PART VI

Labeling Theory: Societal Reaction
and the Creation of Criminals

Nll ] criminological theories use the of-
LN fonder as the starting point of their analy-
sis. Vigorous debates subsequently ensue

‘hether the kev ¢ : aver
whether the key cause of crime is founqd inside or
outside the offender, and, in ejther case, there is

the additional debate over which specific individ-
al difference or which social experience
he others as the preeminent criminogenic factor.
till, these differences aside, there is consensus
at the search for crime’s etiology must begin by
tudying the people who break the law;
The distinctiveness of the “labeling” or “so-
ietal reaction” perspective, however, lies in its
ejection of using the offender as the lynchpin
f criminological analysis. Labeling theory pro-
oses that we focus our attention not on the be-
avior of offenders but on the behavior of those
ho label, react to, and otherwise seek to control
enders. Labeling theory argues that it is these
orts at social control that ultimately trigger the
ocesses that trap individuals in criminal ca-
ers. Labeling or societal reaction thus has ironic
d unanticipated effects: it creates the very thing
is intended to stop—it produces a self-fulfilling
ophecy.

trumps

Creating Criminals: Secondary
Deviance

ny early criminologists recognized that plac-
people in prisons—or “houses of corruption,”
haw (1966 [1930]) called them—could deepen
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involvement in crime. These insights on the ef-
fects of “labeling,” however, were largely voiced in
passing and were not integrated into the scholar’s
theory of criminal behavior. Frank Tannenbaum’s
(1938: 19-21) discussion of the “dramatization
of evil” stands out as a noteworthy exception to
this tendency to treat the effects of labeling as a
subsidiary concern. For this reason, the roots of
labeling theory are often traced to his work.

In Crime and the Community, Tannenbaum
endorsed the view of the Chicago school that
crime was not a manifestation of individual dif-
ferences but learned as part of an “educational
process” in the community. Youths were sur-
rounded by criminal influences, including gangs
and older offenders. Even so, a “decisive step in
the education of the criminal” is being arrested
and having his or her delinquent status held up
for public scrutiny—that is, having one’s evil
“dramatized” (1938: 71). [n his most famous pas-
sage, Tannenbaum asserted that “the process of
making the criminal, therefore, is a process of
tagging, defining, identifying, segregating, de-
scribing, emphasizing, making conscious and
self-conscious; it becomes a way of stimulating,
suggesting, emphasizing, and evoking the very
traits that are complained of” (p. 20).

In setting forth this thesis, Tannenbaum antic-
ipated many of the key ideas elaborated by later
labeling theorists. He noted, for example, that
once arrested and labeled a criminal, a youth is
forced “into companionship with other children
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esult of which is that the
youth is €Xposed :o criminal “mores” and “has
4 new set of expe -es that lead directly to a
C“_mmal career” (p. 20). Youngsters also begin to
t!“nk differently about themselves. “In this en-
tirely new world” observed Tannenbaum, “he is
me_lde conscious of himself as a different human
being than he was before his arrest. He becomes
classified as a thief, perhaps, and the entire world
about him has suddenly become a different place
for him and will rem;\iln different for the rest of
his life” (p. 19). In the end, by labeling a juvenile
with the official status of a delinquent, “the person
becomes the thing he is described as being”
(p- 20). The best policy in dealing with juveniles
is “a refusal to dramatize the evil. The less said
about it the better” (p. 20).

The idea that reacting to wayward conduct
only makes it worse was conceptualized even
more clearly by Edwin Lemert. Writing in 1951,
he introduced the concepts of “primary” and
“secondary” deviance (see also Lemert, 1972;
Rosenberg, 2010). For Lemert, primary devia-
tions occur for a wide range of reasons, some in-
dividual and some situational. These deviations
are seen by individuals as peripheral to their
identity and to the conventional social roles they
typically perform on a daily basis. The inconsis-
tency of deviating but not seeing this conduct as
a reflection on one’s identity creates tension that
is “rationalized or otherwise dealt with as func-
tions of a socially accepted role” (Lemert, 1951:
75). One might drink a great deal but still see
oneself as a college student, not a “drunk”

Secondary deviance occurs when the indi-
vidual no longer dissociates from his or her de-
viation. Instead, the person’s “life and identity are
organized around the facts of deviance” (Lemert,
1972: 63). But what causes this qualitative shift
from primary to secondary deviance? Lemert
argued that the key factor prompting a person’s
life to coalesce around deviance is the “reactions
of others.” Typically, a gradual process unfolds in
which a cycle of deviation and negative reactions
from others is repeated and amplified. Continued

similarly definey,
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deviations call forth increasingly S‘igmatizi
actions from others. In the course of thisr'l e
action, the person eventually accepts hisol o
“deviant social status” and makes “efforts al; e
justment based on the associated role” Lo
1951: 77). They see themselves as deViantme
mabke life choices that are constrained by apq r:mcl
firm their deviant status. “When a persop, bl
to employ his deviant behavior or a role |, i
upon it as a means of defense, attack, or 4
ment to the overt and covert problems Createq 3
the consequent societal reaction to him? E:
Lemert (1951: 76), “his deviation is secondj, ted
Thus, Lemert and Tannenbaum both ¢
posed that when wayward people experie;&
stigmatizing societal reactions, their WOﬂdc'c
transformed into one in which their criming| (‘l)s
deviant) status defines their social existence an:l
self-conception. The result is a deepening, no
reduction, of their criminality. Neither Lemen»:
nor Tannenbaum’s insights, however, gained the
sustained attention of their contemporaries,
was not until the mid-1960s, with the writiy
of Howard Becker (1963), Kai Erikson (1965)
John Kitsuse (1964), Edwin Schur (1969), an(i
others, that an identifiable school of criminolog
emerged that self-consciously referred to itself 3
“labeling” or “societal reaction” theory. In fact, it
was at this time that the earlier works of Lemer
and Tannenbaum were resurrected and redefined
as falling within the tradition of labeling theory.

The Rise and Fall of Labeling Theory

Extending the work of Lemert and Tannenbaum,
a group of scholars in the 1960s and early 1970s
argued that societal reaction, not the offender
should be the centerpiece of criminological and-
ysis. They focused on three issues that, in one way
or another, challenged the assumptions tradition-
ally held in the discipline.

First, criminologists usually define crime &
“behavior that violates a criminal law.” For Jabel
ing theorists, however, this definition takes the
existing laws as a given rather than treating them

, socil reality that has l_aeen "3
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a social reality'that ‘l‘las !)een “constructed” A
qematic ana]ys].? of “societal reactions” ques-
s s existing reality and asks why certain be.
o rs are labeled as crime and others are not. [t

aViO -
h]so asks why definitions of these behaviors can
a .
Change O\"Cr fime.

