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Explain the main historical theories of crime and apply one/some of the theories to a modern-day context


According to Bosworth and Hoyle (2011:p1) ‘Criminology is blooming’. There are numerous different departments, research centres, post-graduate and undergraduate programmes that open each year to study and research criminology.  Similarly, Bowling and Ross (2006) suggest that criminology is one of the fastest growing academic disciplines in Britain. The research is primarily created to improve, evaluate and implement policy, although the subject matter is often criticised by other scholars (Bosworth and Hoyle, 2011). This means that all research must include reliable and falsifiable theories making the discipline very important. Bosworth and Hoyle (2011) suggest that criminology for some is very messy, which can involve spending time in the field making sense of a chaotic world. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]According to Roufa (2019) Criminology is the study of crime and the criminal element, its causes, and the suppression and prevention of it. Roufa (2019) suggests that as long as there have been people, there has been crime, therefore the history of criminology is in many ways, the history of humanity. This suggests that Roufa believes that criminology dates back to when humanity begun. However, criminological thinking is often traced back to the eighteenth century where criminal law reformers like Ceasare Beccaria, Jeremy Bentham and John Howard started to question the legal constructions of crime (The Open University, 2020). These scholars were concerned with the legal protections of the rights of society and those of the individual. This suggests that Beccaria, Bentham and Howard believed that all individuals have rights, including criminals. 
Thomas (2012) suggests that Cesare Beccaria is the pioneer of the Classical School of Criminology. He focused on punishment for crime and voiced rational principles against capital punishments. Beccaria believed that individuals have free will and argued that laws should be used to maintain social contract (Thomas, 2012). According to Ugwudike (2015:p14) in that period, religious views dominated explanations of human behaviour such as crime and the penal system was capricious and punishments were barbaric. This suggests that Beccaria believed that all individuals have free will and that laws should be applied when punishment was used, preventing severe punishment such as torture. According to Thomas (2012) Beccaria identified the pleasure/pain principle as the cause of behaviour and crime, he also believed that all punishment should be determined by the crime. This suggests that Beccaria believed that an individual’s behaviour is driven by pleasure or pain and that punishment is needed as a deterrent, however, the punishment must reflect the crime. 
Cesare Beccaria founded the Classical School of Criminology which has influenced legal systems today, with his idea of impartial and equal law and justice (Thomas, 2012 and The Open University, 2020). 
Today there are many different historical theories in criminology, this essay will identify the Classicism and Positivism theories while identifying their limitations and apply them to a modern-day context. 
Classicism 
Classical criminology emerged in Europe in the eighteenth century, which reflected the philosophical and political thought associated with the Enlightenment period, the ‘Age of Reason’ making massive social, political and economic change in Europe (Tierney, 2009). This meant that there was a transition from feudalism to capitalism creating a growth in power of a capitalist class. Carrabine et al (2009) suggests that the Enlightenment period was particularly in the work of Cesare Beccaria and Jeremy Bentham, where they believed that offenders are rational and free willed. The core of Enlightenment thinking was that individuals are motivated by a pleasure/pain principle (Tierney, 2009). This suggests that individuals were capable of making rational decisions to gain pleasure, but also a desire to bypass pain. Similarly, Carrabine et al (2009) states that an individual engages in crime in a calculated way and is responsive to the deterrent penalties. This means that an individual calculates whether the reward outweighs the punishment, before making a rational decision on whether to commit the crime. The Enlightenment period was be basis of classicism, aimed to introduce a more rational and fair system for organising punishments and control to society. Beccaria is seen as the founder of classicism who wanted to reform the unfairness of the judicial system, including torture and capital punishment to establish social order (Carrabine et al, 2009). This means that Beccaria believed that if society was rational, individuals would make rational decisions to refuse crime.  
Classicism suggests that punishments could deter criminals if they were proportional to the crime itself (Carrabine et al, 2009 and Tierney, 2009). This means that the less serious crimes should receive less punishment, compared to more serious crimes. This would then deter criminals from committing crimes as they will associate serious punishment with serious crimes. 
