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Crime, Shame, 
and Reintegration 
John Braithwaite 

Braithwaites central thesis is that crime is 
higher when shaming is stigmatizing and 
lower when shaming is reintegrative. This the
sis explains both why some societies have 
higher rates of crime than others and why some 
individuals are more likely to offend that oth
ers. 

At the macro-level, Braithwaite starts with 
assumptions that mirror social disorganiza
tion theory: societies marked by urbanization 
and residential mobility are less "communi
tarian" and less likely to have interdependency 
between its citizens. When societies lack com
munitarianism-that is, when individuals are 
not "densely enmeshed in interdependencies 
which have the special qualities of mutuality 
and trust" (1989: 100}-they will engage in 
shaming that is stigmatizing. As large numbers 
of people are stigmatized, they come together 
to develop ongoing criminal subcultural 
groups that provide learning environments for 
crime and "illegitimate opportunities to in
dulge tastes." At any given time, stigmatized 
individuals have incentives to participate in 
these ongoing subcultural groups because they 
are excluded from conventional society. Fur
thermore, the process of stigmatization has a 
feedback effect that erodes communitarian
ism. The end result is a society-such as the 
United States-that has a high crime rate. 

On the micro-level, stigmatizing shaming 
has its greatest negative effects on individuals 
with few social bonds to conventional soci
ety-especially young, unmarried, unem
ployed males. Lacking interdependencies that 
might blunt stigma and foster reintegration, 
these rejected individuals have their social 
bonds further attenuated. As controls weaken, 
they join criminal subcultural groups in which 

antisocial values are reinforced and 
mate opportunities are made avai/,abi'e.-i 
short, stigmatizing shaming ev,O/",s 
tions that control theory and dUterl'!ntin/ 
ciation theory link to crime. 
continued, if not heightened, 1",'olv'ement. 
the individual offender in criminal aCI'iviities, 

Unlike labeling theorists, Braithwaite 
not suggest that nonintervention is the 
effective criminal justice policy. In fact, 
ing is necessary for social control: the 
and the larger community benefit from 
lic ceremony in which the criminal 
not the criminal-is defined as im:rrllJrail. 
moralizing is also done infomwlly by 
the offenders' social networks. The key 
what follows shaming: reintegration 
matization. Reintegration is essential 
shamed individuals are at a turning 
their lives-a time when they can reatta,ohl 
conventional society or deepen their COilnn'li1 

ment to crime. When quality social re/,elic", 
exist, they provide the means through 
offenders are given the forgiveness and SUiDVC'1t 

needed to become a member of the co;mtnuniti,\,; 
Within the United States, "resto'ral'ive 

tice" programs most closely mirror ri/'(llnh' 
waites admonition to meld shaming 
integration. In these programs, the goal 
"restore" both the victim, who has 
harnzed, and the offender, who has done 
harnling. Victims are likely to receive both 
titution and, after conveying to the ofl'imder 
a face-to-face encounter the pains 
perienced, a public apology. Reperltal"t oirteMld-'': 
ers potentially are granted a measure of;(o~give;;: 
ness by victims and are reaccepted 
and community. 

Such attempts at shaming and reint"",,2ti,)t! 
present an appealing alternative 
ing criminal justice sanctions (see Braithu'alle 
and Mugford, 1994; Maklcai and Brclith!waite" 
1991). It remains to be demonstrated, fW1.vev,er, 
that these interventions have the capacity 
alter the life course of persistent offenders. 
critical issue, it would seem, is not the 
ceremony in which shaming occurs but 
quality of the reintegration that follows. 
these efforts at reintegration are prolonged and 
target for change the known predictors of re; 
cidivism, the reform of offenders is unlikely 
(see Andrews and Bonta, 1994). 
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he theory in this book suggests that the 
to crime control is cultural commitments 

smlIIlJ.Ilg in ways that I call reintegrative. 
,ocieti,,, with low crime rates are those that 

potently and judiciously; individuals 
resort to crime are those insulated from 

over their wrongdoing. However, 
can be injudiciously and 

the theory seeks to 
the types shaming which cause 

than prevent crime .... 
The first step to productive theorizing 

crime is to think about the contention 
labeling offenders makes things worse. 
contention is both right and wrong. The 

of reintegrative shaming is an attempt 
specify when it is right and when wrong. 

distinction is between shaming that 
to stigmatization-to outcasting, to 

,cOllfilrmati.on of a deviant master status-ver
shaming that is reintegrative, that 

shalm,,, while maintaining bonds of respect 
that sharply terminates disapproval 

forgiveness, instead of amplifying devi
by progressively casting the deviant out. 

