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The aim of this essay is to critically evaluate the extent of offending in people and if the impact of early intervention can help to avoid offending.
The topics in this essay will be merely focused on discussing the different criminal age responsibilities in the United Kingdom and comparing it to other countries. This will be looked further into if they should raise the criminal age responsibilities and arguments to support why.  As well as discussing what intervention schemes there are that prevent people from offending and evaluating if these work in society. Also, evaluating the impact that these schemes have on young people, discussing the negatives and positives of the schemes. Lastly, the essay will be giving recommendations/suggestions as to what could be done better or differently. 

Firstly, the age of criminal responsibility in the United Kingdom will be discussed. 
According to GOV.UK (2020), children between ten and seventeen can be arrested and taken to court if they commit a crime. Children are treated differently from adults if they commit a crime. They are dealt with by youth courts and are given several different sentences as they do not go to prison but some can be sent to a special secure centre for young people. 
In the United Kingdom, there is a discussion about whether the age of criminal responsibility should be raised, and many believe it should.
However, the age of criminal responsibility varies greatly across the world.
Some range from age six, all the way to age eighteen. Peru and Brazil age responsibility for crime stands at eighteen whereas Mexico’s age responsibility stands at six years old (Nation Master, 2014). 

It is argued that the criminal age responsibility is too low in the United Kingdom because at that age, children are still learning and developing. At that age, supportive research shows that children’s brains are still developing and they would not be aware of the consequences from their actions. For example, a child may steal sweets from a shop at the age of ten, and as that is the age for criminal responsibility, they can go to a youth court and have a sentence. The argument is ‘do children know that they can be punished severely at the age of ten?’. If the criminal responsibility age is at ten in the UK, then children at that age should be taught about the consequences of doing such things as stealing sweets in a shop, as they may not know the huge consequence that comes from their action. 
According to the Royal Society paper, areas of the brain involved in decision-making and judgement are still growing at the age of ten (The Royal Society, 2011).
Professor Nicholas Mackintosh, who oversaw the working group that completed the report, peltold the BBC, "There is now undeniable proof that the brain continues to grow throughout adolescence." 'Until at least the age of 20,' he remarked, some areas of the brain are not fully developed. 
This study and many others support people’s views as to why the age of criminal responsibility should be highered as the brain is still developing even up to the age of twenty. The United Kingdom should follow countries like Sweden and Denmark as the criminal responsibility age in their countries is currently at fifteen. At this age, a lot of people will agree that even though the brain is still developing, at this point in human life, we should know what sort of consequences come following our actions (EUCPN, 2022).
We are seeing more young children and teenagers  becoming involved in criminal behaviour, crimes as little as graffiti, and a few striking cases, for example, the Jamie Bulger case. There were over sixty five thousand and eight hundred arrests of children aged ten to seventeen by the police in England and Wales ( Ministry of Justice, 2019). This has decreased by 8%. Given how extensively the media covers teenage criminality, this is surprising. According to the Ministry of Justice (2020), the UK has one of the highest conviction rates for young offenders. One of the reasons for this may be due to the low age of criminal responsibility. If the criminal responsibility age was higher, we would have less youth crimes. If we were to compare the UK to Belgium, who have a high criminal responsibility age, you would see that they have less youth crimes and only a certain fraction of them end up in youth custody. 
Due to a widespread public view of rising adolescent criminality and the murder of toddler James Bulger by Jon Venables and Robert Thompson, both of whom were only ten years old at the time, attitudes and moods toward young criminals have changed over the years. 
The James Bulger case is a great example of when two young boys were charged at a young age of ten years old. 
Wikipedia (2021) stated that “Thompson and Venables were charged on 20 February 1993 with abduction and murder. They were found guilty on 24 November, making them the youngest convicted murderers in modern British history”.

This case had gone world wide and had shocked millions of people merely because they were so young themselves. To this day, investigators do not know the specific reasons as to why they murdered James Bulger. However, if we look into the background and upbringing of Thompson and Venables, it could be suggested that this could be the reason why they abducted and killed James Bulger (Claire Goldier, 2012). Using Thompson as an example, a reason to why he committed murder and abduction could be due to bulliying and violence at home. Thompson saw his mother and siblings subjected to physical and sexual violence carried out by his father. The bullying and violence continued after his father left, with the brothers turning on themselves. And Ann Thompson turned to alcohol. This also links to bad parenting from Thompson’s parents. Overseeing a home environment in which physical, emotional, verbal and sexual violence constantly happening is bad parenting. 