Classicism is said to be the first ‘real criminology’ according to Tierney (2009:p44), however it focused more on administration justice, rather than the causes of crime and criminal motivation. This suggests that this perspective focuses on deterrent and punishment, rather than finding the cause of crime. However, Beccaria believed that a rational, fair justice system would ‘work’ by preventing crime (Tierney, 2009:p45). This means that the justice system should be fair, by treating individuals equally. Classicism focuses on the crime and punishment, rather than the criminal itself. 
According to Morrison (1995) classical criminology has reformed the system of investigation and punishing of criminal offences, into a rational intellectual structure. This suggests that the Criminal justice System was created and legitimated through classical criminology, and its predominantly used today in policing.
Although Classicism has had an impact on today’s policy, there are many limitations to the theory. Firstly, it is a very simple theory compared to social science. Carrabine et al (2009:p58) suggest that the model presents an overly rational vision of human nature, suggesting that people behave in a purely self-interested and ‘free’ fashion. This means that the model is to simple compared to the complexity of human beings, suggesting that all individuals will be deterred from crime if they can see a punishment. This theory is to simplistic to prevent all individuals from committing crime. Secondly, unlike positivism, this theory suggests that individuals have a free will to commit crime by choice, however, there may be instances where individuals have no choice but to commit a crime. For example, stealing bread to feed their children. This limitation is supported by Carrabine et al (2009:p58) who suggests that this model leaves individuals wondering ‘just how really free crime is’. Lastly, another limitation of this model is that it has no supported empirical evidence and does not differentiate between different offenders, such as males, females and other cultures. This assumes that all individuals are and behave the same, regardless. 
Positivism
Positivism includes a scientific approach to criminology (Carrabine et al, 2004). Unlike Classicism which overlooks the differences between each individual and only focuses on the offence that’s been committed, positivism focuses on the individual who committed the crime and how to respond or treat the individual in response to the crime. Ugwudike (2015) states that positivists can study individuals and identify the factors that cause them to offend, and what treatment can be given due to those factors.
According to Ugwudike (2015) positivism emerged in the nineteenth century, where positivists formed the view that they could identify the causes of crime through scientific diagnostic methods and prescribe the appropriate treatment.  This suggests that positivists believe that an individual’s biological make up can be the reason why they commit crime. Morrison (1995) supports this by suggesting that positivism involves naturalist combinations, such as the chemicals of the brain, or the electric conductibility of the body which can provide an individual with a moral entity to commit crime. This suggests that an individual can commit crime due to their genetic or chemical material. This means that individuals can be born as criminals, rather than made into criminals due to their environment. Due to this, positivism suggests that individuals have to be treated, rather than punished for their crimes. Ugwudike (2015) suggests that punishment is not considered an effective response to positivism criminology, instead they should receive rehabilitative treatment or therapy. Positivists believe that experimental discovery through scientific methods can be used to identify causal factors that lead individuals to commit crime, rather than their rational decision to commit crime (Ugwudike, 2015). This means that positivism challenges the classicism belief that a rational individual is capable of exercising free will. Therefore, some individuals commit crime without making the rational decision to do so, instead their biological make up caused them to behave in that manner. Carrabine et al (2004) supports this by suggesting positivists have discovered the existence of criminal types whose behaviour was determined, rather than chosen. Positivism, also known as biological positivism, also suggests that the causation of crime by a criminal can be identified by the physical attributes they possess. This belief was invented by Cesare Lombroso (1836 – 1909). Lombroso was a positivist that believed that there is a ‘criminal type’ (Carrabine et al, 2009:p58). Lombroso believed that many criminals have a distinctive physique, such as:
· Low foreheads,
· Prominent jaws and cheekbones,
· Protruding ears,
· Excessive hairiness,
· Long Arms
(Carrabine et al, 2009:p59).