Reintegrative shaming controls crime; stig
matization pushes offenders toward criminal 

The theory of reintegrative shaming posits 
the consequence of stigmatization is at

tr3lctionto criminal subcultures. Subcultures 
SU1DDI'v the outcast offender with the oppor
'nn"u to reject her rejectors, thereby main
tainirlg a form of self-respect. In contrast, the 
consequence of reintegrative shaming is that 
criminal subcultures appear less attractive to 

Crime, Shame, and Reintegration 287 

the offender. Shaming is the most potent 
weapon of social control unless it shades into 
stigmatization. Formal criminal punishment 
is an ineffective weapon of social control 
party because it is a degradation ceremony 
with maximum prospects for stigmatization. 

The nub of the theory of reintegrative 
shaming is therefore about the effectiveness 
of reintegrative shaming and the counterpro
ductivity of stigmatization in controlling 
crime. In addition, the theory posits a num
ber of conditions that make for effective 
shaming. Individuals are more susceptible to 
shaming when they are enmeshed in multiple 
relationships of interdependency; societies 
shame more effectively when they are com
munitarian. Variables like urbanization and 
residential mobility predict communitarian

.ism, while variables like age and gender pre
dict individual interdependency. A schematic 
summary of these aspects of the theory is pre
sented in Figure 30.1 (page [289]). 

Some of the ways that the theory of rein
tegrative shaming builds on earlier theories 
should now be clear. Interdependency is the 
stuff of control theory; stigmatization comes 
from labeling theory; subculture formation is 
accounted for in opportunity theory terms; 
subcultural influences are naturally in the 
realm of subcultural theory; and the whole 
theory can be understood in integrative cog
nitive social learning theory terms such as 
are provided by differential association .... 

Preventing Crime 

We have seen that the micro process of 
shaming an individual has consequences far 
beyond the life of that individual. The social 
process of gossip links a micro incident into 
a macro pattern. A shaming incident rein
forces cultural patterns which underwrite 
further cultural products like a moralistic 
children's story, a television program, a 
schoolteacher's homily. The latter modalities 
of public (societal) shaming exert pressure 
for further private (individual) shaming. 

The reasons why reintegrative shaming 
works in preventing crime might be summa
rized as follows: 

I. The deterrence literature suggests that 
specific deterrence associated with detection 
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for criminal offending works primarily 
through fear of shame in the eyes of intimates 
rather than fear of formal punishment. 

2. Shame not only specifically deters the 
shamed offender, it also generally deters 
many others who also wish to avoid shame 
and who participate in or become aware of 
the incident of shaming. 

3. Both the specific and general deterrent 
effects of shame will be greater for persons 
who remain strongly attached in relation
ships of interdependency and affection be
cause such persons will accrue greater inter
personal costs from shame. This is one rea
son why reintegrative shaming makes for 
more effective social control than stigmatiza
tion. 

4. A second reason for the superiority of 
reintegrative shaming over stigmatization is 
that the latter can be counterproductive by 
breaking attachments to those who might 
shame future criminality and by increasing 
the attractiveness of groups that provide so
cial support for crime. 

5. However, most compliance with the law 
is not achieved through either specific or gen
eral deterrence. Most of us comply with the 
law most of the time, not because we ration
ally weigh our fear of the consequences of de
tection against the benefits of the crime, but 
because to commit the crime is simply un
thinkable to us. Shaming is the social process 
which leads to the cognition that a particular 
type of crime is unthinkable. Cultures where 
the social process of shaming is muted are 
cultures where citizens often do not internal
ize abhorrence for crime. 

6. A third reason for the superiority of the 
reintegrative shaming over stigmatization is 
that a combination of shame at and repen
tance by the offender is a more powerful af
firmation of the criminal law than one-sided 
moralizing. A shaming ceremony followed 
later by a forgiveness and repentance cere
mony more potently builds commitment to 
the law than a shaming ceremony alone. 
Nothing has greater symbolic force in com
munity-wide conscience-building than re
pentance. 

