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“Crime” is defined as an ever-changing entity, the changes of legislation and different rules applying to different areas and societies (Durkheim, 1938 as cited in Newburn, 2013, p.170). Because of this, it is uncertain someone’s reasons and motives for crime, there have been multiple theories to why criminals offend. Criminological theories could help in crime prevention; therefore, it is useful to know catalysts or triggers for these individuals who carry out criminal behaviour to get a better understanding for why they occur (Newburn, 2013, p.6). David Garland’s states that criminology comes under two “streams of work; The Governmental Project and The Lambrosian Project'' governmental using police and prison work and its “administration of criminal justice” (Newburn, 2013, p.114), whilst Lambrosian studies the characteristics to distinguish ‘criminals’ from ‘non criminals’ (Newburn, 2013, p.4).
Criminology considers psychological, social, legal theory and historical factors, however “different approaches are at odds with each other” which may explain the challenges to pinpoint what exactly is the “true” cause, if there is such (Newburn, 2013, p.4). 

As a result of these theories, it’s left room for possibility for a number of causes for crime; as society advances, new discoveries and developments of theories are perhaps due to a better understanding of human behaviour and its causes. In a historical context, they seem to stem from these main theories; Classicism, Positivism, and Sociological. 
Classicism is described to be the theory that an individual can have rational thought, knows “right from wrong” known as rational choice theory (Muncie, 2009, p.400) and has the freedom of choice to offend knowing what the consequences entail, and the belief of punishment as a deterrent to these crimes (Muncie, 2009, p.92-93). “Classical Theory was a general shift from feudal to industrial”, feudal way of life implying morbid consequences for morbid actions. In this sense, classical theory may have been a way of people are deterring from crime by having a form of punishment “consistent” that applies to all, with its focus to deter people from committing such acts of criminal behaviour. Jeremy Bentham’s Utilitarianism principles of the pleasure / pain concept to inflict pain onto the offender that who received pleasure, to equal the offence to ensure “compliance for the greater good”. Likewise, Beccaria’s principles of punishment was justification that a criminal had “infringed the rights of others” (Newburn, 2013, p.117). Beccaria’s teachings 


 In Neo Classicism’s, it believes that the individual can seek a “just” solution or punishment, backed by scientific reasons to why the individual committed the crime in the first place is for the offender to gain personal benefit. In that sense, the individual may deter from committing a crime if the punishment goes against what they wish to gain; whilst classicism suggests that a person offends, they get punished for it, and the punishment is in line or equal to the offence (Newburn, 2013, p.114). With this in mind, Classicism can be perceived too narrow of a reason for why a person commits crime, as with Bentham's Utilitarianism teachings that crime is driven from pleasure, seems it does not cover enough basis or does not consider other known factors to why an individual offends as Muncie states: 
“Such a decision (freely made) is however, influenced by inherited constitutional factors” (Muncie, 2009, p.93), the person may inherit characteristics or mannerisms, whether biological or sociologically taught. The response to crime in classicist terms focuses on the punishment whilst positivism seeks treatment (Newburn, 2013, p.120).In contrast to Classicism, Positivism believes that there is a variety of influences to reason the acts of the individual through scientific studies; more factors are considered such as; Biological including Psychological Positivism, and Sociological (Muncie, 2009, p.400). 
 
The physiology of a “criminal”, studies into physical characteristics that would indicate the behaviour of the individual, Cesare Lombroso’s theory of Atavism “primitive” features and being born a criminal, goes in hand with the theory of correlating someone’s features with their temperament known as “somatotyping” theorized by Earnest Hooton, and later by William Sheldon in 1949 (Newburn, 2013, p.127). This theory may be considered to be extreme in the sense that there’s suggested inferiority determined by how an individual looks, that they would act in a certain way based on assumption (Muncie, 2009, p.89, p.403). Muncie further states that Earnest Hooton and Sheldon’s theories of Somatotyping could have been hinting the character type with a social class character; athletic build associating with delinquency, delinquency associating with malnutrition and manual labour, linking to a likely “working class origin” (Muncie, 2009, p.90). This implies a prejudice way of thinking basing theories on assumption, the theory was favourable as a way of “differentiating between us and them” creating a divide of classes that the more “sophisticated” can be comfortably marginalized from the lower class (Muncie, 2009, p.92). Lambroso’s study, due to scientific knowledge of the time compared to modern day’s understanding, quickly became outdated as “ideas were a product of their era” the findings were based on the assumptions and technologies in 1800s (Newburn, 2013, p.125). 