This suggests that if an individual was born with these characteristics, they are likely to become criminals. Little (2019) suggests that Lombroso theorised that a good proportion of criminals have an innate criminality that is difficult for them to resist. According to Lombroso (2006:p1) these characteristics were known as ‘anomalies’ which are physical and psychological abnormalities that a dangerous individual would possess. These characteristics together resemble an ape-like appearance. Lombroso (2006) suggest that all these anomalies resembled the traits of primitive people, animals and even plants, proving that the most dangerous criminals were atavistic throwbacks on the evolutionary scale. This suggests that Lombroso believed that individuals that possess these traits resemble ancient or ancestral creatures, which made them criminals. 
During his research Lombroso begun by analysing the circumferences and abnormalities of sixty-six criminal skulls, including a thief and brigand Giuseppe Vilella (Lombroso, 2006). The basis of his hypothesis on atavism was introduced after studying Vilella’s skull during a post-mortem examination, where at the sight of the skull he discovered an indentation at the base, which reminded Lombroso of a cranial formation of a typical primate, such as an ape (Carrabine at al, 2009 and Lombroso, 2006). This suggests that Lombroso based the characteristics of his research on a known criminal that he had examined, and used his findings for the basis of his research. 
In his study, Lombroso observed the physical characteristics of Italian prisoners and compared them to Italian Soldiers (Carrabine at al, 2009). These characteristics included their heads, body, arms and skin. This then formed the basis of his results, that individuals that possess these abnormalities, were criminals. 
Although Cesare Lombroso was described as ‘the founder of modern criminology’ (Ugwudike, 2015), his theory based on the link between physical anomalies and criminal behaviour was a target for criticism (Gatti and Verde, 2012). In fact, Carrabine et al (2009) suggests that is he had looked beyond the prison walls, he would have realised that the physical features he believed that exclusively prisoners had, were actually found throughout the entire population. Lombroso’s method of data collection and analysis was naïve and simplistic, making his hypothesis and evidential results weak (Gatti and Verde, 2012). Although Lombroso believed that criminals were born, rather than made, this suggests that his scientific methods were lacking, when trying to prove his theory. Positivism has not impacted policing as police officers cannot arrest or stop and search an individual unless they have reasonable grounds to do so (College of Policing, 2020). This means that an officer cannot arrest an individual because they look like a criminal or have abnormalities suggested in Lombroso’s theory.
In contrast with classicism, positivist criminology assumes that people are driven into crime, without their control, contradicting the theory that individuals have their own free will and rational decisions to commit crime. A limitation of positivism includes the fact that positivists like Lombroso, exaggerate the difference between criminals and non-criminals (Carrabine et al, 2009). This suggests that there is an obvious image of a criminal, compared to a non-criminal, when in reality, many criminals overlap with the population. This means that spotting all the abnormal from the normal is impossible.  Another limitation of the positivism theory is that it tends to ignore the penal system and law. As the positivist approach believes that criminals do not commit crime by choice, therefore they should not be punished, instead they should be rehabilitated. 
Lastly, Ugwudike (2015:p24) suggests that positivism has been criticised for being ‘deterministic’ and it is argued that positivists generally overlook ‘human agency and rationality’. This suggests that positivists believe that individuals are exclusively born criminals, and that any other factors, such as the environment, is not responsible for shaping criminals. This also suggests that humans are not rational, making them uncapable to make their own decisions.  
Positivism and Classicism oppose one another in many different ways. According to Walsh and Ellis (2007) classicists tend to define criminal acts as consequences of the unrestrained human tendency to seek pleasure and free will. Whereas the positivist approach is a scientific method that focuses on biological, psychological and social determinants of criminal behaviour. This suggests that classicism believes that people rationally chose to commit crime due to the pleasure/pain principle, and that positivists believe that individuals do not chose to commit crime, they do it due to their biological genetics. Both theories criticise one another and are very different approaches in the field of Criminology. 
In order to apply these contradicting theories to a modern-day context, the James Bulger case can be used to emphasise the different theories and how they can apply to the modern world. 
The James Bulger Case is unique, which led to an outpour of grief and shock to the nation. According to Coslett (2014) James Bulger, a two-year-old boy, was abducted and murdered by two 10 year old boys. The two 10-year-old boys, Robert Thompson and Jon Venables took James Bulger from a shopping centre on the 12th of February 1993, and walked him for two and a half miles before brutally murdering him and left his body on a nearby railway line (Coslett, 2014). His body was found two days later. According to Coslett (2014) the boys were sentenced to a secure youth accommodation, where they had to serve an eight years jail sentence. According to Smith (2017) the two boys were the youngest ever to have been accused of murder. Making this case extraordinary. 
