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The minimum age of criminal liability in England and Wales is aged ten years old as declared in the Children and Young Persons Act 1963 section sixteen. In other terms, for the past almost six decades as soon as children reach the age of ten they are subjected to the complete mass of the fundamental criminal law and justice system in England and Wales in an equal sense as adults (Gelsthorpe and Sharpe, 2006). There have been several disputes for and contrary to the increasing of this age in England and Wales for numerous years. The justification for, and consequences of these concerns were depicted concisely by the Conservative Home Secretary in 1993 – Michael Howard, subsequent to the killing of James Bulger. He used the phrase ‘offenders’ when defining Robert Thompson and Jon Venables, both aged ten years old at the time of the James Bulger homicide which is similarly the equivalent to the minimum age of criminal responsibility in England – where the killing took place. He additionally depicted them as ‘adult in everything except years’ and indicated that they would not be able to ‘use age as an excuse for immunity from effective punishment’ (Goldson, 1997). 
The preliminary form of conceptualization originates from the notions of whether or not a ten-year-old child essentially obtains criminal capabilities, illegal intent or mens rea. This is the stage at which a young person is regarded as sufficiently knowledgeable enough to differentiate between right and wrong and effectively build a perception of morals (Bateman, 2012). According to (Bernberg and Krohn, 2003), the application of these principles concerning unlawful capability, criminal intent or mens rea in this context, is evidently coherent with the standard interpretations of the criminal justice system in England and Wales. Nevertheless, it has been disputed that the slavish use of such laws which many would argue are out of date lead to the prominence of several limitations in this instance. To begin with, it suggests that it is feasible to decide upon an illogical minimum age of criminal responsibility in a manner which meets the competence check. This suggestion has been doubted not simply in itself, but moreover manages to restrict the provisions of the argument, to take into consideration the fairness of this rationale or even just by pushing the minimum age of criminal accountability up or down by a year or two (Bateman, 2013). Secondly, it can and has been contended that abstracting criminal responsibility is less worried with the concept of unlawful ability in itself however more so on the basis of protection from the prosecution. To encapsulate what is intended by this argument is that the emphasis ought not to be on whether or not the child is considered competent enough to perpetrate unlawful behaviour. Instead, the suitability of exposing children and young individuals to the criminal justice procedure as a way of addressing their wrongdoings. Several reason that the attention ought not to be on this but more so on assisting these young people into restorative practices for their preceding criminal conduct (Croft, 2009). According to (Pillay,2015), the issue of how children and young people who carry out offences should be dealt with is of indisputable significance. Nevertheless, it has been challenged that the attention ought not be on the age of unlawful liability but the age at which it is considered applicable to bring children into the criminal justice system in England and Wales completely. 
On the other hand, there is a clear argument in disagreement to the increasing of the minimum age of criminal responsibility in England and Wales. One central idea of this contention is in respects to cybercrime. It has been challenged over the years that as the times progress with modern-day technology, the age at which children are introduced to this, is and has gradually become younger following the Children and Young Persons Act in 1963 (Balajanov, 2018). It could be debated that the existing minimum age of criminal responsibility insufficiently considers cybercrimes as they are primarily manipulated by physical offences rather than those that are simulated. The distinctive nature of current technology makes the application of common misconduct and concepts of responsibility outdated it has been argued (Bell, 2004). According to (Archard, 2004), it could be said that setting the most appropriate minimum age for criminal responsibility for certain groups of crime such as cybercrime in this case, therefore, requires a better understanding of cybercrime from the perspective of those theories of criminal behaviour that can be linked to these types of offences. In summary to this, it has been claimed that each grouping of misconduct should respectively have its individual minimum age of criminal responsibility dependent on the varying aspects of these collections of delinquency. 
A study was conducted according to (Wagland and Bussey, 2015), which involved a sum of over one hundred individuals, from four various age groups – eight-, twelve- and sixteen-year-olds as well as adults. Those who participated in this investigation listened to a sequence of vignettes which portrayed an individual perpetrating an offence. The severity of the crimes being executed varied. The participants would then deliver rankings on the wrongfulness and likely consequences linked with each misdemeanour depicted in the vignette. It was a surprising conclusion to uncover that those within the eight-year-old age group where capable of meeting the existing mental specification related to reaching the age of criminal responsibility in England and Wales. This is a strong argument for those who believe the minimum age of criminal responsibility ought to be reduced. These eight-year-olds were able to present evidence throughout this experimentation in regards to their perception of the wrongfulness of unlawful conduct. As well as this was their capability to differentiate between illegal behaviour and mischievous all of which were equivalent to older children and even adults.