Charles Goring’s argument of “mental inferiority” inherited by criminal relations, the belief that criminality is genetic, basing this belief off his own research of criminality in spouses, families between parents and children. However, from this study, Goring believed that environment the individual grows up in, poverty and social status was “insignificant” to whether an individual would be a criminal, Muncie raised the notion that poverty, malnutrition, poor schooling and unemployment could factor the relation to family members influencing the behaviour (Muncie, 2009, p.91). Environmental and social upbringing may determine how the individual may act, similarly, upbringing without knowledge of biological and/or mental health defects may also determine behaviour of the individual or lack of support from their peers/ family or adhering to the individual’s needs. It may negatively impact the behaviour of the individual, reducing quality of life, the individual then seeking a solution which may not be socially or morally be in line with society. 

 Using the principles of Classicism, the placement of a mentally compromised individual with mentally able offender in a prison setting may not gain the support they need to recover and desist as it may with the latter, as both Beccaria and Bentham were in favour of imprisonment (Newburn, 2013, p.119). According to House of Commons Report of Mental Health in Prisons (2017), stating high rates of self-inflicted death and self-harm in prison, along with individuals more likely to suffer with mental health problems being confined than they are in the community (Parliament. House of Commons, 2017, p.3).  Thereby causing more harm as it’s painting them with the same brush that may not prove effective in crime prevention, therefore Classicist punishment could be ineffective. 

 Psychological factors and brain function studies were shown that the individual’s actions can be a result of brain dysfunctions; chemical imbalances linking “abnormal brain activity and serious crimes such as murder by the insane” (Newburn, 2013, p.139). The importance of correct care and nourishment in preliminary stages of life is paramount for the development for the child to grow up healthy. However, despite best efforts, biological abnormalities can still occur as it was noted with studies suggesting “low blood sugar and Hypoglycaemia is associated with behavioural problems” (Newburn, 2013, p.143). Attention deficit disorders such as ADHD was shown to be associated with low cognitive abilities, and as a result may have an impact on future behaviour (Newburn, 2013, p.139). Sigmund Freud’s psychoanalytic theories taught that humans are in essence “anti-social” beings that act on pleasure seeking impulsive behaviour, the theory focuses on “irrational and unconscious motivations” using the three concepts: The Id, Ego and Super Ego (Newburn, 2013, p.149). Freud’s teachings of the “superego” as being accountable for morals and behaviour; if the superego is weak, it is related to deviant behaviour and psychopathy as the individual lacks guilt (Newburn, 2013, p.149).

 Sociological theory of crime also mentions the surroundings of the individual may influence criminal behaviour, and with change being inevitable within society, it implies that there isn’t a “fixed” form with sociological theory, therefore it relies on current movements and prediction “Sociological theories appear less interested in crime as a specific pattern of behaviour, and more in probabilistic accounts of variations in crime rates given particular social, geographical and economic circumstances. They focus on general patterns of criminality rather than in individual motivations.” (Muncie, 2009, p.111). Emile Durkheim’s teachings were during the time of the industrial revolution, societal norms as they knew it were to change, solidarity between groups and beliefs creating factions within society who shared like mindedness with each other (Newburn, 2013, p.173) Durkheim believed that deviance is the product of “weak moral integration” and that it is a “social fact” that is inevitable, it cannot be prevented in a sense that with social change comes new meaning of what is acceptable or unacceptable voluntarily or not (Newburn, 2013, p.174). similarly with Robert Merton’s Anomie/ Strain theory, the goals set by the individual, namely wealth and status, anomie is the result of these goals being unachievable, therefore it causes deviance or criminal behaviour “they are responding to the social situation in which they find themselves” (Merton, 1969, as cited by Newburn, 2013, p.175) it argues that social and economic shifts inevitably causes criminal behaviour.