Take, for example, the sexual assault of women
that occurs on a date. Until recently, these
assaults were not seen or treated as “rape” Thjs
pabel Was largely reserved for those victimiza.
tions in which @ woman was raped by a stranger
and visibly njured in the process of resisting the
sssault—the signs that a “real rape” had taken

Jace (Estrich, 1987). The lengthy struggle of
women's rights groups, however, challenged what
chould be considered a rape. The invention and

rowing acceptance of the concept of “date rape”

redefined sexual assaults committed in intimate
relationships. Coercion, not whether the victim
and offender knew one another, was trumpeted
25 the criterion that should distinguish when the
crime of rape has been committed. A new reality
thus was constructed in which the legal category
of rape took on expanded meaning and encom-
assed a wider range of victimizations (Fisher
etal., 2010).

Second, once labels or categories of crime have
been invented, not everyone who “breaks the law”
is detected and designated a “criminal” Being a
“criminal,” therefore, does not depend only on a
person’s actions but on how others react to that
person. Various factors—legal and extralegal—
affect whether a label is attached and, as a result,
the person’s public reputation is qualitatively
altered.

Commenting on the concept of deviance—in
words that just as well could be applied to the
concept of crime—Howard Becker (1963) cap-
tured the thrust of the labeling theory argument
that deviance is socially constructed rather than
an invariant, objective reality. He began by noting
that the traditional “sociological view . . . defines
deviance as the infraction of some agreed-upon
rule” But “such an assumption . . . ignore[s]
the central fact about deviance: it is created by
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;:E;Zg’;e Ag)(:r,en ;];:'eciﬁja!ly, “social groups create
constitutes feny ing the rules w{msc infraction
g nce, and by applymg those rules
e people and labeling them as out-
snder.s. In Becker’s view, then, “deviance is not a
quality of the act the person commits, but rather
a consequence of the application by others of
rult?s and sanctions to the ‘offender” Labeling or
SOC{etal reaction thus creates deviants. “The devi-
antis one to whom the label has successfully been
applied; deviant behavior is behavior that people
s0 label” (all quotes from Becker, 1963: 8-9, em-
phasis in the original),

While these concerns illuminated the need to
study the creation and application of labels, the
third focus of labeling theory was on the conse-
quences of being labeled and treated as a crimi-
nal. As noted, in 2 rejection of offender-based
explanations of crime, labeling theorists argued
that reacting to people as “criminals” initiated
processes that had the self-fulfilling prophecy of
making the person become a criminal—someone
more deeply entrenched in a criminal career.
They noted that once a person bore the label
of a “criminal,” it became a “master status’—the
most salient public feature of that person. Being a
“criminal” thus serves as the focal point of virtu-
ally every interaction, a defining designation that
cannot be escaped.

Drawing on the sociological theory of sym-
bolic interactionism, labeling theorists argued
that a person’s identity or self-conception is
shaped by the messages other people deliver as to
“who the person is.” Although the process is not
rigidly deterministic—identities can be resisted
and can be manipulated (e.g., by “putting one’s
best foot forward”)—the constant appraisal that
a person is a “criminal” eventually takes its toll.
Over time, those who have been labeled come to
embrace the idea that they are, in fact, “criminals.”
This identity in turn makes choosing crime more
likely, as people act consistently with their public
and now privately held identity.

Labeling transforms not only a person’s
identity but also his or her social relationships.
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Although not often phrased this way, in essence
scholars saw labeling s triggering the very con-
ditions that competing theories linked to crime.
Thus, once stigmatized as a “criminal,’ the person
loses conventional social relationships (social
bond theory), is forced to associate mainly with
other criminals—whether in prison or of the

streets (social learning theory), and as an ‘ex-
offender”is denied opportunities for employment

strain theory). Engulfed by these criminogenic

1 of Criminals

them in a criminal career. The obvious pojjc,
lication was to reduce state interventiop intoI :
lives of offenders (Schur, 1973). Most impyy, the
juveniles were to be diverted from the S}'stm
altogether, and virtually all offenders were ;m
kept out of prison. e
In 1973, William Chambliss brought to i, "
key insights of labeling theory in his classic ;
“The Saints and the Roughnecks” (Chapter 18,
in this volume). In an ethnographic g
Chambliss (1973: 24) spent two years ‘banging’

(
conditions, the labeled person is constrained to
pursue a life in crime. out with two groups of youths from “Hanip, :
As the 1960s progressed, labeling theory's ~ High School’—one group of ‘eight promisy i
popularity grew to the point where it rivaled, if ~ young men’” who he called “the Saints” and in
not surpassed, that of more traditional theoreti-  lower-class white boys known as the Roug}. firi
cal perspectives (Cole, 1975). As Hagan (1973) necks.” Although the members of both groups tof
notes, part of labeling theory’s appeal was that engaged in a variety of delinquent acts, their yzy. thei
it was “interesting” Criminologists are attracted  wardness was viewed differently by the towns. of dit
to ideas, says Hagan, that reverse a ‘convention- people, school officials, and police. The Saint; the le;
ally assumed causal sequence” (1973: 456), which  were seen as ‘good boys who just went in for th the co
is precisely what labeling theory attempts. Thus,  occasional prank,” observed Chambliss. ‘After entire f
common sense would dictate that arresting,  they were well dressed, well mannered and ha Despite
trying, imprisoning, and rehabilitating offenders ~ nice cars” (p. 27). By contrast, ‘everyone agreed ability of |
would make crime less likely; after all, the mani- that the not-so-well-dressed, not-so-well-man- explanation
fest function of processing offenders through the nered, not-so-rich” Roughnecks “were heading disclosure 0i
criminal justice system is to reduce their recidi- for trouble” (p. 27). The Saints’ delinquency also cially Gove, 1
vism and to make society safer. The unique twist was less visible, in part because they used their its most extre
cars to drive to another community to engage in theory propost
by the criminal

to labeling theory was the claim that these very

efforts to prevent crime actually cause crime.
But labeling theory was appealing for another
n. The theory, if correct,containeda stinging
power as exercised by the crimi-
nal justice system. Recall that during the 1960s
and early 1970s, the United States was greeted
with revelation after revelation of the government
abusing its power—from Civil Rights demonstra-
tors being beaten, to inmates being gunned down
at Attica, to students being shot at Kent State, to
Viet Nam, to Watergate, and on and on. As trust
in the state plummeted—especially on university
campuses—a theory that blamed the government
for causing more harm than good struck a chord
of truth. Labeling theory, of course, did precisely
this in arguing that the criminal justice system
stigmatized offenders and ultimately trapped

reaso
critique of state

shenanigans and in part because the police saw

little reason to stop such ‘good boys who were

among the leaders of the youth in the commu-

nity” (p. 26). “Lacking transportation,” howeve

the Roughnecks were more likely to hang outand
misbehave in public spaces in “the center of town"
(p. 29). They tended to be impolite to adults and
to be ‘constantly involved with the police” (p.2/)
In different ways, social class thus played an inté:
gral role in shaping which group was labeled 35
“young criminals” (p. 28).