In addition to this, more evidence was uncovered concerning the minimum age of criminal responsibility versus the minimum age for medical health consent which numerous individuals’ question ought to be the same. In England and Wales for instance, the minimum age for medical health consent is aged sixteen years old yet the minimum age of criminal responsibility is ten. It has been debated that an individual under the age of sixteen in England and Wales who pursues medical assistance, cannot independently consent to assessment short of parental authorization beforehand. However, withstanding this, that identical adolescent can be put on trial in the court of law for a criminal offence (Noroozi, Singh and Fazel, 2018). 
Research uncovered has similarly raised uncomfortable questions with regards to the legitimacy of holding responsible a ten-year-old child in an equivalent sense to adults in the criminal justice system. Another argument for the minimum age of criminal responsibility in England and Wales to be raised is that since the Children and Young Persons Act in 1963 where this age was set at aged ten years, there has been no liberal restructuring at all (Bottoms, 1974). According to (Bandalli, 2000), this argument supports the preceding claim concerning this act being out of date in our modern-day civilisation since not being edited in regard to the minimum age of criminal responsibility for almost six decades. It is clearlysignificant to address that the Children and Young Persons Act 1969 contained requirements in order to eradicate juvenile courts and increase the minimum age of unlawful responsibility to aged sixteen years old. For numerous, complex reasons which have largely been resulting from radical domineering and professional self-regard, these segments of the 1969 act which promised to legalise juvenile courts in England and Wales were not acted upon. Perhaps even more significantly though, they have also never been relooked at (Coleman, 2011). Such statis within England and Wales is out of date with both trends happening worldwidetogether withcurrentimprovements going on in adjacent countries (Commission of the European Countries, 2006). According to the (House of Lords House of Commons Joint Committee on Human Rights, 2003), the minimum age of criminal responsibility being set at the age of ten in England and Wales is the lowest in the European Union in conjunction with Northern Ireland. The average minimum age of illegal accountability in Europe is aged fourteen-years-old. Keeping this in mind, the argument for raising the age in England and Wales seems to build in strength as it appears to be so out of line in regards to the principal practices throughout the rest of Europe and their criminal justice systems (Hazel, 2008). 
Following on from this, according to (Erikson, 1966), numerous countries around the world manage their adolescence justice organisations where the minimum age of illegal accountability is significantly higher than it is in England and Wales. As well as this it has been revealed that there are no negative significances to be seen in regards to these countries rates of young individuals committing crimes. Even in comparison to England and Wales in spite of the variance in minimum age of criminal accountability. Secondly to this, in countless other European countries and others around the world there are controls in place which differentiates between relative and full criminal responsibility. It has been contended in England and Wales that this ought to be something which is put into place. It can help safeguard that cases concerning children are dealt within distinct juvenile courts in which informative clearances are favoured. It has been questioned as to whether in England and Wales a practice could be set in place in which complete illegal responsibility does not become operative pending an individual reaches the age of eighteen (Maher, 2005). In brief, as a result of, the relatively low age of criminal responsibility in England and Wales in contrast to the remainder of the European Union, as well as the absolute exposure of children to the criminal justice system completely. This jurisdiction in England and Wales has been accused of being out of date in parallel to the standards of the European and international regulations, procedures and systems relating to youth justice (Scottish Law Commission, 2002). 
The homicide case of three-year-old James Bulger is one in which is addressed regularly in regards to why the minimum age of criminal responsibility ought to remain the same or even be dropped several may well contend (Rice and Thomas, 2013). James Bulger was kidnapped, tormented, and killed in Liverpool, England by two ten-year-old boys named Robert Thompson and Jon Venables in 1993. It has been thought that if the minimum age of criminal responsibility in England at this point in time had not been ten years old, these two juvenile offenders would not have been reprimanded in the manner that they did for their crimes (Roberts, 2014). According to (Siddique, 2010), both individuals were sentenced to life imprisonment, however, were released on license with brand new identities in 2001, less than ten years following the murder. Some individuals debate that the minimum age of criminal responsibility ought to be lowered as these two young offenders were merely of age to be subjected to the complete mass of the criminal justice system in England and Wales. Nevertheless, in spite of this, numerous individuals ask what would have happened to the two if not, bearing in mind the seriousness of what the two boys did to their victim. In addition to this, others consider that the offences perpetrated by Robert Thompson and Jon Venables are to the equal extent if not greater than those of adult offenders, committing crimes of the same kind. Due to this belief, countless individuals claim that the two ten-year-olds deserved to be subjected to the seriousness of the criminal justice system solely as an adult would
(Levine, 1999). In short, the case for preserving the age of criminal responsibility in England and Wales at the age of ten - with the support of this case - is that if a young person is capable of perpetrating the equivalent level of crime as an adult, then why should they not similarly be reprimanded as one?