 John Muncie refers to Laurie Taylor’s fruit machine analogy, that individuals in society are having unfair chances as the “game is rigged and only some players are consistently rewarded, however no one questions who placed the machine there in the first place, and who takes the profit.” Relating to Merton’s strain theory, individuals in the lower class have unfair chances at life, they cannot improve their situation because of class oppression, an action or “crime” is committed as it does not socially fit with current legal and moral codes, “action becomes ‘crime’ when they are defined as such by legal and other institutions” (Muncie, 2009,p.112). Further implying that the ruling class have the high ground of the system thus they are rewarded for the lower class’ shortcomings. To quote Jeffrey Reiman’s text “The rich get richer and the poor get prison” with the criminal justice system suggest bias towards the lower class (Muncie, 2009, p.133).  

 It is to be mentioned that Strain theory may exaggerate greatly onto the middle class, and patronising towards the working class does not consider other crimes such as non-utilitarian; Albert Cohen expresses this in ‘Status Frustration’ (Newburn, 2013, p.201) Sub Culture theory addresses that youth cultures favour the socially unconventional and being non-conforming; unlike Strain the “deviants” do not idolise middle class aspirations and rather, “rejects middle class values” and create their own aspirations and goals (Newburn, 2013, p.197-198). as Muncie states that there wasn’t consideration that crime may be a freely chosen course of action and that it may be due to “different forms of socialization, rather than lack of socialization” (Muncie, 2009, p.112) rather than placing the lack of socialization as a cause of crime, but who the individual surrounds themselves with different peer groups may determine the person’s choices.

  Interactionism argues that “deviance” is a social construction, labelling theory expresses that whoever society collectively labels an individual a deviant, must be a deviant thus determining the character, “Deviance is not a quality of the act the person commits, but rather a consequence of the application by others of rules and sanctions” (Becker, 1963, as cited by Newburn, 2013, p.218). This can be perceived that an individual, regardless of their own merits, may be classed by other’s interpretation of “deviant” and from this interaction, such as prejudicial behaviour, labelling the outsider as deviant as they do not conventionally conform to society, “rules are created by social groups, and it is the infraction of these rules that creates deviance” (Newburn, 2013, p.221). Social attitudes are the drive behind criminological behaviour in the case of Sociological theories. 

  From the research of theories, it seems that there may be various possible causes to why a person offends, In the case of the James Bulger murder by the two boys Jon Venables and Robert Thompson, in which the two offenders were ten year old children, more than one factor could be applied to the case.

 On the 12th February 1993 in Walton Liverpool, James Bulger, at the age of two years old was abducted and murdered by Jon Venables and Robert Thompson (Muncie, 2009, p.5). At around 15:42pm, Venables and Thompson led Bulger out of the Bootle shopping centre, to a railway track nearly three miles from where he was abducted (Levine, 1999, p.1138). The two boys tortured and killed Bulger, placing his body over the track to stage an accident. Bulger’s mutilated body was found two days after on the 14th February by a group of boys, post mortem shown split wounds and lacerations mainly to his head indicating being struck heavy with blows with bricks and the iron bar that was found at the scene (Real Stories, 2018) Thompson and Venables were recognised by the CCTV footage (Rice, Thomas, 2013, p.5) The both boys were interviewed separately, both had shown to place blame on one another once Thompson admitted to the murder, as Venables lied about his whereabouts prior to Thompson’s confession (Real Stories, 2018). with DNA evidence proving to be Bulger’s blood on the item of clothing from one of the suspects, along with a shoe print stamp on Bulger’s cheek matching the outside edge of the shoes worn by Thompson and the same paint found on the body of the victim evident on the clothes of the boys (Real Stories, 2018). 