7. Because shaming is a participatory form 
of social control, compared with formal sanc
tioning which is more professionalized than 

participatory, shaming builds consc:ii 
through citizens being instruments 

targets of social control. ~:~~~~.~~:~~~ 
pressions of abhorrence t, 
acts of others is part of what makes 
abhorrent choice for ourselves to 

8. Once consciences have been 
cultural processes of shaming 
tance, pangs of conscience become 
effective punishment for crime 
whereas conscience delivers a timely 
response to every involvement H":rune, 
negative reinforcers, including O""1[le •. 
delivered unreliably or with delay. 

9. Shaming is therefore both the 
process which builds consciences, 
most important backstop to be used 
consciences fail to deliver co:nfr,m·';t" 
mal punishment is another ba,ek,;toIJ, 
less effective one than reintegrative 

10. Gossip within wider circles of 
tances and shaming of offenders 
known to those who gossip are im.Do,rt",,', 
building consciences because 
crimes will not occur in the direct eXjper'ien 
of limited groups like families. Societal 
dents of shaming remind parents and 
ers of the need to moralize with their 
across the whole curriculum of crimes. 

11. Public shaming puts pressure on 
ents, teachers and others to ensure that 
engage in private shaming which is 
ciently systematic, and public: ~~~':'ei:~~" 
creasingly takes over the role p 
ing once children move away 
ence of the family and school. The l'U'.,,,:! 
one reason why public shaming by 
law has a more important role to 
strictly adult offenses like crimes ag;ainstt:b 
environment than with predominantly 
nile offenses like vandalism. 

12. Public shaming generaliz"e,~s~~,~~~.i~i 
principles to unfamiliar or new c 
integrates new categories of j:~o;;"~~~~~:~ 
which may arise from technological 
into pre-existing moral frameworks. 
shaming transforms the loss of life in 
at My Lai into a (fwar crime" and a "rrlassa
cre", and through our distant involvement 
the incident of shaming, the moral caCe!;Ul) 
of illegal killing acquires some eXIJarldell/ 
meanings. 

Cultures with heavy emphasis on rein
shaming establish a smoother tran

between socialization practices in the 
and socialization in the wider society. 
the family, as the child grows, social 
shifts from external to internal con-

punishment-oriented cultures set this 
more starkly in reverse in the public 
than do shame-oriented cultures. To 

that crime control can be made to 
by continuing to catalyze internal con

it will be more effective; this is precisely 
families are more effective agents of so-
control than police forces. 
. Gossip and other modalities of sham-

can be especially effective when the tar
of shame are not directly confronted 
the shame, but are directly confronted 
gestures of forgiveness or reintegration. 

who have learnt the culture do not 
to be shamed to their faces to know that 
are the subject of gossip, but they may 
to be directly offered gestures of accep
before they can be confident that they 

again part of the community of law abid
citizens. In other words, shaming which 

confrontational renders the 
chi.ev,errlerlt of reintegration a tall order. 

is thus something to be said for hypoc
our friends are likely to recover from a 

uspiciclD that we have stabbed them in the 
but stabbing them in the front can be 

The effectiveness of shaming is often 
mhanc:ed by shame being directed not only 

the individual offender but also at her fam
or her company if she is a corporate crimi
When a collectivity as well as an individ
is shamed, collectivities are put on notice 

to their responsibility to exercise informal 
CUlILnJl over their members, and the moraliz

impact of shaming is multiplied. For rea
which will be elaborated in the next 

a shamed family or company will 
transmit the shame to the individual of

in a manner which is as regenerative 
From the standpoint of the of

'.'CllU'''; the strategy of rejecting her rejectors 
resuscitate her own self-esteem, but her 

ones or colleagues will soon let her 
know that sinlcing deeper into the deviant 
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role will only exacerbate the shame they are 
suffering on her behalf. 

The Theory of Reintegrative 
Shaming 

Figure 30.1 provides a schematic sum
mary of the theory. In the first part of this 
chapter clear definitions are attempted for 
the key concepts in Figure 30.1. The cluster 
of six variables around interdependency at 
the top left of Figure 30.1 are characteristics 
of individuals; the three at the top right are 
characteristics of societies; while high levels 
of crime and shaming are variables which ap
ply to both individuals and societies. The the
ory as summarized in Figure 30.1 thus gives 
an account both of why some kinds of indi
viduals and some klnds of societies exhibit 
more crime. 