These labels proved consequential Despite
their deviance, all but one Saint moved on 0
college and then to a successful career. Two ©
the Roughnecks escaped a life course in crimé
by earning football scholarships to college, later
marrying and becoming high school teacher

in—indeed, a ne
for—offenders be
career. But this cl
critics realized (se.
course research rev
viance often emerg
interventions have t:
1993 [Chapter 43]; .
That is, being officiall
conviction, and prisor:
response to an individi
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be noted, the fact that I
fending has its origins in
ot mean that labeling, w
effect, Although not the so




aches. Most other members of the group,
ended up involved in crime, with two

" time in prison on murder charges.

Smmgliss (1973: 31) described the labeling

Chacl:ss that to this outcome:

pe

¢
a
howe"er’

il community responded to the Roughnecks
s boys in trouble, and the boys agreed with
hat percf?}"i"’_1 ‘ lhcnr' pattern of deviancy was
i nforced, and breaking away from it became
increasingl}' unlikely. Once the boys acquired
n image of themselves as deviants, they se-
ected 7w m\nd.\. who af.ﬁrmed their self-
image. As that self-conception became more
femly entrenched, they also bec.ame willing
(o try new and morc' extreme deviances. With
(heir growing alienation came freer expression
Jf disrespect and hostility for representatives of
the legitimate society. This disrespect increased
e community’s negativism, perpetuating the
entire process of commitment to deviance.

Despite its intuitive appeal, the long-term vi-
ability of labeling theory as a corpprehensive
explanation of crime was undermined by the
gisclosure of an empirical weakness (see espe-
cially Gove, 1980; cf. Cullen and Cullen, 1978). In
its most extreme and interesting form, labeling
theory proposed that societal reaction, especially
by the criminal justice system, was the key factor
in—indeed, a necessary and sufficient condition
for—offenders becoming stabilized in a criminal
areer. But this claim is obviously false, as early
critics realized (see, e.g., Mankoff, 1971). As life-
course research reveals, stability of crime and de-
viance often emerges early in life before formal
interventions have taken place (see, e.g., Moffitt,
1993 [Chapter 43]; Sampson and Laub, 1993).
Thatis, being officially labeled through an arrest,
wnviction, and prison sentence often comes in
fesponse to an individual’s breaking the law and
kcoming entrenched in a criminal role. As will
be noted, the fact that life-course-persistent of-
lending has its origins in other conditions does
"t mean that labeling, when it occurs, has no
effect, Although not the sole cause of offending,
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trzs(;::: C}; Suggests Fhat it is a contributing factor
- Pening criminal inyolvement.
preterrl1 : tbhroa(gq level,. labe_ling theory wishes to
i at being raised in criminogenic con-
ns for 10, 15, or 20 years is largely inconse-
quent}al. The effects of these day-in and day-out
eth?rler?ces—such as having a dysfunctional
famlly.hfe, associating with delinquent friends,
anq failing at school—are said to pale in com-
parison to the effects, albeit over a more limited
time, _of being arrested and perhaps jailed. This
assertion is not credible and cannot be sustained
empirically. If true, it would mean that all other
theories of crime would be incorrect because
they attribute crimina involvement to an array
of factors that do not include labeling either in
the community or by criminal justice officials.

Contemporary Labeling Theories

Chastened by withering  critiques of labeling
theory, criminologists moved on to other theo-
retical frameworks. Whereas they had once em-
braced the theory without any evidence of its
validity (Hagan, 1973), criminologists now re-
jected labeling theory on the grounds that the
perspective “had no empirical support” More
recently, however, a revisionist position has
emerged that suggests that it would be prema-
ture to dismiss societal reaction as irrelevant to
crime causation. Thus, a number of quality stud-
ies have shown that contact with the criminal jus-
tice system increases recidivism (see Farrington
and Murray, 2014). The research on the crimino-
genic effect of system involvement on juveniles
is mounting (Cullen, Chouhy, et al., 2020; Motz
et al., 2020).

Of particular concern, more than 6.4 million
adults—1 in every 40 in the United States—are
under correctional supervision on any given
day. This figure includes nearly 4.4 million on
probation or parole and more than 2.1 million
in prison or jail (Maruschak and Minton, 2020).
Some evidence exists that due to inmate releases
tied to the Covid-19 pandemic, the incarcerated
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slipped to 1.8 million, at
least temporarily (Kang-Brown et al,, 2021). Im-
ally disproportionate. As Currie

population may have

prisonment is rac

(2020: 206) notes, the “prison incarceration rate

for African American men is more than 2,300 per

100,000 population, six times the rate for whites.”

Moreover, it is estimated that more than 600,000
federal and state inmates return to society annu-
ally (Jonson and Cullen, 2015). During the past
decade, there has been a much-belated but grow-
ing recognition that successful prisoner reentry is
a pressing problem (Gunnison and Helfgott,2013;
Mears and Cochran, 2015; Petersilia, 2003; Travis,
2005). Imprisonment is known to disrupt family
relationships and to decrease job prospects by
stigmatizing people as “ex-offenders” (Alexander,
2010; Pager, 2007; Pattillo et al., 2004). Programs
to help those reentering the community assume
productive prosocial roles are in short supply.
Not surprisingly, recidivism rates among return-
ees are high (Jonson and Cullen, 2015).

In fact, the existing empirical evidence sug-
gests that placing offenders in prison does little
to deter future criminality and, in fact, may be
criminogenic (Cullen et al., 2011; Nagin et al,
2009; Petrich et al., 2021). That is, imprisonment
may have labeling effects, creating rather than
preventing criminal involvement (see also Cullen
and Jonson, 2017). In this context, understand-
ing the impact of societal reaction on individuals
takes on renewed criminological significance.

In this regard, four theoretical developments
have emerged that may help to revitalize inter-
est in studying the effects of societal reaction:
Ross Matsueda’s focus on informal reactions,
John Braithwaite’s focus on reintegrative sham-
ing, Lawrence Sherman’s focus on defiance, and
Shadd Maruna’s focus on redemption scripts.

First, within criminology, labeling theory had
usually been interpreted as contending that the
application of formal criminal sanctions was the
key societal reaction that fostered career crimi-
nality. This position made sense, since criminal
sanctions involved a person’s official and public
designation as a “criminal” and could involve a
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lengthy stay behind bars. Less attention Was e
however, to the potential role played byS‘Paxd.
mal sanctions—that is, the societal reaqiomfor,
parents, friends, neighbors, and the like'-?}:
is at least beginning evidence that, under
circumstances, informal societal reactiom0
worsen wayward conduct (see, e.g., Triplet
Jarjoura, 1994; Ward and Tittle, 1993; see :ﬁ:
Wells and Rankin, 1988).