According to (Mehta, 2011), in further debate in relation to the case of James Bulger, several argue against this with the reality that ever since, Jon Venables (now aged thirty-nine) has been prosecuted twice for further illegal behaviour. He was sentenced for the second time to a forty-month imprisonment sentence in February 2018, subsequent to a guilty appeal of the possession of over a thousand indecent pictures of children (Gore, 2018). On one side, numerous individuals contend that if the minimum age of criminal accountability was increased, it would have allowed these two individuals to be assigned to restorative courses and practices. It has been claimed that this would have conceivably led to no additional convictions from either offender and ultimately taught them morals and ideals which would have allowed them to be repentant and go on to live corruption free lives (Tumin, 2001). According to (Smith, 2017) on the opposing side to this, due to Jon Venables reoffending and recall to imprisonment, this then ignited the discussion over the minimum age of criminal responsibility in England and Wales. Several individuals, as well as the media have formerly doubted whether Jon Venables and Robert Thompson were detained long enough for the murder of James Bulgar. In supplement to this, countless individuals contend that if they had in fact been imprisoned for longer it would have severely diminished the prospects of reoffending in later life. This is an argument in opposition to increasing the age of criminal responsibility in England and Wales. In summary to these facts, youth justice experts have even questioned whether it was in fact how these two juvenile offenders were dealt with in the criminal justice system that could have added to the reoffences committed by Jon Venables in England (Hay, 1995). 
In conclusion, according to (Brown and Charles, 2019), it has been contended that if the minimum age of criminal accountability be raised to age fourteen, there would not be a lack of support for these children. Current law and strategy requirement would guarantee that children were not neglected by the criminal justice system at a time when they may well be susceptible. Nevertheless, several individuals argue that this kind of developing adolescence support model may perhaps aid children who could have fundamental wellbeing, social care, or educational problems (Arthur, 2012). This could well be accomplished through non-justice organizations such as community authorities and schools, consequently being able to make use of this new space minimum age of criminal liability development would produce to unravel these inherent concerns. This could similarly avert reoffending in later life, thus being considerably more valuable than sending adolescents to prison which several would argue does the opposite of reforming these young individuals (Ball, 2014). In brief, many individuals in England and Wales firmly believe the minimum age of criminal responsibility ought to be increased as the emphasis for children should be on reforming and learning from their criminal behaviour over punishment. Some individuals even consider that punishment of young offenders can regularly raise their prospects of perpetrating corruption again (Bateman, 2014). Nevertheless, according to (Crofts, 2009), it is contended that the minimum age of criminal responsibility has ‘moved on’ and any dispute concerning this point ought to be placed within a wider discussion relating to rights of young offenders. On top of this, recognizing the applicable involvements for children and the implementation of diverting methodologies rather than being limited to issues from a legitimate point of view and structure. In England and Wales, there is already an existing construct of adolescent support and diversionary provision which would add to a liberal minimum age of criminal responsibility development. The prospect of establishing a unique model and one that captures the concept of supporting child offenders in their journey of reform rather than punishment seems feasible some say (Byrne and Lundy, 2015). 
In supplement to this, various individuals contend that branding a young person as an offender will have an enormous effect on them and their life particularly in concerns to potential employment as well as their psychological wellbeing. Arguably, it would be more valuable to both the child and the broader society as a whole if the criminal justice system in England and Wales worked to deal with the core purpose for the offending instead of merely condemning the young individual (Delmage, 2013). According to, (Elliot, 2011), by increasing the age of criminal accountability in England and Wales, this will allow young offenders to be taught by the mistakes they have made through rehabilitative facilities. This has been debated to be more helpful as they would be able to continue living their lives devoid of an illegal history hanging over them whilst attempting to do so. However, in opposition to this, countless individuals consider that the minimum age of criminal accountability ought to be eradicated completely in England and Wales. The logic behind this mainly being that many people believe that each and every case should be considered independently. Consequently, assessments can be carried out on the young perpetrators in order to measure criminal capacity for instance, to examine whether or not the child would have the psychological ability to understand what they have done is wrong (Farmer, 2011). In opposition to this is the argument that this is an impractical notion in concerns to the extent of money this would cost the criminal justice system in. In conclusion, there are reasons in favour of and in opposition to the increasing of the minimum age of criminal liability in England and Wales, however the United Kingdom government have no proposals on moving this number or even revaluating it (Haines and Case, 2015). 
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