This case caused a huge uproar, causing the public to question how could two 10-year-old boys do such a terrible thing? Smith (2017) states that the public were left with many questions after the murder of James Bulger, were the boys born evil? Or were they influenced to make this decision by violence on television or computer games? It is very difficult to be able to answer these questions, however, positivism and classicism theories could be applied. 
In a positivist perspective, it can be said that the two boys were born with anomalies in their genes that caused them to commit the crime. According to Walsh and Ellis (2007) positivists such as Garofalo believe that criminals have little control over their actions. This means that if the two boys were born criminals, their actions were due to their biological foundations, which was not their fault. Due to them not being in control of their actions, instead of punishment, they should receive rehabilitation. According to Crime Investigation (2020:p1) the level of brutality involved in this case is far beyond anyone might imagine two primary school children to be capable of, making the nation to believe that they were born ‘evil’. This suggests that the crime was so severe, that the boys must have been born as murderers. In terms of Lombroso’s positivist beliefs, it is difficult to suggest that these boys were born with physical anomalies that he believed criminals perceived, as the boys were only the age of ten. They were not fully-grown adults, making their physical appearance irrelevant as their appearances were not fully formed. 
In a Classicist perspective, these boys had free will and rationally made the decision to commit this crime, due to a pleasure/pain principle. According to Walsh and Ellis (2007) there is a natural human need for happiness and pleasure, while minimising pain. Suggesting that the boys may have committed this crime for their own pleasure. Walsh and Ellis (2007) also suggest that humans do not have to learn to be hedonistic; pleasure is intrinsically desirable. Meaning that the boys did not learn to crave pleasure, they were born to desire it. Classicism suggests that individuals make rational decisions when committing crimes, however, Walsh and Ellis (2007) suggests that rationality is not to be confused with morality, as individuals will make rational decisions to gain a desired end, without thinking of morality. This suggests that both Venables and Thompson decided to commit this crime without thinking of the result, which was James Bulgers life, but to gain pleasure themselves. 
On the other hand, Tierney (2009:p42) states that during the Enlightenment period, classicists believed that ‘men’ are capable of making rational decisions before committing a crime driven by the pleasure/pain principle. He also suggests that the word ‘men’ refers to men and women. Both Venables and Thompson were both boys, not men. Making it difficult to suggest that they were old enough to make the rational decision to commit such a devastating crime. Classicism also suggests that the punishment should fit the crime. This was a very severe crime that had taken place by the two 10 years old boys. According to the Home Office (2020) the age of criminal responsibility is 10 in England and Wales. However, children between the ages of 10 and 17 are treated differently from adults during court and sentencing. These differences include youth courts, different sentences and rather than prisons, they are sent to secure centres for young people (Home Office, 2020). This suggests that both Venables and Thompson would not get the same sentence as an adult. Meaning that their punishment cannot be equal to other adults and cannot fit the crime they committed, which is suggested in classicism. If an adult was to commit the same murder, their punishment would reflect the crime, and be more severe. 
In conclusion, it is evidential that criminology is a very criticised field of study and had derived form the eighteenth century. It is clear that positivism and classicism are very opposing theories in criminology, with positivism suggesting that people are born criminals, and classicism suggesting that people are only criminals through free will and rational behaviour through the pleasure/pain principle. Classicism has influenced the penal system today, which has created the well-known criminal justice system, to ensure that all individuals are treated fairly, and that their punishment represents their crimes. These theories can be applied to many modern-day contexts, such as the James Bulger case. However, it is very difficult to suggest that either theories are the cause of James Bulgers murder, as other conflicting environmental factors can also come into play. These could be such things as how Venables and Thompson were brought up, the bullying or violence at home, or could it have been influenced by television or video games? Only Venables and Thompson themselves can explain why they committed such a horrific crime. 
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