Ross Matsueda provides the most sophig;
cated theoretical statement of the potentia] crim.
inogenic effects of informal labeling. Drawing 0;1
symbolic interactionism, Matsueda argues thy ,
key proximate cause of delinquent behavior js
“reflected appraisals of others”—that is, a you;
perception that other people, especially thos
“significant” to the youngster (e.g., parents)-
view him or her as a “delinquent?” In part, this re.
flected appraisal is influenced by the youths oy
behavior: juveniles who engage in delinquency
are more likely to believe that others see them
as “troublemakers.” Reflected appraisals also are
influenced, however, by the “actual appraisals of
others.” Thus, when youngsters are appraised or
labeled as a delinquent (e.g., by their parents)
they perceive that others see them as wayward
and act upon this conception of themselves. In
short, labeling creates a delinquent “self;” which
in turn prompts illegal conduct. It is noteworthy
that Matsueda has marshaled evidence support
ing this causal sequence (Bartusch and Matsueds,
1996; Matsueda, 1992; see also Heimer and
Matsueda, 1994).

Second, another avenue for the revitalization
of labeling theory starts with the observation that
the effects of societal reaction are contingent 01
a range of factors. Traditional statements of la
beling theory assumed that societal reaction Vit
tually always increases crime and deviancé. This
thesis, however, is clearly false. Research from
corrections, for example, shows that while punr
tive interventions have no effect or increase ©
cidivism, rehabilitation programs reduce future
criminality (Bonta and Andrews, 2017; Cullen
and Jonson, 2014; Manchak and Cullen, 2015)-
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o Braithwaite (1989 [Chapter 19]) has de-
cloped the most noteworthy attempt to specify
o soc etal reaction, whether forma] or infor-
W [ results in more or less criminality (see a]sq
;’r‘; i’thwai“’ etal, 2()06).j‘Thc.? first step to prodyc.
B theorizing about crime is to think about the

ontention that labeling offenders makes things
qurse. The contention,” observes Braithwaite
219891 12), “is both right and wrong” When g

criminal act is detected, attempts usually are
made to “shame” the person, a concept used to

encOMpASS ‘;-,ii \,'\)Lml pro'cesses.of expressing dis-
approval which have the mtentnqn or effect of in-
voking remor=¢ i1 the person being shamed and/
or condemnation by others who become aware

of the shaming” (p. 100). Whether such shaming
«nakes things worse,’ hov«{ever, depends on the
qualif)’ of the ' ietal re.ac.tlon. . :

In his central proposition, Braithwaite argues,
consistent with labeling theory, that stigmatizing
shaming increases crime. In this instance, “no
effort is made to reconcile the offender with the
community” (1989: 101). Instead, the offender is
made into an outcast and is cut off from conven-
tional relationships. As a result, the offender joins
criminal subcultures, where his or her criminality
is reinforced and opportunities to commit illegal
acts are plentiful.

Unlike labeling theory, however, Braithwaite
recognizes that another form of societal reaction
exists: reintegrative shaming, a process in which
shaming “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 decertify
the offender as deviant” (2002: 100-101; see also
Maruna, 2011a, b). This type of shaming sends a
message to the individual and to the larger com-
munity that the offender’s behavior is wrong and

should not be repeated. At the same time, the re-
integrative aspect of the reaction communicates
that the offender as a person is not beyond re-
demption. Accepting the repentant offender back
Mo the community reinforces the offender’s
“onventional social bonds and keeps him or her
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from seekin

gout the company of other crimi
The result i pany riminals.

- Is that reintegrative shaming strength-

$ Prosocial influences in the offender’s life and
thus reduces recidivism,

Sh;l;;i, (ls9i;n3i)lar to  Braithwaite, .Lawrence
: observes that, depending on the
clrcumstances, interventions into the lives of of-
fenders can haye diverse effects. Thus, Sherman
(1993: 445) contends that “legal punishment either
reduces, increases, or has noeffect on future crimes,
dep'ending on the type of offenders, offenses, social
settings, and levels of analysis.” Sherman proposes
that in the face of criminal penalties, “defiance”
and thus greater crime are likely to result when of-
fenders are poorly bonded to society and define
the sanctions against them as stigmatizing and
unfair. In contrast, recidivism is less likely when
offenders have close ties to conventional society
(e.g., employment) and see the sanctions against
them as deserved and fairly applied.

Sherman (2000) also understands, however,
that the objective quality of the sanction is a sa-
lient consideration in whether defiant criminality
is, or is not, produced by criminal justice inter-
ventions. Again, offenders may react very differ-
ently to the same sanction depending on their
social bonds and sensitivity to injustice (i.e., the
tendency to see attempts to control their mis-
conduct as “disrespecting” them). Nonetheless,
Sherman's theory suggests that the quality of the
behavior of police, court, and correctional offi-
cials also plays a role in precipitating or depress-
ing the likelihood of defiance. If, in interacting
with offenders, these officials act with respect,
with procedural fairness, and integratively, defi-
ance is less likely to occur than if they act with
disrespect, arbitrarily, and harshly. In short, de-
fiance is the result of a complex interaction be-
tween the objective quality of the sanction being
applied and how this sanction is interpreted by
offenders (again, depending on their social bonds
and social attitudes; for an updated version of de-
fiance theory, see Sherman, 2010).

Fourth, a unique insight of labeling theory
is that “dramatizing evil” and stigmatizing
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rule-breakers as “the other” can lead individuals
to internalize a criminal identity or self-concept
Fhat then directs them to deepen their offend-
ing. Implicit in this traditional view, however, is
that identities are stable, contribute to secondary
deviance, and help to entrench the labeled in a
life in crime. But what if a criminal identity was
not static but dynamic—something that could be
transformed from “being bad” to “making good™?
If this were the case, then offenders might develop
a prosocial identity and escape their criminal ca-
reers. It is precisely this possibility—and thus this
fresh line of inquiry—that Shadd Maruna (2001)
explored in his book Making Good (Chapter 20
in this volume).

