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Introduction
Recent decades have seen an unprecedented expansion in global criminological knowledge, with subsequent changes in the global conceptions of crime and justice. The Global North has spearheaded the attempts to understand criminal behavior, which has resulted in various paradigms and theories, mainly to understand how such behavior can be minimized. Biosocial Criminology represents one of these paradigms, whereby criminal behavior is examined in relation to various biological, environmental, and sociological factors (Barnes et al., 2015). More specifically, the Biosocial Evolutionary Theory has been developed as one domain of this paradigm, and it seeks to provide evolutionary mechanisms that have shaped criminal behavior over time (Barnes et al., 2015). However, biosocial and evolutionary perspectives emerged from criminology’s positivism, which was developed to utilize scientific methods in analyzing traits and characteristics among criminals to determine any covariance (Bolger & Wright, 2015). This paper first identifies the Global North’s infiltration and colonization of the mainstream crime and justice perceptions before comparing the Global North’s current biosocial evolutionary perspective to criminology’s positivism to better understand the developments in criminological knowledge.
Global North’s Infection and Colonization of Mainstream Crime and Justice Conceptions
In previous years, there has been a global disparity in the hierarchical production of criminological knowledge, such that more privilege is given to the theories, assumptions, and methods that are largely based on the empirical specificities of the Global North (Liu, 2017). Simply put, the Global North’s criminological knowledge, especially regarding crime and justice conceptions infiltrate and colonize mainstream global conceptions due to the dominance of Western research and the underdevelopment of comparative research involving non‐Western countries (Liu, 2017). As such, one side effect of the superiority of Global North criminology has been the poor development of criminology in the Global South (Liu, 2017). Consequently, we need to deliberately minimize this colonization and democratize the array of the available criminological assumptions, theories, and methodologies (Liu, 2017). Nonetheless, the superiority of the Global North’s criminological knowledge implies that we can compare their current biosocial evolutionary perspective with criminology’s positivism to better understand the modern perceptions of criminal behavior.
Comparison of Global North’s Current Biosocial Evolutionary Perspective to Criminology’s Positivism
Criminology’s positivism has Italian origins, through the work of Cesare Lombroso who attempted to document physical and environmental differences related to criminal behavior (Bolger and Wright, 2015). As such, the positivist perspective was based on examining different criminals and identifying shared physical characteristics such as their muscular build, and skeletal similarities (Bolger & Wright, 2015). On the other hand, the current Global North’s biosocial evolutionary criminology examines the influence of genetic effects, biological factors such as hormone levels, neurological events, societal influences, and even family influences in the origin of antisocial behavior (Barnes et al., 2015). In this, the theory asserts that the ultimate causes of behavior are those that have been shaped by evolutionary forces over time, while the more imminent causes are the specific developmental, genetic, and environmental variables that criminologists typically seek out (Barnes et al, 2015). Therefore, the biosocial evolutionary criminologists apply the principles of evolution by natural selection according to Charles Darwin to explain human behavior (Barnes et al, 2015), while positivists focus on physical characteristics and their connection to criminal behavior (Bolger & Wright, 2015).
Criminology’s positivism employs an assumption that criminals are frequently biologically different, and that some were born with a natural inclination to seek pleasure and conduct criminal activities (Bolger & Wright, 2015). In contrast, the Global North’s modern biosocial evolutionary perspective assumes that evolutionary forces affected human development over many years (Barnes et al., 2015). Furthermore, the Global North’s biosocial evolutionary theorists use different methodologies compared to positivists in their research. In biosocial evolutionary research, the etiology of criminal behavior is examined by identifying links between the behaviors and our ancient ancestor’s environment and the problems faced there (Barnes et al, 2015). In this sense, modern biosocial evolutionary theorists look for the source of behavior in the environmental past of an individual’s ancestors (Barnes et al, 2015). On the other hand, positivists mainly aim to identify the etiology and correlations of crime using demographic data and the determination of frequencies. Therefore, positivists use scientific methods where physical traits and characteristics are analyzed, operationalized, and measured to identify any patterns of covariance (Bolger & Wright, 2015).
Nonetheless, both biosocial evolutionary criminology and positivist criminology aim to explain the reasons for variation in criminal and criminal justice outcomes (Rocque & Posick, 2017). Furthermore, both perspectives acknowledge the role of the environment in influencing criminal behavior by acknowledging the connection between human biology and environmental factors. Also, both perspectives acknowledge the fact that inheritable traits may have a role in influencing criminal behavior. As such, the two perspectives can be seen to have some similar contributions to the knowledge regarding the prevention of criminal behavior. For instance, through both perspectives, we can identify various genetic and environmental interactions that can be explored to determine how genetic risk/protective factors can increase or decrease the impact of the environment on criminal behavior (Rocque & Posick, 2017). Therefore, the individuals who are at ‘dual risk’ from genetic risk factors in the presence of high-risk environments can be identified and focused on for treatment (Rocque & Posick, 2017).
Conclusion
We can therefore conclude that the Global North’s criminological knowledge has dominated global conceptions of crime and justice due to their superiority in research and scientific advancements. As such, global criminological knowledge can be seen to have its roots in Global North’s criminological theories, including the biosocial evolutionary theory which essentially originated from a positivist perception of criminology. However, the current Global North’s biosocial evolutionary theory differs from criminology’s positivism in various ways. For instance, while the biosocial evolutionary perspective focuses on the impact of evolution on criminal behavior, criminology’s positivism focuses on physical characteristics and traits among criminals to identify any covariance. As such, these two perspectives employ different methodologies, with the positivists using scientific methods to analyze physical characteristics and determine covariance and the biosocial evolutionary theorists examining criminal behavior to identify patterns with their ancestral origins. Nonetheless, both perspectives acknowledge the role of the environment in influencing criminal behavior, as well as the existence of various inheritable factors that can influence criminal behavior. Also, both aim to explain the reasons for variation in criminal and criminal justice outcomes.
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