	When it comes to cases like Robert Thompson, the government and society need to make a priority to young people and prevent them from offending in the future. 
Early intervention schemes for young people can help set a good path for their life and hopefully send them in the right direction. If Robert Thompson had a different path set for him in school and if people knew about his parents abusive behaviour, his life could have been totally different. Cases like this are the reason why the government, charities and communities are all working together to help young children curve from offending in their future.

According to GOV.UK (2021), in the year ending March twenty eighteen, thirty eight point four percent of young offenders reoffended, comparing this to adults who reoffended twenty eight point five percent. 
As this data is presented, it shows us that it is more likely for a youth offender to reoffend than an adult. This is an example of why more early intervention schemes should be introduced into society for youths to avoid offending.
Early Intervention Is the term used to describe the services and supports that are available to young children with developmental delays and disabilities and their families. They provide different types of services based on the needs of the child and family (CDC, 2018).
Early intervention can have a great impact on someone's life, affecting their; physical, cognitive, social and emotional and behavioural features. Having intervention schemes can help the needs of a child. 

	One good example of an intervention scheme is called ‘Youth Endowment Fund”. 
Their mission is to prevent young children from getting into serious crime in the UK. They do this by making sure that those who are at most risk from getting involved in crime, have the best support for them. They had a supply from the home office of  two hundred million pounds funded to them to help them with their resources. 
This fund is run by ‘Impetus’ who are in partnership with the Early Intervention Foundation and Social Investment Business. Their purpose is to help young people from low-income families achieve in school, in jobs, and in life. They collaborate with non-profits to achieve real results in the areas of education, university access, and employment. (Impetus 2020).
One thing that is great about this charity and how it helps young people curve offending is that the charity sets the right path for the child to follow. They do this by providing them with help in schools, in their homes and helping them gain job experience. The outcome of this will hopefully create a brighter future for a child. One thing that could be suggested for the charity to look further into, is to partner with the local police. If they partnered with the police, any young youth offender that has had a police record can be helped as well as other children. Helping the youths who have already offended whilst preventing those who have is an even bigger accomplishment and will help more and more children.

Another early intervention scheme that can help young children from offending is ‘Family Focused prevention’. 
Within family focused prevention, there are many different programmes that have found to be effective and help a child through a struggling time. 
The first family focused prevention is that parents are taught to reinforce helpful behaviour while punishing or ignoring aggressive or uncooperative behaviour through behavioural parent training. This then has a better outcome for the child as they will see their parents as being more understanding. Whereas some parents will shout at their child, causing the child to react worse. This has been seen to work well, although it does not work one hundred percent of the time. 
The second family based prevention is ‘Multisystemic therapy’. This is a home based therapeutic intervention for high risk youths who have offended before. Therapy may involve child skills training, parenting training, efforts to reduce a young person's affiliation with deviant peers, and methods to improve academic performance and attachment to school, depending on the young person's requirements. (O’connor, R, Waddel, S. 2015)

	As well as family focused prevention, there are also preventions that help children focus and achieve great success at school. An example of this could be a child having a mentor during their lessons. A mentor is a specially trained volunteer who spends time helping someone. They can help the child to do better at school. This could be just as simple as sitting in class with them and helping them with work or helping them with homework during after school club. Another example of how a mentor can make a difference is helping a child with bullying. A lot of people who get bullied in school do not tend to report the matter to the head of staff. If a mentor is there to help a child, the mentor can give advice and maybe encourage the child to speak up to someone who can stop the bullying. Lastly, a mentor can help a young child by applying for jobs and colleges. A mentor helping a child with this is like giving them an extra push to take the next step in their life. 
All this leads and helps the child have a better life. In the long run, having a mentor is effective because eventually it does help youths from offending in the future. The only negative is that not every child needs a mentor and there are not enough mentors to help everyone. The suggestion that can be made is for the schools and mentors to look specifically for children who seem to be struggling and target similarities in children. The similarities might be things like: A child being bullied, low grades in classes, a child that is quite shy or timid. The opposite where a mentor can help a child is similarities like: a child who is seen to be very loud and distracting in class and has low grades. This could be a child who needs a mentor not for specific reasons to do with their struggle but based on their behavioural issues (GOV.UK, 2022). 