Maruna argued that an identity was not a
fixed, trait-like self-concept, such as “I am a de-
linquent.” Drawing on the work of psychologist
Dan McAdams (2001), he conceptualized iden-
tity as an evolving life story—or “narrative”—that
people use to make sense of who they are, why
they act as they do, and what their future might
hold. These stories are said to give individuals,
including offenders, coherence and meaning in
their lives. They are not “fairy tales” invented to
rationalize untoward behavior but a causal iden-
tity that shapes everyday choices (McAdams,
2001: 100). Maruna used this perspective when
he analyzed interview data from the Liverpool
Desistance Study, a project on which he was the
co-principal investigator in the latter part of the
1990s. He was particularly interested in compar-
ing two groups of career criminals similar in
almost every respect: a group of 20 subjects who
were persisting in crime and a group of 30 sub-
jects who had desisted from crime. Although all
of these offenders had lengthy criminal histories
and faced dire economic circumstances, some
had nonetheless given up a life in crime in favor
of attempting to “make good” in society. Why was
this so? According to Maruna, the key differenti-
ating factor was the type of narrative identity the
offenders embraced.

Maruna (2001) argued that there were two
narrative or life-story identities that offenders

manifested—a “condemnation script” apg -
demption script” Consistent with tr, dita' .
labeling theory, the group of persisters
condemnation script saw themselves 45 “dog Ba
to deviance” and as sO ensnared in a Criminaln;-
course that they had no control to change the
wayward destiny. By contrast, the group °de
sisters using a redemption script belieyeq e.
change was possible and that they coulq o
a good life. They tended to see their past Criny
as not reflecting their “real self)” were opti n:
tic (perhaps unrealistically so) that they coulg
overcome the obstacles they now faced, anq %
that they could devote themselves to seryiy .
higher purpose, such as sharing their eXPperience,
to counsel others on how to stop offending -
the title of Maruna’s book noted, they were ng,
“making good.”

Maruna’s work thus enriched labeling theory
by developing a more sophisticated view of th,
criminal identity and by showing that a narraiy,
identity could be a source of both persistence iy
and desistance from crime. His work has implics.
tions for stability and change in offending acrogs
the life course, as will be seen in Part XIII, where
theories of this genre are presented. Some eyi.
dence in support of Maruna’s approach has ap-
peared (see, e.g., Bullock et al., 2019; Stone, 2016).
More studies, especially quantitative research
using larger samples of offenders, are needed to
further substantiate and perhaps refine Maruns
theoretical insights (see Rocque et al., 2016).

=
——

Policy Implications

The ideas of Sherman (1993,2000) and of Braith-
waite (1989) have important policy implications
Traditionally, the mantra of labeling theory W&
“radical non-intervention” (Schur, 1973)—to @
whatever possible to limit criminal justice in-
terventions into the lives of offenders. This per
spective assumed that, due to powerful labeling
effects, such legal interventions were uniforniy
harmful. Sherman and Braithwaite, howeveh
reject this view. Although they would agree tha!
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tial exi
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?}:us, with more than 6.4 million people either
-ncarcefated or under probation and parole .
1

ervision on any gi.ven day, tal.k of nonintervep.-
e farfetcha“_l' Either thqse in th(? correctional
’ pulation Fpntmue to receive traditiona] penal-
tes, or an effort is nllac.le to construct more effec-
ve and humane criminal justice sanctions.
Along with a number of other scholars and
activists (Braithwaite, 2002, 2020), Sherman and
Braithwaite h1ave indors.ed a reform known as
«estorative | u‘\.icc._ In br.lef, this strategy seeks to
dislodge the state trorp its traditional role as an
adversary that exacts justice by prosecuting and
inflicting pain on lawbreakers. Instead, under
restorative justice, the state functions as an ar-
biter or partner that works with the victim and
the offender to reduce the harm associated with
the criminal act that has been committed. This
goal is achieved through a sanctioning process
that “restores” victims, the community, and the
offender.

A key component of this restorative strategy
is a “conference” attended by the victim and of-
fender, their family members, other community
members with a stake in the proceedings, and
some type of mediator. When faced with the
victim, the injury caused, and the shamefulness
of their conduct, offenders may be moved to
apologize for the crimes they have perpetrated.
In any event, the conferences reach a consensus
ona plan that will enable offenders to restore the
harm they have caused (e.g., by making restitu-
tion to the victim, through community service).
Furthermore, these agreements reject incar-
ceration, believing that the prison experience
Is stigmatizing, harm producing, and unlikely
to be restorative. Rather, in exchange for work-
Ing to restore their harms, offenders remain in
the community, where they receive support to
feintegrate them into conventional social roles

ti
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(

eg., ;
t g help securing  employment, mentoring,

utoring to achieve high
e igher grades)

reduce

Y policy issue is how much recidivism is
e fegz'alr:iilorative justice programs. The re-
erinpeia lat such program§ do lower re:o-ff-
S iflart })1' ar<:r ;nore effective Fhan punitive
- bé fajr]’ e e;j ects of these interventions
e y mo est' and are not as strong as
gned rehabilitation programs (Bonta
and Andrews, 2017; Cullen and Jonson, 2017).
Qné alternative option is to combine restorative
Justice with what is known about the principles of
effective treatment (Cullen et al., 2001).
~ Beyond the issue of restorative justice, label-
ing theory sensitizes policymakers to the need
to reduce the stigma associated with a crimi-
nal conviction, During the get-tough era that
reigned for most of the past four decades, sys-
tematic efforts were made to define offenders as
“the other” and to exclude them from many of
the rights and privileges enjoyed by American
citizens (Alexander, 2010; Jacobs, 2015). In par-
ticular, legislatures passed hundreds of laws that
barred ex-offenders, especially those convicted of
a felony, from voting, sitting on juries, collecting
welfare benefits, living in public housing, taking
out college loans, and many types of employment.
Labeling theory would predict that these punitive
policies—called the “collateral consequences of
conviction”—are unlikely to deter future wrong-
doing and, if anything, would be criminogenic
because they sever offenders’social bonds to con-
ventional society. Notably, over the past decade,
there has been a growing recognition that these
restrictions are counterproductive, and efforts are
being made to roll back collateral consequences
(Burton et al., 2020). For example, more than
150 cities and counties and 35 states have passed
“ban-the-box” statutes that preclude employers
from asking job applicants to disclose whether
they have a criminal record (usually by checking
a box on the application; see Burton et al., 2020).
Employers can only consider past offenses once
they have winnowed the list of applicants to the
stage at which interviews are conducted.
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However, in The Eternal Criminal Record,

minds us that it may be impos-
st majority of ex-offenders to con-
legal indiscretions and fully escape
a life of stigmatization (see also Lageson, 2020).
f the internet, where governments

cess to computerized criminal
i seil this information to commercial

rs, the capacity to conduct background
tuaily unlimited. One policy option
opportunity for offenders who
for several years to have their
viped clean” by having them
ealed or expunged (Jacabs, 2015). The public
ative, especially for those con-

victed of property and substance-abuse offenses
and who stay crime free for 7-10 years (Burton

etal, 2021).