We could get a more parsimonious theory 
by collapsing the similar constructs of inter
dependency (an individual-level variable) 
and communitarianism (a societal variable) 
into a single construct, but then we would no 
longer have a framework to predict both 
which individuals and which societies will 
have more crime. On the desirability of being 
able to do this I can only agree with Cressey: 

A theory explaining social behavior in 
general, or any specific khld. of social be
havior, should have two drstmct but con
sistent aspects. First, there must be a 
statement that explains the statistical dis
tribution of the behavior in time and 
space (epidemiology), and from which 
predictive statements about unk~own 
statistical distributions can be derIved. 
Second, there must be a statement that 
identifies, at least by implication, the pro
cess by which individuals come to exhibit 
the behavior in question, and from which 
can be derived predictive statements 
about the behavior ofindividuals. (Cressey, 
1960:47) 

Key Concepts 
Interdependency is a condition of individu

als. It means the extent to which individuals 
participate in networks wherein they are de
pendent on others to achieve valued ends and 
others are dependent on them. We could de
scribe an individual as in a state of interde-
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Figure 30.1 
Summary of the Theory of Reintegrative Shaming 

Unmarried Unemployed Low educational Urbanization Residential 

-! #' :~:'~::':' /- i~~ 
". COMMUNITAAIANISM INTERDEPENDENCY 

(e.g. "attachment" to paren1s, 
school, neighbors, employer) 

~<lII-----

+ 

SHAMING 

LEGITIMATE OPPORTUNITIES 
SYSTEMATICALLY BLOCKED 
FOR CRITICAL FRACTIONS OF 
POPULATION 

P .~ ........ -; ......... . 
STIGMATIZATION .c..l-~~~ CRIMINAl SUBCULTURE 

+ I V FORMATION 

L-____ ~~--------~---~+ l+ 
PARTICIPATION IN IB= ILLEGITIMATE OPPORTUNITIES 

CRIMI~~ES Y TO INDULGE TASTES SUBT/ 
+ 

LOW RIME 
RATES 

HIGH CRIME ... _--.:+ __________ ---1 
RATES ..... 

pendency even if the individuals who are de
pendent on him are different from the indi
viduals on whom he is dependent. Interde
pendency is approximately equivalent to the 
social bonding, attachment and commitment 
of control theory. 

Communitarianism is a condition of socie
ties. In communitarian societies individuals 
are densely enmeshed in interdependencies 
which have the special qualities of mutual 
help and trust. The interdependencies have 
symbolic Significance in the culture of group 
loyalties which take precedence over individ
ual interests. The interdependencies also 
have symbolic significance as attachments 
which invoke personal obligation to others in 
a community of concern, rather than simply 
interdependencies of convenience as be
tween a bank and a small depositor. A com
munitarian culture rejects any pejorative 
connotation of dependency as threatening in
dividual autonomy. Communitarian cultures 
resist interpretations of dependency as weak
ness and emphasize the need for mutuality of 

obligation in interdependency (to be both de
pendent and dependable). The Japanese are 
said to be socialized not only to amaeru (to 
be succored by others) but also toamayakasu 
(to be nurturing to others) (Wagatsuma and 
Rosett, 1986). 

Shaming means all social processes of ex
pressing disapproval which have the inten-. 
tion or effect of invoking remorse in the per
son being shamed and/or condemnation by 
others who become aware of the shaming. 
When associated with appropriate symbols, 
formal punishment often shames. But socie
ties vary enormously in the extent to which 
formal punishment is associated with sham' 
ing or in the extent to which the social mean
ing of punishment is no more than to inflict 
pain to tip reward-cost calculations in favor 
of certain outcomes. Shaming, unlike purely 
deterrent punishment, sets out to moralize 
with the offender to communicate reasons 
for the evil of her actions. Most shaming is 
neither associated with formal punishment 
nor perpetrated by the state, though both 

shaming by the state and shaming with pun
ishment are important types of shaming. 
Most shaming is by individuals within inter
dependent communities of concern. 

Reintegrative shaming is shaming which is 
followed by efforts to reintegrate the offender 
back into the community of law-abiding or 
respectable citizens through words or ges
tures of forgiveness or ceremonies to decer
tify the offender as deviant. Shaming and re
integration do not occur simultaneously but 
sequentially, with reintegration occurring be
fore deviance becomes a master status. It is 
shaming which labels the act as evil while 
striving to preserve the identity of the of
fender as essentially good. It is directed at sig
nifying evil deeds rather than evil persons in 
the Christian tradition of "hate the sin and 
love the sinner." Specific disapproval is ex-
pressed within relationships characterized 
by general social approval; shaming criminal 
behavior is complemented by ongoing social 
rewarding of alternative behavior patterns. 
Reintregrative shaming is not necessarily 
weak; it can be cruel, even vicious. It is not 
distinguished from stigmatization by its po
tency, but by (a) a finite rather than open
ended duration which is terminated by for
giveness; and by (b) efforts to maintain bonds 
oflove or respect throughout the finite period 
of suffering shame. 