The weapons Venables and Thompson used were displayed at court, this questioned how innocent the boys were perceived to be, as it was known that 30 witnesses had seen the boys but did not intervene as it was thought that they were brothers (Levine, 1999, p.137). Weapons including bricks, an iron rod and stones which shown out of character behaviour from these two ten year olds with “premeditation set out to abduct a young child with the aim of murdering him” (Levine, 1999, p.1138). With the evidence presented, the courts labelled Venables and Thompson the youngest murderers in British history. November that year the two boys were convicted and sentenced to life imprisonment, (Rice, Thomas, 2013, p.2). June 2001 Venables and Thompson were released on parole and granted lifelong anonymity (Muncie, 2009, p.5), March 2010 Jon Venables was reportedly recalled to prison for breach of his sentence conditions and charged for the possession of indecent images of children (Rice, Thomas, 2013, p.3).

  Both families of Venables and Thompson were working class, it was implied that Thompson may have been assaulted by his father and his mother with alcohol dependency. This implies possible neglect from parenting in the case of Thompson, however, Venables family life was reported to be relatively normal; suffered no violence at home, however he may have been subject to bullying at school, occasionally by Thompson. It was raised that there may have been a possibility that Thompson’s vulnerability at home, susceptible to abuse to inflict onto Venables, Thompson was thought to be the “leader” of the duo (Real Stories, 2018). Venables moved school before the murder as it was reported he displayed “hyperactive behaviour” and shown to be violent by choking another boy with a ruler. Although it was suspected that the two boys may have had personality disorders, particularly Thompson with his refusal to show remorse five years after the trial and was led to believe he shown sociopathic tendencies, had psychiatric sessions after the murder, it was suggested they had no specific mental illnesses, other than presenting “behaviourally challenged” (Real Stories, 2018). 

  This questions whether it may be environmental influences to the boys behaviour; as the both of them were from working class family, both had far from perfect families, with Thompson’s father criminal past, abandoning the family and his mother’s alcoholism, whilst Jon Venables problems in school and behavioural problems, perhaps they’re feelings of neglect may have led them to “act out” and led them to truancy and troublemaking, social influences with them “egging each other on” to do their games as a form of excitement. Eventually these extreme forms satiating their boredom led to dangerous games causing the death of a toddler for sport (Real Stories, 2018). Later in 2010 Venables was called back to prison for breaching his conditions with possession of indecent images of children, this further brings the question of bio/ psychological and social factors. Pedophiles tend to have social abnormalities, such as lacking social skill, or to be socially isolated, and go for vulnerable victims (Murray, 2000, p.219); in relation to James Bulger with later reports of the toddler being sexually abused (60minutesAustralia, 2018), there may have been a connection to which it may not have been taken seriously or may have been dismissed in the case, which hinder the correct treatment for Venables that could have prevented him from reoffending. 

 Classical principles of punishment in the case of Thompson and Venables may have caused more harm than good, to try them as adults and placing them in a prison setting at such a young age may have negatively set them to be repeat offenders in the future by being incarcerated, or could place their lives at risk, as the mortality rates in prisons are considered high (Parliament. House of Commons, 2017, p.9).
As argued by the referral unit manager in the ‘Unforgiven: The Boys Who Killed A Child’ documentary, the accommodation units were seen as “investments for positive change to deter the individual from being incarcerated in the future” (Real stories, 2018).

 From looking at the different criminological theories, biological and psychological positivism, along with sociological influences seems to hold the most relevancy in the case of Venables and Thompson. Biochemical imbalance could be possible to why the boy’s acted in the way they did; in reference to the ADHD study mentioned earlier, with attention deficit disorders for the case of Venables with his “hyperactive behaviour”, whilst tissue damage from physical injury can also have an impact on behaviour (Newburn, 2013, p.139) as a result of childhood abuse of Thompson by his father (Real Stories, 2018). In terms of environmental and social influences, as working-class oppression may have had an effect on their quality of life, both families may have had an impact on the boys’ mental wellbeing as a result of “maternal deprivation” from the relationships formed with their mothers. Maternal deprivation researched by John Bowlby in juvenile delinquency, the study shown that the individuals developed "affection-less character” as a result. Disruption at childhood by bonding with the caregiver further shown difficulties in socializing and establishing relationships (Newburn, 2013, p.150). Lastly to mention, the way society responded to the murder case, with mixed emotions particularly of anger, fear and shock, interactionist principles of labelling may have influenced these boys to being permanently condemned into believing that they were monsters, possible for why Venables reoffended. 
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