In this context, Shadd Maruna (2001: 155)
asks us to do more—to recognize that the legal
system should create a process for “recognizing
redemption” (see Chapter 20). In various writings,
Maruna (2011a,b) has proposed the creation of a

formal ceremony, with all the rituals of other rites

of passage (e.g., high school graduation), at which
offenders would be declared rehabilitated. These
might be called rehabilitation or redemption cer-
emonies; regardless, the purpose is to declare that
an offender has been restored to full citizenship
with all the rights and privileges that bestows. To
earn redemption, offenders would have to com-
plete their sentence, perhaps stay crime-free for a
time period commensurate to their criminal his-
tory, and undertake self-improvement (e.g., hold

a job, complete a drug treatment program; see

Jacobs (2015) re

thelr pas

public ace

rime-irec
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also Thielo, 2017).
In closing, at this point in its
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Nonetheless, scholars working in thig traditiy Burton, Ale
have identified a factor—stigmaﬁz'mg, Tejectin Cu\\ef\,l
nasty societal reactions—that rarely makes my. 1. Thielc
ters better and more often serves only to solidify Suppor
an offender’s commitment to a criminal carer Conse
It would be unwise, therefore, for crimindy Dushert,
gists to assume that “labeling has no effects’ ?2‘3\;

more prudent for them to continue to specify te
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19. Crime,

Shame, and Reintegration

John Braithwaite
Braithwaites central thesis is that crime is higher young, unmarried, unemployed males. Lacking
yhen shaming is stigmatizing and lower when interdependencies that might blunt stigma and
;hami”k' s seintegrative. This thesis explains both

why some socicties have higher rates ofcrirrfe than
others and why some individuals are more likely to
offend than others. . _ ‘

At the macro level, Braithwaite starts with as-
| sumptions that mirror social disqrga.nization
theory: societies marked by urbanization and
residential mobility are less “communitarian” gnd
less likely to have interdependency between their
citizens. When societies lack communitarianism—
that is, when individuals are not ‘densely en-
meshed in interdependencies which have the
special qualities of mutuality and trust” (1989:
100)—they will engage in shaming that is stigma-
tizing. As large numbers of people are stigmatized,
they come together to develop ongoing criminal
subcultural groups that provide learning environ-
ments for crime and “illegitimate opportunities
to indulge tastes” At any given time, stigmatized
individuals have incentives to participate in these
ongoing subcultural groups because they are ex-
cluded from conventional society. Furthermore,
the process of stigmatization has a feedback effect
that erodes communitarianism. The end result is g
society—such as the United States—that has a high
trime rate,

On the micro level, stigmatizing shaming has
its greatest negative effects on individuals with few
social bonds to conventional society—especially

;
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Joster reintegration, these rejected individuals have
their social bonds further attenuated. As controls
weaken, they join criminal subcultural groups in
which antisocial values gre reinforced and illegiti-
mate opportunities are made available. In short,
stigmatizing shaming evokes the conditions that
control theory and differential association theory
link to crime. The result is the continued, if not
heightened, involvement of the individual offender
in criminal activities,

Unlike labeling theorists, Braithwaite does not
suggest that nonintervention is the most effective
criminal justice policy. In fact, he believes that
shaming is necessary for social control: the offender
and the larger community benefit from q public
ceremony in which the crimingl act—but not the
criminal—is defined as immoral. This moralizing
is also done informally by those in the offender :
social networks, The key issue is what foll‘,’.:’:
shaming: reintegration or stigmatization. 5;:, 5
tegration is essential becayse shamed i"‘m,":vhen
are at a turning point in their lives—a """j »
they can reattach to conventional society ©" social
their commitment to crime. When ‘7”{:5’ through
relations exist, they provide ’h".",’iz; and sUp-
which offenders are given the /b’g’.";l:. col”"”"fl”%{
port needed to become members 0{ ,’lccwlu" e, T

Within the United States ﬂ”:! tcll»'cb' mirror
storative justice” programs ™%

y Press, repro-
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sition to meld shaming with
(see Braithwaite, 2002). In I/It‘SCpI‘()—
) “restore” both the victim, who
nd the offender, who has done
ictims are likely to receive both
onveying to the offender
v oa fice-to-face encounter the pains they have
perience ablic apology. Repentant offend-
ers potentially are granted a measure of forgive-
ss by victims and are reaccepted by family and
QI 1(1
Swuch attempts at shaming and reintegration
present an appealing alternative to stigmatizing
criminal justice sanctions (see Braithwaite and
Viugford, 1994; Makkai and Braithwaite, 1994).
Evaluations of restorative justice programs have
yielded some promising results (Braithwaite, 2002,
2020; Menkel-Medow, 2007). It remains to be dem-
onstrated, however, that these interventions have
the capacity to alter the life course of persistent of-
fenders. The critical issue, it would seem, is not the
public ceremony or conference in which shaming
occurs but the quality of the reintegration that fol-
lows. Unless these efforts at reintegration are pro-
longed and target for change the known predictors
of recidivism, the reform of offenders is likely to be
modest at best (see Levrant et al., 1999; more gen-
erally, see Bonta and Andrews, 2017).
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’ l the theory in this book suggests that the
to crime control is cultural commitmemsu,

shaming in ways that I call reintegrative, Soci
ies with low crime rates are those that shame e
tently and judiciously; individuals who resonp;
crime are those insulated from shame over their
wrongdoing. However, shame can be applied j,.
judiciously and counterproductively; the the,
seeks to specify the types of shaming which cay
rather than prevent crime. . ..

The first step to productive theorizing abgy
crime is to think about the contention that [abel.
ing offenders makes things worse. The contentio
is both right and wrong. The theory of reintegr
tive shaming is an attempt to specify when it s
right and when wrong. The distinction is between
shaming that leads to stigmatization—to outcasi-
ing, to confirmation of a deviant master status—
versus shaming that is reintegrative, that shames
while maintaining bonds of respect or love, tha

sharply terminates disapproval with forgivenes
instead of amplifying deviance by progressivelf
casting the deviant out. Reintegrative shaming
controls crime; stigmatization pushes offender
toward criminal subcultures. . ..