Stigmatization is disintegrative shaming in 
which no effort is made to reconcile the of
fender with the community. The offender is 
outcast, her deviance is allowed to become a 
master status, degradation ceremonies are 
not followed by ceremonies to decertify devi
ance. 

Criminal subcultures are sets of rationali
zations and conduct norms which cluster to
gether to support criminal behavior. The 
clustering is usually facilitated by subcultu
ral groups which provide systematic social 
support for crime in any of a number of 
ways-supplying members with criminal op
portunities, criminal values, attitudes which 
weaken conventional values of law-abid
ingness, or techniques of neutralizing con
ventional values. 
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Short Summary of the Theory 

The following might serve as the briefest 
possible summary of the theory. A variety of 
life circumstances increase the chances that 
individuals will be in situations of greater in
terpendency, the most important being age 
(under 15 and over 25), being married, fe
male, employed, and having high employ
ment and educational aspirations. Interde
pendent persons are more susceptible to 
shaming. More importantly, societies in 
which individuals are subject to extensive in
terdependencies are more likely to be com
munitarian, and shaming is much more 
widespread and potent in communitarian so
cieties. Urbanization and high residential 
mobility are societal characteristics which 

, undermine communitarianism. 
The shaming produced by interdepen

dency and communitarianism can be either 
of two types-shaming that becomes stigma
tization or shaming that is followed by rein
tegration. The shaming engendered is more 
likely to become reintegrative in societies 
that are communitarian. In societies where 
shaming does become reintegrative, low 
crime rates are the result because disap
proval is dispensed without eliciting a rejec
tion of the disapprovers, so that the potenti
alities for future disapproval are not disman
tled. Moreover, reintegrative shaming is su
perior even to stigmatization for conscience
building .... 

Shaming that is stigmatizing, in contrast, 
makes criminal subcultures more attractive 
because these are in some sense subcultures 
which reject the rejectors. Thus, when sham
ing is allowed to become stigmatization for 
want of reintegrative gestures or ceremonies 
which decertify deviance, the deviant is both 
attracted to criminal subcultures and cut off 
from other interdependencies (with family, 
neighbors, church, etc.). Participation in sub
cultural groups supplies criminal role mod
els, training in techniques of crime and tech
niques of neutralizing crime (or other forms 
of social support) that make choices to en
gage in crime more attractive. Thus, to the 
extent that shaming is of the stigmatizing 
rather than the reintegrative sort, and that 
criminal subcultures are widespread and ac
cessible in the society, higher crime rates will 
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be the result. While societies characterized 
by high levels of stigmatization will have 
higher crime rates than societies charac
terized by reintegrative shaming, the former 
will have higher or lower crime rates than so
cieties with little shaming at all depending 
largely on the availability of criminal subcul
tures. 

Yet a high level of stigmatization in the so
ciety is one of the very factors that encour
ages criminal subculture formation by creat
ing populations of outcasts with no stake in 
conformity, no chance of self-esteem within 
the terms of conventional SOCiety-individu
als in search of an alternative culture that al
lows them self-esteem. A communitarian cul
ture, on the other hand, nurtures deviants 
within a network of attachments to conven
tional society, thus inhibiting the widespread 
outcasting that is the stuff of subculture for
mation. 

For clarity of exposition the two types of 
shaming have been presented as a stark di
chotomy. In reality, for any society some de
viants are dealt with in ways that are more 
stigmatic while others receive more reinte
grative shaming. Indeed, a single deviant will 
be responded to more stigmatically by some, 
more reintegratively by others. To the extent 
that the greater weight of shaming tends to 
stigmatization, the crime-producing proc
esses on the right of Figure 30.1 are more 
likely to be triggered; to the extent that the 
balance of shaming tips toward reintegra
tion, informal processes of crime control are 
more likely to prevail over these crime-pro
ducing processes. 

