


Double deviance is a feminist theory on the judicial service and how women are treated are treated differently on crimes due to the deviances of the crime (Saulters-Tubbs, 1993). The theory highlights the deviance of a female when firstly going against society image of social normalities and gender role identity before the deviant act of committing a crime (Elizabeth Murphy, 2000). According to (Saulters-Tubbs, 1993), there is two sides to this argument of deviance as there is also an argument that male judges residing over their case lean towards leniency as they feel more empathy for the female offender. 

Cesare Lombroso believed that women were less evolved than men meaning that this would supress creativity meaning that woman would be more obedient and meaning they would have less room for degeneration (Lombroso & Ferrro, 1895). According to (Newburn, 2017) even though this study is outdated, this an assumption is still carried into modern criminology due to the lack of research of the matter. Lombroso’s theories have been scientifically proven wrong, but the assumptions have had a long-lasting generic idea.

William Isaac Thomas was another early criminologist who voiced an opinion on gender criminology and what makes a female offender. W.I Thomas believed that female offenders had failed to learn their gender roles and looked for greater control (Newburn, 2017). W.I Thomas also emphasised that all women cannot be categorised together as different situations can allow different variables (Cullen & Willcox, 2010). 

Frances Heidensohn believed that there was very little knowledge on female criminality as there was so much focus on male criminology. Heidensohn believes there should restructure of criminological and sociological research which has been done over the last 5 decades which will allow more of an insight in the differences between female and male minds (Heidensohn, 2012).

There is data that men commit more crimes than woman, in a study conducted by the UK Government in 2019 only 15% of the arrests in the UK were on woman offenders (Government, 2020). This shows a difference in criminality between gender. There is a theory that women are underrepresented in crime statistics as a study shows that there should not be such a gap between the genders (Heidensohn, 1991). 

It is believed that the reason the statistics show such a difference is because of comparative leniency and this means they are left unrecorded and then hidden from crime statistics (Steffensmeier & Allan, 1996). This is contrast to the double deviance feminist theories which have been stated above.

The (Government, 2020) gives us factual data about crime statistics and what pattern there are in female offenders. Data shows us that females are more likely to commit petty crimes such as minor theft (Shop Lifting etc), TV License evasion and soliciting. This is also links with 35% of female offenders in the UK in 2019 were first time offenders. 

(Barlow, 2015) believes that most female offending is because of social or emotional attitude towards the adversity they’re receiving in their life. There are main avenues which have links with female offenders such as: Brought up through drugs, thus not understanding the criminality; Experienced abuse whether that is through childhood or adulthood; Poverty/Greed will give motive for those to commit to survive. This is support by W.I Thomas beliefs that every situation is different therefore there is different sequences to everybody’s criminality and their offences.

According to (Steffensmeier & Allan, 1996) there are similarities in sociological factors between offender which are male and female. These similarities consist of lack of intelligence, unemployment or from a minority group. The main difference between male and female offenders would be the dependency on children if they have so. This may alter a female decision when committing crimes.

Using (Barlow, 2015) sociological theories on why females become criminals, links in with victimisation. The Research (DiBennardo, 2018) shows about the percentage of female victims in Los Angeles between 1990-2015 is on average 70%. This data shows that females are more prone to being a victim of abuse and this will potentially play a factor in potentially offending themselves in the future. 

(Strobl, 2010) gives an insight on what makes a victim and how certain feature and factors come into account. Strobl believes that an ideal victim would be somebody who venerable. Linking to what (Murphy, 2000) states about gender roles and stereotypes it is understandable to think why men target females. It's not always the case that men overpower woman physically, but this is common conception and stereotype. 

(Felson, 1996) “In incidents not involving weapons, males are more likely than females to engage in attacks and injure their adversaries, and females are more likely to be attacked and injured, primarily because of differences in physical power.” (P.433). These results are taken from statistical analysis in the journal. They are also supported by (Steffensmeier & Allan, 1996) who also elaborates on the subject by saying male offenders are 10% more likely to commit crimes against the person This statement accentuates the victimisation that females have in society.

(Anderson, 1976) states that chivalry is the reasoning behind the sympathetic and unprofessional acts of kindness the females receive from the prosecutors as they feel they are no danger to society and the punishment will not be beneficial as to oppose to giving a male offender a certain punishment every single time.

(Datesman & Scarpitti, 1980) claim the victim profile/stereotype females have gained from the data shown above mean that there is a misconception that females are more venerable therefore when committing a crime themselves they get more sympathy than male offenders by a male judge. This is believed as the public has more consciousness to believe that women are inferior to men in physical manner meaning that there should be more leniency towards how they are treated in the justice system. 

