Rader was even a boy scout and church member growing up. Thus, he lived a fairly normal life and he did not experience such factors to explain/ cause his criminal behaviour.
Another theory that has been presented in favour of nurture is Social Learning Theory (SLT) by Burgess and Akers in 1966; they argue that criminal behaviour is not inherited but instead is learnt (Fox, 2017, p.24). This theory is a differential association reinforcement theory; it was built off of and inspired by Sutherlands' (1948) differentiation theory and Skinners' (1959) reinforcement theory (Akers and Jenson, 2011, p.1). SLT proposes that crime is more likely to occur when an individual is socialising and associating with other criminals/delinquents, or when an individual is receiving more rewards and fewer punishments for a crime (Ward and Brown, 2015, p.409). For example, if a child’s parents are criminals or they perhaps encourage criminal behaviour, then that child is more likely to become a criminal themselves. Furthermore, SLT focuses on four central concepts; differential association, definitions, differential reinforcement, and imitation (Burke, 2019, p.132). First, 'differential association' is the patterns of interactions with others that either favour criminal behaviour or do not; this is ‘considered the most important source of social learning’ (Burke, 2019, p.132). Burke (2019, p.132) states how 'definitions' refers to an individual’s values and attitudes towards criminal/deviant behaviour, for example, an individual may not view recreational drug use as deviant. Next, 'differential reinforcement' is where the individual will anticipate and experience the consequences for their behaviour; their behaviour/actions will be determined by these possible rewards or punishments. (Burke, 2019, p.132). For example, an individual is more likely to engage in criminal behaviour if they believe they will be rewarded and not punished. Finally, Burke (2019, p.132) states that 'imitation' refers to the observation of others and copying what was witnessed, however, choosing whether to imitate will depend on the characteristics of the observed person (model), the behaviour observed, and the consequences of the behaviour observed. These models will tend to be parents and friends, but could also be secondary groups and those within the media (Cullen and Wilcox, 2010, p.8). Furthermore, the consequences can also be non-social as they could derive from the experience itself (Cullen and Wilcox, 2010, p.7). For example, an individual may get drunk but after being sick the next day, they do not want to engage in that behaviour again as they associate it with negative consequences.
Moreover, one criminal case that this theory could be applied to is The Hatton Garden Heist 2015; this was a burglary that took place over the Easter bank holiday weekend (Massey, 2017). A group of eight men, all aged between 60 and 78, stole around £14 million from Hatton Garden Safety Deposit Company in London's jewellery quarter (Massey, 2017). A lot of these men were friends or family; Williams was the nephew of Collins, and it is believed that he was recruited by his uncle to be the getaway driver (BBC News, 2019). Thus, SLT would argue here that William’s criminal behaviour was a result of him associating/socialising with John (a criminal and family member); he learnt this behaviour as John was his ‘model’. Also, the reinforcement of the rewards being greater than the punishment would have caused William’s behaviour; John most likely convinced him.
One strength of this theory is that it has gained a lot of attention and has been tested in a large range of criminal studies; it is one of the most tested and discussed theories of crime and deviance (Akers and Jenson, 2011, p.1). In total, it has been tested empirically in over 130 studies (Cullen and Wilcox, 2010, p.11). Thus, it is not restricted to the types of crimes that it can explain and is generalisable. Despite this, the results of these studies that were carried out by various other researchers have not matched the same success as Aker’s original studies (Cullen and Wilcox, 2010, p.11). However, ‘findings of strong differential peer effects’ that were presented in a vast amount of research studies over the years are shown to be supportive of SLT, and more so than any other theory of crime (Akers, 2017, p.xxv). Consequently, this reflects the theory’s validity and the solid support it holds in empirical literature. Nevertheless, critics of SLT argue that the differential association aspect assumes everyone who mixes with criminals will become criminal/resort to deviant behaviour themselves when that is not always the case (Bradshaw, 2011, p.2). Thus, the theory is presumptive.
In conclusion, nature versus nurture is an old debate and both arguments have presented numerous differing theories to explain criminality. Each theory presented has varying strengths and weaknesses but they have all been successfully applied to cases, or have been supported by research. The more up to date biological arguments that focus on the brain and neuroscience are strong and provide better explanations than those in the past (Lombroso and twin studies). However, nurture arguments have been viewed as being more dominant within criminology; especially ACEs which has been discussed and used in academic literature on a large scale. Nevertheless, most criminal cases often have more than one possible explanation for the behaviour as seen in the case of Fred West. Thus, overall, the best explanations of criminal behaviour are when both nature and nurture are integrated and used alongside one another; providing a more detailed and unbiased insight/explanation. 
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