The other major societal variable which 
fosters criminal subculture formation is sys
tematic blockage of legitimate opportunities 
for critical fractions of the population. If 
black slum dwellers are systematically de
nied economic opportunities because of the 
stigma of their race and neighborhood, then 
criminal subcultures will form in these out
cast neighborhoods. It can be seen that stig
matization (as opposed to social integration) 
as a cultural disposition may contribute to 
the systematic blockage of these economic 
opportunities; but cultural variables like stig
matization will be of rather minor impor
tance compared with structural economic 

variables in determining opportunities. I 
have argued that the blockages in this Part of 
the theory are not restricted to closed oppor_ 
tunities to climb out of poverty; systemati_ 
cally blocked opportunities for ever greater 
wealth accumulation by the most affluent of 
corporations often lead to corporate criminal 
subculture formation .... 

Criminal subcultures are the main mecha_ 
nism for constituting illegitimate opportu
nity structures-knowledge on how to of
fend, social support for offending or commu
nication of rationalizations for offending 
criminal role models, subcultural group~ 
which assist with the avoidance of detection 
and which organize collective criminal enter
prises. However; illegitimate opportunities 
are greater in some societies than others for 
a variety of further reasons which are not in
corporated within the theory. While the ef
fects of legitimate and illegitimate opportu
nities on crime are mostly mediated by par
ticipation in criminal subcultures, the block
age of legitimate opportunities combined 
with the availability of illegitimate opportu
nities can independently increase crime. 
Whether illegitimate opportunities to engage 
in crime are supplied by participation in 
criminal subcultures or otherwise, they must 
be opportunities that appeal to the tastes of 
tempted individuals for them to result in 
crime. 

This summary is crudely simple because it 
ignores what goes on within the shaming box 
in Figure 30.1. That is, it ignores the treat
ment ... of the social processes that combine 
individual acts of shaming into cul tural proc
esses of shaming which are more or less in
tegrative: gossip, media coverage of shaming 
incidents, children's stories, etc. In tum, the 
summary has neglected how these macro 
processes of shaming feed back to ensure that 
micro practices of shaming cover the curricu
lum of crimes .... 

Shunting the Colliding Locomotives of 
Criminological Theory 

This sharp contrast with the inability of 
the existing dominant theories to explain 
much of what we know about crime is 
achieved, ironically, through the addition of 
just one element-the partitioning of sham-

ing-as a shunt to connect these diverging 
theoretical tracks. Through putting the old 
theoretical ingredients together in a new way, 
we can do better at accounting for the facts 
than can any of these traditions separately. 
Moreover, we can do better compared with 
adding together their separate (contradic
tory!) elements as partial explanations within 
an atheoretical multi-factor model. 

The top left of Figure 30.1 incorporates the 
key variables of control theory; the far right
opportunity theory; the middle and bottom 
right-subcultural theory; the bottom, par
ticularly the bottom left-learning theory; 
the right side of the middle box-labeling 
theory. With one crucial exception (reintegra
tive shaming), there is therefore no original
ity in the elements of this theory, simply origi
nality of synthesis. 

Through the effect of interdependency in 
reducing crime, we can capture the explana
tory successes of control theory in account
ing for primary deviance. Through shunting 
stigmatization away from other forms of 
shaming (as that sort of shaming which trig
gers subcultural participation) we proffer a 
more promising approach to the explanation 
of secondary deviance in labeling and subcul
tural theory terms. We achieve a more speci
fied theory of differential association with 
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conventional others versus others who share 
a subculture. Conceived another way, it is a 
theory of differential shaming. Most shaming 
is by conventional others on the anti-criminal 
side of a tipping point. When stigmatization 
produces secondary deviance, it is because 
the balance of shame has tipped; for those 
who share the subculture there is sufficient 
approval for crime ... to outweigh the sham
ing of conventional society. 

Reprinted from John Braithwaite. Crime, Shame and Re
integration. Copyright © 1989 by Cambridge University 
Press. Reprinted by permission of Cambridge Univer
sity Press. 

Discussion Questions 

1. What is the difference between shaming 
that is stigmatizing and shaming that is 
reintegrative? 

2. In the United States, what kind of sham
ing is most common? Can you provide 
some examples? 

3. Why does stigmatizing shaming cause 
crime? How does this relate to labeling 
theory? 

4. If you were going to develop a reintegra
tive shaming program for juvenile delin
quents, what would it involve? .. 