The theory of reintegrative shaming posils
that the consequence of stigmatization is attri
tion to criminal subcultures. Subcultures supply

-

stcast offender with the op)

(he ou .
reject her rejectors, thereby mainta;
ot'sc‘”' respect. ln'con.trast. the conse,
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make for ¢ ffective shaming. Individ:
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in Figure 19.1.)
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Preventing Crime¢

We have seen that the micro proce
an individual has consequences f:
l'ife of that individual. The social pre
links a micro incident into a ma
shaming incident reinforces cult
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sutcast offender with the. Opportunity to

°  her rejectors, thereby Mmaintaining a form
¢ eC”__rcSpCd. [n contrast, the consequence of re.
of s tive shaming is that criminal subcultures
mteg;’ Jess attractive to the offender. Shaming is
e:‘;'lOSt potent weapon of social contro] unless it
rades into stigma‘ization. Formal crimina] pun-

*pent is an inc ff-ctive weapon of social control
ishr because it is a degradation ceremony with
:gmum prospects for stigmatization,

p ‘The nub of the theory of reintegrative sham-
s ther efore about the effectiveness of reinte-
ing ve shaming and the counterproductivity of

grati . p 1li : ol
digmatization 11 -ontrolling crime. In addition,

e theory posits number of conditions that
nake for effective shaming. Individuals are more

sceptible to shaming when they are enmeshed
i multiple relationships of interdependency;
«ieties shame more effectively when they are

communitarian. \ar iables like urbanization and
residential mobility predict communitarian-
ism, while variables like age and gender predict
individual interdependency. (A schematic sum-
mary of these aspects of the theory is presented
in Figure 19.1.)

Some of the ways that the theory of reintegra-
tive shaming builds on earlier theories should
now be clear. Interdependency is the stuff of
control theory; stigmatization comes from label-
ing theory; subculture formation is accounted
for in opportunity theory terms; subcultural
influences are naturally in the realm of subcul-
tural theory; and the whole theory can be un-
derstood in integrative cognitive 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
ife of that individual. The social process of gossip
links a micro incident into a macro pattern. A
shaming incident reinforces cultural patterns
which underwrite further cultural products like
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: m}(:rahstlc chil’dren’s story, a television program,
School teacher’s homily. The latter modalities of
public (societal) shaming exert pressure for fur-

ther private (individual) shaming.
€ reasons why reintegrative shaming works

IN preventing crime might be summarized as
follows:

1. The deterrence literature suggests that specific
Fieterrence associated with detection for crim-
inal 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 par-
ticipate in or become aware of the incident of
shaming.

3. Both the specific and general deterrent ef-
fects of shame will be greater for persons who
remain strongly attached in relationships of
interdependency and affection because such
persons will accrue greater interpersonal costs
from shame. This is one reason why reintegra-
tive shaming makes for more effective social
control than stigmatization.

4. A second reason for the superiority of reinte-
grative shaming over stigmatization is that the
latter can be counterproductive by breaking
attachments to those who might shame future
criminality and by increasing the attractive-
ness of groups that provide social support for
crime.

5. However, most compliance with the law is not
achieved through either specific or general de-
terrence. Most of us comply with the law most
of the time, not because we rationally weigh
our fear of the consequences of detection
against the benefits of the crime, but because
to commit the crime is simply unthinkable 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 internalize abhorrence for crime.
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A third reason for the superiority of Lhe rein

O
tegrative shaming over stigmatiz .tion is that
a combination of shame at aind repentance
by the offender is a more powerful alfirma
tion of the criminal law ihan one-side i mor
alizing. A shaming ceremony followed later
by a ‘h)rgxu'm:\, and repentance ceremony
more potently builds commitment to the law

than a shaming ceremony alone. Nothing has
greater symbolic force in community-wide
conscience-building than repentance.

7. Because shaming is a participatory form of
social control, compared with formal sanc-
tioning which is more professionalized than
participatory, shaming builds consciences
through citizens being instruments as well as
targets of social control. Participation in ex-
pressions of abhorrence toward the criminal

acts of others is part of what makes crime an
abhorrent choice for ourselves to make.
8. Once consciences have been formed by cul-
tural processes of shaming and repentance,
pangs of conscience become the most effec-
tive punishment for crime because whereas
conscience delivers a timely anxiety response
to every involvement in crime, other negative
reinforcers, including shame, are delivered
unreliably or with delay.

9. Shaming is therefore both the social pro-
cess which builds consciences, and the most
important backstop to be used when con-
sciences fail to deliver conformity. Formal
punishment is another backstop, but a less
effective one than reintegrative shaming.

10. Gossip within wider circles of acquaintances
and shaming of offenders not even known
to those who gossip are important for build-
ing consciences because so many crimes will
not occur in the direct experiences of limited
groups like families. Societal incidents of
shaming remind parents and teachers of the
need to moralize with their children across
the whole curriculum of crimes.
11. Public shaming puts pressure on parents,
teachers and others to ensure that they
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. Public shaming generalizes famil;

engage in private shamj
ficiently systematic, a::;ngpu‘;ll!ich %
increasingly takes over the 3 ic gp
shaming once children moye -‘iwc of
influence of the family ang schd aL)'f
is one reason why public shami:
of law has a more importang role
strictly adult offenses like Cl'imesop
environment than with Predomin
nile offenses like vandalism, In

ciples to unfamiliar or new contextg
grates new categories of wrongdoj .
may arise from technologica] change |
pre-existing moral frameworks, Publicy
ing transforms the loss of life ina battle ;:.:
Lai into a “war crime” and a “mgss;
through our distant involvement j
dent of shaming, the moral category ofjj :
killing acquires some expanded megp.
Cultures with heavy emphasis on re
tive shaming establish a smoother s
tion between socialization practices ip f
family and socialization in the wider socin
Within the family, as the child grows, s
control shifts from external to internal g
trols; punishment-oriented cultures set thy
process more starkly in reverse in the pubi
domain than do shame-oriented cultures |
the extent that crime control can be mades
work by continuing to catalyze internal as
trols it will be more effective; this is preciséi
why families are more effective agents &
social control than police forces.

Gossip and other modalities of shaming&
be especially effective when the targels
shame are not directly confronted with
shame, but are directly confronted Wlth
tures of forgiveness or reintegration. Citi
who have learnt the culture do not have!d
shamed to their faces to know that M:

the subject of gossip, but they may nee o
directly offered gestures of acceptance

they can be confident that they are 38‘fnm’

of the community of law-abiding &

i —

In other words, shaming which js excessiy
confrontational renders the achievemen,
reintegration a tall order. There is thus so;
thing to be said for hypocrisy: our frie
are likely to recover from a suspicion thay
have stabbed them in the back, byt stabt
therm in the front can be divisive!

The effectiveness of shaming is often

.hun(t d by shame being directed not on)

the individual offender but also at her fa
or her company if she is a corporate crim
when a collectivity as well as an individy
shamed, collectivities are put on notice ;
their responsibility to exercise informa] ,
trol over their members, and the moral;
impact of shaming is multiplied. For rea
which will be elaborated in the next chg
a shamed family or company will often ¢,
mit the shame to the individual offend
a manner which is as regenerative as
sible. From the standpoint of the offe
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in other words, shaming which ig excessively
Confroma[innul renders the achievement of
reintegration a .tall order. The‘re is thus some-
ihing to be said for hypocrisy: our friends
wre likely 0 ;-ccover.from a suspicion that we
e stabbed them in the back, but stabbing
them i the front can be divisive!