	Identifying the risk factors of a child and knowing if they need help and actually seeing results from the work that has been done to help them are completely different. It is amazing what charities do to help young children but what needs to be known is if the programmes actually prevent children from offending. 
Risk factors are something that organisations look out for when they are trying to figure out if a certain child needs help. 
According to GOV.UK 2021, an Individual risk factor is looking at someone’s behaviour, if the individual is misusing alcohol or drugs and if the person has language difficulties.
A family risk factor could be abuse at home, neglect from parents, family violence or drug/alcohol misuse at home. School and peer groups risks can be identified as if a child had been excluded from school, gang membership in and out of school and poor educational report. Lastly, a community risk would be identified if a child is living in a poor housing state, unsafe areas surrounding their home, high crime rate and high unemployment. 
There are a variety of risk factors that are thought to enhance the possibility of a kid engaging in criminal or anti-social behaviour, including family, individual, and environmental influences. According to longitudinal and quantitative study, there will be negative consequences, such as future offending and a higher risk of offending. According to studies on juvenile offending, there are a number of recognised risk factors that are present in the lives of many children and teenagers. 

	The outcome of these results made the government, charities and communities aware that something needs to be resolved. 
In 2000, the government introduced the Youth Inclusion programme, which provides programmes made out for children aged eight to seventeen who have been recognised as being at high risk of engaging in criminal or anti-social behaviour. They could have been recognised from any of the risk factors mentioned above. While the activities are designed for the children who have been identified, they are also available to other young people in the community. In England and Wales, the programme is currently in 110 of the most deprived/high-crime areas.
Their aim is to reduce youth crime and anti-social behaviour in neighbourhoods where they work. They give places to children where they can go to be safe and learn new skills.  Already after three years of the programme running, results were being seen. The programme concluded that arrest rates for the fifty young people considered to be most at risk of crime in the programme had reduced by sixty five percent. They also found out that of those who had offended before joining the programme, seventy three percent were arrested for less offences after joining. Lastly, the children at risk who had not offended previously, seventy four percent did not go on to be arrested after joining the programme (O’connor, R, Waddel, S. 2015). 
As the results are shown, it is proven that the programmes that are being and have been invented already for children with risk factors that may influence their future the wrong way, has encouraged them to change their lifestyle path and to do something better. For example, if a risk factor was noticed by a social worker that a particular child was hanging around with peers that influenced him to do bad things, then by helping this child notice what he is doing wrong and introducing them to learn new skills and join clubs can change their future. Taking them out of something that could later on influence them to offend and helping them achieve much better things like learning new skills that can be put to use in their future allows the child to curve offending. One suggestion that could be made, is that once noticeable changes have been made by a child and their outcome is much better for their lifestyle and future, the government schemes and workers should recall back to the same individual child after a few years and see if anything stayed the same or if they went back to old habits. This will then allow the programmes and schemes to come up with more ideas on how they can prevent offending in the long run as well as the short run.

	To conclude this essay, it can be seen that the following programmes and early intervention schemes mentioned earlier have a greater outcome on a child’s future. Unfortunately for someone like Robert Thompson, if the signs were recognised sooner that things were happening at home and at school, his future may have turned out differently. 
It is seen to be effective that if adults set out to be good role models for young children, there would be fewer cases of youth offending. By allowing children to learn new skills and meet new people with the same interests, creates a better future for them where they can put their new learnt skills into a new job or a new school. Minimising the amount of youth offending will also minimise the amount of offending in adults as a lot of adults are seen to have a full life of reoffending. If the government and programmes work harder to curb the offending in youths then this will be less of a noticeable trend in prisons where people reoffend. Reflecting back to the beginning of the essay, there are a lot of supported studies that suggest that the age crime responsibility should be lowered. This is due to the brain still developing and learning what is right and what is wrong. Supporting this, if children were taught more about the consequences of their actions then there will be less offending. Some children do not know that at the age of ten is when consequences from the law happen. With the age responsibility being quite low and some children having struggles at home like abusive parents, it can affect their way of thinking. Some children may grow up thinking that what happens at their home is normal because their brain is still developing and trying to understand right from wrong. Overall, it is believed that the age of responsibility for crime should be highered. Also to encourage the government and programmes and charities to continue working with children that are in need of help because results have proven that their methods of changing a child’s future is working. 
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