(Parisi, 1982) elucidates that the public consciousness of female offenders by describing the treatment of females in the judicial process as more lenient because of two reasons. Male prosecutors feel guilty in pushing for maximum penalties as they have a fatherly feel for women in certain occasions creating a feeling of duty and guilt. The second reason would be guilt but in the form of feeling bad due to the submissiveness of the female offender. (Parisi, 1982) and (Datesman & Scarpitti, 1980) both believe that female offenders get preferential treatment in the justice system.

In contrast to woman getting special treatment, there are some which believe feel women in modern society still receive the accolades of double deviance for their criminal acts. An early Criminologist scholar Otto Pollack believes that females who commit crimes betray their womanhood and in consequence of their betrayal they should receive a more severe punishment than male offenders (Pollack, 1950). 

(Chesney-Lind, 1978) believes that the double deviance theory can be seen in a simple manner of when females commit masculine crimes, and they get worse punishments than men who have committed similar crimes. They also believe they receive worse punishment due not following the passive and submissive nature of females generationally, meaning that they are seen as more deviant than men who have seen or heard of other men committing crimes in a similar nature. 

A case study which will give an extreme example of double deviance would be the Moors murderer Myra Hindley. Hindley was regarded as “the most evil woman in Britain” as she was convicted on the count of 2 murders and accomplice to another, with her spouse Ian Brady between the years of 1963-1965. These murders were very big in the media and still remembered to this day. (Smith, 2022).

The nature of the killings and actual torture footage of these children meant that there was no doubt in prosecution stage that Hindley was deviant, and many believe she was not released because of this. There was public outrage towards Hindley and even when she was eligible for parole she was detained and the passed away after 36 years in prison (Viki, et al., 2005). 

(Schone, 2000) reiterates the problems the government had because of the British home secretaries attempts to get Hindley on parole but the outrage and the campaigns from the public to keep her incarcerated. There was no remorse over the act as it is known that she failed to cooperate with the police over the location of a child's body that her and her husband disposed on which highlighted the lack of compassion and deviance as woman not nurturing children.

(Viki, et al., 2005) also presents a survey which asked 123 people from the public which will reflect the publics beliefs on Myra Hindley. They were given articles from Hindley some positive some negative and they were allowed to make their own minds up on the matter. They were asked four major questions: Was Myra Hindley and Evil person? Was she mistreated? Did Hindley have unpleasant trait? Did Hindley fit the stereotype of a female? 

The results were recorded on a basis of 1-9 (1 Strongly Disagree- 9 Strongly Agree). The average on whether Hindley was an evil person was 5.29 suggesting the public agreed that she was an evil person. The average on her being mistreated was 2.92 which shows the public believe she was not mistreated in their opinion. She scored 7.15 in the opinion that she had unpleasant traits which displays the publics thoughts on her opinions and ways. Last of all she scored 6.55 on violating her female stereotype and went against feminine ways of being a woman. The last question shows the publics opinion on double deviance and that she could not be seen as a true woman through her attitude towards children.

(Steffensmeier & Allan, 1996) discuss an altering factor which changes the deviance of woman committing crime. There was concept when female criminological theories came up in the 1950s via (Pollack, 1950) and other theorists such as (Lombroso & Ferrro, 1895) that women were there to take care of the family while the man searched for the source of income of the family. This has such changed.

Since the 1960s, there has been increase of females working and joining the labour market thus breaking female stereotypes. This is seen as good because it is better for females as they feel liberated and able to do more things and not a dependency for the man. The simple act of having choice may then make women search for more, whether this good for society or not. The reason females are committing crimes now are for personal gain as there is less of a push in society for them to be a mother and they have more freedom in modern society.

Looking at the comparison of female and male offenders there is one major change which is the change of social values between both sexes. The change of the female stereotype has allowed women to become more included in society and the economy meaning that there will be more potential avenues for females to break the law. This mostly allows full liability for females to take full punishment of the crimes the commit. This will be without the idea of double deviance or in the eyes of some other researchers who believe they get preferential treatment (Janeksela, 1997).

(Government, 2020) outlines a difference between male and female offenders showing that there are 35% more female first-time offenders in the 2019-2020 year than males. This shows that women criminality is on the rise whether this is because women are becoming more comfortable in society. 

A study from (Olson, et al., 2016) which looks at the comparison of male and female changes of recidivism after prison in Texas, America. The statistics show that there are no big differences in between reoffending between male and females while there’s a 60% chance for females and 67% for males. The biggest findings they had from the research was that women were less likely to be reoffending via violent crimes after spending time incarcerated compared to male offenders. 
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