5. The effectiveness of shaming is often ep.
'hanced by shame being directed not only at
the individus! »nf:nde'r but also at her family,
or her company if she is a corporate Criminal,
When a collectivity as well as an individual i
shamed, coliectivities are put on notice as to
their respons bility to exercise informal con-
trol over their -ncl’qbers, apd the moralizing
impact of sharning is multiplied. For reasons

which will be elaborated in the next chapter,
2 shamed family or company will often trans-
mit the shame to the individual offender in
a manner which is as regenerative as pos-
sible. From the standpoint of the offender,
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the s}rategy of rejecting her rejectors may re-
Suscitate her own self-esteem, but her loved
O.nes. or colleagues will soon let her know that
sinking deeper into the deviant role will only

exacerbate the shame they are suffering on
her behalf,

The Theory of Reintegrative Shaming

Figure 19.1 provides a schematic summary of the
theory. In the first part of this chapter clear defini-
tions are attempted for the key concepts in Figure
19.1. The cluster of six variables around interde-
per.ldency at the top left of Figure 19.1 are charac-
teristics of individuals; the three at the top right
are characteristics of societies; while high levels
of crime and shaming are variables which apply
to both individuals and societies. The theory as
summarized in Figure 19.1 thus gives an account
both of why some kinds of individuals and some
kinds of societies exhibit more crime.

Figure 19.1
Summary of the Theory of Reintegrative Shaming
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nious theory by

ucts of interdepen

n 1 -] level variable) and com-
Jl.»’]l’l.i)'uu" 1 (a etal variable) into a single
istruct. but then wé ould no lon - have a
framework to predict both whici: 1 \dividuals and
hich societies will have more crime On the de-
bility of being able to do this I can only agree

with Cressey:

ior in general,

A theory explaining social behav
or any specific kind of social behavior, should
have two distinct but consistent aspects. First,
there must be a statement that explains the sta-
tistical distribution of the behavior in time and
space (epidemiology), and from which predic-
tive statements about unknown statistical dis-
tributions can be derived. Second, there must
be a statement that identifies, at least by impli-
cation, the process by which individuals come
to exhibit the behavior in question, and from
which can be derived predictive statements
about the behavior of individuals. (Cressey,

1960:47)

Key Concepts
Interdependency is a condition of individuals.

It means the extent to which individuals par-
ticipate in networks wherein they are dependent
on others to achieve valued ends and others are
dependent on them. We could describe an indi-
vidual as in a state of interdependency even if
the individuals who are dependent on him are
different from the individuals on whom he is
dependent. Interdependency is approximately
equivalent to the social bonding, attachment and
commitment of control theory.
Communitarianism is a condition of societ-
ies. In communitarian societies individuals are
densely enmeshed in interdependencies which
have the special qualities of mutual help and
trust. The interdependencies have symbolic sig-
nificance in the culture of group loyalties which
take precedence over individual interests. The in-
terdependencies also have symbolic significance

{ the
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fing evil deeds rather than evi] persons in
signi )’-gtiaﬂ tradition of “hate the sin and love
the C-hner." Specific disapproval is expressed
the § [;elati“mhips characterized by generq]
witl roval; shaming criminal behavior js
Soaal];ne“t“d by ongoing social rewarding
91 rnative behavior patterns. Reintegrative
of 3“,6 is not necessarily weak; it can be cruel,
Sha”ﬂ,{]ﬁo;ls- [t is not distinguished from stigma-
even V1 by its potency, but by (a) a finite rather
tizanoﬂen)_cmh d duration which is terminated
than Opivent‘“-“ ind by (b) efforts to maintain
by i(j)srgof love or respect throughout the finite
On'od of suffering shame.
en'mati:('m‘gz: is disintegrative shaming in
§t;‘1€no effort is made to reconcile the offender
thc he community. The offender is outcast, her
\nth ;ce is allowed to become a master status,
g:;r?;dation ceremonies are not followed by cer-
snies to decertify deviance.
emcfiminal subcultures are sets of rationaliza-
tons and conduct norms V\./hich cluster tog.ethcir
to support criminal behavior. The clustermg is
ysually facilitated by sgbcultural groups.whlc.h
rovide systematic social support.for crime in
any of a number of ways.—'—suppl'ylr?g members
with criminal opportunities, crlmmal values,
atitudes which weaken conventional values of
law-abidingness, or techniques of neutralizing

conventional values.

Short Summary of the Theory

The following might serve as the briefest possible
summary of the theory. A variety of life circum-
stances increase the chances that individuals will
be in situations of greater interdependency, the
most important being age (under 15 and over
5),being married, female, employed, and having
high employment and educational aspirations.
Interdependent persons are more susceptible to
shaming, More importantly, societies in which
individuals are subject to extensive interdepen-
dencies are more likely to be communitarian, and
shaming is much more widespread and potent in
“Mmunitarian societies. Urbanization and high
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reS{dential mobility are societal characteristics
which undermipe communitarianism.

The shaming produced by interdependency
and communitarianism can be either of two
types—shaming that becomes stigmatization or
Sham?ng that is followed by reintegration. The
sh.amlng engendered is more likely to become
reintegrative in societies that are communitarian.
In societies where shaming does become reinte-
grative, low crime rates are the result because dis-
approval is dispensed without eliciting a rejection
of the disapprovers, so that the potentialities for
future disapproval are not dismantled. Moreover,
r.eintegrative shaming is superior even to stigma-
tization 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 shaming
is allowed to become stigmatization for want of
reintegrative gestures or ceremonies which de-
certify deviance, the deviant is both attracted to
criminal subcultures and cut off from other in-
terdependencies (with family, neighbors, church,
etc.). Participation in subcultural groups supplies
criminal role models, training in techniques of
crime and techniques of neutralizing crime (or
other forms of social support) that make choices
to engage 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 accessible in
the society, higher crime rates will be the result.
While societies characterized by high levels of
stigmatization will have higher crime rates than
societies characterized by reintegrative shaming,
the former will have higher or lower crime rates
than societies with little shaming at all depending
largely on the availability of criminal subcultures.

Yet a high level of stigmatization in the society
is one of the very factors that encourages criminal
subculture formation by creating populations of
outcasts with no stake in conformity, no chance
of self-esteem within the terms of conventional
society—individuals in search of an alternative
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The other major societal variable which fos-

ters criminal subculture formation is systematic
blockage of legitimate opportunities for critical
fractions of the population. If black slum dwellers

are systematically denied economic opportuni-
ties because of the stigma of their race and neigh-
borhood, then criminal subcultures will form in
these outcast neighborhoods. It can be seen that
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